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TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962
MONDAY, AUGUST 13, 1962

U.S. SENATE,
Comrrn oN FINANCE,

W4hington, D.C.
The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a.m., in room 2221,
New Senate 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. Benson professional staff member.
The CHAnRAN. The committee will come to order.
The Chair understands that Mr. Peter M. Miranda, of tie Industrial 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. MIRANDA. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee my
name is Peter M. Miranda. I am secretary of the Industrial Wire
Cloth Institute. The institute maintains its offices at 630 Third Avenue in New York City.
A statement has been prepared and submitted on behalf of the institute in opposition to H.R. 11970, and it is sincerely felt that a
review of this statement will justify the institute's position. I sincerely request that you review the statement, and thank you.
The CHAnI AN. 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. MIRANDA, ON BEHALF 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 production of industrial wire cloth.
Industrial wire cloth Is designated as to nomenclature in classification of
imports, schedule A, commodity numbers 6100-140, 6100-150, and 6100-160;
paragraph 318 of the Tariff Act of 1930.
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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
from the Bureau of Census for commodity numbers 6100-140, 6100-150, and
6100-160.
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
1948, 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 valorem. to 30 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. although 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
share of the total U.S. market has decreased significantly and shockingly, as
follows:
Percenti

Percent

49
38
33
27
28
50 1961 --------------------------1956 --------------------------and, for the first 6 months of 1962, imports have increased their 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 utilized 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.
nmdity 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 is schedule A, commodity No. 6100-140. This, though, it not necessarily the fact because the classification encompasses a multitude of products
from industrial wire cloth to insect wire screening to hardware cloth to poultry
netting, etc. In 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 before 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 Agreements Extension Act of 1951, as amended) has not afforded our industry the
necessary safeguards for effective escape clause action, it at least presents the
mechanism and forum for recourse. Our problem in this Industry has been, historically, 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 sufficient to Justify escape clause relief, but because of the
Inability to segregate that segment of our industry, we have not been able to
obtain this relief.
1952
195
1954

------------------------

75 1957 -------------------------------------------63 1958
----741 1959------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------155--------
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This industry, with its entire operating facilities of manpower and capital
equipment, Is geared to perform one manufacturing function and only onethe 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 assistance" can possibly alter this fact. The equipment utilized in the manufacture of Industrial wire cloth cannot be converted to any other possible use. This
would put a tremendous burden upon the American taxpayer to subsidize tMe
"buying 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,
niany more companies will find themselves in a position of complete inability
to couipete 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 Il1.
Without the strengthening and implement~ition of escape clause and peril point procedures we will unquestionably 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 adjudlcat pn 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.
Even though, as stated previously, under current legislation, regardless of the
limitations and failings of section 7, domestic industry at least has the mechanisin and forum for recourse, And further limitation will be intolerable. Even
t,,day 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 strengthening and Implementing the present escape clause and peril point procedures within
the framework of the bill before it, In order to encompass small industries such
:s ours and to provide safeguards against ruinous inroads by unfair and governmient subsidized foreign monopolization of the U.S. market. Title III-6adjustment assistance-must be completely eliminated from consideration and the
alternative cannot be presented solely to the executive branch.
APPzwDrx A
INDUSTRIAL WIRE CLOTH

INSTITUTE

The Cambridge Wire Cloth Co., Cambridge, Md.
The Cleveland Wire Cloth & Manufacturing Co., 3573 Eagt!78th Street, Cleveland, Ohio.
0
The Colorado Fuel & Iron Corp., Pacific Coast Division, 1080 19th Avenue, Oakland, Calif.
Hewitt-Robins, Inc., Henderson Road and Queens Drive, King-of-Prussia, Pa.
Ludlow-Saylor Wire Cloth Co., 634 South Newstead Avenue, St. Louis, Mo.
.M1ulti-Metal Wire Cloth Co., 1350 Garrison Avenue, New York, N.Y.
Newark Wire Cloth Co., 351 Verona Avenue, Newarh, N.J.
Star 'Wire Screen & Iron Works. Inc., 215 San Fernando Road, Los Angeles,
Calif.
Wickwire Bros., Inc., Cortland, N.Y.
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 Gilbert & Bennett Manufacturing Co., Georgetown, Conn.
Hoyt Wire Cloth Co., Post Office Box 1577, Lancaster, Pa.
ichigan 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. S. Tyler Co., 3615 Superior Avenue, Cleveland, Ohio.
Wickwire Spencer Steel Division, Colorado Fuel & Iron Corp., Post Office Box
232, Palmer, Mass.
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The CRAIR-TAN. The next witness is Eldred Hill, the commissioner
of Virginia Eniployment Commission. I want to say I have known
Mr. Hill for a long time. He is one of the ablest State officials I have
come in contact with and I welcome him as a fellow Virginian to this
committee.
STATEMENT OF J. ELDRED HILL, JR., COMMISSIONER, VIRGINIA
EMPLOYMENT COMMISSION
Mr. IULL. 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
tariff provisions of I.R. 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 unemployed 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 compensation pro-ram that is more liberal than any existing State rogram and is (resigned to favor a very small segment of the Nation's
unemployed.
As an administrator of a State unemployment insurance program,
I have some difficulty 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 compensate 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 individual distress that is tW 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 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 interpreted as a congressional indictment of the adequacy of State unemployment insurance systems.
Unemployment 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 distress of this particular species of unemployment, then it will soon be
urged with equally convincing logic that it is necessary for other
types of unemployment.
Once we embark on this course of Federal supplementation of State
benefits, &,singthe flimsy excuse that. there is something unique about
the cause of unemployment, we will find no end to causes of unemployment that are equally as meritorious.
This road has as its terminus a permanent Federal system of unemployment insurance.
State 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 provision 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 Secretary of Labor to enter into agreements 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 unemployment 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.
Now, this section, in my opinion is contrary to the Virginia statute
and will preclude Virginia from signing any agreement for handling
the payment 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 until the laws of
such States are amended.
This may further aggravate the preferential treatment among the
unemployed since in some Stqtes even those whose unemployment is
traceable to a trade policy may be precluded from sharing in these
favored benefits.

1650'
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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 provisions which relate to trade readjustment allowances.
Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared statement. There are
two principal areas of concern to me: One is that the trade readjustment a lowance provisions descriminate among the unemployed.
It 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 eliminated 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 consider 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 trada readjustment
allowances on their face lead toward a federalized program and they
are philosophically unsound, that they are discriminator as among
the unemployed, and without any justifiable reason and that, second,
they will create a problem in many States in terms of signing agreements to administer them because these provisions, as they are written
are in violation of State laws.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Hill, thank you for a very clear, able statement. Iow many other States have laws similar to Virginia, would
you think?
Mr. HILL. 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 one 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 p resume to speak and say
that there are 42 States that could not sign the agreement.
The CHAIRMAN. But there are quite a number of States-it is clear
in the law they cannot accept this assistance?
Mr. HILL. 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.
The CHAIRMAN. As I understand your testimony, you regard this
as a wrong step toward federalizing the unemployment insurance program.
Mr. HILL. I certainly do, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. 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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grain the cost of which is borne entirely by the employers in the respective States.
That is correct, isn't it?
Mr. HL. Yes, sir.
The CITAIAN. What standards are set forth in this bill to determine whether or not a certain industry has been injured by imports?
Mr. HILL. Well, as I understand it, the standards are left up to
the Trade Commission, I believe, to determine whether or not an industry has been substantially injured, and I am not conversant with
all of the provisions relating to what they are to consider but I understand they are not rigidly written into the law.
The CIAIRM AN. Are there any standards written into the law?
Mr. HLL. Not that I know of, Mr. Chairman.
The Cu.IRMAN. It is left to the Federal Trade Commission, did
you say?
Mfr. HILL. So far as I am advised, I am not familiar with this particularThe CHrAIR AN. To set up standards as to whether or not an industry is injured and then a certification would be made to the State
unemployment agency?
Mr. HILL. Yes.

The

CHAIR 3AN.

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. HILL. That is correct.
The CIIAIRNAN. How could a s'.andard be set up to determine that?
Mr. HILL. I think it would be extremely difficult to arrive at any
standard which would definitely prove workable in terms of knowing that an individual has been displaced surely by foreign competition as compared, say, with location of the industry here.
Any number of factors, as I said in my statement, could be responsible for unemployment.
The CHAIRMAN. 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. ILL. 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 CHAIRMAN. Then take a concrete example. How much would
be added toward the State unemployment compensation?
Mr. HILL. It would depend on the State.
In our State, there could be added the difference between our maximum amount, say $34, all the way up to $61, depending on the individual. It could practically bedoubled.
The CHAIRMAN. How long would that continue?
Mr. HILL. 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 call continue on up to as high as
78 weeks.
The CAIIAPMAN. There is some provision for retraining those
workers who are thrown out of employment.
.Mr. HILL. Yes, there are some retraining provisions which in my
opinion duplicate those which have already been passed by the Congress in the form of the Manpower Development and Training Act.
The CHAIRMAN. What is the maximum that could come out of the
Federal Treasury, as you see it?
Mr. HILL. Well, the maximum
The CIAIRM.N. Per man.
Mr. HILL. 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 CHAIR-MAN. Then you would have two different standards.
You would have one-would they get twice as much or three times as
much or wvhat?
,Mr. HILL. Ile 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 CHAIRMAN. 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
occasioned by a domestic situation.
Certainly so.
Mr.
Theo HILL.
CIAIRMAN. 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?
Mr. HILL. 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 CHAIRMAN. Well, it may notbe such a small group.
Mr. HILL. When I say small group, I am depending on the Secretary of Labor's figure of 90,000 for 5 years.
The CHAIRMAN. That is a figure of 18,000 a year, isn't that correct?
Mr. HILL. Yes, sir.
The CHAIR-MAN. For 3 or 4 years, whatever it may be?
Mr. HILL. That is true. But I am comparing it with the number
of unemployed we have nationwide and this is a very small proportion. Frankly, I am not sure that these figures are valid, I simply am
using them because those are the ones that have been submitted by the
Department of Labor.
But this is a beginning of a favored system for a favored few as
compared with the remaining unemployed.
The CHAIRMA.N. It seems to me that any long-range estimate of the
unemployment occasioned by the changes in the tariff and the imports
is siniply impossible to make, and 18,000 out of how many are employed, 6o million, I myself would not favor very much, I would not
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lel)end 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. HILL. That is right.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Talnadge?
Senator T.LMADOE. I have no questions. Our director is here and
I expect to ask him questions along the same line.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Carlson?
Senator CARLSO . Mr. Hill, first I want to commend you for a very
line statement.
If the Congress should adopt this trade adjustment allowance section in the pending legislation, would we not in reality set up two
classes of citizens among the unemployed in our Nation?
Mr. Hiat. Yes, sir. This is the point I had hoped to make.
Senator CARLSON. 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 65
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 maxinmum of $44. Under this proposal I can easily
see al individual who was .alieved 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 difficulties. I
just can't conceive that our Nation is going to do this but I am not
sure.
Mr. Chairman I have a letter here from George Trombold, who is
chairman of the Social Legislation Council of the Kansas State Chamnber of Commerce and he discusses this and the views of the Kansas
Chamber and I ask unanimous consent that this be made a part of
the record.
The CHAMMAN. Without objection.
(The letter referred to follows:)
KANSAS

STATE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,

Topeka, Kan., August 6, 1962.
Hon. FRANK CARLOoN,

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DEa SENATOR CAnRLON: As businessmen and employers in the State of Kansas,
we are very much concerned about the trade adjustment allowances for employees 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 compensation 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 ir'lustrIal wage is in 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 compensation divisions to provide weekly benefits to workers
unemployed during a reasonable transition period. 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 benefit period Is 26 weeks and the benefit
87270--62-pt. 4------2
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amount ranges up to 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 benits for
a selected group of unemployed people will, we believe, serve to increase the
pressure for the Federal Government to take over the entire unemployment
compensation 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 wabe in covered industry in the preceding year and is 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 proposed in this bill for a favored group would be approximately 50 percent more
per week for twice the period of time. We do not believe the Federal Government 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 compensation 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,
GEORn TROMBOLD,

Chairman, Social Legislation Council.

Senator CURnIs. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Curtis.
Senator CuRTis. Mr. Hill, is unemployment compensation subject
to the Federal income tax?
Mr. HiL. No, sir.
Senator Cumis. Is it subject to the State income tax in Virginia?
Mr. HILL. Not in our State; no, sir.
Senator CurIs. How much worse off would an individual be drawing 65 percent of his wages free of State and Federal tax, without
expense of getting to and from his work, without expense for his
ioon meal, and without his expense for work clothes?
Mr. HiL. He would have practically 100 percent of his take-home
pay during this period of time. Not. only that, but the pay is not subject to attachment or levy by creditors.
Senator Cuas. Are you familiar with the Federal law relating to
unemployment compensation as it was written in the area redevelopment bill?
Mr. HILL. I have a limited knowledge of it, Senator.
Senator CuRnwis. How does that work?
Mr. HILL. 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. HILL. The State pays these benefits.
Senatow CuRns. Does the Federal Govei iment reimburse them?
Mr. HILL. Yes.
Senator CURTis. So ultimately it comes out of the Federal
Treasury?

Mr. HILL. Yes.
Senator CuRTIs. What kind of program do they have in respect to
the manpower retraining?
Mr. HIL. The same type of program. It follows and it is patterned after State benefits. It is paid by the States but eventually
comes from the Federal Treasury.
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Senator CURTS. You have made a good appearance here and I
want to thank you.
The C ,mAN. Thank you very much Mr. Hill.
(The prepared statement of Mr. Hill fo'ows:)
STATEMENT Or H.R. 11970 BY J. ELDRED HILL, JR., COMMISSIONER,

VIRGINIA

EMPLOYMENT COMMISSIoN
Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am J. Eldred Hill, Jr., commissioner of the Virginia Employment Commission. I appreciate the opportunity to be heard by this committee. My remarks will be brief and limited to
that portion of 11.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 Expansion 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 actor in adopting trade policies which have
adversely affected such individuals. These benefits 3rill be in an amount considerably in excess of those available to persons eligible for unemployment benefits 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 me, merely creates a new Federal unemployment compensation program, more liberal than any existing State program and designed to
favor a very small segment of the Nation's unemployed.
As an administrator of a State unemployment insurance program I have difficulty in recognizing any need for this preferential treatment among persons
unemployed through no fault of their own. The State systems of unemployment insurance are designed to compensate covered workers who become unemployed through no fault of their own; and this is true whether the cause
is attributable to the employer's economic instability, a 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 a.y cause not involving fault on the part of the worker himself.
Involuntary unemployment can stemi 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 ia the establishment of national trade policy. I do not. I fall to see the need for the establishment of
this program of preferential treatment for one small class of unemployed workers. Since the bill envisions the l)ayment of these benefits by the State agencies
now handling State unemployment insurance I foresee great difficulty in explaining to unemployed workers the wisdom or justification for higher nn(l
longer benefits for those 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 presunmably taken in the national interest.
I fear, too, that the enactment of these special benefits will be interpreted as
u congressional indictment 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 Federal system Is necessary to alleviate the distress of this particular species of
unemployment it will soon be urged with equal logic that it is necessary for
other types. Once we embark on a course of supplementation of State benefits, using the flimsy exctse that there is something unique about the cause
of the unemployment, we will find no end to causes of unemployment equally as
meritorious. This road has as its terminus a permanent Federal system of unemployment Insurance. State benefit levels are now being applied under Federal
law to unemployment directly caused by the Federal Government. Under this
law State-level benefits ore paid to laid-off Federal civilian employees and exservicemen. I urge this committee not to deviate from this established principle.

There is another very real problem confronting Virginia, and I suspect a
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number of other States, if the trade readjustment allowances are enacted as
presently provided in H.R. f1970. The Virginia Unemployment Compensation
Act contains a provision which renders an individual ineligible to receive State
benefits for any week he is receiving, has received or is seeking unemployment
benefits under an unemployment compensation law of another State or of the
United States. Section 331 of the Trade Expansion Act authorizes the Secretary of Labor to enter into agreements with the States for the payment of
the trade readjustment allowances. But subsection 0 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 reduced 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
Riay be precluded from sharing in these favored benefits.
I respectfully urge this committee to eliminate from H.R. 11970 the provision
for trade readjustment allowances.
The
CHAIRMAN. 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
Mk. WHITE. The American Retail Federation welcomes this opportunity to express to the Senate Finance Committee the views of the
majority of its members on the Trade Expansion Act of 1962.
The American 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 in 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 negotiations, 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
Coniuinnity-and other common markets as Well-requires new methods and new approaches in our tariff policies.
The largest common market today is the United States of America, with a population of 180 million people, a gross national product 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 million, 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 billion and our imports to about $15 billion.
The United States and the potential EEC with less than one-half
of its population 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. Dismantling
of internal tariffs while establishing a, common external tariff wall
against outside nations is our real answer to the Communist'bloc, and
will be dieh means whereby the free world can meet the challenge of providing better living standards for the developing nations.
For these general reasons retailers have a real interest in expansion legislation. They also have other reasons directly connected
with their everyday activities.
Many retailers sell imported articles which they either import themselves, or purchase directly from an importer. These retailers are
naturally interested in expanded foreign trade, which will expand
their available sources of goods, and wi en the variety of merchandise
which thuy can purch.Se.
Other retailers, although not selling imported items, sell many items
which are made from imported materials, either in the raw state,
or in a smimanufactured 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 goods 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 proposed 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
provisions are concerned, is to come closer to a free market for the
frce world. The adjustment provisions, on the contrary, actually
negate the principles of the free market by providing artificial support, either to industry or to workers.
Secondly, there tre 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. Why,
therefore, should it offer compensatory aid for the effects of one factor?
Thirdly, the impact of a tariff change does not stop at the first
company- -and its employee s-directly affected. The suppliers of the
first conipany-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, equallyy affected would be denied assistance.
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Fourthly, in many cases it will be difficult, if not impossible, to determine 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 limited in scope and to be used in specific cases, will certainly become
broader and broader in its application. Employers and employees,
only secondarily affected, wil [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 assistance proram 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 negotiated. The Federal-State unemployment insurance program, the development and retraining pro ram, 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 programs is an excellent case in point.
The adjustment assistance provisions of the bill should not be
enacted.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. White.
The next witness is Mr.'Paul A. Raushenbush, director of unemployment compensation of Wisconsin.
STATEMENT OF PAUL A. RAUSHENBUSH, DIRECTOR, UNEMPLOYMEET COMPENSATION DEPARTMENT, INDUSTRIAL COMMISSION
OF WISCONSIN

Mr.

RAUSHENBUSIT.

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 of Wisconsin, which is the State agency
responsible for interpreting and administering Wisconsin's unemploymet compensation law.
I have filed a 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 readjustment allowance
features of the pending bill, and more specifically 1 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 fully understands how
different these weekly rates of trade readjustment allowances are from
the rates of State unemployment 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 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.
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.
Now, that Federal supplement device and requirement would have
a serious federalizing impact on the State laws. It would mean specifically as to my State, Wisconsin, that we could not under our present State law agree to operate the proposed trade readjustment allowance 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 per week
equaling about 50 percent of the worker's own weekly wage. The proposed new overriding Federal requirement for workers adversely affected but no more unemployed than others, is 65 percent of the worker's past wages instead of 50 percent.
Now, you will notice that is a 30-percent increase--30 percent more
on the average nationwide. I suppose it amounts to $10 more on practically every check on the average, although it would be much higher
than that in some cases.
For every adversely affected worker who would get that special
extra Federal bonus there would be over a hundred workers equally
unemployed in the same week, who would get only the normal State
benefit amount.
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 inclusive Federal action than will apply to most of the
trade act layoffs, which as the chairman pointed out often present a
very mixed cause picture, with inefficiency partly a cause of those layoffs, too?
Well, all right, you have got 65 percent then of the workers' individual wage.
Then the next point is that the bill proposes to apply a new uniform
nationwide weekly maximum to all States, thereby overriding the
varying weekly maximums which have been duly debated and legislated by the several States. This kind of question has been up in every
State legislative session for many, many years.
Truly that is a major change and a long step toward federalization.,
It would ignore varying State wage levels, and legislative policies, by
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equaling 65 percent
using as a national standard a weekly maximum
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, $48, $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.
So, 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 nationwide average manufacturing wage as the maximum.
The higher weekly maximum level here proposed would also be a
sharp an radical break from the recognition given by the Congress
to State unemployment compensation levels throughout the past 8
years.
In the early years the Congress-for veterans and solely for veterans--did disregard State levels, but for 8 years now in seven separate enactments set forth in my prepared statement the Congress has
recognized State levels. In no case did it go above the weekly maximum of the given State law, whatever that might be.
That is more fully spelled out, Mr. Chairman, in my prepared statement so I will skip it for now and move along.
It may also be worth notingThe CHAIRMAN. Will you permit a question there?
Mr. RAUSHENBUSH. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. The Secretary of Commerce told me that these
higher rates were not authorized to veterans of the Korean war. Is
that correct ?
Mr. R.%rSHnBUsn. The veterans of the Korean war were by Federal legislation given 26 weeks of benefits at $26 flat. Now, that did
in some few cases exceed the State payments. In other cases it did
not, in which case the State payment may have been in excess of
the $26.
The CHAIRM AN. That law has expired now.
Mr. RAUSHF.NBUSH. Oh. yes, it expired long ago, sir, and it is
sig.vificant. to my mind, that when it came to the next go around,
evell for veterans, ex-servicemen, the Congress said, "We will let
them bp paid at the State level, both as to weekly rate and as to duration. We will let all the conditions of the State law apply to these
ex-servicemen."
The same thing applies to your Federal civilian employees when
laid off by the Federal Government, a very direct impact surely, more
so p)erhalps than trade adjustment will make.
l)oes that answer your question, sir?
Proceed.
The CHAIRMAN.
Mr. RAVshix-nusn. Let me move on, then, to say that it is also 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 supposed 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.71
What 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 federalization 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 compensation
field, but if you enact these provisions with their higher weekly rates,
then you can be sure that the advantages of Federal supplementation
would be well advertised to all workers, not merely to the few adversely 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 longrun level for the great majority of laid-off workers.
As has been pointed out by one of your questions this begins to approach 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
than a direct Federal requirement that all States raise their benefit
levels.
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, is that its
proposed trade readjustment allowances be paid to jobless workers
through the State agency, which administers the State's own unemployment 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 irginia., 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 ad better skip any
further detail about it
But I assure you that eveA if we get legal advice to the contrary
from very high quarters, the Industrial Cc emission 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 different times so I don't think we are apt to change lightly.
Now, let me, in conclusion, suggest 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 alternatives. 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 payments or training allowance payments. Use the State weekly rates
throughout.
That would be in line with the policy of the Congress in its enactments 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 unemployed ment compensation, as some of its proponents allege; if this is directly caused by Federal action; then, it seems to me, the only appropriate answer would be 100-percent Federal financing of all the payments to be made under this part of the bill-100-percent Federal
financing of every weekly payment. This would take out of the picture the Federal supplementation, with its federalization angle because of its impact on State unemployment compensation laws. It
would take out of the picture the discrimination, because here are
direct 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 program.
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 COMPENSATION DEPARTMENT, INDUSTRIAL COMMISSION OF WISCONSIN, AS TO TRADE READJUSTMENT ALLOWANCES UNDER H.R. 11970

My name is Paul A. Raushenbush, of Madison, Wis. I am director of the Unemployment Compensation Department of the Industrial Commission of Wisconsin, 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 readjustment 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, eacl 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:
(a) 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 points, 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 compensation, 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, Is 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" Federal standard, already. True, it wouldn't bother
most States. But there's more, 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 unemployed than others--Is 65 percent of the workers' past wages, instead of 50
percent. This 65 percent Is 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 average, to practically every basic weekly benefit check paid to the federally
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 civilian 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 inequity. After all, to the 100 other unemployed workers there wouldn't seer. to
be any superior virtue in a "federally caused" layoff. So a substantial impact
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 a new uniform nationwide weekly maximum
to all States. thereby overriding the varying weekly maximums which have been
duly debated and legislated by the several States. Truly, that's a major change,
and a lor g step toward federalizing the State laws. It would largely ignore
varying Etate wage levels and legislative policies, by using as a national "standard" a weekly maximum equaling 65 percent of manufacturing wages, nationwide, not State by State. That 65 percent would yield 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 liberal. 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, $13, $12, $11 and $1(L-to bring them all up to the proposed uniform national
top of $61.
In some other State, w1th a $40 maximum, A 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 decisions 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 compensation levels throughout the past 8 years. Let me demonstrate the past congressional policy and recognition, by citing a series of relevant Federal enactments in this general field of unemployment 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 Fedlral loan to each State which chose to pay
added weeks of jobless benefits--at State rates-under the Temporary Unemployment Compensation Act of 1958. Then, during the recession of 1961, Congress enacted 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 normal
benefits under his State law.
As to training weeks and payments, the Area Redevelopment- Act of 1961 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 District of Columbia unemployment compensation law, it did not closely approach
the "65 percent-65 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, usually known as the King bill. That fact may be a bit startling, and ironical, 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 a stated percentage of the State's own average weekly wage, of
workers covered by the State's own law. That would be very different, especially 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 beneficiaries 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 65 percent of wages, up to a
maximum of 65 percent of nationwide manufacturing wages, is set by the Congress, 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 supplementation not only overrides State benefit policies. It uses State-financed benefits to
achieve most of Its 65 percent-65 percent target level.
In any event, those now responsible for deciding on the pending trade readjustment 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. 11970 Is that its proposed trade readjustment allowances be paid to Jobless workers through the State agency which administers the
State's own unemployment compensation law. In fact, that's the only practical
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?
Section 331(c) of H.R. 11970 requires that each State agreement "shall
provide tlat unemployment Insurance otherwise payable to any adversely affected
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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
normal State benefit and also the proposed Federal supplement, because the
supplement isn't called "unemployment compensation." Perhaps tha 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 receives, through the commission, any other type of unemployment benefit or allowance for a given week
shall be ineligible for benefits paid 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 program 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 "65 percent-65 percent" deal, then all 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 benefits in the picture. 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 Commitee (Rept. No. 1818) that : "The
terms of worker assistance are not meant to be precedents for the unemployinent insurance program."
It is being argued that the proposed payments are not really unemployment
compensation at all. If that is true, then 100 percent Federal financing of
these unique and different payments, related to Federal action on trade expansion, would be appropriate.
If the Federal responsibility under H.R. 11970 is so great and so unique that
it requires the proposed 65 percent-45 percent level of allowances, then let
the Federal Government finance that responsibility and those allowances in
full, instead of requiring partial State financing, and thereby inflicting irreparable damage on the State unemployment compensation systems.
In brief, use 100-percent Federal financing for this nfquely Federal responsibility 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 CHAMMAN. Any questions?
Senator CARLSoN. 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 administered?
Mr. RAUISHENBUSH. 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 involved 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 agencies must administer both
the unemployment compensation payments and the training allowalce payments.
Senator CARLSOx. Tha nk you very much.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Curtis?
Senator CURTIS. Mr. Raushenbush, your testimony treats the proposed trade adjustment allowance as unemployment compensation.
You i-ealize there is some dispute as to whether or not this is unemploynient compensation.
The Secretary of Labor took the position before the Rouse Committee 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
(listinguinh the prol)osed allowance program from employment
compensation payment . I under-stand in point of service you are
the oldest unemployment compensation administrator in the country.
that you assisted in framing the first unemployment compensation law
%hich(h was in the State of Wisconsin.
I alqo understand that you have been director since its incel)tion in
193-1. I know, too, from my own personal knowledge that you are
widely known and highly regarded for your knowledge and expertness. Therefore, I would particularly like your comments and your
position as to the validity of the distinction between trade. adjustment
allowance programs and the. unemployment, cOinl)en.-ation that the
advocates of the present measure are seeking to draw.
Mr. RAUsnyn1Rsu. 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 uneml)loyinent compensation program. I would concede
that perhaps the training allowances are a little bit (liffelent, but.
the bulk of the payments to be made tinder the trade readjustment
allowance. program, will, I believe, be paid as unemployment coml)ensation.
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 in'livi(lual's average wage. He takes a percentage of that just as
rmenploynent compensation does. The payment is a cash payment
f, a week of unemployment.
The individual is required to meet various qualifying-or avoid
varjs dis-qualifying---conditions of the State law. The program is
11, administered in close connection with the unemployment corwl,.-It ion program of the State law.

III fact, this proposal says the State is to pay some of the benefits
I Ild thei we pitt. a Federal sui)plement on top of that.
tfow 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 like, of unemployment insurance.'
I think the intentions may have been good, but the practical effect
would be very different. I think it might 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 unemployment compensation.
And this impresses me, but I have been in this program a long time,
and I can't see it any other way than as an unemployment compensation program.
I miglt point out that I have jatherhigh--nutlgrity on my side.
°aRecord, June 28, at patg 11221, there
By looking at the Congressio
is. reproduced in full a tejvision program, "CBS Report..Breaking
tIie rade Barrier," andPresident Kennedy spoke as fAllows. ,
We provide unffiI yment competition
"We provide retrai rig.
if anyone is adversely'affected."
I think the Presirnt knew w~fd'he was talking aboyt.
Senator (URTIS / It is unemployment compensation, isn't it?
don't sea how it corl
Mr. RAUSJIEIN'S11. Well, I so regard itJ
I)e reasonably di-inguished.
Senator CYwts. The ordinary ddtioiaaity definition of compensation would include a payxnept of thi$'klnd I
NighL
THatts
Mr. RAUSIIE1?BU511.
Senator Curt4s. And tiey ha'to be unemployed to get iti
t has all the earmarks, sir.
Mr. RAUSHE nrSH. Cotrect.
Senator CrtOis. Now, Ifr. Raustenbush, I am interested in your
suggestions as t changes that rmiht b madQin Shanciig the proposed
trade readjustm t allowance program that would accomplish as I'
unlderStood it, th result of removing the legal obstacles of Statq
entering into agreements and alsoq-rmove what I understand you.to
consider the real anq present dnger on State unemployment compensation programs 6f higher levels- of trade readjuistment payments.
Mr. RATSIIsENBUSH. Well, Senator, I suggested at the end of my
testimony the possibility",tat instead of trying to make the States
finance a part of each unemployment compensation p~ynient in this
program, and then have a Fede-del s.ppleritent on -&D of thinthis
Is really what does the federalization joba-fid causes the coRlhnd
the inability 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 fer this trade readjustment a]lowance program; namely, that this is a complete Federal responsibilitv. entirely different from any other kind of unemployment we
have anywhere in the country, this is a brand new and different and
more Federal and a greater Federal responsibility, a clearer Federal
responsibility, all those arguments would support 100-percent Federal
fiancing of the payments involved instead of trying to get the States
to pay part of it, and the Federal Government to supplement it.
So, I suggested that in order to practically minimize the federalizatiou angle, to remove the conflict angle, that it be put on a straight
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 judgment, not affect then the long-run future of unemployment compensation, which ought to be decided on its own merits, not as an incidental to a great big bill.
Senator CuRTrs Mr. Raushenbush, you say that Wisconsin cannot sign the proposed administrative agreement to operate the trade
readjustment allowances in Wisconsin. You say there is a legal conflict. What is the history of your provisions and have you had an
attorney general's opinion on this matter?
Mr. RAUSHENBUSH. As to the history. We enaced our first provision 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 Labor-Management Advisory Committee 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 is 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-Nianagement Advisory Committee recommended to our legislature, find our legislature passed, a further provision which says if a Federal agency attempts directly to pay unemployment compensation to one of our people for he same week
for which we are paying him, we will take our me-.ev ')ack. 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 attorney 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 wire 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 a 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 CGmRrs. It wouldn't be binding on anyone who has a right
to sue either, would it?
Mr. RAUSHFNnS11. The attorney general's opinion in our State
would be purely advisory. The people responsible are our three commissioners 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.
Senator CuRTis. Who can bring a suit with respect to any part of
the operation of your State unemployment compensation?
Mr. RAUSniENBUSH. Well, Senator Curtis, I 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 fcr 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. RAUSHIENBUSH. Well, they can get into court at various stages,
yes. But I am not an expert on that.
Senator CURTIS. And they are not bound by the attorney general's
opinion?
,Mr. RAUSHENBUST. 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 import- caused unemployment?
Mir. RAUSHENBUSH. Well, there is language that might be so interpreted Ly some of our.Federal friends. There is a clause in the section 331(0c) which is the clause that says to sign an agreement, you
must agr.e 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 because we can't sign that clause. We can't pay benefits under oth
laws for the same week. That might be interpreted to prohibit the
point that you were thinking about, of an actual reduction in the legislative level.
But I do not believe that any State legislature will start out to reduce for 99 of its people because of the 1 person who would be paid
under this act.
Senator CURTis. That is all, Mr. Chairman.
The CIAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Raushenbush.
Mr. RAUSHENBUSH. I appreciate your patience and courtesy.
Thank you very much.
The CHAIRMAN. The next witness will be presented by the Senator
from Georgia.
Senator TALMADGE. Mr. Chairman, it is my pleasure to welcome
to the committee the distinguished director of the Unemployment Security Agency of the Georgia Department of Labor.
He has held such a position since 1944. He happens to be a longtime personal friend of mine and one of Georgia's most valuable public servants, Mr. Williamson.
STATEMENT OF MARION WILLIAMSON, DIRECTOR, EMPLOYMENT
SECURITY AGENCY, GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
Ir. WILLIAMSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you Senator 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 Employment Security Agen(ies but I appear today as a representative 61 the State agency.
I would like to submit my whole statement for the recordwith a
couple of other things in there.

sT270-62-pt. 4-3
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The CHAMMA. Without objection.
Mr. WILIAMSON. 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
development of an effective, constantly improving, and soundly financed unemployment compensation system, based on insurance prin.
ciples 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. I am also concerned with
provisions of the bill that would result in rank discrimination against

Georgia 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 total y unable to find a justifiable reason for the creation of this new and complicated system at a time when employment
taxes, wages and savings are highest in the history of the Nation and
unemployment rates are dropping.
In the past we have seen several organized efforts to stampede Congress into legislating greater unemployment benefits.
Back in 1948 when testifying before the Committee on Ways ard
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 FederalState system of unemployment compensation which had been considered nnd rejected.
In 1942 the war displacement bill would have added a Federal supplement 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 supplements to get the folks back from the war, in war industries.
In 1952, Senate bill 2504 proposed Federal funds supplement State
benefits up to 65 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 inadequate, and they couldn't cope with the dire unemployment that they
predicted. The bill now under consideration is just an c,"he of these
other bills.
We remember time after time when the calamity howlers z"'.>ured
the Congress in so-called emergencies to legislate to meet prognosticated unemployment which was alleged would occur.
Cool heads and sound reason prevailed, and the proposals were rejected. The State-Federal system met the needs.
In 1945 when a Federal supplement bill just about like this was before this committee your able predecessor, Senator George, sent a telegram 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 expertt on the subject, and the record will bear me out,
from
that 47 out of 51 jurisdictions said that they were prohibited
paying workers claiming benefits drawing from two sources.
Your 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 administrator appeared cnd he said he couldn't pay, either. So that
made four, and I say 47 out of 51 jurisdictions as the record clearly
shows.
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 subsequently that the director says they can't do it, and Kentucky and
Wyoming might.
if benefits proposed by this bill, Mr. Chairman, are not unemployment compensation 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 C ArMAx. Did the Chair understand you to say that 44 States
have laws that would prevent them from accepting this assistanceI
Mr. WILLIAMSON. That is my interpretation of them. 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 extracts of all of those laws to this statement here, and would like for
them to be made a part 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 CHAIRMAN. When is the next session of the General Assembly
in Georgia?
Mr. WILLIAMSON. It will be next January.
The CHAIrMAN. Virginia doesn't meet again until January a year.
Mr. WILLIAMSON. We are able to have our legislature come in once
a year, sometimes we wislh they would meet every 4 years. [Laughter.]
The CHAIRMAN. You think the longer the time between sessions
is frequently the better? (Laughter.]
Mr. WnxLmmsoN. Mr. Chairman, in the 12 months ending June 1
Georgia placed 146,000 workers on nonfarm jobs, and the State agencies 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 many unemployed in the army of the
unemployed who are volunteers. Some of these volunteers prefer
drawing unemployment compensation to the acceptance of less glamorous work for which they are qualified such as service jobs, agricultural 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 volunleers are our senior citizens whose
social security checks would be redu-,ed 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 husband 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 them they are quitting to
draw unemployment compensation.
Over 3,000 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 in the army of the
unemployed, as those that I have mentioned above, some exarc.pies,
that causes such criticism of the program. Voiced. in Harper's article, "hTow 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
Digest recently, "Chiselers Endanger Our Unemployment Insurance
Program."
I urmly admit we are doing a good job. But we submit we ought
to put the screws on those who don't want to work.
The 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 workers 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 working, and you can imagine what temptation it would add, Mr. Chairman.
The Senate Finance Committee, in its report on the appropriation
bill for fiscal year 1963, said:
The committee is concerned with the mounting cost of the employment security 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 Committee, 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 successfully time-tried State unemployment Insurance substituting Washington
as the centralized core of the new system and imposing Federal Judgment upon
the judgment of the State, I cannot escape the conclusion that we move diametrically away from prudence and wisdom and experience and simplicity, and
we create more problems than we solve.

Senator

TALMADOII.

Mr. Williamson, may I ask you a question f
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Mr. WILLIAMSON. Yes, sir.

Senator TALMADGE. How would the proposed payments in this bill
compare with the payments to other unemployed Georgians who earn
equal amounts in covered employment?
Mr. WILLIAMSON. 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
be, they would get $35 for 26 weeks and that applies to not only the
regular workers in business and industries in, and factories 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 cold 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 ended.
Senator TALMADIE. Seventeen out of how many States on that?
Mr. WILLIAMSON. TAt's see, we have 50 States now, and the District 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 if for any week with respect to which has received or is seeking
unemployment compensation under an unemployment compensation law of another 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 program of the proposed law?
Mr. VILLAMSON. 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 coipensation 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
Statewhether
law that this
is not unemployment compensation.
.And
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.
The 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 particular 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 Governor 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 wasputting 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 Achievement 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 telegram-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 thing
which had been gotten up by the Labor Department saving, "Wel,
you paid the veterans, and this law was changed, so you wouldn't
have 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 I would like to put it in the record so when the Secretary comes
up with something, this here stuff, I understand he has asked to testify
last.
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection.
Mr. WILLIAMSON. 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, andI 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.
I 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 CHArRMAN. Without objection.
Mr. WILLIAMSON. 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.
Senator TALMADIE. Mr. Williamson. may I ask you another question ?
Mr. WILLTAMSON. Yes, sir.
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Senator TAnAuoE. Has there been any time since the existence of
Georgia's unemployment compensation law that Federal supplements
have een 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 payments?
Mr. WILANSON. 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 DouoLAs. How do you know they are not going to say
that. They haven't testified yet.
Mr. WmLAMSON. How do I know it? I wasn't born yesterday.
Senator DouGLAs. I see. [Laughter.]
Mr. VILIAMSON. 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 a squad of his higher muckety-mucks over there met me in the
lobby of the Pennsylvania Hotel 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 Guard, nearly 20 years, I had been director of the Selective Service that sea, the boys overseas, I joined them
overseas and came back and paid tLem 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.
Old 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 committee to work with him, to work out regulations for the administration
of that program.
I did appoint a committee and did work with him and we did administer that one.
Senator TALMADOD. Was that 100 percent Federal money?
Mr. WrLAMSON. 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 TALMADGE. Did all of those funds come from the unemployment compensation trust fund or did the Federal Government
repay over and above the State's share?
r. WILLIAMSON. Yes, sir, they did.
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A hundred percent over and above what the

Georgia standards were?
Mr. WILLIAMSON. Yes, sir, they did.
Senator TALKADGE. So everything in excess of Georgia law, then
was repaid by the Federal Government, and the State acted as agent
for the Federal Government in the distribution thereof, is that correctI
Mr. WILITAmSON. 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 benefits that were like these.
Senator TALMADGE. Was the same procedure followed with the
veterans of the Korean conflict as in World War II? I think the
rates were different. I believe it was $26 for 26 weeks?
Mr. WILLIAMSO-N. 26-26, yes, sir. That wds the Korean I was talking,about, a while ago, that was the Korean.
Senator TALMADGE. I believe prior to that it was $20 a week for
52 weeks?
Mr. WILLIAMSON. 59-20.
Senator TALMADGE. Yes, I seem to remember it, called the 52-20

clubs. The Korean war was 26 weeks at $26.
Mr. WILLIAMSON. Yes, sir.
Senator TALmADGE. Have those been the only two times that the
Georgia standards have not been followed in unemployment compensation of any kind?
What about the Federal employees who are laid off for one reason
or another, what standards are followed there?
Mr. WILLiAMSON. The Congress applied the law in the community
where the man lived.
Senator TALMADGE. In other words, the State standards were followed?
Mr. WILLIAM1SON. State standards were followed and State standards 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 TALMADGE. Did I understand you to say that Georgia does
not participate in the temporary unemployment insurance extension,
I believe 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
supgplemental phrase in it.
Senator TALNEADGE. 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

TALMADGE.

State standards are followed there?

Mr. WLLIAMSON. Yes, sir.
But if we did have some seamen, there are lots of States that do
pay in order to let them qualify somewhere because they move from
port to port, and don't have a home station too well. When a man
doesn'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 TALMADGE. I believe unemployed railroad employees have
thcir
unemployment act?
Mr.own
WILLIAMSON. 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 T4LmADGE. 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. WILLAMSON. The schedule in this bill?
Senator TALMADOE. Yes, the schedule in this bill. Why do you say
it would encourage federalization of the unemployment compensation?
Mr. WILLIAM3ON. 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 paying enough, a little more
steam. I 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

TALMADOE.

Yes, thank you, sir.

Senator DouoGLAS. 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. WILIAMSON. I will do it now or at the end of my statement.
Senator DOUGLAS. If you would be willing to do it now I would be
very grateful.

Mir.

WILLIAMsoN.

All right.

Senator DoUoLs. I take it you do not object to conferring with
officials of the Federal Government in matters of State and Federal
relationships.
Mr. WILLIA[SON. Senator, that is a good point. I have tried, and
we have an organization set up to deal with them. , .
The Interstaite Conference of Employment Security Agencies, but
there ha.. been very little collaboration between the Secretary of Labor
who ha, Idso been an advocate of collective bargaining but not when
dealing NN
ith 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 Washington Just last month. I believe it was, and we told him we were discusing 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 DouGLAs. Well, to answer my question, you don't object
to meeting individually with the representatives of the Secretary of
Labor, do you?
Mr. WILLIAMSON. No, sir; I have met with him lots of times.
Senator DouGLAs. When there are distressed counties in Georgia
because of natural calamities you don't object. to meeting with officials of the Federal Government in order to get Federal grants to aid
the distressed, do you?
Mr. WILLmAsON. We turned down a good many grants of the Fed.
eral Government.
Senator DouoLs. Even when there were severe droughts? The
State of Georgia has never asked for or recived money in connection
with cyclones or drought?
Mr. WrLIAMSON. Oh, they may have in those instances, and may
iav3 gotten some.
Senator DoUoLAs. And they didn't object to meeting with the Fed-ural Government when they were getting money from the Federal
government?
Mr. WILLIAmSON. No, don't mind meeting with anybody in the Federal Government today, tonight, or any other time, Senator.
Senator DouoGLs. I see. Good.
Now, in the abstract you submitted, you say that the proposed
new concept of giving special treatment to selected unemployed workers 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 compensation laws should be borne by the Federal Government, isn't that
oorrectI
Mr. WrIuAMsox. That is my understanding.
Senator DOUGLAS. Yes.
Well now don't you think that there is a case for the Federal Gov'-n.ment making these added payments because of the fact that lowering 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 nongovernmental in character arising out of the private structure of businiess, and, therefore, the Federal Government is not necessarily liable
for the costs which are incurred.
In other word, do not the cicrumstauces of unemployment created
by lowering the tariffs justify direct Federal grants not justified in
other cases.
Mr. WILLAMSON. 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,
and I believe the Federal Government is throwing them out of work
right now.
I believe they are out of work just as much as those folks. I 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 subjective. I think you have got to get somelhing objective, and I can understand your point but I don't. think
it is good.
Senator DorGLAs. 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. WrLLiAxsoN. 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 DouLAs. Yes, but in one case the unemployment may have
been created by Federal action and the other case not created by
Federal action.
Mr. WmLIAMSON. But in a lot of cases the present unemployment
is created by Federal action. Every time they cancel a defense contract at Lockheed that throws some off. I think that is Federal action
and I don't think you can differentiate it.
Senator DoruLAs. That is all.
The CHAMfAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Williamson.
Mr. WILLAMSON. Wait, Senator, I got interrupted in my statement
and I have a few more statements.
I didn't ask for those interruptions.
Senator KERR. You mean you are now in an interrupted condition?
Mr. WM AMSON.

Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. 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 ecretary of State.
Mr. WILLA.MSON. There is one thing I would like to clear up. I
think Paul Raushenbush-I read his talk a while ago, and he seriously
opposes this $61 weelfy 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 when you make a good
case then it is best not totontinue. [Laughter.]
Mr. WILLIAMSON. I am on my way. [Laughter.]
(The statement and attachments referred to follow:)
SUMMARY STATEMENT BY MARION WILLIAMSON, DIRECTOR, EMPLOYMENT SECURITY
AGENCY, GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, ON TIlE 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 payments being made to claimants for the same week from different sources.
These States could not enter into an agreement requiring Federal payments
in violation of this provision, and their workers would be barred from
receiving such payments.
(2) The proposed new concept of giving special 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.

1680

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

(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 Williamson. I am now and have been, since 1944, director
of the Employment Security Agency, Georgia Department of Labor. I am a
iawt president of the Interstate Conference of Employment Security Agencies,
lut I am here today as a representative of the State agency.
It is because of my deep and abiding interest In the preservation and development of an effective, constantly improving, and soundly financed unemployment 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. I
am also concerned with provisions of the bill that would result in rank discrimination against Georgia workers.
My testimony will not deal with the merits of trade expansion. I address
ay.elf 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 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 ha€',
seen several organized efforts to stampede Congress into legislating greater unemployment 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 proposals 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 community? This disparity in treatment
is a serious condemnation of the proposed program and in addition poses a grave
threat to the integrity of our Federal-State unemployment compensation program.
Not only would it be difficult for State agencies 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 competition, obsolescence of product. excessive demands of labor, or other reasons.
The proposal that the Federal Government establish a privileged class of unemployed workers is a truly startling one. The inequities in such a program
would be so obvious, the demand for equal treatment of the unemployed so persistent, and the difficulties In simultaneously operating unemployment compensation programs at different levels so great, that the new and unrealistic standards set for the privileged groups would almost inevitably be applied to all. The
incentive to work would be reduced, the insurance principle in unemployment compensation 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 unemployed could only result in such confusion as will make the farm program look
like a shining example of sound administration. The prescription of Federal 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 a 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 Federal extension to their State unemployment compensation rights. Failure of
this device to solve the basic problem has been reflected by each of these attempts.
In theory, most of these unemployed were experiencing a temporary interruption in their employment and would expect to be employed again before expiration of the extended benefit period. The facts have proved otherwise.
'through the Federal temporary unemployment compensation program initiated
in 1958 and the Federal temporary extended unemployment compensation program begun in 1961. millions of dollars were paid from Federal funds to hundreds 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 job. In fact, the ratio of those still unemployed
;,fte,- 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 exhausLees have not been Imblished, a study of
Georgia exhaustees confirms that this strong tendency toward exhaustion prevails whether the extended program claimant be male or female, old or young,
skilled or unskilled, high wage or low vage, married or single, and with grade
school or higher education.
Of course, fewer skilled, educated, and younger workers qualified for extended
benefits. flowever, those who did qualify exhausted at about the same rate
as other group,. Apparently the person who is still unemployed after 26 weeks
is confronted with special circumstances as regards either unfavorable local
labor market conditions or inidvidual employment problems.
This strong tendency to exhaust and the limited degree of variation between
groups can be illustrated by examining the age distribution:
TEUC ezhaustces
Peret
Age:
5
-------------------------------------------------Under 25
77
------------------------------------------------25 to 34
81
35 to 44 -----------------------------------------------------------78
------------------------------------------------45 to 54
83
-----------------------------------------------55 to 64
79
----------------------------------------------65 and over
Analysis of records for TEUO claimants who exhausted aU 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 claim 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
TEUO benefits.
This kind of record gives strong 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 extension 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 relief 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 could take home $61 per week
based on the present national averages. While drawing $61, he would be free
feom deductions for Federal and State income taxes ,nd social security taxes.
le would not have to meet the cost of transportation, pey union or membership
fees or make donations. He would also have the extra amgunts 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 hurry to return to work
before exhausting his benefits.
The proposals in this bill 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 numbers of workers, who would welcome the opportunity to become members of
a privileged 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 12month period ending May 31, 1962. The national figures for the same period
were 6,450,900. Still there are many unemployed and many members of the
army of the unemployed 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
social 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 filed 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 responsible for their own separation; i.e., who quit without good cause or are dIscharged 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 mentioned above that we see such criticisms 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 Gilmore 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 last year and that fraud prosecutions instituted
In 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 is expected to result in more and better Jobs for
our workers. The Secretary of Labor has estimated that during the first 5 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 is expected to be a 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 a 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 compensation 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.
Tf the contention that the workers unemployed because of the Trade Expanelon Act would be in a different category because of loss of employment due to
Federal action were valid, why wouldn't those who lose their jobs because of
termination of defense contracts, changes In Federal tax or credit rl1IMe., or
cbangdnz conditions within the Federal agencies
themselves be placed in the
same category?
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Al workers unemployed as a result of Federal action are entitled to equal
treatment as are all other American workers unemployed as a result of automation, 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 subterfuge 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 unemployment 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 compeisation 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 Governors 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
Ifild stated that of 51 jurisdictions, 47 of them have provisions which would
subtract the amount paid by the Federal Government from the amount paid by
the State, or completely bar any payment to a claimant drawing or seeking
unemployment compensatiod under a Fe&aral unemployment compensation law.
The laws of 42 States specifically prohibit the concurrent payment of unemployment compensation from both State and Federal sources.
The laws of eight States would permit concurrent State and Federal payInents 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
a 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 unemployment compensation law of another State or of the United States."
In Georgia, the statement as it appears above became law on January 25,
1938, almost a year before payments were first made in the State. The provision was intended, as It plainly says, to prevent drawing unemployment comlpensation 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 E. Bleckley. He was noted for the clarity and
logic of his decisions 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 received 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 occasions on which various proposals
which would have seriously impaired the State-Federal system of unemployment insurance were considered and rejected.
In 1942 (H.R. 6559) war displacement bill: This was pressed by the administration 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 a maximum duration exceeding 20 weeks, and many were several weeks short of this figure).
In 1944 (S. 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 1945 (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 unemployment 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
th" Congress so wisely rejected.
The Senate Appropriation Committee in its report on the bill making eppropriations for the Departments of Labor and Health, Education, and Welfare for
fiscal year 1963 said: "The committee is concerned with the mounting cost of
the employment security program, and in the interest of economy and efficiency
it is essential that administration of the unemployment compensation and employment 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 mounting cost of the employment security program, concentrate more control in Washington, and gear the program to bureaucratic determination of causes of unemployment rather than to local conultions.
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 perrenlal debates over
Federal versus State control of the unemployment compensation program,
said: "* *
when we are asked 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 Washington'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 authority to override by
regulation provisions of State laws governing unemployment compensation.
Federal Standards might thus be imposed on every State agency without recourse.
Some of the very same people who insibt 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 bill (H.R. 7640) is not related to and would have absolutely no bearing whatsoever on that objectionable measure. Despite 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 adjustment you accept this unrealistic formula for payments and also itccept the
fiction that readjustment allowances under this bill would not be unemployment
compensation.
Gentlemen, I know that when hammering out legislation acceptable to the
varioais groups represented in our economy, compromises are sometimes necessary.
If in your good judgment you should decide that circumstances require special
provinlons 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 benefits a claimant determined to be unemployed as a result of this act may, if still
uDemployed, receive Federal benefits at the same rate and under the same conditton 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 second, class citizens among our unemployed. If, however, we
are to have special classes, the special privilege might well be limited to extended 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 foreign 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 9a justment.
I am here in the interest of the people of Georgia, who are entitled LO 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 SECr arTY AGENCY,
GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, ON PROPOSED TRADE ExPANsIoJ- ACT 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: "Al money withdrawn
from the unemployment fund of the State shall be used solely in the payment of
unemployment compensation." (Internal Revenue Code, see. 3304(a) (4).) All
State laws include a similar provision.
The laws of 42 States specifically prohibit the concurrent payment of unemployment compensation from both State and Federal sources.
The laws of eight States would permit concurrent State and Federal paynents if it is acknowledged that Federal payments are Federal unemployment
compensation. The 11ouse report to H.R. 11970 (p. 30) says that payments
under this act would not be unemployment compensation.
97270-fi2-pt. 4---4
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DISQUALIFICATION PROVISIONS OF Au JTATE EMPLOYMENT SEcuRITY LAws RELATING TO SEEKING OR RECEIVING JOB INSURANCE UNDER A LAW OF ANOTHER STATE

OR OF THE UNITED STATES.
ALABAMA

"SEC. 214. Disqualification for beneflts.-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

"SEe. 741. DisQualificatioI for beneflts.-An insured worker shall be disqualifled 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 benefits under 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. Disqualificationfrom benefit.-An individual shall be disqualified for benefits: * *
*

S

S

5

0

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. 81-1106. Disqualifloationfor benefits-For all claims filed on and after
July 1, 1955, if so found by the Commissioner, an individual shall be disqualified
for benefits-* * * (f) Receiving 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 another state or of the United States."
CALIFORNIA

"SEc. 1255. Ineligibility due to receipt of other benefits.-An individual iF 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
seeking 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

"SEC. 82-4-13. Dlsqualiflcation--conpensationfrom other 8tate.-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 unemployment compensation law of another state or of the United States; 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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CONNECTICUT

"SEC. 31-236. Diuqalifloaios..-AnIndividual shall be inelgible for benefits.
* ** (4) during any week with respect to which the individual has 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 unemployment benefits, * 0 *
DZAWAM

"SEC. 3315. Diequaliflcationfor beneflts.-An individual shall be disqualified
for benefits- * * *
"(5) For any week with respect Io 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 United States finally determines that he is not entitled to
*"
snch unemployment benefits, this disqualification shall not apply;
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

"SIfo. 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 unemploynient 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."
FLORIDA

"SEc. 443.06. Disqualificationfor beneflt.-An inDividual shall be disqualified
for benefits- * * S
"(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 other state or of the United States finally determines that he Is
not entitled to such unemployment benefits, this disqualification shall not apply."
GEORGIA

"SEC. 5. Disquali]fcation for beefltl.-An Individual shall be disqualified for
benefits: * * *
*

$

S

*

*

$

$

"(f) For any week with respect to which he has received or is seeking unemployment compensation under an unemployment compensation law of another
State of the United States." a
HAWAII

"Sro. 93-29. Diequalflcationfor bensoflt.-An individual shall be disqualified
for benefits: * * *
*

S

$

*

€

5

$

(f) Other unemployment benefits. For any week or part of a week with respect to which he has received or is seeking unemployment benefits under any
other employment security law, except the Agricultural Unemployment Compensation Law, but this subsection siball not apply (1) if the appropriate agency finally determines that he is not entitled to benefits under such other law, or (2)
it 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

"S c. 72-1366. Personal eligibility oonditfon,.-The personal eligibility condltions of a benefit claimant are that*
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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
prescribe: 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

605. Receipt of Unemployment Benef.t 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 compensation law of the United States or any other State, provided, that if the appropriate agency of the United States or of such other State finally determine that
he is not entitled to such unemployment benefis, this ineligibility shal not apply."
"SEC.

INDIANA

"SEc. 1506. Receipt of other beneft.-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 compensation law of another state or of the United States; Provided, that this disqualification 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
fits: * *
*

*

*

*

bene-

shall be disqualified for
*

S

*

"6. Benefits from other state.-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 finally
determines that he is not entitled to such unemployment benefits, this disqualification shall not apply."
KANSAS

"Sk:c. 44-706. Disqualification for bcnefits.-An individual shall be disquali-

fled for benefits:
*

*

* * *
*

S

S

*

S

(e) For any week with respect to which or a part of which he has received
or is seeking unemployment benefits under the unemployment compensation
law of any other 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. (f) For any week with respect to which he is entitled to receive 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 disqualiftcation for beneflt8.-No worker may
serve a waiting period or be paid benefits for any week of unemployment with
respect to which:
S

S

*

S

*

*

,

"(2) He has received or is seeking unemployment compensation under an
unemployment compensation law of another state or of the United States, except 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."
LOUISIAN&

"Sxv. 1601. Di8qualificationfor benefit.-An individual shall be disqualified
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 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. )iequalification for benefits.-An individual shall be disqualified
for benefits: * * *
"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 unemployment compensation or employment security law of any state or similar law
of the United States; * • *"
MARYLAND

"G. Disqualificationfor bencflt.-An Individual shall be disqualified for benefits- • • *
*

*

•

*

*

*

*

"(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 benefits 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. 20. Disqualification becati8e of receipt of other beneflt.-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 received or is seeking unemployment benefits under an unemployment compensation law or employment seclirity 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 section shall not apply."
MICHIGAN

"17.531 Disqualifloation of beneflts.-Sec. 421.29(S)--An individual shall be
disqualified for benefits: * * *
"(3) An individual shall be disqualified for benefits for any week ;with respect
toi which or a part of which he has received or is receiving 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."
31INNESOTA

268.08. Benefit Eligibililt conditions. Subdivision 2.-No week shall be
counted as a week of unemployment for the purposes of this section: * • •
"SEC.
*

*

•

•

•

*

•
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"'(3) 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 allowances 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
entitled to such benefits, this provision shall not apply."
MISSISSIPPI

7379(f). Disqualification for benefits.-An individual shall be disquali.
fied for benefits-- * * *
"Sno.

4

$

•

•

111

(f) For any week with respect to which he has received or is s':Ing unem; another
ployment compensation under an unemployment compensation la
" of such
state or of the United States. Provided, that if the appropriate at
other state of the United States finally determines 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."
MISSOUBI

"lneligibilityfor benefits. Sec. 288.040. 2.*

4

*

*

* * *
*

*

*

"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."
for benefits. An individual shall be dis"SEC. 87-106. Disqualification
•
*
qualified for benefits---*
*
*
*
1
*
4
"(e) For any week with respect to which he is receiving or has received
payment in the form of-4* * *
"(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 disquallfication 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."
NEBRASKA

"SEC. 48-628. Benefits; conditions disqualifying applicant.-An Individual shall
be disqualified for benefits: * * *
•

,4

,

,

*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 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; *

OP"
NEVADA

"SEC. 612.400. Receipt of benefit. under another unemployment compensation law.-(1) An individual shall be disqualified for benefits for any week with
respect to which or to a part of which be has received or is seeking unemployment 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 11nally determines that he is not entitled to such unemployment
benefits, this dip qualification shall not apply."
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NEW HAMPOBN.IZ

"SEc. 282.4. Diequalifloation for boneflt.-An individual shall be disquali.
fied for benefits and no waiting period may be served except as otherwise provided by subsection K of this section: ** *
•

*

*

*

S

*

"G. For any week or part of a week with respect to which he is seeking to receive or has received payments In the form of unemployment compensation, or
payments supplementary to New Hampshire unemployment compensation, under any law of the Federal government. Provided, however, that there shall
be no disqualification for seeking to receive or receiving unemployment compensation, or supplementary payment, under: (1) Title XV of the Social Security Act; or (2) Any federal law whose purpose is to assist In the readjustment of individuals from military to civilian life; or (3) The Veterans' Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952.
"H. For any week or part of a week with respect to which he is seeking to
receive or has received 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 reciprocal arrangement to which New Hampshire Is a
party under section 16 of this chaper, shall not disqualify the individual for
benefits."
NEW U8EY
"SEM. 43:21-5. Disquaofloaton for beneflte.-An individual shall be disqualified for benefits. ...
*

S

*

*

*

*

S

"(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 benefits, this disqualification shall not apply."'
NEW MEIXCo
"SE. 59-9-5. Diequalifloationfor benefits.-An individual shall be disqualified
for benefits- * * *
*

S

*

*

*

*

*

"(e) For any week with respect to which, or a part of which, he has received
or is 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 unemployment benefits, this disqualification shall not apply."
*

NEW YORK

"SEo. 592.2. Suspension of accumulation of benefit rights.-Concurrent payments 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 Unitee 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. Disqualificationfor beneftts.-An individual shall be disqualified'
for benefits: * * *
*

*

*

S

S

*

*

"()
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

"SE . 52-0602. Dfiqualifications f!c; 54w1ets.-An individual shall be disqualIfied 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 benefits, this disqualification shall not apply."
OHIO

"Receipt o1 other benefits. See. 4141.31 (c).-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 unemployment 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."
OKLAHOMA

"SEC. 215. Disqualificationfor benefits.-An individual shall be disqualified for
benefits: • • •
"(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 is 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 Congress) (Chapter 268-2d SesMon) : 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

"SEc. 657.210. Disqualificationfor compensation in other Jurlsdctions.&-An
individual is disqualified for benefits for any week with respect to which or
a part of which he has received unemployment benefits under an unemployment 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 determines that he is not entitled to such unemployment benefits, this disqualification shall not apply."
PENNSYLVANIA

402. Ineligibility for Compensation.-An employee shall be ineligible
for compensation for any week- * •
"SEc.
•

*

•

•

5

0

S

"(c) 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, the disqualification shall not apply; * * *"
RHODE ISLAND

"SEc. 28-44-19.

Receipt of compen8otion.-An individual shall be disqualifled from receiving benefits for any week of his unemployment occurring within
any period with respect to which such individual is currently receiving, or
has received, remuneration in the form of- * • •
*

*

S

S

•

•

S

"(b) Benefits under an unemployment compensation law of any state or
of the United States;"
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SOUTH CAROLINA

"SEc. 68-114. DisquaUfication for benefts.-Any insured worker shall be
ineligible for benefits: * * *
S

*

S

S

S

"(e) 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 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 Prescribed.- * * S
(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 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."
TENNESSEE

50-1324. Disqualification for benefts.&-An individual shall be disqualified for benefits-- *
"SEC.
*

*

*

S

S

•

S

"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 finally determines that he
is not entitled to such unemployment benefits, this disqualification shall not
apply; Provided, however, that the disqualification imposed by this paragraph
shall not apply to any individual who 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, 66 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 obtaining the advantage of a waiting period 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 finally determines that he is not entitled to such unemployment
benefits, this disqualification shall not apply; Provided, however, that the disqualification Imposed by this paragraph shall not apply to any individual 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. Disquarificationfor beneflts-An individual shall be disqualified for benefits: * * * (e) For any benefit period with respect to which he is
receiving or has received remuneration In the form of: * * *
"(3) 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 remuneration 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, benefits reduced by the amount of such remuneration. If such benefits,
payable under this subsection, after being reduced by the amount of such remuneration are not an even multiple of One Dollar ($1). they shall be adjusted
to the next higher multiple 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 finally determines that he Is not entitled to such unemployment benefits, this disqualification shall not apply."
VERMONT

"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 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."
VIRGINIA

"SEc. 60-46. Benefit eligibility oonditions.-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 received or is not seeking unemployment
benefits under an unemployment compensation law of any other state or of the
United 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

(Xo similar language found in Disqualification or Eligibility provisions.)
WEST VIRGINIA

"ARTICLE VI, SEC. 2366 (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 benefit under title
two of the sbeial 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 available credit weeks under this chapter, and may receive such benefits 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) Sri~llarly, any individual who receives, through the
comm ssion, any )i ner type of unemployment benefit or allowance for a given
week shall be ineligible for Lnefits 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 nny federal agency shall be
ineligible for benefits paid or payable for that same week under this chapter.
(d) Any individual who receives unemployment compensation for a given week
inder 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 paid or payable for that same week
under this chapter."
WYOMING
"Snc. 27-26. Disqua4flcationfor benefits.-**
"B. An individual shall be disqualified for benefits.*
"III. For any week or part of a week with respect to which he has receive
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).)

RoYEB v. BROWN, 93 A. 2D 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 TT.S. C. A. section 991 et seq. Pub.L. No. 550, 82d Cong., 2d Sess.,
section 7656. On October 20. he made a claim under R. L. c. 218 for unemployment
compensation to which he was entitled because of his previous civilian employment record. Laws 1951, c. 140, section 5. He also filed a continued claim for
compensation under the Federal Act.
"He was thereupon disqualified by petitionee from receiving any benefits under
R. L. c. 218 because 'he also sought to receive payments in the form of unemployment compensation under a similar unemployment compensation law of the
federal government.' See Id. section 4F. This decision 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 * * * a 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 Unemployment
Compensation benefits for the week ending October 18, 1952, under Revised
Laws, Chapter 218, section 4-F, as amended?'
LAMPRON, JU#Dse.

"We are of the opinion that Royer is not disqualified from receiving unemployment compensation benefits 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 7&56. as the latter is not 'a similar law of the
federal government' within the provisions of R. L. c. 218, section 4F. That section
reads substantially as follows: '4. Disqualifications for Benefits. An individual
shall be disqualified for benefits * c *. P. For any week or part of a week with
reF ect (o which he is seeking to receive or has received payments ia the form of
un mployment compensation under an' unemployment compensation law of any
otl-e-. state or under a sBimlar law of the federal government.' (Emphasis added.)
" similarr' is defined thus in Webster's New International Dictionary (2d ed.) :
'nearly corresponding: resembling In many respects: somewhat like; having a
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general likeness.' See Vermont Accident Ins. Co. v. Burns, 114 Vt. 143, 40 A.2d
707. It connotes homogeneity. Piaget-Del Corporation v. Kulik, 113 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 benefit of unemployed persons, and for providing a systematic accumulation of funds
during periods of employment to provide benefits for periods of unemployment'. Laws 1935, c. 99. In the present Federal Act 'the home, farm, and business-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 persons from military to civilian life.'"
Id. section 102, 38 U.S.C.A. section 901. [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
11(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 3, 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 fiat benefit rate of $26 per week
without regard to any wage credit concept. Section 401(b). There are no employer 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 supplements 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 a 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 payments received thereunder are not received under 'a similar law of the federal
government' within the meaning of R.L. c. 218, section 4F. It is true that payments are made to veterans under Title IV of that Act because they are unemployed. However said Title and the payments made under it are an integral
part of a law which has for its chief purpose to provide 'vocational readjustment
and restoring lost educationalopportunities' 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 permanent method of 'systematic accumulation of funds during periods of employment to provide benefits for periods of unemployment' to all persons in a broad
type of employment, Laws 1935, c. 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 interpretation 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 supplemental 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 conclusions reached in Divisions 1 and 2 of the decision.
(2) The word "similar" in the disqualification provisions of the New Hampshire law do not appear in the corresponding provision of the Georgia law. (The
New Hampshire decision turned in part on the word "similar" In the New
Hainushire statute.)
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(3) The New Hampshire court had under consideration title IV of the Veterans' 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 assist '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 ease 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, sustained the decision of the Supreme Court of Errors of Connecticut In the case of
Hanan vs. Administrator,Unemployment CompensationAct, originally reported
in 75 Atlantic (2d) 483, 137 Connecticut 240. The memorandum decision contained 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
483-486:
•-* * * The issue determinative of the appeals is whether the plaintiffs are
eligible for benefits under the Connecticut Unemployment Compensation Act
* w * ,such
periods of time as they were receiving subsistence allowances
under the Federal Servicemen's Readjustment Act.
*

*

*

*

"On June 22, 1944, Congress passed the Servicemen's Readjustment Act, hereinl'efore referred to, 'to provide Federal Governmei t aid for the readjustment in
civilian life of returning World War II veterans.' * * *
"General Statutes, section 7508 (Connecticut], provides, inter alla: 'Disqualifications. An individual shalt be ineligible for benefits * * * (4) during
any week with respect to which the individual has 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 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 (etermination of the meaning of these two )rovId"
read together presents a problem of statutory construction which involves a consideration of their terms and t'.e purpose and intent which caused their adoption.
IIartfort, Production Credit Ass'n v. Clark, 118 Conn. 341, 343, 172 A. 266; Chainbers v. Lowe, 117 Conn. 624, 626, 169 A. 912; Waterbury Savings Bank v. Danaher, 128 Conn. 78, 81, 20 A. 24d 455. In interpreting the provisions of section 7508
in the light of the federal legislation, we note that subsection (4) was a part
(if mr statute law before the federal acts hereinbefore referred to were adopted.
* * * In fay, 1943, subaectlon (7) was added to our statute, to take effect
fl.tober 1, 1M43. * * * The Congress had a' "eady made provision for the education and training of disabled veterans and for their subsistence while takMugsuch training. We cannot
believe, In the light of the legislative history of
our act and the language used, that the legislature Intended otherwise than to
avoid a duplication of benefits so far as claims against the Connecticut unemplioyment funds were concerned, just as the Congress had done. The language
is broad. '(Alny unemployment allowance or compensation granted by the
'nited States * * * to es-servicemen In recognition of former military service'
means just what It says, compensation in the form of unemployment allowetices or compensation in the forni of cost of training and money for subsistence
during that training. It could hardly be thought necessary, when the Servicemen'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-
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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
education 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
inended to avoid.
"In this opinion the other Judges concurred."

EXHIBIT B
DISQUALIFICATION FOR BENEFITS

SEC. 5. An individual shall be disqualified for benefits(e) For any week with respect to which he is receiving or has received remuneration in the form of(1) Wages in lieu of notice;
(2) Compensation for temporary partial disability under the Workmen's
Compensation Law for any State or under a similar law of the United
States; or
(3) Old-age benefits under title II of the Socal 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 present 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 Social Security Board of recognizing that it Is the final responsibility and the right of each State to determine for itself just what type of
legislation ic desires and how it shall be drafted.

ExHert C
DISQUALIFICATION FOn BmmErrs
SEC. 5. An individual shall be disqualified for benefits(e) For any week with respect to which he is receiving or has received reofin the
form under
numeration
(3) Old-age
benefits
Title 2 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. (Georgia Laws 1937, Unemployment Compensation Law, Section 5 (e) (8), pp. 812, 814.)

Exmnrr D
SEC. 5(f). For any week with respect to which he has received or is 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 1982
EXHIBIT E
ATLANTA, GA.

Retel September 3 to Governor Arnall re State unemployment benefits, section
5(F) of the Georgia unemployment compensation law provides as follows: "An
individual shall be disqualified for benefits: (F) fpr 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." Accordingly, 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 fund under
the terms of section 5 (F) of the Georgia law.
Euouz Coos, Attorney General.
STATE OF GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF LABOR.

EMPLOYMENT SzouRITY AGENCY,

Atlanta, Ga., August 10, 1962.
To: Mr. Marion Williamson, director , ESA.
From: Dean J.Ratliffe, chief o2 investigations.
Subject: Puerto Rico-Disqualiation provision as to receiving job insurance
under Federal law.
Section 704(b) (5) of the Puerto Reio Code covering the Puerto Rico tn~ployment security law, provides:
"Disqualiflcations.- An insured worker shall not be disqualified for waitingwee ; credit or benefits for any week of his unemployment unless, with respect
to such week, the Director finds that: * * *
"(5) For the week in which he has received or is seeking unemployment
benefits under any other employment security law, but if the appropriate agency
finally dtermines that he is not entitled to benefits under such other law, this
provisioui shall not apply; or * * *"

The CHAIRMA.N,. The Honorable Christian B. Herter, the former
distinguishedd Secretary of State, has entered the room, and the Chair
would like to recognize him.
Ml. Herter, take a seat, sir, and we are very happy to have you
with us. Take a seat and proceed.
STATEMENT Or HON. CHRISTIAN B. HERTER, WASHINGTON, D.C.
Mr. HERTER. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, it is
tgreat 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 revolutionarychanges 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 postion, and our total
negotiating leverage in the councils of nations. The extent to which
we call protect and expand our national strength-and we can do so
only in the closest cooperation with the rest of the commnunity of free
nations, both developed and less developed-will be an important
measure of our ability not only to fulfill our national need for
step)ed-up growth aid higher standards of living at hole, but our
abJillty to strengthen our defenses in the face of the unrelenting
designs 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 indispensable 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, that 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 curtail 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 provisions of the old escape clause.
Such proposals are made, I am sure, by people who say they support the objectives of the President's program, by people wlo say
that the United States must negotiate wit the European 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 impossible 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 restrictive policies of the past; yet there is in most of these proposed amendments-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, thy present a pattern which, by the standards of what
we must accomplish in today's world, music 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 escape clause by having the reserve list expanded.
Any escape clause makes recip~rocal 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 bargaining table, is an important
dimension of our total negotiating position. The amount of tariffcutting 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
to agree to come to the negotiating table seriously intent on reaching
an agreement. A real interes' ii. negotiating will require not only
the ailthority provided in this bill, but also an impressive list of products 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.
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 believe 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
endtiring 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 problems.
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 solutions, 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 industry.
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.
am very much aware of the fact that the Presidential discretion
and negotiating authority, which I believe are so vital to our national 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 has been 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
give him will be used in accordance with the intent of the Congress
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 cooperation 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 prograin may be moved forward with increasing success. Great care
should be taken by the President in the choice of the chief negotiator he is required to appointI under this legislation and in the choice
of the negotiating team.
87270-62-pt. 4-5
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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 be to provide
the kind of legislative oversight 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 progress of the program and proposing additional measures to assqre its
Success.
In conclusion I urge you to recognize that we have not only reached
a point of no return; we have arrived at a moment in our Nation's
history when-recognizing the facts, the challenges, and the opportunities 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. The 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 CHAIRMAIN. 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, OHIO
Mr. TAFT. 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
ne to do.
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection the entire statement will be
inserted in the record.
Mr. TAFr. 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 important part of leadership in American business, small and large, which believes in the free enterprise
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 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 andpresented to the Senate by some of your
colleagues in 37 varieties of Government intervention to avoid competition.
These 37 proposed amendments are very difficult, I may say, to
follow. I found great difficulty in making sure exactly what they
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 content 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 CHAIRMAN. 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, meaningful
tariff negotiations. While purporting to set up improved guidelines 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 main1. Seriously impair the President's flexibility In negotiation procedures
by spelling out in the legislation specific concepts of reciprocity and requiring that the trade agreements concluded conform in detail to these arbitrary definitions;
2. Eliminate the special trade adjustment assistance provisions as an instrument of Government attention to industrial injury from mports--ellminating a way in which Government may help such industries find enduring solutions to such problems;
3. Leave to existing area redevelopment and manpower development and
training legislation the responsibility for programs of assistance (on a priority basis) to firms and workers seriously injured by imports, thus merging two areas of public policy that have different purposes and different
criteria;
4. Restore the specfle 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 without reference to the larger economic picture of the industry. This provision could only have tl~e effect of drastically reducing the U.S. negotiating
list;
5. Restore the escape clause with its provision for industry "segmentation"
and concept of "share of the market." This would preclude any total evaluation of an industry situation in terms of its broad viability and Instead require findings of injury by the Tariff Commission for individual products,
quite independent of the relation of their production to the larger industrial
picture;
6. Seriously limit the provision for elimination of duties on tropical
products;
7. Withdraw Presidential discretion in the use of section 252 which authorizes the withdrawal of U.S. tariff concessions In situations where other
countries maintain non-tariff or discriminatory restrictions against U.S. exports; this would certainly make for very difficult negotiation;

& Change the House bill to require a mere majority of the yea's and nay's
(not a constitutional majority), and make it privileged, in instances where
Congress considers overriding Presidential decision in escape clause cases.
This, of course, avoids committee procedures and makes congressional override far easier and susceptible to surprise moves by enterprising protectionlet Members of Congress.
In sum, the amendments equate the "stability" 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 determine that the first purpose 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 existing 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 reflects the failure of its authors to appreciate the closer inttrrelationship of all four of the declared purposes of the act.
2. Proposedanz-ndincnt, scction 202.
The amendment would delete the section, on grounds (a) that the admin.
Istration's justication for it was that the rates 5 percent or less had little or
,u eono:tic significance, thus justifying their elimination as a matter of drininistrative 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 5 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 countries as well. Since tariff concessions with other countries, and with the EEC
outside the 80-percent formula, can be cuts not exceeding 50 percent, such concessions on items where the duty is 5 percent or less are not much of a concession. There are similarly low duties In Western Europe, perhaps particularly in the EEC as a result 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 concessions 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 governing other tariff decisions.
Sa. 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 amendment 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 25-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 a
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 negotiating authority 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 authority pattern in the bill permits the exclusion from the free-trade negotiations
of products In which such reductions of duty would be likely to cause serious
injury for the industries concerned. On the other hand, it provides a negotiating
framework 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 proportions of world exports of the items in each category. The bill provides machinery for treating Injury that may result from tariff concessions.
The proposed amendment, like others in this series, seeks a comfortable assurance ahead of time that no injury will occur. It seeks an unattainable certainty.
It overloks 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 composition.
3c. 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 make
such changes either for purposes of carreting earlier definitions or for exciuding 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 categories. Aside from its objectionable features on other grounds,
such a proposal is out of place here.
8d. Proposed ain4mm, nt, section 211 (o) (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 a proposal would only confirm a practice already In effect. See,
for example, the detailed statistics presented by the Secretary of Commerce to
the House Ways and Means Committee and the Senate Finance Committee on
the product categories that would qualify under the 80-percent formula.
S e, , and g. Proposed amendments, section 211(o) (2) (0)
The amendments would require that definitions of the 80-percent categories
omit those exports "for which payment is not made nor undertaken to be made
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 EEC1 (economically similar economies) and from the total base on
which the United States plus EEC proportion Is calculated would most likely
not significantly affect the product list, there would seem to be no objection to
this amendment. However, there Is clearly a problem of how to define "commercial bast!," 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 financed by.such things as foreign aid. Are loan-financed exports "commercial" If finariced by the World fBank or the Export-Import Bank and "noncommercial" If covered by the foreign-aid program per se? This is only one of
many questions open to many interpretations.
In addition, 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 "commercial" basis, the demand for
them reflects their competitive attractiveness to world customers.
Sh. Proposed amendment, section,P(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 iv one
agency of government to the President for the preparation of a list which will
be made public 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 administration.
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4. Proposed amendment, section 2i (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 President 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 judgnients 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 industries 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 lls
ability to cope with problems of serious vulnerability to import competition.
These perii-point findings would be final and conclusive.
5 a, b, c, d, e, and f. P'opoxcd amenlments, section 21.
The amendment would add to the bill'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 significant 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, (c) the difficult 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 wth situations of import injury.
6. Proposed amendment, section 221
The amendment would reinstate the old peril-point procedures with respect
to any agreement negotiated under this legislation. One of the criteria to be
used which would necessarily point to likely injury from tariff concessions would
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 overlooks the true position 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 discretion and for unrealistl and arbitrarily determined reasons.
7. Proposed amendment, section 224
The amendment would require that the President not only may not make an
offer of a concession antil after he has complied with certain procedures specified
in the legislation (such a requirement Is already in the bill) but he shall not
make a concession until after those criteria have been v-et
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. Proposedamendment, section 225(a) (1)
The amendment would remove reference to section 351 dealing with tariff
adjustment under the bill adjustment assistance concept.
Reply: The substance of this change is analyzed below under Nos. 1A-412.
9. Proposed amendment, section 225 (b)
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 serious 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 between the 4 years provided in
the bill and the 5 years proposed In the amendment, the 4 years' 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 Commission had found Injury but the findings were rejected by the President. To
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extend the 4-year exemption to 5 years would give the affected Industry protection 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 it, the time factors involved are so limited that it is highly likely the
Commission would certify the exemption in most cases after a proforma examination of recent trends--an examination, Incidentally, which would take no
account 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 exemption In every case.
10. Proposed amendment, section 225 (c)
The amendment would require that the communication by the Tariff Commission to the President regarding the likely effect of concessions on the particular indusarles should take the form of peril-point findings.
Reply: See earlier references to the peril-point procedures.
I1 a. b, c, and d. Proposed amendment, 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 an agreement or benefiting from an agreement), "except as otherwise permitted 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,"h agreements admit
like articles exported from all free countries "free from quantative and other
nontariff restrictions" and subject to most-favored-nation treatment. The
amendments would also require that U.S. concessions be made only 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 economics of the negotiating countries
and differences in the products traded even within given product classifications,
would virtually make Impossible the negotiation of meaningful trade agreements.
Strict bilateral comparisons with EEC, product category for like product category 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 multilateral trading arrangement. This bilateralism, with which the
EEC could be expected to respond reciprocally in kind, would apply whether or
not the concessions we sought from the EEC were on products on which our
concessions were of special interest to the EEC and vice versa. The amenJment
also takes no account of the possibility that some EEC nontariff and nonquota
restrictions on Imports may still be in effect without violating GATT and on
which sustained efforts will still be necessary to get them reduced or eliminated.
The proposed restriction wonld prevent an agreement until all of these restrictions (assuming we have nothing comparable in our own country) are discontinued, regardless of the effect of those rest-, actions on U.S. exports.
By tying the effectuation of U.S. concesslo,is on various products to the readiness of all countries to accord most-favored-nation treatment to imports of those
products, our ability to obtain concessions sand new market opportunities in the
countries where we need them would be seriously curtailed. The proposed
amendment is clearly designed to force 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 substantial interest to those Asian countries.
The assumption is not valid. 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 concessions
abroad.
As for the proposed requirement that U.S. concessions be offered only 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 pariLcular products to the particular coun-
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tries involved in the negotiations, was not the dominant world supplier. The
lilelihood that the two definitions of dominant supplier would coincide in many,
even most instances, does not remove the objections, since it is important that
wNe have the widest possible flexibility and the best possible negotiating list.
12. Proposed amendment section 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.
18a. Proposed amendment, section 242(a)
This is a clerical point contingent on the proposed deletion oi the adjustment
assistance provisions for industries.
See comment on t.at amendment
(No. 18-32).
13b. Proposedamendment, section 42(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 President has indicated he intends to carry over into the operation of the'new interagency 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 Intention (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 section 242(b) (8)
The amendment would delete the word "unjustifiable." This is a clerical point
contingent on the amendments proposed in the No. 16 series.
15. Proposed amendment, new section,244
The amendment would require that the President seek information and advice
during the course of negotiations from each distinct industry and agricultural
subdivision whose products are like or directly competitive wth 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 amiply provided for in the bill. In addition, 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. General 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 point of view In U.S. commerce In the particular productomitting 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 "representatives" of an industry, however such representatives may be Identified.
16 a, b, c, d, e. Proposed amendments, section 252
The amendments would, by deleting the yord "unjustifiable," require retaliatory action by the President whenever a foreign country or common market receiving the benefit of U.S. trade concessions maintains nontariff trade restrictions (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 a mutually
advantageous basis," or "substantially burden U.S. commerce in a manner Inconsistent with provisions of trade agreements" is left to the President's discretion. 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 postwar 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 amendments 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"
oii the matter of foreign nontariff restrictions, he then adds that "any restriction which imprrins the value (if (.oinuit ients a(ane to us should be the subject
of action to eliaimate the restriction whcre appropriate" [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 limited 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 legislation, the amendment directly rejects the need to serve the objectives of this
legislation (a conclusion that 1- implied in the whole package of amendments).
By deleting the word unjustifiablee" in connection with the types of foreign
import restrictions on which hearings should be conducted, the proposed amendment 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" restrictions.
!7a. Proposed a~nendment, section 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 EEC exports did not represent at least 80 percent of world exports, or that the U.S. share was less than 25 percent.
Reply: This amendment is related to an earlier proposed amendment in section 211 preventing free-trade negotiations with the EEC unless these percentages 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 do well even with a
smaller share. It also takes no account of the compensatory action the United
States would be required tostake on other U.S. duties, or alternatively the retaliatory action we would encounter in the EEC. Such contingencies hardly
contribute to the continuity which traders need In respect of import re3trictions
and to the export expansion objectives of the legislation.
17b. Proposed amendment, section 255
The amendment would add a section requiring the President to withdraw
coL cessions from countries which do not practice the trade policies set forth
in tie proposed amendments identified in the number 11 series above.
Rep!y: This amendment takes no account of the fact that individual concessions 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 addition 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 thIrouyh 32. Proposed amendments
The amendments would restore tfhe escape clause of existing law, making It
even more restrictive-for example, by specifying limited criteria of injury:
a significant decline in the share of the domestic market and either a significant
decline in net earnings or a decline (omitting the word "significant") 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 want 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 concessions and its trade-restriction multiplier effect to cases in which the concession 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 necessary 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 import 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 a decline in its share of the market. The amendments focus on
criteria reflecting a desire to preserve the status quo in a rapidly changing international 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
they 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 question." 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
responsibility 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 Presidential rejections 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 34. Proposed amendments, chapters 2 and 3 of title III
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 under
the Area Redevelopment Act. Even where a firm may be in a "redevelopment"
area, a redevelopment plan would have to be formulated by the area and approved 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 establishment 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 unconstitutionality. 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 criteria, 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 bill. For example, the trade bill deals with all workers dislocated by
Imports. The Manpower Act deals only with heads of households. Moreover,
transferring the aststance-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. Proposedamendment, a new section 406
The amendment would require that any of the determinations the President
makes under this bill "sball be based upon findings of fact by the President
that the conditions or principles specified in each [case) exist or are applicable
as shown by the record of the investigation made incidental to such determination."
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 constitutionality.
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 principles of government, to require the President to release at any time judgments
made to him by the Interagency organization.
37. Proposedamendment. a new section 408
The amendment would inject a new peril joint and escape clause concept in
addition to those already nmentioned---this one designed to prevent "serious
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Impairment of the rate of growth" of growth industries producing products like
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 aniendment seems to be a fitting capstone to the whole
structure of these "37 varieties of protectionism." As throughout these amend.
meats, 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 restriction. which impairs growth. The cumulative effects of these prescr-ptions of
protection are a nation on the run backward.

Mr. TAFT. 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 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 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 expand its markets for tropical products in Europe; he asks for authority with which to negotiate against restrictive farm policies in Europe
which 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 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.
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 extraordinary interest in the Common Market, and a universal concern
that we should meet its challenge by a similar outburst of free enterprise.
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 general 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 exploding Common Market, the European Economic Community. For the
first time in 30 'ears Western Europe, by all standards a major
market for American 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 percent of their production abroad in 1960 and nearly 40 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 challenge of the Soviet bloc.
The Common Market and the rest of Europe are not waiting for
us. Without positive and construcive 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 tropical products upon which many of our Latin American friends rely
for their very lives. This is why I say 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 negotiation.
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 tliat we must favor the most-favored-nation
treatment originated by Secretary of State Hughes and Senator Lo)dgA
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 pre etermined mathematical measures of reciprocity 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 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 possible full reciprocal benefits. This, I
think the legislation, as modified by the House Ways and Means Coinmittee, 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 protective 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
decisions in escape clause cases. By making these resolutions privileged 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 Presiential decisions in trade policy. When these proposals deal with the
role of the Congress, 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 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.
[his 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 detail 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 accomplish the purpose.
Congress never surrenders its final power in trade policy, nor
should it neglect 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 affirmative examination of the
progress of the program.
How can thisbe done?
The present bill requires the President to send an annual report to
the Congress "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 information report to the Congress on the President's stewardship each year of the trade expansion policy during that year.
Congress should hold hearings on that report, perhaps through a
join' committee (or a select committee of each House)O, consisting of
repren.-taticis 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 tho 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 surveillance over the
President's conduct of the program would be matched by active administration responsiveness to congressional intent in this field.
Thus the President would continue to have the authority and flexibility lie needs to cope effectively with the many issues of both foreign and domestic policy involvedin 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 constructive 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 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 Leen 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 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 competition. 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 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 yearexperience has indicated the impossibility of fixing a point in a tariff
duty at which "no damage" stops, and damage begins.
The distinguished chairman ofsthis 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 inefficient 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
Commissica, probably understaffed 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 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 first from the President's
statutory report to Congress on that agreement of January 1962, and
the second from the accompanying detailed description of the negotiations, 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 believe 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.
fcia. 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 previously been exported will appear as new export specialties.
The Tariff Commission's peril-point findings were, therefore, carefully reexamined 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 Commission to make unduly restrictive judgments or to make judgments unsupported
by relevant evidence. In many nstances, tariff reductions of even a few percentage points had been precluded. In some instances, peril points had been set
on items where imports represented only a minor fraction of domestic production. In others, peril points had been found at existing duty levels for
specialty commodities which were produced abroad for a narrow and highly
specialized 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 character that it was decided that tariff reductions could be made.

The so-called peril-oint investigation has always been a shadow
of reality; yet many basic decisions have been based on superficial
and arbitrary peril-point findings whici'have been required under the
trade agreements legislation of the past decade.
The new bill cals for a Tariff Commission judgment provided to
the President on the scope of problems that 'ay arise as a result of
tariff reductions. This is even more than the negatiators ever had as
meaningful guideline auder previous legislat', 1.
The escape clause under the bill passed by the House does by inference exclude 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-Truinan-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
industry and its workers to adjust- to an import problem in that
product?
The fact is that a few garlic far.is 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 escapeclause 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 whether 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 industries 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 weakerr members of an industry can make a successful adjustment
to import competition, through their own efforts abetted by Government assistance, there will often be no need whatever for 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 compensatory action required under a prior trade agreement,
either through the withdrawal of certain concessions by other governnients 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 invoked only to help an entire industry or major part of an industrythe 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.
Import relief may be technically a temporary measure tinder present legislation, but there is no incentive under the present act for the
affected producers to seek real solutions .dtheir problems.
The net effect of these new provisions would be to spur American
prouucers to adjust quickly to new import sit,. Aions.
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 compete without subsidy.
(a) Though vigorously supported by labor, trade adjustment was
a businessman's suggestion. John Coleman, president of Burroughs
Corp., and later president of the U.S. ChamNber of Commerce, proposed it publicly to the Randall Commission in October 1953. It
was not a labor proposal.
(b) It is widely claimed that trade adjustment somehow dictates to
plants and workers how to run their businesses. There is no dictation
87270-62-pt, 4-
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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.
(c) 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 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 -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.
(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, 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 sholId workers idled by imports get special benefits that are
unavailable fer workers displaced by automation or any other factors?
The same kind of question arises with respect to those sections
of the adjustment assistance program that provide help to business
firms: Why slm dl(tproduction facilities idled bv imports get secial
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 considerations of national policy make it desirable to avoid higher
tariffs, those Injured by that competition should not be required to bear the full
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
be required to provide 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 inuryv * * " 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.
It has always en 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 producers 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 Vi eginia, I believe. When the chairman and
I discussed this in 1955, there were~jthink-,4,20Q employees in velveteens in the entire United Stte9, and promises 1 m ade if the
bill was passed that all the v evteen plants would be utterlestroyed.
I6 1958, 3 years later there were 900 still employed in veveteen
plants in the United $tates. I don't kn Wthe breakdown "as to
Virginia, but this was,&rtainly true i
total.
So not only the predictions a!)Sften quite inaccurate but in addjtion to that it is vgry hard to-know whether imports did it, and ii\
Japanese,hd water-\
that particular ca e you will remember thtt$
proofed the velv teens and brought thei4 in at'4 percent instead of
33 or 40 percent and then taken the, waterproofing off. This was
stopped
,after the time that, 4be bill was before this Senate
in 1955. shortly I..
To return to iy discussion of'qualifying for adjustment assistance,
the act proposes.
In making its de erminatlon the Tariff Commission should take Into account
all economic facto
which it 'considers relevant inciding(1) Idling ot the produktiv6 facilities of tbo, firm;
(2) Inability bf the firm to operate at a pwoflt; or
(") Unewployfent or underemplowjent in ;he firm.

Workers would haxe to prove~only the third item "unemployment
or underemployment pf a significant.nxwmber or proportion of the
workers" caused or inmieliately threatened by such increased imports.
Where imports tend Jo ?xert
an injurious impact on a firw and its
workers, the problem is geneitlb only one of several encqteuered, and
the problem from imports is usually Qne of the lessee 6nes.
It should be expected that firms a'nd workers with import difrlies
and those without import difficulties will avail themselves of'MI 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 the protectionists sup
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 negotiation, 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.
1
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 cheesesimportant to them, but not really serious for our dairy industrypromptly put a quota on American wheat flour, which was much
more serious to our wheat farmers than Dutch cheese ever was to
our dairy farmQrs.
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 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 President'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 testimony before the Ways and Means Committee 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 to our
economy and our consumers. Our automobile producers lost to imports in their share of the market for a few years.
But how else would the consumer have secured the wide selections
he now enjoys 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?
Don't they ever change 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 coinplete 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 system 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 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. I 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. You 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 inadequate, in my opinion, to bring about some revision of that situation.
We should be tough, and I am emphasizing that sample in support
of my position that maybe we haven't been tough enough.
But we will not 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 proposeand 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 recommended 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, 1962. These are nine amendments which are now part of the
record.
1. Sections 202 and 253-Low-rate articles authority and staging requirements: Amend to allow a minimum annual reduction of 1 percent 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 President 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 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 adjustment 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
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decreasing to zero at the end of the period unless the President authorizes other treatment.
9. Section 402(2)-Reports: Expand to require President to include 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. TAFT. I thought of 57-Senator DOUGLAS. I believe Howard Johnson says he has 37 varieties of ice cream.
Mr. TAFT. They were presented by Senator Bush and I think he
will present them this afternoon.

The

CHAIRMAN.

There is no use in your going to any trouble

about it.
Mr. TAFT. They appear on page 14371 of the Congressional Record
for the Senate.
The CHAIRMAN. You mean 37 amendments?
Mr. TAFT. Yes, sir; 37 specific amendments in so many numbers
for August 2,1962.
Senator WILLIAMS. These are the Bush amedments?
Mr. TAFT. These are the Bush amendments.

Senator WILLIAmS. And you are submitting nine amendments?

Mr. TAFT. Yes.
Mr. Gilbert submitted them, I am endorsing them, that is correct.
Senator WILLIAMS. Yes. Yours are not part of the 37 and that
makes it 46?
Mr. TAFT. I should hope not; ours are very simple, they are described here in brief terms that anybody can understand. If you can
read the description of the 37 amendments in the Congression~al Record on pages 14371 over to the bottom of 14373, without an awful lot
of work, you are a better man than I am, I can assure you.
The CHAIRMAN. 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. TAFT. Sir, I am no expert 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 compensation in Wisconsin.
I think I will simply say that I listened to him with great interest
and education. He knows much more about it than I do, and I think
I would normally be governed by his recommendation.
The CHArnMAN. Do you favor the Federal Government paying in
toto, and the State contributing nothing?
Mr. TAFT. That is correct. That was one of the suggestions that
came from several witnesses.
The CHAIMAN. Do you know whether that is possible under the
State laws?
Mr. TAFT. I can only refer you to what the gentleman said. He
thought it was.
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The CHAIRMAN. Under State laws certain people are entitled to
certain benefits?
Mr. TAFT. This I can't answer. I did not prepare this amendment,
it is not in my field of expertise'.
The CHAIRMAN. You have endorsed it and I assume you knew it.
Mr. TAFT. I have the general principle also endorsed by the gentleman from Wisconsin. If you are going to do it for the reasons set forth
in the bill it ought to be paid entirelyby the Federal Government just
as it was done for veterans in Georgia.
The CHAIRMAN. You would exclude these companies that are injured by imports entirely from the State compensation systems; is
that it ?
Mr. TArt. I am not really sure of that, sir, I don't know whether
that is the effect of our amendment or not.
The CHAIRMAN. That is what your amendment says, the Federal
Government would pay the entire cost of it.
Mr. TAFT. That is a matter of reimbursement, sir.
The CHAIRMA.N. Maybe you could furnish me a memorandum so I
could understand it.
Mr. TAFT. Well, I think, sir, that you can get more from the gentlemen from Wisconsin, and Senator Javits, I understand has introduced
an amendment for this purpose.
The CHAIRMAN. I don't thin the gentleman from Wisconsin advocated that at all.
Mr. TAFT. 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 CHAIRMAN. I wouldn't go on record for saying that the gentleman from Wisconsin favors it because I don't think he did.

Mr. TAFT. I didn't say that.

He said that lie 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 CHArRMAN. 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 reciprocal 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. 1AFTr. No, sir; it is not. I will try to do so.
(The following was later received &r the record:)
Questions have been raised concerning the nature and extent of benefits to
workers and the danger of Federal intrusion in State unemployment compensation programs.
A worker displaced as a result of Import competition due to a tariff reuction
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 ef the bill which provide Federal
standards for qualification and payments at rates substantially above those provided under the most liberal State system reflect a fear that this will set a pattern 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 expressed fears of employers without crippling the adjustment assistance pro.
gram, despite the bill's stipulation that the excess of the trade adjustment allowance 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 justifying extraordinary payments 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 economics 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 industry among the States. It seems that to require individual states to bear the
full burden of expense 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 extended to workers who qualify for trade readjustment allowances. By thus
maintaining a separate program, though administered at cost through State agen.
cies, the objections to the level of payments, to Federal standards, and to the
impact on Individual States, together with the fears of establishing precedents
to be followed by State unemployment insurance programs, would be quieted.

The CHAIRMAN. Don't put it on the gentleman from Wisconsin be-

cause I don't think he would want to carry that burden.
Mr. TAn. No, but all I pointed out, sir, and I will repeat it, he
said if you wanted to accomplish the purpose indicate d in the bill, that
is to say to compensate those who are injured by an affirmative Government action, that one way in which it could be done was by providing in some appropriate way for the Federal Government to reimburse fully for what was paid out for this purpose.
If yourbill doesn't do it then certainly I would advocate amending
it so it does it appropriately in that way and I have no intention whatever because I support the State principle in unemployment compensation myself, I have no intention of attacking that principle.
The

CHAIRM.AN.

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.
senator WILLIAMS. Do I understand you endorse the recommendations that the gentleman from Wisconsin may submit to this committee in that connection?
Mr. TAFT. 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 approve of it.
The CHAIRMAN. I would suggest you read his testimony.
Mr. TAFr. I listened to it very carefully, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. You will see he disagreed with practically all of it.
Mr. TAFT. I am not so sure. I will read his testimony and if it does
I will give you a memorandum on that.
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The CHAIRMAN. This particular part, of it he disagreed with all
of it if my ears were open and I could hear.
Senator Douglas?
Senator DOUGLAS. 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 out the high opinion which I have of
you.
Mr. TArr. Thank you, sir.
Senator DOuoGLAs. Now in connection with the question as to what
Dr. Raushenbush testified about, I have the text of his statement before me, and I would like to read this passage.
Several alternatives are available for these purposes and the second alternative was as follows and I quote precisely:
Complete Federal flnancing.-If Congress should find it essential for any
reason to stick with the 65-05 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 benefits 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 DOUGLAS. 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 unemployment insurance program.

Mr. TArT. That is what I was referring to.
Senator DouGLAs. Yes.
The CHAIMAN. 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 proposed, and I will obtain that and insert it in the record.
Mr. TAFrt. I am not sure he will, sir, because he did not draft it.
I am saying I thought what lie proposed indicatedThe CHAIRMAN. You said he indicated agreement with the proposal.
Mr. TArt. No, sir. That is not what I said. What I said was just
exactly what lie said there that lie proposed a way in which it could be
done. He said nothing about whether lie approved it or not.
Senator DOUGLAS. If I may read the final sentence.
The CHAIRMAN. Excuse me.
Senator DOUGLAS. He said:
In brief use 100 percent Federal financing for this uniquely Federal responsibility and for all of this uniquely Federal program.

That is precisely what Mr. Gilbert proposed is that right?
Mr. TAFT. I think that was his intent. Whether the language conforms to it, I don't know.
Senator DOUGLAS. I want to ay Mr. Taft, I think that the country
holds you in very high esteem, and deservedly so.
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Mr. TAFT. Thank you.
Senator CARLSON. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Taft, I just want to say too
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
deals with the agricultural trade, and you state in your testimony
here:
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 a violation of GATT.

Mr. TAFT. Yes, sir.
Senator CARLSmN. 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. TAFT. 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 democratic, effective process that may take
time, and it is one which protects us, just as much as it protects somebody 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 through 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 CARLSON. 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
firmly believe it is, in regard to the importation of wheat flour into
the Netherlands. At present, that, I thipk, has been studied some -.nd
I think it is generally agreed it is in violation and nothing has been
done about it.
Mr. TAFT. I might explain to the committee 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 4ATT.
Senator CARLSON. Mr. Taft, I think we all appreciate the inportance 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 prograin, 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. necessary or whatever it is that
is necessary, to be sure we get our share andi the trade is equitable and
fair.
Mr. TAFT. Mr. Chairman, we should consider that Belgium, Holland, 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 which they buy. This is not true
of apples, Senator, because Belgium has held up on apples, as you well
know, but in a number of the items those are consumer countries, and
yet 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 satisfatory to us, and has prevented
any agreement up to ate really on where that support price level is
going 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 CARLSON. If I may add, if Great Britain joins the Common
market, it will probably be the more difficult.
fr. TAFT. 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 it within the
Common Market if they get in.
Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. Taft, is there any basic difference between a
tariff and a variable fee as far as the effect is concerned?
Mr. TAFT. 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,
so many pounds per chickens or poultry, which is shipped. I don't
know how they can change fast enough to keep that thing at any
kind of a level gate; it would be terribly confusing.
Senator WmLMNS. It is really, variable fees in effect are really
another form of tariffs under another name.
Mr. TAFT. That is my opinion, if they are on an item which they
are not permitted to put a tariff on in the GATT.
Senator WLLIAMS. Yes, and it would be more or less a violation of
the principle of GATT at the least.
Mr. TAFT. I think this is correct.
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I suppose the Senator knows we have been shipping some $60 million or more of poultry to the Common Market countries, or Europe
at least?
Senator WILLIAMs. There has been a substantial increase in the
tariff in the last few weeks.
Mr. TAr. That is right.
Senator WILLIAMS. In the form of variable fees.
I noticed in your statement you referred to the retaliatory action
taken by the Dutch.
Mr. TAFT. Compensatory, I think.
Senator WILLIAMS. Compensatory, all right, by the Dutch at the
time we restricted the imports of cheese.
Mr. TART. That is right.
Senator WILLIAMS. And do you think that we more or less asked
for that and they were justified in such action?
Mr. TAFT. 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 WILLIAMfS. Well, I am inclined to agree with you.
Mr. TAFT. I had heard, sir, they had proposed to put it on something 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 is after all smart trading.
I don't know why they shouldn't.
Senator WILLIAMS. By the same token as these countries put these
variable fees or barriers on trade on some 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. TAFT. I think so, and the bill as passed by the House instructs
the President to give 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 do if they do it
Senator WILLIAM S. I agree with you on that but I think it is very
important at.he same timA that we let them know.
Mr. TAFT. Absolutel
Senator WILLIA3s. &e would not, hesitate to do it if they do it.
Mr. TAFT. If we haven't, done it in the past, Senator, it will take
us a little time to convince them we mean it. This is also what I conI
clude about tough trading.
Senator DouGLAs. Mr. Chainnan, 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. TAFT. You mean in this agricultural field?
Senator DOUGLAS. Of coursebut 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 powers of the President are cpnfined, to withdrawing concessions, if 'foreign countries began discriminatoryaction
against us.
Since we have already reduced our tariffs below the Qownon Market
level, and have given away a goodly proportion of our marbles,' I don't
say all of them, but a goodly proportion of our-m . rbles, I.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 Delaware on this point and I take it with you. We should hiav some
powers which the President can point to or the President's representatives can point to when they negotiate with foreign countries.
Mr. TArt. The original act provided, sir, for an increase .in the
tariff also.
Senator DOUGLAS. Yes.
Mr. TArF. 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.
Senator DouGAs. I know the point.
Mr. TAFT. I know it does go back to the original level of the tariff.
Senator DOUGLAS. 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 61/2 percent.
Mr. TAFT. 63/4.
Senator DOUGLAS. The German tariff is over 22 percent.
Mr. TAFrt. Well, the British is almost that high, too.
Senator DOUGLAS. Yes.
While I would hate to see a retaliatory tariff war, as you would,
nevertheless if we could say "if you persist in disc riminating 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 restraining influence on the high tariff forces
inside Germany and France which are very powerful, as you know.
On the other hand, I think it is sound advice that one should never
threaten until one is prepared to back it up. But I have formed the conclusion that the European nations arc convinced that we will be
soft on them.
Mr. TArr. Senator, I agree in general with what you have said.
One remark, however, that our tariffs are generally low, I think
deserves a comment because there are many of our tariffs which are
not low.
Senator DOUGLAS. I understand that.
Mr. TAFT. And the chemical tariffs are one of the principal samples
of this.
Senator DOUGLAS. I agree with that.
Mr. TAFT. 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 damaging anything or anybody except
in the general range of profits, perhaps. It certainly would not cause

a loss.
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Senator DouGLAs. I agree thoroughly with you on that.

Mr. TAFT. Yes.

Senator DOUoLAS. And I agree with the program of trying to get
as good terms as possible from the Common Market.
Mr. TAr. You are quite correct.
Senator DOUGLAS. Without our making tariff concessions.
Mr. TAFT. We can't get automobile tariffs off in Europe by any
reciprocity change, by what we do on automobile tariffs in the United
States.
Senator DOUGLAS. But you might be able to get reductions in their
restrictions on American farm products and American durable goods
other than automobiles.
Mr. TA,-r. By some other kind of concession on this side?
Senator DoUoLAs. Well, by threatening to increase the tariff on
automobiles if they didn't.
Mr. TAFT. This is a possibility obviously although it was never more
than 10 percent.

Senator DOUGLAS.
It's now down to 6%.
Mr. TAnT. 634.
Senator DOUGLAS. I wish in the few days that remain, that your
group would consider this. I don't regard it as a breach of the prim
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 riglt.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Taft, we are glad to
.,
I
have you, sir.
Mr. TAFT. Thank you, sir.
(Mr. Taft's prepared statement follows:)
STATEMENT OF THE HONORAWZ CHART
P. TAFT, OF CINCINNATI, OHIO, IN
SUmORT OF H.R. 11970, THE TRADE ExPANSiON ACT 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 important part of
leadership in American business, small and large, which believes in the enterprise 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
msny times before. In the face of a new world trade situation, they seek restoration of the old-time restrictions. These have now been dressed up for your benefit-and presented to the Senate by some of your colleagues-in 37 varieties of
Government intervention to avoid competition.
The President is seeking authority by delegation of Congress for a fixed periodauthority of the same character, but with far more definition and restriction,
as was given 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 special 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 policies in
Europe which could exclude, and already begin to exclude, our farm exports.
This isa new world, yet the 37 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 exception the most extraordinary interest in the Common Market, and a universal concern that we should meet its challenge by a similar 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 sentiment of this Nation; and the rest of the community has little doubt at all of the immediate necessity for the passagee of
this bill.
In 1902 the United States faces the successful, dynamic, and exploding Comamon
Market, the European Economic Community. For the first time In 30 years
Western Europe, by all standards a major market for American 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 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 challenge of the Soviet bloc.
The Common Market and the rest of Europe are not waiting for us. Without
positive and constructive 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, shutting 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 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 or an expert in international trade negotiation.
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.
Reciprcaity 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 GAITT with
those who benefit by it, and require them to pay something for It.
Exact predetermined mathematical measures of reciprocity 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
legislation 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 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 Congress that the President
work toward the elimination of there protective measures, and an injunction to
utilize in very proper case the penalties provided.
One of the 37 varieties 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 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 Presidential
decisions in trade policy. When these proposals deal with 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 neglect 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 affirmative examination of the progress of the program.
flow can this be done?
The present bill requires the President to send an annual report to the Congress "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, nut 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 surveillance over the President's conduct of the program would be matched by
active administration responsiveness to congressional intent In 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 policy 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 constructive 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 This 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 upder the-original act. The procedures
are improved upon and made to serve tl~e basicInterests of the Nation as well
as of the industries and workers who may be injured by growing import cowpetition. The present form of relief in the existing legislation is not as effective
as that under H.R. 11070.
In the first place, in spite of the importance which the slte Senator Milliken
gave to, the peril point when he originated it in 19i8, experience has indicated
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the, impossbility of fixing a point in a tariff duty at which "no damage" stops,
and damage begins.
For Instance, does dauiage begin at that point for the very efficient, integrated
and competitive Mr. Cannon in North Oarolina, or for a little nonintegrated and
inefficient 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 Commission, probably understaffed 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 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 first
from 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 reedgnize 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 superficial. 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 previously been exported will appear as new export specialties."
"The Tariff Commission's peril point findings were, therefore, carefully reexamined 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 Commission to make unduly restrictive judgments or to make Judgments unsupported by
relevant evidence. In many instances, tariff reductions of even a few percentage points had been precluded. In some instances, peril points had been set
on items where imports represented only a minor fraction of domestic production.
In others, peril points had been found at existing duty levels for specialty commodities which were produced abroad for a narrow and highly specialized 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 ;n 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 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 'hat may arise as a result of tariff reductions. This
is even more taan the negotiators ever had as meaningful guidelines under previous legislation.
The escape clause under the bill passed by the House does exclude the segmentation of industry provided by the present act. How can the supporters of
the 37 varieties of protection contend that the Roosevelt-Hull-Truman Eisenhower policy, or the congressional policy either, really intended that the Government 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 California, a tartaric acid plant in Brooklyn, and producers of horseradish in
Iowa-non, 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 restrictions 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
8720-62-pt. 4-7
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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 conpetition, 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, either 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 products
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 solutions to their problems.
The net effect of these new provisions would be to spur American producers
to adjust quickly to new import 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 compete 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.
(c) 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 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 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.
(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 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 factor?
The same kind of question aifses with respect to those sections of the adjustment assistance program that provide help to business 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 (Jan. 25, 1962): "When
considerations of national policy make it desirable to avoid' higher tariffs, those
injured by that competition should not be required to bear the full brunt of the
impact."
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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 required 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 considers relevant, including (1) Idling of the productive facilities of the firm,
(2) Inability of the firm to operate at a profit, or (3) unemployment or underemployment 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 a 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 the protectionists supporting the
37 varieties have done so, to State Department diplomatic or foreign aid considerations as measured against injury to our workers and businesses.
Foreign policy may occasionally be one consideration in a negotiation, 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. Many years back the cheese amendment (a tight quota on foreign cheeses) was attached to a defense appropriations bill. The Dutch, damaged by this restriction of their export of specialty
cheeses-important to them, but not really serious for our dairy industrypronptly 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 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.
Thus it is that the 37 varieties, in attempting to curtail the President's discretionary authority, seek to secure protection for some products-usually
minor--at the expense of the economy as a whole.
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 to our economy and our consumers. Our automobile producers lost to Imports in their share of the market for a few years. But bow
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 nonsense 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
systemn-a comfortable, noncompetitive, high-priced business world. That resuits in a dying economy that cannot compete or even continue to exist in thi
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

1736

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

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. Gii- ,, Chairman of the Committee for a National Trade Policy, in his
testinwny before you on behalf of CNTP on July 24, 1962. These are nine
amendments which are now part of the record.
1. Section, 202 and 253. Low-rate articles authority and staging requiretnents.-Amend to allow a minimum annual reduction of 1 percent ad valorem
of tariffs under this authority to avoid complexities in calculation.
2. Section 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. 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 President 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 more than
6 months old.
7. Section 3.23. 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, ,51. Tariff adjustment 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 402(2). Reports.-Expand to require President to include an appraisal of the overall U.S. position In world trade and the Impact of domestic
policies on our international trade.
The CHAIR3&AN. 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 DOUQLAS. Before Mr. Percy testifies, since he comes from
Illinois, 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 00.

Mr. PERCY. Thank you, Senator Douglas.
Mr. ChairmanThe CHAIRMAN. Take a seat.
Mr. PERCY. With your permission I would like to submit my statement and make a few exacting comments.
The CHAIRMAN. Withou4- 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 a.k the American consuner to pay more for camera products simply because we were not
able to compete on this particular product andI felt it very unfair to
have an uncertain crutch be. the foundation for our company.
So we decided at that time to discontii ue production of thisproduct;
We wrote it off as a loss of a million and a quarter dollars and decided
at that time that we would do what we could economically to maintain 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 enjoyed by foreign competition.
I have not submitted these charts or figures to elicit your sympathy 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 Fndustry 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 moderate reductions in tariffs, as I have 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 competition 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 thesa skills and
through research and development, through improved manufacturing
processes, and through increasing our market strength we could
broaden the line that we had in the photographic field.
Secondly, we thought we had certain capital facilities, certain manageiient 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 changing 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 engaged
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, Atlas, Minuteman, Courier, Mercury,
Telstar, and virtually every mtjor 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-

1738

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

formance of men and equipment responsible for carrying out vital
missions.
In the business machine field, Bell & Howell is providing new equip.
ment to accelerate information handling, increase efficiency, and reduce
costs as business, industry, and Government seek new methods with
which to penetrate the "paperwork curtain."
I mention these items simply as an indication that I think that as
a result of competition that we face both in thick. 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 increase, where $100 million has been the increase in electronic instrumentation 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 transition has not been easy. It has not been without financial as well as
personal disappointment on occasion, and it is not complete today.
We believe, however, that we have been able to respond to a changing environment rather than being controlled or defeated by it. We
believe we hav e 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 I think the industry at this point has earned a pause,
as I analyze the problems, that we have that will. I 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
exports 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, producing film years ago with a 25-percent tariff, we are now down to
6
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 people as well as
in private life who can be drawn from the field of economics, commerce, and business as well as government, and I would not put too
much emphasis on diplomacy in this hardheaded economic type of
bargaining. 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 act dealing with the
adjustments required or provided for labor as well as industry.
This act does provide technical and financial assistance to companies 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, labor 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 responsible 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 assistance. 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
adjustments on our own.
In the last quarter century of its greatest growth, America's industry
did not become great by being pampered or shelter.
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.
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It is great because it firmly believes that there is one
to succeed,
to give the consumer the best possible product for the way
lowest poSsible
cost. This, and this alone, will keep American industry vigorous and
healthy in theyears to come.
In closing, I would like to say that any kind of adjustments require 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 a
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. I 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 Subcrommittee on Foreign Economic Policy of the
Joint Economic Committee 01 Wle 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 an era conditioned by an attitude of protectionism into a period of skeptical but decisive action in freeing trade barriers-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 ha!f-a-million dollars and about 1,800 employees. In that year, the
National A',sociation of Photographic Manufacturers reported that because of
the continuation of a 25-percent wartime-imposed Federal excise tax on photographic products, sales of equipment had declined 40.1 percent below the preceding year.
But the photographic industry was experiencing another difficulty-increasing
imports. Bell & Howell Co., for instance, had spent many years engineering and
tooling a precision, high-quality 35 amn. still camera. It was the company's
first entry into the still camera field. It was soon apparent, however, that the
tremendous Investment we had made In this new product was In jeopardy because
the German Leica camera and other foreign imports were able to sell at svbstantially lower prices. Our camera could not be mass-produced because the way it
had been designed and tooled required manybhand operations.
The temptation to turn to Government for a solution to our problemthrough
higher tariff protection was very great. We decided then to resist this temptation. 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 difficult to compete in
this particular field. 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 Increased substantially. Today, the U.S. 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 still
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 a little over 2% times since 1950. Exports have about kept pace with
this trend. Imports, however, are up almost tenfold and have gained at a rate
nearly four times the rate of both domestic and export shipments of photographic
products.
You might be interested in how this trend compares with Imports of total U.S.
merchandise. Chart No. 2 shows that since 1950 photographic imports have increased at a rate more than 51 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 2,Z. times the share of market they
had 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 nave had oxi the photographic 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 Industry 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 is imperative for orderly adjustment.
In 1949 Bell & Howell was almost 100 percent dependent upon the photographic
market, largely in the amateur motion picture equipment field. Because of this
dependence, we decided as a matter of policy that we should broaden the character 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 field and felt they could be used for future growth
within this field if we placed greater emphasis upon research and development and
improved manufacturing processes, and concurrently expanded and strengthened
our marketing effort.
Secondly, we recognized that we possessed capital faclltis and certain management skills that might have general application to other Ields 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 society? 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 & Howell has evolved in the last dozen years from a company
engaged primarily in the manufacture of a limited line of motion picture equipment 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 7irtually 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 responsible for carrying out vital missions.
In the business machines field, Bell & Howell Is providing new equipment to
accelerate information handling, increase efficiency 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 front an
annual total of $18 million to 1$150 million. Of this total, photography represents approximately $50 million for a four-fold tflci-ease-electronie Instrumentation end business equipment sales $100 million. Total annual earnings
have Increased from $447,000 tti approximately nine times this amount. In 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 financial as well as personal disappointment.
Nor Is it even complete. We believe, however, that we have been able to respond
to a 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
0
been made.
Insofar as the photographic Industry Is concerned, bargaining by our own
negotiators has not been effective in removing restrictions to American photographic reports into other markets. To illustrate this point, I will take a
product not manufactured in any volume by Bell & Howell, namely film.
Chart No. 5 shows that the United States, United Kingdom, Belgium, and
Italy, all filu producing countries, started out in 1930 with tariffs of approximately 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 hardheaded bargaining by American negotiators under any new authority granted
t0 the administration by Congress. Nor should we underestimate the skill and
tLbility 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 ability. 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 baliers against other countries. The relative position 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 utilized, the relative strength of the free world Is diminished. We are now, for the most part, a low tariff country. Many countries, particularly in Western Europe, have a condition of overemployment. Their currencies 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 consideration. This act provides for technical and financial assistance to companies
and industries 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, labor unions, and workers might spend thousands of man-hours preparing hardship requests, putting political pressure upon Members of Congress,
and creating mountains of paper-work 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 difficulty in finding some degree of adjustment required by Imports although I feel
that if past history Is an example of the future, the claims made will be grossly
exaggerated. Hard and fast administrative lines should be laid down promptly
as to what truly constitutes a hardship. Government assistance can only be
extended to small minorities. Even then it should bo only a temporary last
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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 paid for by the toil of others.
In our own case, at Bell & Howell we would have no difficult in finding departments, divisions and subsidiaries that could untold 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 Is 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, supplemental to our
own determined efforts to keep our trading positions strong. This trading position must be solidly established on economic, rather than political foundations.
Any kind of adj,'stment 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 fastchanging 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.
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Senator DOUGLAS (presiding). Thank you very much.
Senator Carlson.
Senator CARLSON. Mr. Chairman, just this: Mr. Percy, as one member of this committee, I always appreciate your very excellent statements before our committee.
You are one of the younger businessmen who have really got the
vision and courage to act upon it, and I compliment you.
Mr. PERCY. Thank you, Senator.
Senator DOUGLAS. I, too, want to compliment you, Mr. Percy. In
view of the decreases 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 DOUGLAS. 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 they 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?
Mr. PERCY. I think that as a bargaining provision it is probably a
good thing. I think it gives another tool to our negotiators, because
these countries do depend upon our country taking a large body of
imports from them. I think we have to be exceedingly careful in the
way we use it.

Senator DOUGLAS. That is right.
Mr. PERCY. Every time we use this authority we find other countires will give us no monopoly of ingenuity. They will find ways to
retaliate, and this has been the long history of tariff increases.
Senator DOUGLAS 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 DOUGLAS. 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
group is the knowledge that we would not be going to the Government
for 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 time in any industry goes in to asking for Government help, which is only a temporary measure.
Economically we must put the foundation under an economy, an
economic basis, not a political basis.
Senator DOUGLAS. I compliment 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 nonfinancial 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 would hire management engineers 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 hope 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 warranted. 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 the 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.
SenatorDoUGLAs. Have you suggested language which might guide
the administration?
Mr. PERCY. I have not, Senator, but I intend to talk with members
of the administration, and already have in the Department of Commerce, 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
do not think American labor or business ought to have if it would be
abused.
Senator DOUGLAS. 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 the Government2 they suffer a severe and a
substantial financial loss, don't you think it undermines their independence if they get a fraction of the pay which they would earn if
the governmental policy had not been put into effect?
Mr. Psucy. 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 DOUGLAS. Are you opposed to that?
Mr. PERCY. I think emphasis on training and retraining and gaining new skills is an important,Senator DouGlAs. Are you opposedto that?
Mr. r cy. 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 dope 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 country 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 thanI wou d hketo
see happen.
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Again it is the way in which, the spirit in which, it will be administered, and if it is a hardheaded approach, if we are as hardheaded in
administering that as we are in our bargaining, I would be satisfied.
Senator DoUGLAS. In other words, you are not opposed to the principle, but you are fearful of the dangers in lax administration.
Mr. PERCY. Yes; that is right.
Senator DouGoLAs. Thank you very much.
Mr. PERCY. Thank you, Senator.
Senator DouGLAs. 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. Is 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 3AMES M. ASHLEY, PRESIDENT, TRADE RELATIONS
COUNCIL OF THE UNITED STATES, INC.
Mr. AsimEy. Thank you very much, Senator. I am just as impressed with you as when Jane Adams introduced us in 1929, and
you seem quite adequate to me.
Senator DOUGLAS. That is a very kind thing for you to say.
Mr. ASHLE.Y. 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 a rd hope to regain, an export business. Many import raw materials, 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 controls, 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 parts 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 uniform 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
calamity to others.
87270-62--pt, 4-8-
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In view of the importance which proponents of this legislation attach to the formation of another large trade bloc-the European Cornmon 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 couiwes
charted by France and Germnany would have made a customs union
between them dangerous in the extreme.
I suggest that the German Government, determined to avoid the disastrous inflation that followed World War I, had imposed a strict
anti-inflationary policy on its diseplined 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 promoting full employment and the objectives of the welfare state.
1n 1958, Pr-ance 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. Wilhelm Roepke, the internationally known German-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 offsetting 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 godds. But Germans, with
their relatively lower incomes and prices, would have had no urge to
buy 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 elimi nated, will have precisely tle same
effect on our balance of trade which was predicted for pro-De Gaulle
France.
There were other economic factors which did not prejudice competition between French and German firms to the extent that they do
prejudice competition between United States and Common Market
finns.
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 1982

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 tf xes, 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 equally 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 consider 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. Imports and exports of all categories were added together to get the
dollar volume total of foreign trade in those items, and the export percentages calculated. The idential process was repeated for 1960. The
product-by-product share of market measures the strength of each
domestic industry 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 labor content, we lost in share of market in products with high labor content. Because this study indicates that this
country is at serious disadvantage because of the relative wvage productivity, here and abroad, I respectfully ask the chairman's permission
to include it as part of my testimony.
Senator DOUGLAs. That will be done Mr. Ashley.
Mr. ASLEY. Proponents of the Trade Expansion Act have asserted that superior productivity in this country offsets the wage rate
differential between the United States and the 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 CincinDati 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 import duty, ship i 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
pays an average hourly wage of 46 cents in Brazil, 76 cents in Japan,
$1 m 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 comparative cos-s of making a large size centrifugal pump in the United States
and in one of tlieir 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 US. 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 Department 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, including those for which we were not paid, while sales of U.S.-owned,
foreign-based manufacturing plants were $18.3 billion. In 1960, exports of U.S.-made manufactures had grown to $11.3 billion, including
those for which we were not paid, but sales of U.S.-owned, foreignbased plants had ballooned to $23.6 billion.
Investment in U.S.-owned, foreign-based plants continues to increase, and in 1961 amounted to a startling 13 percent of the investment
in U.S.-based plants. Today, the dollar value of manufactured products made in U.S.-owned, foreign-based plants is very substantially
greater than the total exports of all commodities from the United
States, including those we give away.
The capacity of these U.S.-owned, foreign-based factories has, however, an implication other than its answer to a charge of American
business neglect of foreign market opportunities. It has a direct
bearing on Ne tariff reductions propose. under the Trade Expansion
Act.
If U.S. tariff Auctions make it significantly more profitable to
export to the United States, our presently favorable balance of trade
could easily be reversed, even if foreign-owned companies did riot
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 a 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 involving only some 18,000 jobs per year. 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
tryin to negotiate an increase of U.S. agricultural sales in the Common 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
be 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 increased agricultural exports to offset increased manufactured imports,
the tariff reductions contemplated under the Trade Expansion Act
could only result in a 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 importance which attaches to England's membership in view of the
Trade Expansion Act's 80-percent formula, an extension of the present 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
tde 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 pf 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 injury 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 technical assistance of the Government. Larger,
diversified companies, able to withstand financial lbss 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 persu4de a lead and zinc mine, for example;
to yield up)anything but lead and zinc.
We believe that a policy of paying workers more money for unemployment 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
ti=n
If the proponents of this bill are correct in their assumption that injury will not be significant, there would be few hearings or findings of
injury tider 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 Libbey.
Owens-Ford Glass Co., Toledo, Ohio, under the direction of James M. Ashley,
vice president.)
I

THE U.S. REALLY BEING PRICED OUT Or WORLD MARKETS?

During the past few years there has been bitter argument as to whether V.S.manufactured products were being priced out of world nmrkets, 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 personnel, have disputed this. They admit that
hourly wage rates in the United States are substantially hi,.her, but assert
that superior U.S. produtivity-the amount of goods each worker can produce
in an hour-more than offsets thp 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 whieh
point of view is correct. If it is true that labor costs per dollar of productas 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 international race for sales, as compared to U.S. commodities with low labor content. 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 lo8 4sa.siare of market.
It is obvious that a steel beam has higher labor content than the same number of dollars worth of pig iron from which steel is made. It Is obvious that
plywood has higher labor content than logs. If U.S 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 smaller gains) in share
of market than pig iron and other products with lesser labor content.
Between the years 1951 and 1960, U.S. 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 relatively low labor content. Live animals. Hides aud skins. Furs. Fodders
and feeds. Nuts. Crude synthetic rubber. Natur-A gums, resins, and balsams
Oilseeds. Raw cotton. Goat hair. Manmade fibers.
Logs. Paper base stocks.
Pig iron. Scrap iron. Aluminum and other norferrous 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. Products 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. Scientific 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.
Tile 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 Agreements 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 Marshall plan and subsequent giveaway programs, are able to best American manufacturers 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.
7he inclusion of $181 million of goods pa!d for by private U.S. charity (see
the 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 'secorue an annual report of goods sold. The
Securities Exchange Commission would 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 "sells" 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 support price in 1960 was 6 conts 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 lost 6 cents per pound on every pound sold. In 1960,
we sold 7,816,899 bales of cotton weighing 500 pounds per bale. This adds
up to a loss of $234,506,970. Perhaps it is proper for the taxpayers of New
York and Pennsylvania and Ohio and other States where cotton does not grow
to make this contribution to the prosperity of southern cotton planters. But it
is 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 listed among the other export figures as "special category type 1 or type 2" Is given away. These are items whose nature or destination 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 Justify 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 exports 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 being used by the administration to
urge upon Congress a trade program which looks to the drastic further reduce.
tion and eventual elimination of import duties in most manufactures. From
this study of U.S. exports and imports cf all commodities, 1960 versus 1951,
wre see that U.S. industries are already losing their share of market in the
export of virtually every product which sas 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 th,' productivity of its farmers. It cannot survive
for long by exporting the ran materials which are its natural resources. It
cannot "retrain" worker" aisplaced by their foreign counterparts if all manufacturing industry is losing share of market. It cannot look for "growth" to
provide employment for the million new workers who enter the labor market
emch year If thp growth is absorbed by foreign competitors.
Capital "L resourceful and flexible. Capital can survive by following the
billions already invested overseas where cost factors make it possible to compete. As long as the cost of relocation can be amortized in a relatively short
time because of manufacturing cost advantages, It will continue to move abroad.
,Management may regret the resulting loss of U.S. employment. But managewent Is 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 productivity and low wages cannot take their jobs, or it must insist that the advantage which accrues to foreign products in this market because of lower labor
costs )e offset by import duties which neutralize that cost advantage. There Is
no oth r 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 politicians would fail
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 has actually
happened. They tell a story whose implications are as plain to any knowledgeable business man as are the symptoms of cancer to a medical diagnostician.
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 Import data published by the U.S. Department of Commerce. Bureau of Census.
.Exports 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 $52,887,010 worth of live animals
abroad, the sum of those figures, or $58,040,000, 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 item in the following table.
If, a decade later, U.S. cattlemen sell $19,130,000 worth of live animals, add
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 13.6 percent in share of market.
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1951

exportImport

Commodity

in cornmodity
GRoup 00
Live animals --------------------------------------Meat and meat products ............................
Dairy products I.....................................
Fish, shellfish and products I--------------------other edible animal products s...................

[

1951
export
share

Thousand# Percent
9. 8
$5 640
20.7
289,225
145,926
81.4
14.6
185,203
84.0
43,108

1960

exportimport
trade
in cornmodity

9w
exo

U.S.
export
gain or
loss (-)

Thousands Percent Percent
13.6
23.4
" $81,753
7.2
27.9
449, 441
118,784
73.1
-8.8
-. Q
329, 99
7.7
3.5,440
79.0
-5.0

I Exports of fresh milk and cream increased 64 percent 1951-60; exports of manufactured dairy products
decreased 29 percent.
I Exports of fresh and frozen fish increased 223 percent 1951-80; exports of canned, boned, filleted fish
decreased 22 percent; Imports Uf fresh and frozen fish decreased 9 percent; imports of canned, boned.
filleted fish increased 258 percent.
' Exports of eggs In the shell decreased 15 percent; exports of processed eggs decreased 65 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 share 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 dedined.
Fresh and frozen fish require less labor 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 conteent. 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 is 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 additional labor, then industry people would expect hides and skins to show a greater
gain (or smaller loss) Insshare of market as a decade passed. And if leather
becomes leather manufactures, like shoes, through the addition of still more
labor, leather should show It greater gain (or smaller loss) in share of market
than leather manufactures.
1951
exportImport
trade
in commodity

Commodity

1951
export
share

1960
exportimport
trade
In coinmodity

1960
export
share

GRouP 0
Thousands Percent Thovsands Percen
Hides and skins, raw ................................
$145,491
8.8
$147,041
52.0
Leather ---------------------------------44,259
44.4
73,247
43.4
Leather manufactures ........................
.
41,682
50.3
121,918
17.8
Furs .................................................
135,972
20.9
147,058
30.2
Fur manufactures ...................................
9,181
42.8
9,041
28.3
Animal and fish oils and greases .....................
100,072
85.9
130,302
95. 7
Other inedible animals and products I--------------109,90
. 1
100.6761
19.3
.

U.S.
export
gain or
loss (-)
Percent
43.2
-1.0
-32.5
9.3
-14.5
9.8
11.2

i Exports of animals for breeding 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,
not processed, decreed 77 percent; Imports of shells manufactures, in creased 584 percent; exports of sheUs,
not processed, increased 808 percent; Imports of ivory, crude, decieased 43 perent; imports of Ivory mat zfactures, increased 18 percent.
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1951
exportimport
trade
in commodity

1951
exrt t
share

1980
exportimport
in corn-

1960
export
share

modity

U.S.
export
gan or

loss (-)

GROUP I
Thousands Percent Thousands Percent
Grains, unprocessed
------------------------$1,275,871
90.4 $1,302,911
97.2
Grains, manufactures (malt, meal, hominy, sorghums) ............................................
348,505
97.1
392,295
95.2
Fodders and feeds ...................................
7, 978
44.6
91,109
82. 2
Vegetables, fresh, frozen, dried I............-----87,638
64.2
135,128
6.6
Vegetables canned
48,582
55.4
55,032
34.0
Fruits, fresh -................................
134, 574
43.1
217, 196
51.1
Fruits, canned, concentrate and juice ................ 93,081
62.1
197,
073
72.5
Nuts ................................................
67,815
15.6
89,927
22.8
Vegetable oils and fats, edible------------------.
78,799
81.6
108, 868
69.9
Cocoa, coffee, tea 2...................................
1,619,359
.4
1,260,145
1.6
Spices .......................................-----69,350
1.6
53,740
4.3
Sugar and related products 3.........................
483,409
8.1
590.625
3.4
Beverages -----------------------------------------138,240
7.2
277,993
6.0

Percent
&8
-1.9
37.6
2.4
-21.4
&0
10. 4
7.2
-11.7
1.2
2.7
-4.7
-1.2

I Of the $13,663,000 gain in fresh vegetable imports, $10,197,000 is in tomatoes which have the largest labor
content 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 coffee
increased 3,037 percent; exports of roasted coffee declined 4 percent.
s Exports of honey increased 32 percent; exports of candy declined 10 percent; imports of candy Increased
188 percent.

Commodity

1951
exportimport
trade

in com-

modity

1951
export
share

1960
exportImport
trade

in corn-

1960
export
share

modity

GROUP 2
Thousand8 Percent Thousands Percent
Crude rubber, natural and synthetic --------------$836,925
1.7
$652,
911
33.8
Rublxr manufactures J--------------------------- 134,133
94.8
284,143
52.2
Gums, resins, and balsams, crude 3--------------83,753
57.3
96,689
70.4
Herbs, barks, leaves, roots, crude I---------- _---31,916
10.2
30.036
15.1
Oilseeds and expressed and essential oils ------------410,750 23.3
632,433
57.1
Dyeing and tanning extracts -----------------------32,007
2.9
12,686
2.1
Seeds. except oilseeus
------------------------------28,6773 28.1
32,475 58.4
Nursery and floral
stock ---------------------------11,290
10.1
20,698
26.0
Tobacco .............................................
410,952 79.2
493.899
76.6
Tobacco manufactures -----------------------------59,407 95. 5
103,
501
94.3
Miscellaneous vegetable manufactures 4.............. 42,379 62.8
28.365
55.6

U.S.
export
gain or

loss (-)

Percent
32. 1
-42.8
13.1
4.9
33.8
-. 8
30.3
15.9
-2.6
-1.2
-7.2

IExports of tires and tubes increased 13 percent 1951-60; imports of tires and tubes increased 921 percent;
impor'4 of rubber hoots rubber-soled shoes. etc., increased 1,8560 percent.
I Exports of chicle and chewing gum bases increased 132 percent; exports of chewing gum, manufactured,
declined 8 percent.
I Imports of crude drugs declined 32 percent; imports of finished drug manufactures increased 6 percent.
4 Imports of rice, wheat, and potatoes (excluding seed potatoes) declined 15percent; imports of rice, wheat,
and potato starch increased 5,768 percent; imports of broom corn declined 95 percent; imports of brooms
nereased 693percent.
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Commodity

1951
exportimport
trade
in commodity

1951
export
share

1960
exportImport
trade
In commodity

1960
export
share

U.S.
ve
0
loss(-)

flousands Percent Thousande Percent Percent
Guour 3
1.0
96.4 61,014,324
97.4
$1, 188,950
a.
.........
Cotton, wr
t2 , 06
7682
...........
107, 899
589
Cotton, semlanuactured
480.4
7. 8
- -8.5
8 6.
453,
8884. 09
2
48
a
c
Cotton manufacture ..............................
Vegetable figer (Jute, flax, hempramie, andimanu-2.1
2.6
4. 7
236, 757
376,523
fectures) ..........................................
212,756
7.4
7.2
743,885
.1
Wool (U.u, comparable export goat hair) ............
-10.3
87.8
79,944
27.6
46446
Wool, sernimanufactured ............................
4.1
-12.
1,268
16.7
217,177
Wool, manufactures .................................
23.0
12,496
40.1
17.1
20,313
Hair and manufactures 3.............................
3.6
-. 1
8002
3.7
102,922
Silk and manufactures 4.............................
88. 9
47.9
149,009
86. 8
86, 868
Manmade fibers, semimanufactured (yarn, tow, etc.)-21.1
96.4
216,131
75.3
191,683
Manmade fibers, manufactures ...................
43.6
-28. 0
76, 724
71.6
122,417
Miscellaneous textilemanufactures ................
j Imports of cotton manrdfuctures as a whole increased 247 percent; imports of cotton wearing apparel
Increased 744 percent.
' Imports of raw Jnte, hemp, ramle, sisal, etc., decreased 70 percent; Imports of Jute, hemp, ramie, sisal,
etc manufactures decreased 7 percent.
'_Imports of hair, not manufactured, decreased 56 percent; Imports of hair, manufactures, Increased 17
percent.
'Imports of raw silk Increased only 30 percent; Imports of silk manufactures increased 106 percent.
'Imports of partly finished straw and natural fiber hats decreased 26 percent; Imports of fully finish d
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 percent; exports of elastic webbIng increased 642 percent; exports of garters decreased 60 percent; exports of
absorbent cotton and sterilized bandages decreased 40 percent.

Commodity

19351
exportImport
trade
In com.
modity

1951
export
share

1960
exportimport
trade
In commodity

1960
export
share

U.S.
exprt
ganor
loss (-)

GROUP 4
Thousands Percent Thousands Percent Percent
57.7
30. 4
$40,439
27.3
$60,197
Wood, notw anuiactured ---------------------------6.&3
31.2
413,621
24.9
Wood, sawmill products ............................ . 08,971
20.3
-10.8
36.6
252,686
Wood, manufactures I - --------------------------1 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 119,641
12,305
23. 9
6.0
25,362
17.9
Cork and cork manufactures 21.5
11.2
500, 063
32.7
465,793
Paper base stocks (pulp, waste paper, etc) ..........
25.1
.5
723,029
24. 6
1,018,308
Paper and paper products -------------------------'Imports of furniture increased by 254 percent; Imports of plywood Increased by 760 percent.
3Imports of cork, not manufactured, decreased 72 percent; imports of cork manufactures Increased 19
percent.

1760

TMDE EXPANSION ACT OF .,982

Commodity

1951
exportimport
trade
in commodity

1951
export
share

1960
exportimport
trade
in cornmodity

1960
export
share

U.S.
export
gan or
loss (-)

GRoUP a
Thousands Percent Tousands Percent Pe cent
Coal and related
fuels...............................
601,161
99.2
$361,463
9. 8
-0A4
Petroleum products I ...............................
1,384,167
66.6
1, 3, 078
23.7
-32.t
8
Stone and products (cement, lime, gypsum, etc. .
26, 093
47.6
37, 607
13.6
-33.
(Olassand glass products ---------------------------8,421
74.7
165,628
50.8
-23.9
Clay and clayproducts ' -------------------------0,602
68.3
169,972
31.0
-27.S
Other nonmetallic minerals ........................232,068
49.2
597,410
26. 8
-22.4
I Imports of crude oil Inc eased 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, Increased 50 percent;
Imports of stone and gypsum, manufactures Increased 292 percent.
8 Exports of clay, not manfactured, increased 88 percent; exports of clay, manufactures Increased 4 percent; 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 increased 13 percent;
exports of gypsum manufactures decreased 38 percent; exports of mica, not manufactured, Increased 70
percent; exports of mica manufactures increased 1 percent; exports of sulfur, crude, increased 29 percent:
exports of sulfur, crushed, refined, decreased 27 percent; exports of quartz crystal, not manufactured, In.
creased 2,113 percent; exports of quartz crystal, manufactures increased 17 percent; exports of talc, crude
increased 195 percent; exports of talc manufactures decreased 37 percent; Imports of talc, crude, decreased
85 percent; imports of talc manufactures increased 30 percent; imports of corundum ore decreased 72 percent; imports of corundum refined and manufactu-es, Increased 672 percent; Imports of pumice, crude,
decreased 69 percent; imports of pumice manufactures increased 30 percent.

Commodity

1951
exportimport
trade

in com-

1951
export
share

modity
GROUP 6
Iron ore and concentrates I------------------------Pig iron -------------------------------------------Iron and steel scrap ------------------------------Steel mill products' 2.
..--------------------------Metal manufactures (including nonferrous mill
products) ' ------.------------------------------Aluminum ores, scrap, billets, etc., crude -----------Copper ores, scrap, billets, etc., crude -------------Brass and bronze scrap, billets, etc., crude ---------Leadores, scrap, bllets, etc., crude ----------------Nickel ores,
scrap, billets, etc., crude ................
4
Tin ores, scrap, billets, etc., crude .................

Zinc ores, scrap, billets, etc., crude--------- ---------

1960
exportimport
trade

In corn-

1960
export
share

modity

U.S.
export
gain or

los (-)

Thousands Percent Thousands Percent Percent
$9,250
33.9
$379,268
15.2
-18.7
51,473
.7
24,214
21.4
20.7
22,275
40.8
247,179 97.9
67.1
898,385
69.4 1,116,151
64.7
-14.7
383, 403
68,80
34, 365
6,486
75, 54
1 01,050
162,397

83,861

Otc.r nonferrous ores, billets ----------------------139,502
Precious and semiprecious metal ores................ 38,609
Jewelry and sitllar manufactures ------------------16,832

69.2
4.0
21.9
61.8
1.1
6.1
18

784,196
336,664
669. 388
66,164
76,028
178, 341
121,605

53.
53.1
47.7
89.7
2.3
17.7
2.2

-I5.3
49.1
25.8
27.9
1.2
12.6
.4

6.4
6.0
24. 1

244,597
37,852
43, 728

35.4
9.8
11.4

29.0
3.8
-127

20.6

96,983

24.1

3&1

V I Since iron ore is one of very few raw materials In which our export sales show a loss In share of market
1960 versus 1951, it may be pointed out that this
reflects the partial exhaustion of the Mesabi Range and
t
the development, by U.S. companies, of new ron ore mines in Labrador and Venezuela.
I Imports of steel beams Increased 62 percent; Imports of steel beams machined Increased 3,947 percent;
imports of pipe, tubes, and fittings increased 97 percent; imports of nails increased 439 percent.
IImports of hand tools increased 320 percent; Imports of cutlery Increased 554 percent; imports of builders
har6.'are increased 368 percent; Imports of copper tubing Increased 6 000 percent.
'Imports of tin ore for smelting decreased 62 percent: Imports of tin pigs and bars increased 41 percent.
' Imports of precious and semiprecious metal ores declined 6 percent; imports of Jewelry Increased 201
percent.

Commodity

1961
exportItrad
In com.
modity

Gxou

i~/6i

j 9F

TkLbE - 9JA1f[O* "AOr-1r'

1900

1951

export-

1960

U.S.

bt

rde
In com.
modity

sae

gfo
bee (-)

7woute"sd

Pacews

7. MACINZRY AND V3mwzs

lfloutens* Perceu
Electrical machinery and apparatus ................
$543,384
96. 7
196,992
99.1
power-generating machinery ........................
Metal-working machinery ..........................
200,015
9& 7
Textile, sewing, and shoe machinery ------------ - 165,789
86. 9
Other Industrial mac* Inery (including U.S. con857,947
96. 7
truction, mining, and olfeld machinery) ........
Office, accounting, and computing machines ......... 125, 463 9& 3
Agricultural machinery ---------------------------228,091
61.7
Tractors and parts ...................................
328,054 97,2
Automobiles, trucks, buses, trailers, and parts a_1,197,111
99.2
67.0
28,529
Aircraft and parts ...................................
83, 288
88. 0
Other vehicles Including watercraft ..................

$1,061,696
23 612
406,071
21 , 678

74.7
9.
909
71.6

1,88, 67
277,083
233,243
433,387
1,843,353
613,85
255,181

93. 0
783
62.2
89.3
6 0
89, 8
75 2

Percr,
-2 0
-2.8
-2.8
-1& a

-&
-20.0
.8
-7.9
-- 3. 2
2 8
-12.8

tImports of Christmas tree light bulbs were enough for 5 for each house In the United States (243.000,000).
This year General Electric closed down and abandoned Its plant making Christmas lights. New invention
kept the U.S, exports of electric apparatus from a worge performance. Between 14,51and 1960, exports of
electronic parts ncrtsed 2,190p' ent, and television sets eveb more By contrast, telephone instrumelts
increased 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 ,90 percent.
Sales to foreign factories of $77,000,000 worth of industrial indicating instruments, $26,000,000 worth of
physical properties testing and Inspecting machines, $21,000,000 worth of packaging and wrapping machines
disputes the idea that the foreign plants are backward.
exports of passenger cars declined 30.3 percent; exports
' Exports of trucks and buses declined 2.1 percent;
of parts to be assembled in foreign countries increased 40.8 percent.

Commodity

1951
exportImport
trade
in comnmodity

1951
export
share

1960
exportimport
trade
Incommodity

1960
export
share

GRoUP 8
7"oeands Percesl 7Tousand Percitn
$225, 688
69.6
$133,424
69.6
Coal tar and other cyclic chemical products (note 1)..
300, 402
91.1
96.0
Medicinal and pharmaceutical preparations ......... 29,202
7 9
1,001,932
89.1
Chemical specialties and Industrial chemistry ...... 562,914
95.1
123.135
87.7
108,498
Pigments, paint, and varnish (note 2) ...............
60.4
-14. 007
31.1
227,019
Fertilizers and fertilizer products ................
46.2
8,437
Explosives ..................................1,628 0
74.3
37,599
68.1
26,600
Soap and toilet preparations ......................

U.S.
export
gain or
loss(-)

Prcena
110
-4.9
10.2
-7.4
19.3
46.2
-8.2

It is difficult for anyone but a chemical engineer to reach an accurate conclusion with respect to the effect
of labor content in chemical products on their import-export trade. There are too many products in each
major category, many are byproducts of others, and presumably th j labor content of individual products
Inany category would vary widelv. This suggests that to advocate sleeping across-the-board tariff changes
Sis
theapprch of an economic dilettante.
However, It would appear logical to a layman that coal tar products, as a goup would have loes labor
lar content than paint
content than medicinal products, as a group, and that fertilizers would have less
support the thesis that the more labor content, the worse
and varnish. If this is true, thn above statistics
offAmerican Industry Isin international competition.
Further, the following notes sem to reinforce that conclusion:
NOTZ 1.-Exports of crude coal tar products Increased 746 percent; exports of coal tar dyes and stains
declined 32 percent: Imports of coal tar dyes and stains Increased 51 percent.
NoMi 2.-Exports of ready-mixed paints declined 14 percent, although exports of the paints and varnish
category as a whole showed a slight Increase-5 percent.
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1960

1951

Commodity

exportimport
in commodity

1951
exprt

exportimprt

1960
export

In commodity

Gmtove 9
Thous nds Percent Thousends Percent
$18&,279
70.0
77.9
--........
$77,075
Photograpblicand projection goods I72.4
153,158
86.7
73,677
Scientific and professional Instruments --------------69,094
61.0
61.7
36,065
.......................
and
parts
Musical
nstruments
39.2
107,975
64. 4
24,312
Toysathleticsadsportnggoods I..................
31.3
20, 612
51.0
8,364
F¥resrms, ammunition, and accessories ...............
74.2
183,823
77.4
87,062
Books maps, pictures, and other printing -----------0.1
61.4
1,095,177
66, 247
Misceflaneouscommodlttes .........................

U.8.
exprta
loss(-)

Percent
-7.9
-i4.
-2-. 7
-19.7
-&2
-IL3

I Imports of cameras maintained In 1960 the 2-to-I dollar advantage over U.S. camera exports they enjoyed
in 1931. Exports of ophthalmic goods declined 21 percent; importslof ophthalmic goods increased 1,80
51 percent; importsof optical instruments increased 241
percent;
percent. exports o(optical instruments Increased
Imports 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 3,215 percent; Imports of baseballs gloves increased from less than $4,000 to more ian $4,000,0 0.
I Imports of watches and parts had already wrecked the U.S. industry In 1951. Imports actually Aeclned
7 percent between 1951 and 1960 (from $64,000,000 to $W0,000,000). However, Imports of clocks and movements
increased 288 percent; imports of clockwork mechanisms (time switches, devices to measure electrical current, taxLmeter, etc.) Increased 1,057 percent. Imports of ink Increased 1,060 percent; exports of ink declined
3 percent; Imports of buttons increased 149 percent; exports of buttons declined 61 percent; Imports of pencil
increased 670 ercent; exports of pencils declined 41 percent; imports of umbrellas increased 721 percent;
exports of umbrellas declined 31 percent; imports of brushes increased 186 percent; exports of brushes doe
lnes 10 eent. Exports of food, clothing, bedding, and similar products paid for by private U.S. charity
(not by the Government) increased 175 percent (from $65,000,000 in 1951 to 6181,000,000 in 1W.0).
There is no Comparable import figure.

Senator DouGlAs. 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 a disadvantage compared with Europeans.
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 services; isn't that true?
Mr. ASHLY. 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 DOUGLAS. But I am referring to disparities between American price levels and European price levels.
Mr. AsHLEY. Yes, sir.
Senator DoUGLAs. And throughout the period the American increase 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. ASHLEY. If you are speaking of percentages, sir, that is one
thing, or are you speaking of actual prices?
Senator DouGLAS. Percentages.
Mr. ASHLEY. Yes, sir.
Senator DOUGLAS. 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 increase 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 quite' markedly; isn't that true?
Mr., Asuzy. I cannot deny we have had some pretty dramatic
evidences in the American firms holding the'price line.
Senator DOUGLAS. Yes. And in Germany the price levels have been
rising; isn't that true, in the last few years?
Mr. Asrz . I understand that is true, although I have no expert
knowledge on it.
Senator DoUoLAS. 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 industrial country in the world.
Therefore 'a lot of talk about American inflation pricing American
goods out ol the market, in comparison with the past does not seem
to me to be correct.
Mr. ASHLEY. 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 percentage increase, it does take quite f, long time for these prices actually to leveloff regardless of the percentage.
Senator DouomLs. I understand. But I am simply pointing out.that,
on the whole, if we take a base of 1947-49 our price levels have increased less than the European price levels and, therefore, in relative
termsMr. AsiILF-. In relative terms; yes, sir.
Senator DOUGLAS. 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-inl 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. ASIHLEY. 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 intrinsic 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 DoUGLAS. 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 Europeans?
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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'4y more
limited than American forestry resources.
I am not taking into question the Canatdian resources, buti'I think
you will find the same thing to be true on iron ore and a number of
other products.
But the NICB, which is an employers group, in their report issued,
which
I think, in September of last year stressed that these advantages
we have in raw material partially offset disadvantages which we might
have in higher labor costs per unlit of output.
Mr. ASHLEY. I would have to agree on the basis of the study I did
mvlf where our'share of the market in raw materials and in what
I would call first step manufacturers has increased, while the share
of the market in highly intensive labor products has not.
Senator )oUrLAs. f want to conmmend you for your honesty in this
matter.
A.; a final question I 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.
)o I undestand that, despite those concessions you are not satislied and are opposed to this bill?
Mr. ASuLEY. You raise a very nice question.
Spinator )o-c.,,,s. It occurred to me.
MIt. Aslir,:Y. I was never under the impression, and I had something to do wih that case, that there was any quid pro quo in the
Presiutents decision in the matter of window glass tariffs wherein he
so,ilit to persuade us to support his trade bill 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 administrat iol, of hs functions.
My feeling about that, goes deeper than that, however. We brought
an escape clause action hinder the trade agreements section which
resulted from-wlicih was automatically triggered by a peril point invest igat ion n(ltertaken by the Commission itself.
Now, under the definition of industry as it was defined in the Trade
A *reements Act, producers of window glass in this country would
liing that action and could hope for relief, but if industry is to be
conti(lired as it is in this bill, the effects on the conp any, on its overall
statement, then we, because we are a highly diversified company could
not have applied for an escape clause.
The ianifaturers of window glass who have that as their only
l,ii irss could have applieA for adjustment assistance, and if some way
co(ld ht found to make some other product in their factories, perlal they would be now making some other product and we would
hnave been left in sole possession of the domestic market.. But I do
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permitted
us tois--I
do was
in essence
quitethe
fairTrade
and quite
fair to Act
our
not
think that
really
think what
Agreements
smaller competitors but I do not think we could have come here after
this bill is passed, ifit is passed, and had any reaction at all under the
law.
Senator DouroAs. Now, may I ask you another questionI
I suppose the glass manufacturers, both window and bottle and other
forms of glass, have a trade association.
Mr. ASHLEY. No, sir; that is not true.
Senator DOUGLAS. Are you representing any other glass companies
in this statement of yours.
Mr. AS LEY. There is one glass---either one or two flat glass manufacturers who belong to the Trade Relations Council.
Senator DOUGLAS. What companies thai...
Mr. AcjILEY. Pittsburgh P
is a member ofth. Trade Relations
Council, and I am not s
, sir, whether American
gbain is or

not.

Senator DOUOLAS. Owens-Illinois?
Mr. ASHLEY. ON ns-Illinois mkos a rodu
which is quite different than ours.,
e have no ,l knowledge of th ir business,
do
not think they a member .-.'
Senator DOTJLAS. So you are not reprseatink them, in this sta-

inent.

/

.

Mr. ASHLEY. As far as I know'o;y
My own feeling, !sir, is that
there is no si ch thing as a glass iudusty-Owens-Ilhnois and wel
for example, ise silicafsant and' limestone and melted usually with!
gas, and they4Senator I UGLAS. YPu use very good Illinois sand, too; the best;
sand in the coi ntry.
Mr. ASHLEY\ It. certain is,
Senator Dour rAs. Thajkyou veryuch) MiW.
Ashley.
fr. ASHLEY. 'sure ly.
Senator DoiTG.AS. Mr. Bahr,.would you be willing to tetify'at
this time? We arbsorry to haO come to you so late.
l3efore you start, nay I ask Mr.-Arnot if he would prefer to testify
this
afternoon,
or woIL
like to testify now
,
Mr.
ARNOT. At
your c hevenience.
Senator Dou;LAS. Well,
Mr. Bahr does not take too'great a time,
then you cmn testify when he is
Qugh. But if it itoo lorgIe will
hold off until this afternoon.
STATEMENT OF HENRY BAHR, VICE PRESIDENT AND GMENRAL
MANAGER, NATIONAL LUMBER MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION
Mr. BAHR. My name is Henry 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 DOUGLAS. Very well. And the full text will be included
in the hearings.

87270 O-W-pt. 4-9
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Hr. BAHR. 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 manufacturing 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.J all forest products.
Uur industry currently is faced with a v,ry serious import.problem.
'[le principal reason for our current. plight, -is
not absence of a market
for our products. An unduly sharp incre.lse in softwood lumber
imports the past few years 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. Department of Labor covering the month of July 1962 the
Bureau classified 495 cities as "areas of substantial and persistent unemployment." In 109 of these, unemployment in the lumber industry
was listed as a major factor.
Canada is the major source of IT.S. lumber imports supplying on
the average about 93 percent of all softwood imports. Total Canadian softwood luimer imports for the first 6 months of 1962 were reported at 2.2 million board feet, or 300 million board feet above Canadian 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
lumber alone.
Hardwood plywood iml)orts from Japan aid other countrie. , 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 hurt our industry
further. Our tariff on tropical hardwoods, generally only $1.50 per
thousand board feet. is already so small as to be inconsequent ial. 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 Dor;IAs. I have section 213 before me, Mr. Bahr, but--Mr. BAHR. It refers to tropical forest prodi('ts--nless, they change(d
the number.
Senator DOrOLAs. I see it(b) "tropical agricultural or forestry cmnmodity product" is an agriulturul
forestry product with resgect 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 200 south latitude-

in other words, in the tropical zone.
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Mr. BAHR. Yes, sir.
As part of its program to alleviate the serious economic problems
created by excessive imports of Canadian lumber, we have proposed
that representatives from our industry and their Canadian counterparts meet together under Government supervision and negotiate an
arrangement with which both count ties would be able to live.
We have further prol)osed that existing U.S. tariffs on softwood
limber-which average about 75 cents per thousand board feet-be
cowpletely eliminated, and Canadian softwood lumber in an amount
equal to 10 percent of total U.S. consumption of softwood lumber be
permitted to enter this c(,untry duty-free. Then, when, this 10-percent, quota is reached, we do not propce to close the door. Additional
lumber would be permitted entry upon the payment of a 10-percent
duty, the rate whivh Canada assesses against the principal species we
export to Canada.
We further suggested that Canada give U.S. softwood lumler 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-endorsed our position, also proposing that the
I united States seek to negotiate with ('anada on a limitation of Canadian softwood lumber imports.
Senator DoVO, S.Mr. Bahr, the next paragraph is very interesting.
I wonder if you would be willing to read it? You just omitted a
paragraph from your prepared statement.
Mr. BR%1R. Excuse me, sir.
Senator )OvLAS. It is page 6, the paragraph near the bottom.
Mr. I3ximu. In attempting to treat with the Canadians 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 unilateral actions restricting
trade, has clearly demonstrated that she is not. concerned with employment and economic opportunity in other nations of the world.
Sie has, on the other land, impressed upon American lumbermen that
she can be a particularly stubborn nation with which to resolve a
tra(le problem.
Senator DoGLAs. W,at do you refer to?
Mr. BAT R. We made known our position on Canadian lumber imports some 6 months ago. Our only answer from the Canadians
has been maintenance of an "icy calm," which term they use themselves.
Senator )OUGLAS. But what action has Canada taken to make importations of American lumber into Canada more difficult?
Mr. B.hi.
I was not referring particularly to lumber there. I was
referring to the Canadian trade position generally. However, while
lumber was not directly Offected, several manufacturers of wood specialty items were to one degree or another.
Senator Douc.%s. You mean the depi-eciation of the Canadian
dolla-?
Mr. kiR. The depreciation of the dollar, and their recent application of several new taxes to d large list of American commodities.
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Senator DourLAS. Could you furnish us with a statement of these
Canadian increases?
Mr. BAHR. Yes, I can.
Senator DoUvLAs. Thank you very much.
(The material referred to follows:)
NATIONAL LUMBER MANUFACTUiERS ASSOCIATION,

Washington, D.C., August 15, 1962.
Hon. HARRY FLOOD BYRD,
Chairman, Committee on Finance,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DEAR SENATOR BYRD: 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
of Canada provides for surcharges ranging from 5 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 serious
problems which our Nation faces in seeking to resolve an import issue with
Canada.
As requested by Senator Douglas, we aye enclosing a copy of the Order in
Council Issued June 24, containing the actions taken by the Canadian Government 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 Senator Douglas.
If we can be of further assistance, please let us know.
Sincerely,
HENRY BAHR,
Vice Presidentand GeneralManager.
His Excellency, the Governor General in Countil:
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.
ORDER
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 general tariff are withdrawn from all countries, colonies, protectorates, and territories 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 items 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 tarlIT 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 remitted 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
(o) 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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SCHEDULE A

Tariff Item:
8c
8d
23
66b
79b
79c
85a
85b
103
104
141
143
143a
144
147
156(a)
150 (b)
156(c)

Tariff item-Con.
156(d)
156(e)
157d
160
161
162(a)
162(b)
163
163a
164
165
234
362
362b
362c
415a (1)
441e
450

Tariff Item:
06a
105g
142
159
178
179
181
181a
187
187d
187e
195
199
199d
199f
228
252
284a
284c
285
286
287
288
289
307
307a
307b
307c
308a
323a
326
326g

Tariff item-Con.
415a(11)
415b
415g
415h
425a
433
438a
438h
440J
445d
445J
462a
462c
462g
462h
463
511
512
515
518
519
523a
533a
548
553
563
565
568
568a
588b
568c
569

Tariff Item:
5
6
7(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
8
8a
8b

Tariff item-Con.
8e
8f
8g
9a

Tariff item--Con.
462b
468a
463b
463c
511c
511d
511e
572
622
623
623a
624a(1)
624a (3)
624a (4)
624a (5)
647
656(a)

SCHEDULE B

Tariff item-Con.
569a (1)
569a (4)
569a (5)
569a(6)
595
595a
597a (2)
611
611a (1)
611a(2)
611a (3)
624
624a (2)
624b
625
628
629
651
651a
652
6W6(b)
656(c)
656 (d)
657a
658a
908
915
918(b)
918(c)
92

SCHEDULE C

9b

9e
9f
9g
10
12b

Tariff item-Con.
13
13a
16
16a
16b
17
18
18a
20
20a

1769
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SCIHEDULE c-continu(d

Tariff item-Con.
20b
22
24
25
31
34
36
37
38
42a
43
43a
45
45a
46
47
47a
47b
47c
47d
47e
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
54b
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
63
64
65
66
67
78
79
79h
79i
83a
83c
83d
83e
84
85
87(1)
87(13)
87(14)
87(16)
87(18)
87(23)
87(25)
87(26)
87(27)
89
90
90a
90b
90c
90d

Tariff

item-Con.
90e
90f
90h
91
92(9)
92(12)
93
94(a)
95b
95c
96
99
99a
99b
99c
99d
99e
99f
99g
104a
105
105b
105c
105d
105e
105f
105h
105j
105k
106
107(1)
107(3)
107(4)
108
109
109a
110
113
113a
115
116
119
120
121
122
12"3
124
124a
125
125a
127
128
128a
129
130
133
137
137a
140
142c
153a
167
167a
168
168a
1Sib

Tariff item-4on.
187a
1871
187c
192
1921
192c
193
19-i
197b
198
198b
199h
199c
200
207d
226
230
231
232a
232c
232f
235
235a
,2351)
247
247a
248
249
253
255a
257
271(b)
272a
275
2761 (4)
276d (3)
276e (5)
276f (6)
276g
277
2811)
2S2
282a
287a
28711
305h
305d
305f
30611
3014
3 2
;:
12a
318
319
320
321
3:22
323
326a
326v (2)
:32(ic (3)
326f
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SCHEDULE
o-econtinued

Tariff item--Con.
326m
326n
327
328
339
339a
339b
346
350
350a
351
351b
351c
352
352to
352e
353 (a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
353 (e)
354
354a
354(1
S57
366
367
368
379
379a
379b
379c
379d
380(1)
380(2)
380(3)
380a
381
381a
381b
382 (1)
382(2)
382(3)
:182 (4)
382(5)
s82(7)
:'82 (S)
382a
3821i
382c
:82d
383
3&3a
384
35
3S7
3S7n
387c
390
390a
:392
3192a
392c
394
396
397

Tariff item--Con.
397a
397b
397c
398
398a
398b
398c
399
399a
401(f)
401 (g)
402a
407
407a
410a
4101
410o(ii)
410o(1)
410w
411
411a
411b
412b
412d
414
414b
414c
414d
414f
415
415c
415d
415f
420
422
422a
422b
424
4!4a
426a
426b
426c
427
427a
427d
427e
427f
427k
428c
428e
429(b)
429(c)
429(d)
429(e)
42'9
(f)
429(g)
429(h)
430
430a
430b
43N,
430d
430e
431
431b
432

Tariff item--Con.
432a
432b
432d
434
434a
435
438
439
439b
439f
Ex.440a
440c
440d (1)
440m
440n
441
443
443a
444
444b
445
445a
445b
445c
445e
445f
445g
445h
4451
445k
445n
445o(2)
445r
446
446a
446g
447
449
450a
461(1)
462
465
494
49-1a
506e
51

Iat

516
517
018a
522 (1)
522 (2)
522(3)
522(4)
522(5)
522(6)
522(7)
522(8)
523b
531.1
532c
532f
532g
533
534a
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SCHEDULE c-continued

Tariff item---Con.
538d
5381
540
542
542a
546
Ex. 547
547a
548a
549d
549f
552a
552b
562a
562b
565b
566b
569a (3)
570
573
573a
576
578
580
HIS

Tariff item--C.)n.
589

597(1)
597(2)

597(a) (7)
597a (8)
597d
598(1)
598(2)

605(2)
611b
612
612a
613
615
618
618b (2)
619
619a
653
655
655a
655b
655c
670

Tariff item-Con.
680a
680b
684
711
901
902
903
904
904a
905
906
907
909
910
911
912
913
914
916
917
918(a)
919
922
925

EXCELLENCY THE GOVERNOR GENERAL IN COUNCIL

Whereas for the purpose of implementing the commitments 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 5 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 consumption 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 Juno 25th, 1962.
2. Goods valued at more than seventy-five dollars entered for consumption under part (2) of Tariff Item 703b, except any such goods acquired
by residents of Canada returning from abroad after an absence from Canada that commenced before June 25th, 1962.
CANADIAN

TARIFF SURCHARGE,

EFFECTIVE

JUNE 25, 1962

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 application of a surcharge of 15 percent, 10 percent, or 5 percent, respectively, to 3
Import schedules covering some 650 items of the Canadian tariff.
'2he surcharge took effect at 12:01 a.m. on June 25 on all entries for consumption, 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 affecttd by the surcharge is listed hereafter by tariff and
statistical number, with "anadian 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 biscuits 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 1% 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 differences in coverage where it was deemed advisable to show trade only partially
affected; in other instances trade statistics have not been available 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 otherwise 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 w'ich 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. Canada has given notice in GATT of the circumstances in which the surcharge was
imposed and her situation with respect to continuance will be considered formally 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 rapidity of the anticipated rise in
Canadian prices.
Schedule A is 5fflicially termed a list of nonessential or luxury imports;
schedule B a list, mostly consumer goods, purchases of which could either be
deferred or shifted to Canadian producing sources; schedule C is a list similar
to B but uf 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 $650 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 oLly 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 depreciationsof 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 95.89 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 percent up or down beyond 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 mark,-t.
Canadian imports covered in the surcharges; total and from the United StateR,
1961
IMoney In millions of Canadian dollars)
Schedule A
Canadian lmrnorts-

From all countries ........................................
From the United States ----------------------------------

U.S. share (percent) -----------------------------------------

$123
$59
48

Schedule B
$613
$332
54

Schedule C
$2,001
$1,488

74
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Iwu/OAT
Tariff
- o.

Import
stat. 1..

(277
(239
(240

C#O00
223orts
, 11
Fro US
Total

Trde Deaoritin

cocoa and chocolate
,)rperationu..s....s...... 1,934
chocolates in retail packages 3?
chocolte conted confectioncry,noop........... 3,480
............

66b

n..

pretzels ...

79-)
79C)

1666

orchid natural cut
out. floters and foine

83(a)
83(b)

121
144

1.03
104

141

(

308 )
194)
783 ))

n.

) 2.2
)

2.195

148

10%

brandied truit ........

242
246

confeotions seetenedn.o.p. 2.666
sugar candy ani confec'
6.260
tionory.n.o.p........
bubble gm .... ..........
502
chwdi.g gum. n.o.p.
78

2,142

928

890

32?

68

1,131

376

249
143.

1785

cigrettes...........

143(1)
(2)

1784

cigars..d....o.....
Svalued

144

n.

a.
a.

1.012
192
51

.

at nom- than
6 I r lb.............

12-from July 1
254
12j

.ushroons,dried orgesernd)
)
trufflos.fresh.dried or
preserved............

n..

247

Tariff
before
Surcharge

)

1787

cut tobacco ..........

147

1501

ale, beer, porter .....

156(a)

1515

whiskey ..............

'/.

156(b)

1513

156(c)

1314

156(d)
W56(e)

$2 Iup.gal)4 1 %s
$3 Imp.gal)

22YA

$2 lb.+154
31.75
8 )1%4
I'll
)$1 perI(
1.50)
84¢ lb.
5M~I~~1

515

17

645

707

t1 .li.proor gal.

gin...........

1.086

25

i14 Iap.proof gal,

runm........

3.316

-

1311

brandy.............

2, 912

2

1312

liqueur.............
abslntAo otC..........

1*327

3) $13.50 IP-proof
gal.
-)

(1516

73

.15 Iip.proof gal.
$13 ±mp.proof Fal.

'YI~-,

rUriff
_!:Q

I
Stat, No,

( perfumed spirits.
€olozne, Utc............

207

162(b))
)
163
163a
164
)

no

1360

vines, sparkling, incl.

234

8224

362

charnpene ................

) + 20

20# to 500

~6)

6

perfumes, non-alcoholic and
toilt preparr.atzs ......

2,0?

1,623

( 6094
( 6036
( 6260

silverware articles .......
gold manufactures .........
cigarette lighters . .......

736
202
1,020

273
166)

36Zb

6093
( 6082

sterling toilet artiolus

25

11

362c

607
(603?

4154(1)

( 9073

9092

refrigerators, Pleotric ..
freesers, electric .......

10,506
2.898

441,.

39

runs .qni rilels, not .,sdD
In Lzia c15ace.......

4,5B?

2,74(1

450

5426

roller skates..........

57

45

452b

9134

caza.rs, not nade in Ganads

n.

4630 )
463

5551
1

3?00

*surcharge does not appl

stU film pro jectors
combined with sou.d

2*~

11,415 )
1 ,31 )

14,32
2,175
4.913

motion picture apparatus
incl. sound projection
otion and still pcture
o..o......
screens..

$2 do.bottles
+$1.75 ISp. Pl.

63

electro vlWted ware ......
nickel Viated ware* ......
plumber bras goods ......

)

plus eupp ex.mt
for hbih proof

wines
626

463

204
impega194221%

) 4 *o.3D%
) other ".2 43

a*

vines. othor.non-srarkling

165

4

75

( vins, apsedUi 32% or less
",or than 32 ..
( "

162(',))

'Taritt
before
Surclhar_

CO00
1961 Lworti_
From ilVotel

perfumes a] -oholio,4 os.bot.
over 4 os.

(8W.22
b221

A'Lii.

-11

T..& 2esariutiwi

( 3221
161

-,
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22$

10.1'3 )

? k,
'

1.9

a

I. 3.910

3.297

2,117

1,988

to kitchen or household hollowware which not segregated in trfo
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CAAhA - Sohedule k - 15. Tariff Surghoare Imposed from June 25. 1962

Tariff
to.
5n
5110 ))

Import
Stat. MJo.
ex '.15

3301
3310

572

35'
9087
622
92#3

C907
623

( 9066
906?

623.

9077

624&.(1)

Trade DesonimDUen

C$000
Tariff
1961 119261
before
Total ii$s USurc
.__

(

skis, mki flttins, ski
• •.........

( 2!1 + 5'
carpets and rugs, except
strw, Noper, steal,
cooe fibre ...........
trunks, valies,
bgo ................
bskets, etc.

carpet

portfolios, musical
instrumnt Oases .
,
toilet and msMcur sets
cases, boxes, doekoLfsony

:,ndbegs of straw,
sisal, et. ..........

10,09

C per

.

1,62 '. 1,076 )
613
216)

221

2.553
430
1.979

22fIb

1,142
162)
1,168

included in stnt.907?

(3) )
(5) )

9009

dolls.

9016

2,504

1,077

(4)

9017

toy train sets and
aoessorie..........
juvenile ev.mtruction *at*

172

1?

647

9073

jevelry, n.o.r.........

5.5V7

2,)90

656(a

9084

tobacco pipe&

1"9

96

.........

lw*anical
toys.....

7 .ft,

63

in

2%
25

2Y'

e!tate;20 ru*
3
171%
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cmh

Tariff
Kao.
66a

Import
Ltt Uo.
203*
2014s
2143

1O3g

1779
1782
1776
1780

1?83

cm

Tariff Suroamw Iwams

- w~btduN - 10

Jma 2i. 1962

c$000
mri a
ll|

.4

Ivn
ll

WF/GA1T Tariff

N&PA"
rl urahaf.m

n&,w
,.

a,"M

-Un
3

Ai.--

biscuits, mwetened and
unweetened, v4sed at
not less titan 20 lb

.

.

.

.

1.566
1911

1,003
499

401

53

23%

2.423
1.214

2,230
886
28
4
22

I*
200
22#
201
200
301

fruits .;peels, glued
and flavored ............
tobaoo, wumufaotured
ciaW leaf, unstaed ...
cigar leat, unstepowd ...
Turkish, unatesed *.of*
light flue eured,
istemed
.....
n.o.p., unatMed
... .
noO.r., steawsed

302
16
22

69

.

.

lb
lb
lb
lb
lb
lb

$5 Plus 30%
Ip. ea.
10t lb but not loss
than 23' ad valorem

159

367

178

4291

advertising ': printed matter

8,831

7.647

179

4293

labels, printed .........

1,458

1,311

22T14

181

4292

bank notes, commercial
blank forms ..............

4,34)

4,005

22J%

1.999

1,818

spirit essences, fruit extracts

ereetin

lOla

4296

pot cards,

187

14211
9010

sensitized photo paper ....
a
camera film see*
albumenised textile fabrics

(

(ex3373

cards

4211

polaroid ftl

9020

sensitized 16'

4218

wall paper .a* ....*..ads..

..

134

4,438

6,9j

5.,619
n' a.

4202
4232
4216
423
4253
4254

)

201%

osinaluded with 187.........

map. film

1,357
770
trade Includes 35 m
613

Daeterles, envelopes & retyr
4302

23%

)

.....
maufactureOs 4..0.
blank books .
OenVelopes 906,...0o....,s
.
nuraotures n.o.p. ..
crepe paper ....
.6000
paper napkins n.o.p
.....
paper cores
pAper d1os

...

...

323

7. 972
6. 612

2?73
251
,130

)22
48

23%L
fro July 1

310
7.368

4,.2

)06
?51

9I21

'trad. not segregated by value, includes that valued at less than 200 per lb.
subject to 5 surcharge in schedule C.
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betaro Suwohirgs

Trade Description

h4255
h4256

doilios and lame papor.*,o

14257
4200
h4260

paper patt.~as. .....
lajpar ahloeta......

199d

h4215

ciuarette paego....... ..s

199f

i4-A0

bond and lodger poaper.

228(1)

823h~

toilot eo~M (not castile).,
liquid sa...
.
soap pouder
soap noop. (not lznznry)....
knifo cornponitiou...a.......so

228(l)

por

823

8238

252

(OW41
(8392

212

673
574s
309

163
572
309

336

298

108

21

530

537

301k
293
839
193

170
289
814
1814

*706
1,317

66)
1,096)

oeta.......

266

.s

shoe b~wkdne ...............

2814a

7033

oarth=o

tilos for roofing.

2614o

7)3J4

eawthmvwco

t5i13a

285

7032

stono or ewrthmwTo tIIMlo or

286

70145

erthe=r~o croce!,s,

2C'7

70lj~

tbowre of ohirma, ivroalain,

V'

(7017
( 101J3

octhczrivo n.osp.,.... ........
china a jorcc1-i
4
.

14
10

n.o.p.

3

20 1
205,

205

3

1
I~odjohno.

141

1,009

oteo......... 0..........

52 OwWx;

CIV, ctc.

73

n.o.p.
iuwblo
ii_ ,i! -.c:'
or rv-r*3?-,

.3J?C)

1-

[,TUdLc

3?3,.

7111

nrrors oj: L1sos.....

307a)

o

ito u-JR1: cturft)

..........

2

".-_,)
1

2,061

17

35

U

267

1,828

902

G
"2-151,
ft-10

TRADE

l- 4ult.3

Tariff
jo.

Import
.tat. Io.

326(W)

707)

7080)
7082)
)2((U)

7083)

326(34)

EXPANSION ACT OF

10Q.lrr ..Urck-tras Igoose

ecrintion

glass dccanters and tuablers
machinee ade...-.......
lamp ohimneys.n.o...
carboys, bottles, jars.
,,lass teblesar. Including,
cut .....

o...........

326(3)

7085

opal glassware, illom.intr,
rlasoeare .....
o,..o.

326g

7089

thermal glasswarse. ....

415(11)

9079

rofri,'rators oth,.r than
olectric

413(b)

5450)

41

frm

m

Total

From U.5.

6114
7,137

6.320)

5,610

2,341

221

221

6,902

FN/CA: Tariff
before
'urchar.e

55,)
140)

45

6,753

2213'

2148

342

5451)

vashi-n, machines, elatriO
washing machines, ports
vairig machines, oth-r ....

5,130
5,.542
2

5,109)
5,446)
2)

3,427

3*320

5453)

usu 4,5. 19532

G%4000

1
Trade

1779

1962

221;,

5g

5448

clothes

151

5+1

coibim-tion washr-dricro

(rf., 41 5b)

h253

558)

lwn "o. rso c:r.......
lawn -,o.era, n.o. ..
.....

i.,405

l0

221,,.

bat!,s,
hath tubs of steel .
basin, olosets, sinks ....

604
1,087

592)
99)

20.-

22,335
46,1 82
62,303

17,523)
1)
9,156)

45.551

5 056)

2,66J
4,15?

2,531)
3,2?)

55J9)
33

5600)

5601)

5645641
5643,
5672

riders ...........

autos and trucks, finished
freight..............
paben.r up to 1210
pasterrcr
pasx,,,r,

120-2100
r.o.p.
motor 1AflibiwSV
,

notcr ve)licles,n.o,°.
fsjctoryfr

it'

470

I?;;

4..tfcrk Lift)..

997

W6)

1,592

576

3.8;3
195

2.460)
271)

ral..:.n Aj.41322

28,696)

8,48&

6.7"1)
2,480.)
2.3a))

431h

5660

.40J

9019)
9013)

cTort fishing tackle ....
fisl'ir4- rods .no parts ...

445d

6167
6166
6150
6173
617.
6140

radio,

d,4reloco: *p'

4,.,343

.r.',e

motor oyaeea.............

tubk's,

22

radio &- tnIcyision

transistors ..............
receivers, radio .........
rocoivera, tclcyision ....
television vioturr trabea

2,41

13,
3,076

3.072)

52

51)

12-.

1780

TRADE

ACT OF

EXPANSION

1962

CAM-A - Schdue B - 10%Tariff Suroharne Imposed frm June 25, 1962

Tariff
r:o.

Inport
Stat N
,o.

1961 Imnorta
Total Frm U. S.

Trade Deecri ti.n

NFRC/OIATariff
before Surcharre

1.453

6168

shaving machines. electric ..

3.504

2.212

free

462.

913*

cameras of a class or kind
made in Canadaipsrts n.o.o. 8.020

3.'0

20.t

462c

9134

cameras for pictures 3k xz
,
or larger ................

included with

Fphotoraphio equipment
and accessories .

8,908

7,4*

62b

free

462S
462h

9128)

463

5702

etltl picture projectors
and slide ..............

2,11?

1,988

311

4154
9005
9014
9004
1707

skis,, racqutsfraesetc.
2,226
bells for sports ...........
742
golf clubs & finished parts .
988
tennis balls ...............
110
golf bells ..................
953

3'8
525
914
1
533

301 but skis 2
25. 9A $Ga.A
25S,
25%
25".

512

9076

picture and photo frsmeses

721

596

20,

315

9265

show cases and metal parts ..

342

341

29

518

9001

game boards

1.092

942

221%

519(1)

4151

booso, oQfM0c aNd store furniture
.....
.............
110539
mtal
..................
9.6?0

8,151
9.047

23%
25%

clothing and miscellaneous textile afre., n.o.p........
77,099

33,221

(2)

)

5692

523

.............

wholly cotton. ......................

523s
31w

1%

25

bolly or p rtly wool or
hair and not moro than 50(
silk by weight .........................
wholly or partly vegetable

348

fibres except wool

553
563
3900
)06
39
3910
3911
3912
3913
3914

...................

more than 5. silk )- weight ................
30i or wore by weight of uan-ta.;e
fibres but not containing woA or hair
underwear, voyen ..........
321
215
underwear, n.o.p ...........
1538
528
sleepvear .................
1,943
325
bathing suits, ex knitted
218
116
blouses, cotton except knitted
826
260
blouses except knittedn.o.p.
458
133
overcoats end windbreskers . 2,532
336
dresses and Jumpers, cotton,
ex knitted ...........
...
1,394
1,213

27%

.

...

;

253-22

0,

27,4

1781

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

CJLUX
TaWif

S0odulo B

J9

Dqort
393$
3216
3917

3910
3919
3920
39M1
3922
3924~
3925
3926
3992
3927
3928
3929
3930
312
3932
339
30384

drosos and jumprs, aynthaiota
*sa#1718
fire ex kitted *...
dreases and jupers no.sp.,1
1,???
ex !i1ttod .............
521
.....
Jeclestas ap't.

ova

frqm June 25. 1962

104 Tarif ZhnL&W Lf~gaIg

A-...............lob

pants and brooohoa, wool$
52.
&=to aid boyad...... ...
p,,3ts# end ,eoohcs2D cott-on,
2#338
000
mian's t-nd boys'..
pcnto -mid breeahoa, noo..
1 la5
ncm'c and boyaE..a.... ....
rainwoats, ocOtod orAs
600
reve~itd xtils ..........
abdrte., cotton, except kiottod ,91j6
shirts, Wtltia fibre, ex
1:L271
buttd..........
52D
sertas, oxoept 'adttods no.p
ftod~ation ~Ciaentae. aass*01,24.5
2.8?
shorts outamoars ox 'hntted
527
ohots amopt '=ttod s***
si4top Mon, s~i.* =1nsnwot,
lp"
&:kttd........,9
outennam setos %xin' and
gfrjjx~p ax kxdttade..

~
1j,525
3,
253
100
38
4~37
21
80
721
173
311
786
639
172
25

920

179

pmit3 and sinciw,, wirmc'c*
eW±1~en, ex !uiittade... 1,769

199

.s

coz-rwvcs hma Pm9 ctolos,

~xun's..............55

78

ouf4-r*:- :-Ozi.-t 'Mittt .-.o.?).2s735

87L,

b,-Adts! cotton, o;: .itc-uiw
......................

1307

120.

2,0046
2,735

2
1,213
10 ".,
2,04.1

3007

cvtgiln 1

3O9%
3095
3096
3097

q.fltc# cotton.........30
Cajo cotn......1,505
toiuels,, cotton .............
oottonrwauf~fctuzoo noosp.e

3100

plflm; cacss cotton........1,07

490ttiM............153

87270 0-62---pt. 4-10

139

14.2

la0m'

Trif

1782
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CAAA-scoiui

Tmiff
Noe

Mport291im

-

ICA TI= Surclm

3345
3390
3390-

tool am

3550

bazas sd.........
owrtansi nvoope........ ..... o~
bedsproadext ......

391j0
2
39
394~3

391

3945~

39hJ6

Lmw*W frm Jun. 25, 1)62

A

mmni2I

oB

eor

re* Deccr~iozioalFo

state Noe

3577

23
16
'207
181
3,12j6 20063

outarimorp loidttod fibr
&faits mid droeesses....
.
2
sweaters & ordigama, qnithotio.
iZ
sucaters & ocirdigams, n.oo.
.
280
"aers C:oardiesns, wool, no-PAA,186
swater Coardiguas wool#
............
......
a... .....
miseitwo & eurdiames, voolp

3968
3178

sheet,

3180

vsfetablo fibro r

3949

3950
39M1
3952
3953

568b(C2)

(3971

568b(l)
56&b(2)

(3972
39?
397

w

02
4~77
=aresro n&@oo - . *es
186
oiwtV .na sytthotio -fibe.......... *o
962
zsmfnotiroo, uynthotio fibre noop.7,pl75 6#W6)

shirts seat shirts oottou..n
1
372
shirtsa A swat shirts, npioep*....
og
outersr Icnitted............3 389
Ii~ttod coods, neop.... .....
1,149 1;096
headequaron and lerohiofa ........
1,4U4
8

39h4~

or
560a(2)

8

ACT OF 1062

tobleo3otho, ae., linen..

1,330

Socks and stoofdn4M
nonto -nd boys' tool..........
1,202
zmon's cnd boys' synthetic ...
7144
man's awd boys' noop........o
2149
ummi's full fashlonod or
.1,037
- e00i1oz6.9.............e
mnl
--id _-rlaf n.o~p..
177
ollrens' an~dii~t
545
glovos &n-ittons, laitted ...
Z10o03 - ittnjj, mItions
syntJhottire.....
glovcr,

Ccro-,

105

uf,-turoa n-oePo 3,760 29554i

n ittonas lc.,thero.

lttoxis rubbor,..o

Gloves
dttenag mrk and
Upecia purposeGo.. .......

927b 43.20
a
doz pai
h 1IN7

5
(tdoz

8110
38)

27-2,eor

01.20

26

201' or30,

1,672
80
2,374.
739
1493

pws

TRADE
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ACT OF 1962

EXPANSION

CAITADA
- SCweule 13 - 10%Tarif surcharre Iowtd fUM Jun 25,

1292

t.AAAJ

:10.

-Irmde Doocrintion

lmtat. Iro.
3061

569

3564
1) 3960

5j 3969

296 TA~t4.Ve1A- Twf

hoods3 ' shapes of fir felt cr
folt.........
mol aid 1f1W
hoods ': shivas no)t '.nittod.
.....
httv.e....
:vor~on'o
'wa:eoor,
fO..............

9015

rocordirCtc

597a(2)

9120
912a

plionora~ihs.............. 60
oyliV~oro-! roccrdo
.a
rt'ho, coin-09)c atod,...,,
nhoma.

9124

.

2.'
77

22'

1,501

659)

z4

1771 169

595

o...

1,019
3,53

.

2%J

9Wdos

105

3iA&J

1,21.1)
2,27 1 1721)
566
W

boots xnAlohoor
611a(1)

2Z32
2233

22314
9072

61a0)

9059
)W~

'~XC)1702
6214

905£
9183
9255

61a
(2)

907n
9018

651

oa'ioal.ab,-sto, sabr
aition om~mts*@....
ffmo....... .0..0........

2#740

2, 524
a

381
63
18)
93

U?5)

255 3,079

30%

juvca-io consiruatiort oats)
ctAtrotoA24z'ctan

lirx.
caps, I..tz-, tixqto
n.o.p.......
Ar -rmf~zo

1A;
'9

trol....
cnll-r
',uttomn,
.ae

.ov.:

..........

~&cC'

or noto.....

.

'31C

-"a

7W4

5e"l

23%

332

23%

1470 wl

cwr cnd cit-,zrctto holeCrs.
o,=' olgorotto oases,
sockcra' eOUat ...... ..
tobacco nouchoes........

17%

N.A o

5:3(5
6162

m7 2%/j
2z% 1 100
49
91

(9065

l7,p,

(not dolls, noohamical or

2101
3280

205
65Th 066

.79
1,12

25
crnmaito...........*
bond4
otaotuos : otatuottos n.o.p,... 321

6Z14b 91814 :)rcaldnJ

,25

£37

Colt ,'~.......
3.)
boots ^aOZ
di
canvas with rubber solo.....

toys, rzooop.............. ......

n5
dM272

4,7521 1,25

lethi ur,&x, chmlrs..,

'7

9

o~
gros

20% but not les
than $1.44b gross
23%
22j%
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ck1MIA

-

saiedule

ii . 1o0

ACT OF

1962

a
Tarifr Sarchar, Lanoad fJimo

S 1962

tiiwnIQT Tamf
leee tbaa 20%
2D%
915

8700

nrVIM notwo

V.njc:1~pTw

atioS
0&,~0
25,147)

2D%
20%

28b)

.8720

reowe.atod oe11u2" so mameaowmBo.

28503 Is603
In pwt

200

TRADE EXPANSION
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ACT OF 1982

CA?.NADA
- Schedule C - 5 Tariff Surcharge Imposed from June 25, 1962
I
Tariff

Ube

Import

Stat. No,

5(a)

2

203

203 7
203(
201g
5(b)
5(c)
204
5(d)ex. 20Lj
5(a)
5(b)

6 ex
7(a)

(b)
7(c)
(d)
(e)
8

2037
2253

1961 Imr.t
Total Prom UOS.

Trade Descrintion
,-.-.- .....

Cattle, not for breedin .....
livestock, 1.0.?...........
sheep..................
anif als,, other, live.

163
1
73h
667
136
n.a.

fur bearing animals, n.o.p...,

2252

live hos
beef and veal, fresh.
..
mutton and lamb, fresh,,::..

2253
2257
2258

pork, fresh...............
9,364
other meats, fresh*,,,,,.....,
Oh
edible offal of beef & veal,.,
826

(223
(2274
2264

8a)

,-

-

nea.

6;L46
7,078

canned beef................. '339
corned beef, canned ........
4,642
canned meats, poultry or
sne, n1o.p.............1,933
includes canned pork 25%,
canned ham 20%)

?rN/oAnT Tariff
before Surcharge

163 per Xb' I
1

per lblt"

734 per head OMM
359

per head 02.00

135

20%

noa*
5%
n. a. per lb, I
2,919 per lb. 30
287 per lb l but not
less-than 5%
9,352 per lb 609
63 per lb. It01
536 per lb 2*

6

Oh

30%
30%

678)

25%

8b)
88)
f)
Og

.265

extracts of meats, fluid,
beefs............
..

553

9a

2 03

poultry# live, n.oop......

181

181 per lb, 2#

9b ex

2046

quails, partridges, squabs....

i. a.

n.a.

9e

2256

dead poultry, n.op.........

9f

(2247
(224.8
(2249

chickens & foul, eviscerated..
turkeys; eviscerated ....... .
poultry, eviscerated........,

67
192
298

617) 12N but not less
L92) than per lb 5f or
298) nore than per lb

9g

ex 2257

gane, noepe.*... ......*..a

2261
2266

pork; prepared or preserved... 3
beef, pickled ...... ......... 3
meats,(not canned) prepared
or preserved.............°

2269

sausage...... ..........

116 per lb 2V

sausage

noa,

10(a)
10(b)
101b)
10(b)

2263

7

25%

12kl

).0

2

3;81.2 per lb 1-3/A

fee

or/

3,897 per lb 20
829 per lb 20 or free

12b

ex 4252

13)

2307

lard & cpounds, stearine,...

16

2325

eggs in the shall............ 3,863

16a

.326

eggs, egg yolk, egg alburen...
frozen or otherwise prepared

13a)

20%
3,5%

Sinoa...........

2,

15%

2,570) per lb. i-3/1

,9 per 4b.
29

29

3j

per lb. 10#
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CANADA
- Schedule C -5% Tariff Surcharge Imposed from June 25, 1962

Tariff
Tarif f

No.
16b

17
18

coo0
Import
Stat. No.
2315
2316
2317

Trade Description

egg albtmen, dritd .........
eggs, dried, powdered.......
eggs, whole, dried, powdered,
etc ................. ...
e

1961 Imports
Tot
From U.S.

136
-

135)
" )

66

59)

18a

2284
2282
390

cheese.....................p 7,550
butter ....................
peanut butter ...............
10 n, A.

20

274

20a

273
390

cocoa paste or liquor, chocolate paste or liquor,
651
unsweetened..............
5,171
cocoa butter...............
Illipe butter...............
no a.

21

275

22

276

24)
Cs)

282

31

ex 298

cocoa cr chocolate pasce or
liquor, sweetened ......... *
cocoa or chocolate in powder
forme....................o
chicory, raw or green .....
chicory, dried, roasted or
ground ...................
chili pepper, ground.......

51

MFN/OATT Tariff
before Surcharge

25%

1,13

per lb 32

-

per lb 12t

or 30

n,&. per lb 50

18
914
ni a.

i

per lb 3t
per lb 213-4

10%
per lb No

977

46

56

23

22!,z
per lb 210
per lb 30

n_.

15%

293
353

mustard ground............
compressed yeast in bulk ....

352

compressed yeast in packages)
yeast cakes in packages
)

h2a

7296

table salt .................

122

122

43)

2287

condensed milk ..............
powdered milk..............

192

187 (per lb 30
(per lb b or 334

b5

209

milk foods, n.o.p ...........

901

341

45a

206

prepared cereal foods, under
25 lbs ...................
Matzo products ..............

1,336
365

1,257

205

6

207

prppared cereal foods .......

383

370

47

ex 163
162

castor beans, n.o.p.
soya beans, n.o.p. (not for
crushing)

r_:.
n.a.

n. .
n.a.

34
36

319

free

86
25
72

50

37)
38)

b3a)

1T7

89

per lb 2Y4
per lb 50

10%

17 %

351

free
free

TRADE
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EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

CANADA- Schedule C - 5% Tariff Surcharge IUposed from June 2$, 1962

0#000

I
Tariff
No.

lab
hIc

Lad
47e
L8
L9

Import
Stat. No.

ex
ex
ex
ex

163
163
163
163
170
ex 175

50
51

ex 195
ex 195

52

ex 175

53
5)
54b)
*55

167

168
188
ex 175
ex 195
17h
ex 195

63
64

172
225

65

203
2347

66
67

204
208
1663

1665
79

1662

79

1664

79h)

791)

lima & Madagascar bers.-...b.)
red kidney beans ............
)
calabar beans .............. )
beans, n.oop.........e.....)
peas, n.o.p...............
buckwheat, barley, rye ......
buckwheat meal or flour.....
pot, pearl, rolled, roasted
or grounded
.............
barley, n.o.p(trade includes

900

628

120

68

see item 52

1646

22

oats........... . ........
oatmeal & rolled oats .......

rye.,....................

e

rye, flour..................
wheat& ....................

wheat flour & semolina
(trade includes 50, 51, 59).
rice, cleaned ...............
sago & tapioca ............
a

ij,227

per lb 31/

20%

7
660

per bu. 7*
per bbl 500

576

(10%
(71$
per bu. 8
per bu. hO

-

27,400
4,200

par 100 lb 500

-

-

per lb
per lb l0
free
per lb it#

per 100 lb L50

sae item 61

cornmeal..... ............
661
hominy grits ..............
)
575
corn grits ................
)
Indian corn................. 2 7,402

MFN/OATT Tariff
before Suroharge

per bu. 121*

see item 61

49 & 58) .................
18
185
185

56
57
58
59
60
61

6%/in

1961 Ltprt
Total From U.S.

Trade Description

aee item 5

per bu. 6g

seeitem 61
fl
11

per bu. 12f

37
2,658
223

3h
2,173

187

per bbl.450
per bbl. 50f
per 100 lb 70*

17j%

biscuits, not sweetened.....Trade included in Schedule B 171%
dog and pet food ............
356
347
170/15%
biscuits, sweetened.... Trade included in Schedule B
25%
macaroni & vermicelli.......
b03
31
per 100 lb 01.25
florist stock, ferns,
palms, etc................
florist stock, gladLoli bulbs

113

54

104

13

17 %
14;

florist stock, azaleas, etc..
florist stock, tulip bulbs...

2,103
613

963

121%

15

12j%

rose bushes (multiflora).....
(rose buses n.o.p.) ..........

589

425

( 122%
( ea 314

potatoes, n.o.p.............e 4,874
4,87h
per 100 lb 374t
potatoes, sweet & yam ....... a
666
659
free
potatoes, dried, and
sweet potatoesec.oop.,....
662
662
per lb 1-3/
* Corn for agricultural purposes including the production of feed for poultry and
farm animals is exem, '.
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CANADA
- Schedule C - % Tariff Surcharge imposed from June 25
Tariff
No.
84

1961 Imports

Import
Stat

No.

122

Trade .Description
Onions, shallots ............

121

mushrooms, fresh............

87(1) ex 128
87(13)ex 126

artichokes, fresh
eggplant
horseradish
)
okra
parsley
watercress
whitloaf or endive
fresh, n.o.p.)
vegetables,
spinach * ...................

85

87(l)ex128
87(16)ex 128
87(18)ex 126
87(25)ex 126
87(26)ex 128
727)ex 12%

89(1)

141

892)

1149

89(3)

13

89(h)
89(5)

.45
137

89(2)
-150
89 ex(5) 138

89(6)

Th7

90M()
ex 1
90(2)
90(3)

& 136

90(3)

90a

ex 90a
90
90b)
90h)
90b)
90h)
900

134

1595
1843

151
152

(153
(155
(154
(131

0

canned asparagus ...........
canned beans, green or wax...
canned corn...............
canned peas. ..............
canned tomatoes............
canned, baked beans ..........
tomato paste, canned .....
vegetables, n.o.p., canned...

1962

?MFN/QATT
Tariff.
before Surcharae

Total

From U.S.

1,91h

1,166

20%

67

66

per lb 14
(free

(10%
2,820

2,690

578
359

569

89
1814
79
1,214
412

(free
(free
(10%
(0%
(10%
(10%
10%
22j%
per lb 1#
lb 1g
lb l1
lb 20
lb 1
lb 1

353

35

3,017
854

181b
60
.259
389
1,571
538

2,437

2,392

(15%
(15%
(15%
(15%

1,678

1,417
248

20%

807

807

20%

pickles, packaged ........... . 625
(includes okra, sliced & salted)

466

20%

asparagus, frozen
Brussel sprouts, frozen
vegetables, frozen, noo.p. )
beans, green, wax, frozen )
beans, lima, frozen
broccoli, frozen
peas, frozen
vegetables, dried ...........
soya bean flour ............
vegetable flour...........

pickles, n.o.p ..............

15%
(15

249

5%

1,116

520

(includes okra, sliced & salted)
1,187
sauces, n.o.p...............
sauces, sOy .................. 156
520
ketchup .....................
71
mustard, liquid...............

1,057
52
520
25

20%

5%
-

20%
20%4
20%
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CANADA
- Schedule C -

Tariff ImPrt
Ko.state Noe
90d

ex (226h
(132

(
(2271
(2272
ex (237
90s

ex

1839
1845

90f
90h

133

ex
ax

91

% Tariff Surcharge T.!,sed from June 25, 1962

To

Trade Description

1M/GATT Tariff
before Suroha-re

11 Iorts
t FromiU.S.

*Caned meats, poultry & gae.. se items 6 8a at al
pastes, hash, etc. of
59h
L62
vegetables & meator.fisb...
or both (includes pate de foie with truffles at
755
755
meat pies, frozen ...........
959
959
complete dinner, frozeno......
dog food & pet food .......... see item 65
potatoes, precooked

......

see item 83d et al

a

vegetable colorings.......... 377
1,061,
vegetable flavorings .......

352
906

152) okra, sliced or salted...... see item 90b
151)
2270 soups, soup rolls, tablets,etc. 921 . h75

20%
10%)
20
20%
20%
170
10%
5%
20%

92(9)
92(9) ax

26
20

nectarines, fresh............
quinces, fresh...............

282
n.ae

267
nca.

10%

92(22)
92(12)

29
18

s
blueberries ................
berries, noop............sea

228
1

228
12

10%
10%

,26o2

4,039

1

93

apples, fresh ..............

per lb 1/,o

25

grapes, vitis vinifera .......

12

melons................... 2,611

20

passion fruit ............. .

20

fruits, fresh, v.op .........

382

free

h2
39
L2
31

bananas, dried, evaporated... see item 99b
2,810
plums or prunes, dried........ 2,8
236
dried fruits, n.o.p ....... ... 25
309
296
apples, dried ...............

free
free
10%
10%

990

41

raisins........

99d)
996)

) dates. ........................
except unpitted in packages 1,766
36)
62f
weighing 10 lbs. or less
37 figs, dried..............
66

94(a)
95b
95o

ex

.96
99
99a
99b
99b

99f
99g

ex

(32
(1o

free

2,268

free

..

13,273 12,925

apricots & nectarines, dried.
pears, dried .............
..

see itOM 96
0

8,3&,2

367
26

15%

2,633

per lb 30

)
343)

free
1i lb

2

free

226
26

15%
15%
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Tariff
No.

Import
Stat. No.

99g

ex b2

dried fruits, n.o.p .....
e.

101.

(61

fruit pulp, unsweetened or
sweetened ................
grapefruit, orange & lemon
pulp ....................

(63
105

(ex 61
(ex 63

Trade Description

C10o
1961 Imports MN/GATT Tariff
Total From U.S. before Surcharge
See item 99b
1049
99

olives, ripe, in brinee....

see item 105e

free

52

1o5d

51

olives, sulphured in brine,
not bottled ............. o
2,690
cherries, sulphur or in brine,
not bottled.... .........
1,301

lOSe

60

fruits

'c

106(3)
(1)

(b)

13

625

170

777
b30

95)

15%, 10% or free

(62

Jellies, jas ...............

(5b

marmalades .................

ex 63

oranges, grapefrLit, lemons,
sliced or in pulp ........

see item loba

5%

zucca melons, peeled, sliced,
or sulphured .............

see item 105e

10%

canned mint flavored
pineapple ...............

see item 106

per it 2f

peaches, canned ............
apricots, canned ......... *
pears, canned ............
pineapples, earned ........
fruits in cans, n.o.p......
mixed fruits in cans ......
cherries, canned ...........
prunes, canned ............

3,129
3,076
66L
291
797
680
5,541
2,305
1,819
617
6,067 5,993
see item 106(8)
nMl
... +

per
per
per
per
per
per
per

ex 60
ex 56
50
L9

55

(5)

56
57
(7)
64
(2) ex 57
(6) ax 57

(8)

107())
(3))
(M))

539

nuts, pickled or

preserved (includes melons,
pineapples & papayas,
pickled or preserved).....

105k

per lb 110

per lb 2f

ex 60

105J

)

72)

see item 10b

1O5c

105h

366))

fruit pulp, unsweetened or
sweetened
)..
grapefruit, orange & lemm
pulp

l05b

10Sf

15%

U8

(blueberries, frozen
(peaches, frozen
)...
(fruits, n.oap., frozen)

396

per lb 3t

5)

3h9

lb
lb 20
lb
lb 20
lb if
lb
lb

- 11,

per lb 1-3/114
per lb 224
per lb 2¢
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CANP4 - Schedule C - 5% Tariff Surcharge Imosed from June 25, 1962

Tariff
No,

Import
Stat, No.
2337

12o

109

(92
(93
(97

(102

(10h
(lOh
(105
(106
109 ex

(96
(103
(91
(101

(95
(1o7
109a

94

O0
1961 Imports JFN/GATT Tariff
Total From U.S. before Surcha.-e

Trade Description

222

167

per lb lt

Brazil nuts, not shelled*....
303
filberts & hazel nuts,
unshelled .............. .;
h07
other nuts, not shelled, n.o.p. 327
peanuts, n.o.pe............
52
filberts, shelled ...........
516
other nuts, shelled .......
178
Brazil nuts, shelled .......
h51
cashew nuts, shelled ......*
l,859

271)

per lb 1t

honey & imitations......

*...

walnuts, not shelled ........
walnuts, shelled. ...........
almonds, not shelled ........
almonds, shelled#......... *
pecans, not shelled ........ 0
pecans, shelled ............
peanuts, green, fresh,
shelled or not..........

81

cocoanuts.... .........

113

83
8L

cocoanuts, desiccated ......
copra, not prepared ........

(2091

cod, haddock, pollock, fresh
herring, fresh............. a
salmon, fresh ....... #.......
fish, all other, fresh......
cod, haddock, pollock, dried
fish, dricd, n.oo.......
fish, other, pickled, salted
fish, other, smoked, boneless
herring, pickled or salted.

115

(2101
(2103

(211
(2120
(2121

(2122
ex 115
116

(2092
ex (2121

119
120 ex
121

2115

(2139
(2140
211o
(21L3
(2U4

.

b3)
39)
159)
12)
171)

593)
39)

3,As1

free

11

72

887
-

241)

172

27
231
i,1O6

27)

1491

pilchards, canned ............
22
anchovies, sardines, canned.. 1,92
canned ...........

per Ib I/2f
or free

27)
1)

20)
10

21
5

see item U19

tuna fish, canned ............ 1,596
fish, preserved in oil, n,o,r. 1,031
(includes bonita)........

per lb 30

3

38
30
221
230

per 100 500
free

. halibut, fresh ................
480
h75)
halibut, pickled or salted.., see item 115

anchovies,

free

52)
b62)
l1)
102
] L,227 1,227)
,47?

110
113a

752
3,223
297
I,60)

76)
317)

a

M,

free
per lb 1/2t

l

to 3f

per box
10 to 3t per box

20%
17-2%
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Tariff

go,

Import
Stat, No&

Trade Description

122

21L6

Herring, in sealed containers

123(a)

2132

kippered herring in sealed
containers............

123(b)
123(c)
124
124a
125)
125a)

2138
21L5
ex 2145
ex 2115
2100

127

er 215

128

2096

128a

2133

salmon, canned...........
fish, prepared or preserved, neosp.,..... ...
shell fish, fresh.......oo
shell fish, preserved or
prepared.. .............
rsters, shelled, in cans..
oysters, prepared or preserved or in shell .......
crustaceans, fresh, prepared
or preserved, n.o.oe..•.
lobsters, fresh or boiled..
lobsters, canned, prepared,
n.o.po...............
sealed containers

1961 Inports
Total From U.S.
200

68

11%

L,093

15%

400

161

see item123(c)
see item123(c)

627

see item 123(c)
282
287
27
382

130

2090

133

2153

137a

255
ex 390

molasses for home consumpLion
molasses powder...........

627

882
954

..27

607
70

220

24

grape juice, in containers over
1 gallons ......... .. ,..g
malt, whole, crushed or ground

187

malt flour, n.o.p......... a

153a

73

167
167a

168

ex 187

168a

365

malt flour with less than
50% malt.,...............
malt syrup & extracts

22j%

11%
per gal. 10
per 100 lb

see item 711

n.ao

noae

17j%
free

5%

n.a.

112o

free

30%

converted tobacco leaf for
binders.................

syrups of cane or beet

22j% or 14%

8

7

256

171%

1,813

48

U0

22j

15%

shrimp, prawns, fresh or frozen 2,737

137

25%

126

crabs in

all other fishery produce..

1

L,112

2131

129

MFN/GATT Tariff
before Surchare

5
31
see item 167a
174
272

Of

per gal 61o
per lb 75#

gal 200 plus 30
lb 1/30
lb 1/20

25% plus 50 lb
flW%-

i
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6ANADA -

Tariff
No.

Sohed~le 0.- 5%Tariff.Surohwe .eed

.61

import
Stat. No.

from 42

Trade Description

Total

±ts

1420

processed p apr for duplioatingeachinest.q. o,,

704s

18?a

9012

films for aerial photography

'72

187b

ex9020

7125

( 4161

4162

192

4164
4212
6x422?
4170
4168
(
4169
4172
4173
4174
4176
(ex7128
(ex4226
(ex3485
( 4159

192b

7202

192c

( 4226
C 4227

70

72

10%

149

]2l4

cardboard, bristol board, etc.
chipboard, biscuit board,
layer board ...........
millboard & binders board .
blotting paper ............
tarred paper, roofings ....
pulpwood & other boards ..
test board, Jute board,
kraft boardetc.....

938

887)

felt board .............
press board ............
shoe boards ....... ....
gypsum wallboard & lath....
glass wool or fibre glass .
shingles of paper or felt o
o' cloth floor linoleum .
playing card stock ........

637
677
19
see item
see item
see item
0

coated abrasive paper
or cloth .........

1,30?

576

10

628)
394)
19)
326 a
192c
573a
0)
1,201

1,523

1,493

149

95

4293

playing cards..........

4191

grease proof, parchmentine
etc. paper ..............
tissue wrapping paper.
vegetable parchment paper
wrapping paper, n.o.p .....
wrapping paper, kraft.

20%

10))

?38

194

20%

576

shingles of paper or felt
roofing sheathing paper
prepared .............
bags or sacks of paper ....

i%

417 )
1,019

1,278
1,281

,.

10%

4,291 -4,275
312)
307
100)
102
see item 192c
2,342 2,308 )

wallboard, insulating board

4241

4192
4193
4197
4195

695

photographic dry plates ....

20%

733)
20%

per pack 7t

106)

53 )
39
)

421
433)

Tiff

before Surohw

sensitized negative film for
motion picture cameras..., see item 187e
Schedule B

193

197b

/AT?

S,

From

i81b

187c

. 192

22 %
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- Schedule C - 5% Tariff Surcharge Inpored from june 25, 1962
CANADA

co0
Tariff
No.

Import
Stat, N.

(4187
1 4204
4220
4217
4188
4190
4196
(ex4191

book, printing & litho paper
cover papers ...............
surface coated paper, n.o.p.
ruled, border & boxed papers
pads, not printed ..........
gumed paper ...............
carbon paper ...............
wax paper ..................
wrapping paper, oiled n.oop.
grease proof & glassine paper

ex4217

Cigarette paper, gummed ....

4183
41e6

198

198b

4243
( 4258
199c

4231

207d

ex8415

231

(

waxed stencil paper for
duplicating machines .....
anti-freeze compounds

1,913
176
1,936
325
71
1,004
467
523

594

MFN/GATT Tariff
before Surcharge

1,903
154)
1,504
284

222

938 )
375 )
513 )
593 )

see item 197$
see item 198
4,132

4,026

955

93? )

652

88

n.a.

n.a.

candles, n.o.p ...........
candles, paraffine wax ....

85)
77)

castile soap ..............
toilet soap,n.o.p ........

384

170)

ex8236
ex8366

baking powder .............

n.a.

n.a.

7184
230

fibreboard or paperboard
containers ...............
shipping containers of fibre
.or paperboard ............

1961 Imports
Total From U.S.

131
165

C 2303

226

Trade Description

232a

2331

gelatine, n.o.p ..........

104

16

232c

2329

gelatine, edible ..........

1,032

80?

232f

1824

mucilage & glue ...........

121

104

15%
per lb. 4/50
but not less
than 20%

246
15%
20%
per lb. 1?

per lb. 5

221%
220j

or free

20%
and per lb.2tt

235

364

235a

364

235b

364

24?

8213

liquorice, not sweetened ..
liquorice paste, not sweetened ) 144
liquorice in rolls or stacks

10%
144

2

liquid fillers, anti-corrosive
and anti-fouling paints and
ground liquid pints ......

3,334

3,255

20%

TRADE

EXPANSION ACT OF
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1962

- Schedule C - 5%Tariff Surcharge Imposed from June 25.

Tariff
No.

Import
-Stat, No.

247a(l)

C 8211

247a(2)

C 9021

Trade Description

1962

C$000
MF1/GATT Tariff
1961 Imports
Total From U.S. before Surcharge

& school children's
and fitted boxes
brushes ..........
canvas ... o........

1,242
181
54
796

751

per gal. 85¢

1,474

1,430

per gal. 150
and 15%

3475

artists'
colors
artists'
artists'

248

8214

spirits varnishes & lacquers

249

8216

varnishes, lacquers, japans,
n.o.p ...................

623
38)

32

15%
17j%

253

8202

putty ......................

22j%

255a

1577

shellac, bleached ..........

10%

257

8407

ink, writing ...............

2ep

271b

7167

petroleum lubricating oils,
25% per gal. or more .....

10,859

10,741

12Y,

272a

7181

petroleum & lubricating
greases, n.o.p..........

2,255

2,233

15%

813

808

124

275

7186

liquified petroleum gases

see item 277

276b (4) 1611

palm oil, n.o.p...........
palm kernel oil,n.o.p.

276d(3)

1613

peanut oil n.op ...........

1,455

120

276e(5)

1610

olive oil, n.o.p ..........

1,120

44

20%
20%

5%

276f(6)

1619

soya bean oil n.o.p ........

2,751

2,751

20%

276g

1620

corn oil, crude or refined

2,977

1,169

20%

1613
2 1601
1611
1620
C 1625

oils, hydrogenated, blown
peanut oil .................
castor o 4................
palm & palm kernel oil.
vegetable oil, n.o.p ......
vegetable oil for textiles

2,721
2,875
)
see 276d(3)
710
25)
5,205
13
see item 276g
479)
488

20%

7027

firebrick,n.o.p ...........

2,?79

2,441

15%

building brick
paving brick ..............

2,074
12

2,067
12)

15%

C 1628
Z7

281b
282

C7021

7028
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Tariff
No,

Import
Stat. No.

7029
282a.
7226
7056

Trade Description
building blocks, partition
hollow & fireproof build.
ing tile .................
cement nanufactures, n.o.p.
manufactures of clay n.o.p.

C$ONO
1961 Imports
Total From U.S.

1,134
861
1,043

1,089
812)
985 )

MFN/GATT Tariff
before Surcharge

170

284b

ex7301

gypsum tile ...............

n.a.

n.a.

20%

287a

ex7047

stoneware, Rockingham ware
& earthenware, n.o.p.
..

n.a.

n.a.

17j%

28T

ex7046

undecorated tableware .....

see item 287,Schedule B 15%

288a

7018

chemical stoneware ........

305c

7232

marble sawn or sand
rubbed (not polished) ...

305d

7216

Granite, sawn .............

131

108

7210

building stone

927

741(

203

189

l7f%

5%

359

15%

305.)

305f )

306a)
306b )
308

7270

manufactures of stone n.o.p.

171

115

312 )

7001

asbestos packing ...........

429

271 )

312a)

7005

asbestos brake linings and
clutch facings ...........
asbestos manufactures ......

7003
7091
318

( 7099
7090

319

7093
7094
7095
7099

320

( 7099
( 7111
( 7112

188
3,553

4,652
640
4,356
sheet glass, transparent ...
sheet glass, in rectanglss .
glass sheets, wired ........
plate
plate
plate
glass

181 )

2,296

27 )
25 )
424 )

glass, not over 7 sq.ft.
288
100
3,065
977
glass, over 7 sq.ft.
glass n.o.p ..........
9,425 6,911
sheets, wired ........
see item 318

plate glass n.o.p ........... see item 319
ornamental colored glass ...
226
61
painted, obscured white glass
932
347

15%
15%

(per 100 lb. 20$
(per 100 lb. 45t

1797

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

ANADA
- schedule C -

. Tariff Surcharge Imposed from June 25. 1962

. . ...
Tariff
No.

321

322

323

Import.
Stat, No.

7099
7095
( 7111
7112
7100
?097

7127
(7127
(7129

326a

( 7128
( 7086
7119

Trade Description
plate glass n.o.p..........
plate glass, n.o~p .........
ornamental colored glass ..
painted obscured white glass
sheet glass, n.o~p........
laminated glass, sheet
or plate ................

327
328

7126
9082

311

37

12j% or 25%
21%

1,529
540
674

1,125)
P64)
1.35)

l7%

n.a.

n.a.

free

n.a.

f%

moulded, illuminated shades
& reflectors of glass or
plasticE ......... .......

2,538

2,130

15%

decanters & %achine made
tumblers o2 glass, not cut
or decorated ............

n.a.

n.a,

free

562

229

10%

482

20%

2,785

15%

manufactures of glass n.o.p.
glass blocks ...............
glass wool or fibre glass ..
lenses glass,n.o.p. ........
insulating window units ....

7088

7121

see item 320
134
35

2, w59)

326f

326n

see item 319
see item 320

3,828

'glass shapes for Xmas tree ornaments
glass shapes for vacuum bottles ....

7079

)WF/GATT Tariff
before Surcharge

see item 319

manufactures of laminated glass see item 326a

326c(2)
(3)

326m

C$000
1961 Imports
Total From U.S.

articles of glass or glassware to be cut or mounted

i41)

n.a.

spectacles, eyeglasses, lenses 1,210
spectacle & eyeglass frames

87210 0--62-pt. 4-----1

3,344

1798

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

CANDIL - Schedule C - 5% Tariff Surcharge Imposed from June 25, 1962

Tariff

339
339a
339b

19

Import

No. -Stat

.NHo.

6068
6065

6103

Trade Description

-Toa
T

manufactures of lead, n.o.p.
lead capsules for bottles..
collapsible tubes of
alumisin lead or sino .....

216
3

25%
2W

348

342

25%

2552

6n6

Zinc manufactures, n.o.p.... 2686

350

(6050
6033
6250
(5200

copper wire .......... ,.... h3
brass wire...............
120
wire non-ferrous n.osp ....
778

351
351b

n.a,;:.

wtiding rods and wires of

351c

ire, covered, non-ferrous..
wire cloth of copper ........
wire cloth of brass .........
brass wire, n.o.p........

352

(6235

nails and tacks. bras or
copper ................
15
brass hand pumps, n.o.p...
22
brass valves ................
500
brass meters and parts ......
340
brass rivets, burrs, and
washers............ .....
97
brass manufactures, n~o.p... 12054
brass and copper bells and

(6035
(6223

(60146
(M047
(6048
(6023
(6024

352b
352c

(6025
(5733
(6037
(6260
6240
6035

37
74

(20% or73

1490

3inds4................3476
all
3190
(
electrical resistance wire
with allcys ............ n.a.
n.a.
Free

6247
(6051
(6034
6033

(6030
(6031
(6032
(6238

NP/GATI arf
beforeSuarcharge

336
46

346

350a

4!
riI7 USe

gongs .....................

6475

4003
17
116
See ite m350
20

1.38

315

copper manufactures, n.o.p.. 171h
copper in bars, rods........
55
copper in strips, sheets,
or plates ..............
168
copper tubing ..............
886
brass in ingot bars or rods. 766
brass in strips, sheet., or
plates.......*..........
345

brass tubing ..............

693

12
22

20%
(20%
15%

(20%

4102
322

86
10537

261
1620
51

(

136
278
269
164
632

water heater parts .......... 952
943
plumbers brass goods ........ 4913
3860
cigarette lighters ..........
1020
65
screws of brass or copper... 156
92
brass manufactures, n.o.p... See item 352

30%
30%

TRADE

1799

EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

cAN'rA - Schedule C - 5%TaAff Surcharge Imposed from June 25, 1962

Tariff
No.

import
Stat. .No.

353a

604

353a

6007

3 3b

60O7

353b

6011

353c

6006

:,3d
53e

6o13
6010

354

(6015
(6103
ex (5733

354a

6o

3541
357

6013
(6123
(6o75

366

(6127

367

(6128
6136

368

379

379a

(6131
(6132

(6134
(6135
(507o
(50n
(5M75
(5079
(5033
(5087

379b

5091

379o
379d

5079
5079

To Fom

Mf/GATT Tariff
before Surcharee

Trade Descriotion

aluminum pigs, ingots, and
blocks.), et. .............. 484
478
aluninum bars, rods, and
wirebars ..................
711
530
aluminum bars, rods, sheets,
stripe, and circles .......
See item 353a
aluminum plates, sheets, and
strips ....................
7595
4346
aluminum angles, chanels,
beams, etc.................
355
276
aluminum wire and cable....
163
165
auinum pipes and tubes....
580
419
aluminum manufactures, nop.. 15375
14326
collapsible tubes of
aluminum ................. See item 339b
water heater parts oS
aluminum ................. n.a.
n.a.
aluminum kitchen or household holloware ............
1338
882
aluminum wire and cable..... See item 353d
Brittania metal and manufactures ..................
13
5
-ferman nickel, Nevada silver,
manufactures of, not
plated ....................
127105
watches, more than one jewel 1433
33
watches with one orno jewels
520
35
watch cases and parts...
131W
628
clocks..................... 1361
795
clock movements .............
224
87
time recorders ..............
286
222
alarm clocks .........
. ...... 1115
160
concrete reinforcing bars,
hot rolled ................
5074
13
bars, carbon steel, hot rolled 5989
3238
bars, alloy steel, hot rolled 2171
1526
wire rods, steel, hot rolled. See item 3?9c
bars carbon steel, cold drawn 1069
401
bars alloy steel, cold drawn. 495
390
barp or rods, steel, fabricated .....................
983
659
wire rods, steel, hot rolled. 4065
82
rods, coiled, of iron or
steel for wire .fno.
....
'See item 379c

(per lb. itJ
(
(per lb. 3t

C
22
22
22
(221

(
(
22j%
Free
(20%

C
(30% but not less
(than hot each
.2f%
(30% but not less
(than 40 each or
(25%
(10%

C
(

(15%
15%
per ton $3.00
Free

180TRADE

EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

ckaNADA . schadai'40-!..5% Yarjif Su6

ge mposed from iJun 25, 19,62
(2o0O

Tar.ff

No.

380(1)

Imrt

befre
/ATT

Trade Description

TtlFmU

Stat Noe.
(5o70
(5152
(%55

concrete reinforcing bare..
bearing pile carbon steel..
vide flange beas, carbon
..
.
steel............
structural shapes, carbon

See item 379
lo86
873

(5%59

(5161
(5164
(5169

380(2)

380(3)

(5152

(5153

(5152

(5153
(5156
(5157

380a

381

5169

at See item
large Sizes ...........
structural shapes, carbon
See item
steel, intermediate sizes
structural shapes bar sizes
'4017
carbon steel..........
sheet piling, carbon steel.
1450O
structural shapes, alloy
steel................
25 structural shapes, fabricated
n.o.p.................
See Item
wide flange beams, carbon
........ 00 20898
steel .........
bearing pile ...............
wide flange beams.........
structurl shapes, carbon
steel, large sizee, n.o.p
structural shapes, carbon
steel, intermediate
sizes, M.op..........o

381b

380(3)(
61
(
412(
176

(

380a

16218

(

See item 380(1)(Free
See item 380(2)(
2184

3171

796

2375

2085

2346

606

(10%

3279

993

913
974

810
656

C
C
C

plates alloy steel, n.o.p..

324
2037
1296

284
1453
1277

plates, flanged or dished
drilled or not ........

n38

1135

20%

See ite. 381

15%

structural shapes, fabricated ................

plates, carbon steel 60

(5102

plates carbon steel, 60" to

or

(5103

plates carbon steel, over

(5104
(5106

floor plate, carbon steel..
plates fabricated or coated
n.op................

(5108
(5109

plates stainless ....

5106

380(3)(

3949

(5101

5107

(

See item 380(l)(per ton $5.00

bearing pile...........

100m$........... ......

381a

(10%

Bra item 380(2)(

steelee........ 0.......0

(5157

1000.0...... 0..... f...

...

plates fabricated or coated
neOep..............e.

Tariff

beoeSurchara.

(
22j%

TRADE EXPANSION

1801

ACT OF 1982

CA:Ian - Schedule C- 5% Tarif(. Surcharge Imposed from June25, 1,62
Tariff

Import

Tariff
Stat *No.
No.

382(l)

Tot i Y_ us

1776

1108

(5125

sheet and strip, carbon
steel, hotrolled, lets
than 24". .n.op ..........
sheet carbon hotrofled, 24m

776

602

(5126

to 519.... , ..............
sheet carbon hotrolled over
sheet for porcelain enamelling.................
sheet and strip etaiWless
steel ....................
sheet and strip alloy
steel....o.p ............
sheet and strip corrugated
or fabricated, n.o.p. ,

1357

1297

(5131

1324.

1322

10243

6877

284

276

504

449

2322
1145

1547
795

174 4

1744

(5124

(5148
(5149
382(2)

CM900
Trade Description
m

(5127
(5128
(5129
(5131

51'...............

)MfVan Tarf
before Surdiarz

C

sheet carbon c.r. under 24'
sheet carbon c.r. 24' to514
sheet carbon c.r. over 510
sheet for porcelain enameling..
...............
sheet and strip stainless..
sheet and strip alloy steel
sheet and strip corrugated
or fabricated, n~o.p ...

See item 382(l)

(5139

sheet and trip
tinplate...
sheet and strip coated n.op.

591
167
(i%
See item 382(g) (

382(0)

5133

sheet and strip galvanized.

1561

382(5)

(5133

(5144

(5U8
(5149
382()

(5132

(39
382(7)

5147

(15%

See item 38?(1)
See item 382(1)(
See item 382(()(

1416

15%

sheet and strip galvanized.
See item 382(0 15%
sheet and strip coated n.o.p. 2526
2410
sheet and strip silicon
steel* ..................

7044

6943

12j%

1079

10%

382(8)

5138

sheetcoated with retal,
n.o.p...............

1117

382a

5124

hoop steel, hotrolled, for
use in the manufacture of
hoops...............

See item 382(l) Free

382b

5147

sheet and strip, silicon
steel (for use in the
manufacture of electrical
apparatus) ...........

See item 382(7) Free

1802

TRADE

- Schedule C
CAMArA

Tariff
No.

import

Stat

3e3

sheet or strip, with cutting
edge, for use in the mknufacture of cutting dies...

5115

383&

5116

384

(5119

JuM 25, 1962

1961 Imports
-S7Rit
-T
T

sheet iron or steel, c.r.,
over 515 wide, for use
in-the manufcture of
bathtub body stampings...
t...

from

Mpost:

T5%
ariff Surcharge

Trade Description

NO.

3820

382d

EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

plate, sheet or strip, not
tempered or ground, for
saes..................
plate, sheet or strip,
tempered, for saws.
carbon steel for pipe., hot-

MIW/QATT Tariff
before Surcharge

n.a

n.a.

Free

r,..a.

n.a.

15%

l549

1259

Free

325

21.1

70%

(7%

rolled over 60" ..........
carbon steel for pipes, hotrolled, not over 15 3/8".

3237

2370

(51n
(5123

carbon steel for pipes,

c.r.

10

0
10

5134

sheet and strip, carbon steel,
1391
terneplate ...............

1305

Free

387

5173

502,

10%

387a

5169

387c

5177

railway rails, iron or
...
steel.................
structural shapes, fabricated, n.o.p. (rails other
than railway)............
railway track materials,
n. o.p4ntersections
switches, crossingsS.....

385

350

(5047
(5048
(5049

-

castings, iron or steel,
malleable n.o.p ..........
castings, iron or steel,
non-imi1" ehle, fop.......
castings, of-steel, in the
rough, n.o.p.............

591

See i tem.380a
70

573

25%

(

991

5052

piston ring castings in

392

5050

392a

5051

fbrgtngc'o Iron or steel,
...
., 1509
ee
n.oep.............
forgings, of iron or steel,
holloW, not less than ,2'
inside diameter; forging
20 tons or over........o

121%

(20%

.698

390a

the rough .................

62

(
(

77

435

59
1303

152

Fre
221]%

l
15

20%

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

CkiADA - Schedule C - 5% Tariff Sur.harge. !mpoed fra Jure 25 1962

Tariff
Lvfiort
No.
Stat -. No.

Trade Description

U5
al Frm

TO

392c

5058

forged golf club heads....

45

394a
b

5011
504.2

axles for railway vehicles.:
axles for other vehicles...
axles and parts, n.oop..Po,

148

pipes and tubes of cast iron 112

397

5181
51,7

397a

5196

a

396

5o(3

397b

5189

397c

lf.a.

398

5191

398a

5193

398b

5197

398c

5192

399

5188

399a

5185

257
7

pipes and tubes Iron or
steel, neoep........... o. 1 2217
pipes and tubes, seamless
steel, cold dramn, hop... 489
corrugated, metal culvert
163
pipe ........... ......
tubes of iron or stoel,
welded, not mare than
inside diameter for
Canadian manufactures....
ma.

5205

Wilg

ex 5212.

402a

(5216
(5220

4W02ex:

522

10%

45
30
254

J221%

136

(

235

12j%

7255

20%

318

5%

163

15%

d4

ij0

pipes and tubes, steel, for
pressure parts* ........
a
1336
pipes and tubes, steel,
plain ends, for rolls for
paper making machinery...
83
120
pipes and tubes, n.oop. ,
(hotrolled steel hollows
for use in the manufacture of steel tubes).. See item 397
tubes, seamless steel, for
bearings ................. 274.8
2127

15%

Free

5%

pipes and tubes more than
10f diameter and fittings,
steel, for the transmission of natural gao
and crude oil ...........
2238
oil country goods, steel,
Dope ........ *........... 6392

26W

10%

wire, coated or covered with
any material, including
cable n.o.p..............
478
wire iron or steel, n.o.po. 2541

389
nll5

25%
15%

16

(20%

a

1Olf

before Surcharg!

woven or welded wire fencing
n.o.p......e..........
wire cloth or screen, iron
or steel,.............
wire netting, n.osp ......

761

289
28

15%

(

25%

1804

Tariff
'c

407

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

Import
Stat We

5235

407a

5236

4l1

5564

411a

(5541

(5225

41lb

412b

5589

5514

14961 Imports
Trade Deacrintion

'

silent chain and finished
roller chain and parts,
n.O.p. *..........
chains, n.o.p. and parts
mine roof and wall support
systems of metal.
saw mill machinery for use
!-n sawing lumber.

Total

From US

efN/ATT' I,
before Surch.

3174

1807

813

653

22j%

15%

nas

n.a,

12j%

1053

793

12j%

logging machinery, logging
cars, cranes, block and
tackle and parts, n.o.p.
for use in logging ..
wire rope for logging .....

365

17

woodworking machinery,
n.o.p, and parts.

See item 427A27&

flat bed cylinder printing
presses to print sheets
25x38" or larger ........

94

78

(

.15%

10%

1805

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

CA.21

-

Schedule C -%% Tariff Sucharge Imposed from June 21962

Tariff
No.

Import
Stat.No.

112d

(5515

offset presserl lithographic
pressed
print presses,

(5517

typa making accessories
and parts ...............

4,14

(5507
5508
5509

414b

5504

14o

(5501
(551o0

414d

414f

ex 5500
5502

(5443
We15

A44

1415d

54

espT
Trade Description

n.o.p, and parts .....

typewriters, electric..
typewriters, portable ......
typewriters, standard, nonz,
eloctric............. .
dictating, transcribing and
cylinder shaving machines
and parts ................
bookkeeping, calculating,
and invoicing machines,
and parts, n.o.p..o.
,
electronic computers
parts,..........
..

adding machines .........

cash registers ..........
electric vacu'. cleaners...
hand vacuum cleaners attachmerts and parts.o........
clothes wringers.and metel
parts for domestic use...
sewing machines, domestic..
parts of dcmeotio sewing
achinS...
.. ......
carpet sweepers. ...... .o.

4,15f

5441

L20

5%o

leather machinery and parts
for tanning or embossing
leather.............

2

5561

422a

5560

422b

5561

rollers, street or road and
parts ...............
road cstrction
machinery
and partu not made in
Canada ..................
trench and ditch excavating
machines and partse....

424

5254

424a

5534

fare engines and other fire
extinguishng machines
and parts,..... .......
hand fire extinguishers and
automatic sprinkler heads

19r1
TR

M-N/(--T Tariff
bFf
Wre
oUSSuwrg

14675

10808

83
1270

77

1156

941

1W

1U83

so
A1

(10%

(20%

C

2324,

1272

121%

29589

26652

(10%

8505
3l436
3562

8464
17716
2416

15%
22j%

3906

3555

(20%

2535
106
5888
1198

106.
2

74

342

334

5%

1821

1635

20%

6212

5932

141

141

602

526

2o%

1678

1646

2o%

1806

TRADE

cj-Am - Schedule C -

Tariff
No.

Import
Stat.No.

426a

551-

426b

5571

426o

427

5574
ex(5280

and
427a

ex(5281
(5293

(5454
(5518
(5519

5520
5521
(5522
(5523
(5529
(5530
(5536
(6537
(5548
(555a
(5552

(5554
(5556
(5557
(5558

EXPANSION

5% Tariff

ACT OF

1962

Surcharge Imosed from Junt. _2

Trade Description

1961 IMorts
Total From Si

machinery and apparatus
listed in TI12a when for
use in the manufacture of

oellulo6 3 articles .......
veneer drying machines and
parts... o.............
o
wire at"eri and staplers,
not including power, and
parts . .... a...e........a
outboard motors, except for
use in construction of
Canadian ships.........
outboard motor parts .......
milk clarifiers and parts..
ironere, domestic, electric
and parts ...............
shovels power, n.o.p. not
made in Canada ..........
shovels power, n.o.p. made
in Canada....... .....
parts of power shovel....,
air and gas compressing
machinery and parts, nop.
bakery machinery and
apparatus of all kinds..,
chain saws and part..
coal handling machinery,
n.o.p. a"d parts........
concrete mixing machines,
n.o.p. and parts .........
fish preparing machinery
and parts...............
ice making and refrigerating
machinery, n.o.p and parts

1962

MFN/GATT TzIff
bofore Surcharge

61

5%

464

464

5%

L~C6

1209

5%

noae

n~ao

66

n.a.
6

10
6

2316

2316

1970

1894
5o

5171.

10282
3359
3557

8604

156

156

1001

931

196

3010
3200

(

(

59

10901

10642

rolling mill machines, n.o.p.
and parts ................. 2850
cranes, hoists, and derricks

2252

n.o.p. made in Canada..*
2614
cranes, hoists, and derricks
n.o.p. not made in
Canada.................... 3519
parts of cranes, hoists and
derricks, n.op.......... 2961
paper mill machines, n.op.
and parts.............. 1041
pulp mill machines, n.o.p.
a parts ............. ... 2497
pumps, power n.o.p. and
part, ................ .. 128v

(22j% or7j

1747

(

2823
2252

(

4882
1315

(
(

10417

(

1807

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1062

C.-CaND%- Schedule G5

Tariff
No.

427
and
427a
(cont.)

Import
Stat. No.

(5566
(5569
(5572

(5573
(5582

(5584
(5585
(5586

(5587
(5576

(5588
(5589
(5590

(5591
(5632
(5672
(5674

Tariff Surcharge imposed from June 25, 1962

Trade Description

1961 Imports
Total Fcr-b

shot machinery n.o.p. and
(224% or 7j%
1619
1970
parta ..................
street cleaning machinery
1149
1161
and parts ................
water meters n.o.p. and
(
70
86
ports. ................
water turbines n.o.p. and
232
272
parts ..................
air conditioning apparatus
13902 13373
and parts ..............
(
2863
bottling machines and parts
2956
and
bulldozers, angledozers
similar equipment and
10636
parts.,................. 11395
conveying equipment and
6897
5068
parts.............
1209
1388
power jacks and parts.
machinery of iron or steel
159oo5 138709
n.oop. and parts, .........
stone oru3hing machinery
334o
3623
and parts., .............
woodworking machinery n.o.p.
6499
and parts ................. 7486
air conditioners, room site,
3586
3586
and parts .......
front end loaders shovels,
15753
986o
and parts.................
9826
tools for use in machines... 11279
factory and warehouse trucks
and
motor driven n.o.p,
86 See item h38a--Schedule B
parts... ...............
(
10268
fork lift trucks and par.s.. l1042

427d

5589

machines for making wood box
See item 427
ends....................
and 427a

427e

5577

3047

1!27f

5578

autmathc machines for
making and packaging cigars
and cigarettes ........ .
machines for the manufacture
of veneers and plyioods..

4 27k

(5542

drilling and boring machines
and parts fur metal work,.

2630

(5543
(5544

grinding machines and parts
for metal working .......
5580
lathes and parts for metalworking, .............. o.. 4770
milling machines for metalworking................... 2926

(5545

fN/OATT Tariff
before Surcharge

221%

71%
71%

h35
2095

(Free--74% or

22j%

4312
2843

0-h (

1434

1808

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF

1962

CAMAM
- Schedule C - 5$ Tariff Srchare Laposed from June 25. 1962
Tariff
No.
427 k
(con,

rw

Stat. No.

1961 apE
Total From U

Trade Description

(5546

planers and parts for metal

(5547

presses and parts for metal
work-4 ...... .. ..........
shapers, slotters and parts
for metal working ...
metal working machinery and
parts, naosp...
...o.

working

(5549
(5550

........

.....

(Free-7% or 22j%

236
4697

MN/GATT Tariff
before Surcharge

3956

1121

873

9702

7990

421a

(5274
(5275

power boilers.... a....... .
power boiler parts.......

1098
1462

1094
1226

(20%

428e

(n.a.

diesel and sei-diesel
engines and parts, n.o.p.
engine. loomotive, diesel.

n.a.
622

n.a.
560

20%

1305

177

(5267

4M

5371

takle knives and forks,

429a

5372

pen knives, Jack and pocket

5

ll1%

429d

(5376
(5378

all other knives, n.o.p....
butcher and kitchen knives.

1467
£96

(20%

42e

5377

spoons................

13

25%

429f

5375

scissors and shears, n.o.p.

1238

20%

429g

5373

rMsors and parts.........

503

25%

1429h

53714

safety razor blades.......

399

20%

43o

5411

nuts, bolts, washers, rivets
coated or not, n.o.p.l Mut
and bolt blanks...........
5775

knives.o...e.... .. a....

43oa

5381

43b

hinges and butts, iron or
steel, coated or not,
n.o.p.
binge and butt
bla..............eele

993

M

per 100 lbs.
and 171%

631

per 100 lbs. 750
and 20%

screws of iron or steel,
(1)
(2)

5413
5412

coated or notes

wood screw,

iron or steel

3114

machine and other srem,
noopee.....
.
.....
*. :2778

5O

4360

132
281

209
17j%a per
100 lW. 5oD
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ACT OF 1962

TRADE EXPANSION

r,.Jm - Schedule c - 5% Tariff Surharge Impoed from June 25. 1962

T.riff
NO.

430c

Iport
state NO.

5394

T61

I

b

wire roofing nails of all
sizes and wire nails one
inch or more...........

1738

190

per 100 lbs. $1.00

159

per ioo lb.. 4s5

,30d

5391

cut nails, iron or steel....

164

430e

(5393

tacks of all kinds, n.o.p...
nails, brads, and spikes,
noooo..... ............

39

23

100

69

431(1)

(5353

160

29

(2)

(5623
n.a.

spades and shovels, iron or
steel.. ..............
axes.......................
hoes, pronged forks, rakes,
ee
hand .................

4,31b

(5395

15
nose

15%

138
825

(22j%

....

376
2693
307
3169

anvils and vises ...........
augers, bits, and drills*....
hacksaw blades ..........
adses, cleavers, hatchets,
screwdrivers, planes, etc.

19W4

(5626

e
swn, n.oepe..* ..........

581

1036
187

3740

3412

5605

hollow-ware, iron or steel,
coated or not, iuoep...

432a

5606

kitchen and dairy hollowware, of iron or steel,
located with tin.........

432d

5604

(5603
(5607

4,34(2)

5255

(2)

5256

(1)
434a

5257
n.a.

(
(15%

252

(5621
(5622
(5625
(5627
(5628

wrenches*.............

(221%

nose

432

432b

S/uATTTariff

Trade Desription-

94

(

2377

20%

160

51

hollow-ware, of iron or
steel, cated with vitreous
enamel ................

439

307

containers, tinplate, n.o.p..
manufactures of tin and tinplate . n.o.p ............

3223

3023

307

307

25%

locomotves for railways,

1,136

20%

22j%
(20$

noioop
...................
locomotive chassis, tops,
,iseels, and bodies ........
locomotives sawmill, min
motor cars and parts .......

566

565

25%

1129

916

20%

motor rail care and chassis
for use c railways .......

nose

n.a.

20%

1810

TRADE

CA.NeA - Schedule C -

Tariff
No.

435

Import
Stat. No.
(5257
(5267

h38

439b

439f

440a ex

Surcharge Imposed from June 25, 1962

cS000
Trade Description
locomotives sawmill, mining
motor cars and parts..@
engines, locomotive diesel.

1961 Imports
Total
mr

MFN/ATT Tariff
before Surcharge

See item 434 (Free or 10%
see item 428e (

(5651
(5664

bicycles, n.o.p ..........
tricycles, n.o.p ...........

2536

i4o

ill

(5565
(9160
(9161
(9168

2699
2001
3753

2597

(9169

scrapers, railway or road..
truck trailers............ 0
mobile homes ..............
wheel barrows, hand trucks,
oatas.
...o
..... .. ee
trucks and cars, n.o.p.....

1397
787

1275
722

(9163

children carriages and

(9164

parts ....... so..........s
childrens sleds and other
vehicles.. ............ s

128

55

526

508

open pleasure boats; sailboats, skiffs, and
canoes.* ..............
s.
launches, pleasure .........

1625
1942

1335

racing shells exclusively
for amateur rowing clubs.

See item 440a ex

anchors for vesse._ weighing
less than 40 lbs ........

n.ae.

n.a.

tUircraft, not including
engines 1500 lbs. or
under..........o......ee
aircraft, not including
engines over 1500 lbs.,
not over 3000 lbs..ee

2481

2481

2963

2960

(9152

9152

440d(l) ex 5681

4cem

1962

railway
railway
railway
railway
railway
railway

(9153
44O

5% Tariff

ACT OF

(5654
(5655
(5656
(5657

(5653

439

EXPANSION

(9171
(9172

(9173
(9174

care
cars,
cars,
care,
cars,
cars,

and part, nop
bax and flat.
passenger ....
tank .........
n.o.p........
parts .....

aircraft, not including
engines over 3000 lbs.
but not over 7500 lbs....
aircraft, not including
engines, over 7500 lbs...

5:4

12
211

249
18100

54

(2 %

12
211

234
1817(
24

(25%

(

22j%

1999
3750

(
(221%
(

20%

191o

20%

15%

(Free or 15%

1653

1645

(

91030

58630

(

1811

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

CAWIA - Schedule C - 5% Tariff Surcharge Imposed trom June 25, 19_62

Tariff
No.

4110n

port

clooo

1961 RK2-te_

Stat. No.

Trade Description

(5258

engines for aircraft not
over 200h.p.........
engines for aircraft over

(5259

MN/GATT Tariff

Total From 5

521

before Surdharg!

520

(Free or 15

200 h.p. but not over

441

500 h-.................12105

1104

(5260

engines for aircraft over
500 h.p. but not over
1000 h.p............... .163

163

(5261

engines for aircraft over
1000 h.p........
.

(5687

baonets, swords, foild....

30

13

(5698

guns and rifles, n.op.....

847

629

S6068 manufactures of lead n.o.p.
f9007
covers or cases, gun o

43o86

'13529

See item 339

pistoll gae bags loading

tools ..................
(9237
(9239
(9246
(9247
1413

shot gun shells, cartridges
cartridges, metallic .......
cartridge cases, gun wv ,
percussion caps and
priers..............
ammunition, n.o.p ..........

(

.179
158

170

24j1

113

190
2567

66
1908

8

8

47

(22j%
(

(

(

apparatus for cooking or
beating buildings, and

parts

(5715

cooking stoves, coal or

(5716

cooking stoves, electric,
valued at more than $25..
cooking stoves, gas,

(5717

wood .....................

valued at more than

10..

(5718

cooking stoves, gasoline or
oil, valued at more than

(5719

boilers, domestic, (hot

.21

(

1106

(

13

13

(

water furnaces) ..........

247

247

C

oil burners, for domestic

(5723
(5724

electric space heating and
cooking apparatus, nop..
heating and cooking

(5728

space heaters, oil, value

furnaces ................

apparatus, n.o.p.........

(5734

121

1107

$10 ......................

(5721

(5731

(22j%

$20 each or over.........
range oil burners ..........

water heaters, gas .........

139

139

(

4193

4016

(

5843

5395

508

1494

693

661

55

55

(

1812

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

CAA

Tariff
No.

-

schedule C

IMport
State No.

4143(cont.) (5735
(5736
5739

(5740
(5725

-

5%Tariff surcharge Imosed from June 5 102

rmprt
Trade Description
rater heaters, electric...
water heaters, n.c.pe......
furnaces domestic, gas ....

furnaces domstic, n.o.p...
prts for cooking and
heating apparatus ........

26.
Total

rom U

313
275
881
571

298
274
881

12861

12726

5726

ovens for bakeries

444
W4b

6333
9081

gas meters aM parts....
lamp shades noosp, and
shade holders.........

14J45

6325

445a

(6315

electric light fixtures and
appliances and parts ...... 8163
7201
lights, electric; head, side
677
559
ad tadl noOop.,..,....
430
flashlights, penlights ..... 91.6
incandescent lmps, large..
185 17514
fluoreecent lamps.......
W 13914
mercury lamps...........
1484
429
*...
vapour lmps, n.o.
1)48
157
sealed beam lamps .......
488
1488
christmas tree and colored

(6320
(6302
(6303
(6304
(6306
(6307
(6309

45b

(6312
(6325
445o ()
(U)
44Ie

445f

lamp(bulbs).......
miniature laps, n.op.....
,,..
photoflash bulbs* ......
photographic bulbs, n.oap..
electric light fixtures,

6163

telegraph apparatus, electric and parts.........
telephone apparatus, olec6164
trio and parts........
batteries for flashlights
(6139
and parts......e ......
(6141
batteries primary n.o.p.
and parts............
storage batteries, n.o.p.
(61142
and T.mte..........
(6!.141 dynamos or generators and
parts, n.o p..........
(6165
transformers and complete
parts...,,.,

145g

(6147

moter ..

(61!i4
(6155

...

.

.0.

complete parts of electric
........
*

electric motors valued less
than $30 ...............
electric motors valued more
than $30 .................

22j%(continued)

5n

43a

(oomercial) and parts...

NIU TrTToari f
before Surcharge

(
70%

509

3140

1353

1181

22j%

220

2W

22j%

717
435
457
316

See item

221%

22
293
370
296

445

5095

3863

11201

71409

299

165

1336

998

1924

13014

6439

5347

7309

5981

3980

3741

27o

2435

6493

3839

20%
221%
(22j%
(221%

(2
(22j%

TRADE EXPANSION

ACT OF 1962

CAMIA - Schedule C - 5% Tariff Surcharge Imped from June 25, 1962

Tariff

Import

No.

Stat. No.

4h

"5I

before Surcharge

S

526
654

371
545

221%

(7291

electric insulators
porcelain ard parts....*
electric insulators, n.o.p.

6157

electric sad irons and pjts

1310

650

22j%

(5510

electric apparatus and
complete parts, no*p
electronic computers and

(7055

4145k

4... ...

parts .......

(5598
(5599
(5730
(5735
(6145
(6151
(6156

(6158
(6159
(6160
(6161
(6171
(6178
(6179
(6180
6304
6306
6307
6170
6143
6149

445n

t/oATT Tariff

1961Lpt
Total Fr

Trade Description

(6171
(5510

87270 O

(220

See item 4lc

passenger elevators,
1562
1613
escalators and parts.
freight and sidewalk
757
772
elevators ...... O. ...
industrial furnaces and
1811
f 2075
* e
. .. ........
p
See item 443
water heaters, electric....
and
fuse
fuses
electric
1039
1352
plugs and parts ........
lightning arresters,chkib
coils, and other protec164
........
tive devioes..
263
Rheotats, controllers and
other starting devices
and parts, n.o.p......
121463 11697

(

(
(

self contained lighting

31
31
outfits and parts.
sockets, cutlets, and
2603
2619
receptacles and parts....
spark plugs, magnetos, and
1267
1436
apparatus.
other ignition
switches, switchboards, and
circuit breakers ....... 0 13961 11930
electric instruments and
See item 445n
apparatus of precision...
tape or wire recorders and
2746
5026
e ..
parts ...............
1M13
1779
electric meters, n.o.p.....
complee parts of electric
1099
314
meters... ...t....... e
See item 445b
mer ary lamps ...........
See item 445b
vapour lamps...........
6. 0
sealed beam lamps .
See its 445b
30917
32830
n.o.p..
electric apparatus,
2315
2678
electric heating appratus.
2032
2230
semi-conductors and parts,..
electrical instruments am!
apparatus of precision
(not made in Canada)....,
electronic computers and

6-2-pt. 4-

12

2077 4

(
(
(

(1

18808

See item U40

(
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TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

CAWADA
- Schedule t

5%Tariff Surcharge Imed from June 25. 1962

Tariff

Import

No.

Stat. No.

Trade Desoripti ,o

445o(2)

n,a

automatic record changers.

n.a.

ne.e

7

W45r

nsa.

apparatus for receiving and
transmitting photographs,
weather maps and charts..

nsai

nea.

Free

1261 Laporte

M/GATT Tariff

Total From U

before Surcharge

manufactures, articles or
wares, of iron or steel,
or of which iron or steel
or both are the component
materials of chief value,
n.o.p.

4a46a

(5054
(M198
(522h
(5422
(51423
(5689
(569o
(5709
(5713
(5722
(5630
(5730

446

6169

...

so.........

0.

castings in the rough for
railway stock .........
0
pipe fittnge end couplings,
steel, welding type, nop.
3830
welding wire fabric, for
reinforcing........ ....
386
builders, cabinet makers
and other hardware, nop..
5821
locks of iron or steel and
partes... e........
o....
1126
galvanised range boilers...
17
drums, cylinders, barrels..
and tanks, n.oep°....s
2144
lath of iron or steel ......
96
valves, iron or steel, nop. 13619
radiators cast iron ........
0
tools, nop ............ 10437
manufactures of iron or
steel, n.op.... ......... 6n7
industrial furnaces and
207%
parts..... ..........
...

electric stem turbo
generator sets 700 h.p.
and greater(not made in
Canada) .................

0

(22j%

1272

36
4886
962
7

(

2106

75

12214o
0

8228

54123
1811

10347

35

6711

6320

20%

46g

6172

electric or gas welding
apparatus.............. .

147

5449

water pumps, hand or pter,
domestic.... ...........

87

221%

5708

steel wool.............

,

66

15%

5425

skates, ice, and parts.....

19

20 or lo%

TRADE

CAwA

EXPANSION
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ACT OF 1962

- Schedule C - 5% Tariff Surcharge Imposed from June 25, 1962
C4000

Tariff
No.

Import
Stat. No.

(5737
(5738

462

T-o

safes; doors and door frames
1746
for safes.................
household and person weighing
574
scales and parts ..........
scales, balance, weighing
beams and parts (parts
not included in Tariff
3593
item) ....................

(9147

thermometers, including
clinical..............*
cyclometers, pedometers....
optical, philosophical and
mathematical instruments
n.o.p. and parts, .......
microscopes and parts*.,,:.

9266

signs other than paper.....

(9129
(9138
(9146

465

1951 imports
Trade Description

I

MFN/GATT Tariff
before Surcharge

1456

(20%

56o

2986

1365

1096

59ol

3515

1540

293

1039

971

266

(

185

20%

1816

TRADE

EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

CANADA
- Schedule C - 5%Tariff Surcharge Imposed from June 25, 1962

Tariff
No.

Import
Stat, No.

494
494a

4105
4101

(4091
(hogn
(4097
(bu8
506

(4118
44
(4156
(4152
(4157

1961 Daports
Total F om U.S.

Trade Description
Manufacturer of cork .......
Cork slabs, boards, planks,
Zw
-'ola, en|,ty.•......

Staves, n.o.p .....

o.. :

Handles of all kinds, ...... o
Lasts of wood...........
Bobbins, otco....... o....*

Window sash of wood...a
Wood boxes, crates, shooke..
Wood matches..o..,...,,.
Manufacturers of wood,
neoep. o.

ee....

254

f18

101
1,039)
78
78)
257)
281
21
20)
239
225)
207
207)
678
411)
131
32
820

6,551

20%
20%
20%
10%
20% or 17j%

N.A.

15%

4147

Curtain stretchers......

511a

9008

Cricket bats, balls,gloves..

516 ex.

9057

Blinds of wood, metal, etc.. See item 576

517

5218

Wire screens, doors &

518a

9002

Billiard balls, cues, etc...

522(l)

15

0

30%
30%or 20%

lo5

104

86

20

(3031
(3036

Cotton fabric not bleached.. 13,087
Cotton cheese cloth &
gauzoe................. 2,752

10,298

11%

2,733

1?j%

(3030
(3032
("

Handkerchief, bleached...oo
Canton flannels, not
colored.e...e...........
Tomling in the web.,,....
Voiles, scrims, not
colored.so.o.o .o..
Cotton fabrics, bleached,
n
ooo
O.o.......
Poplin bleached, not
colored.o.s.e........
Surgical dressing... .....

(3033
(3o3

((3035
((3037
(3566

(

(3026
522(3)

10%
Free

4,983

506s

522(2)

.*s N.A.

HWN/QATT
Triff
before Surcharge

(3029
(3027

(
(38

114

11)

3,207
75

750)

555

308)

671

353)

570

208)
724)

1,255

30%

27)

Colored cotton fabrics,
n.op. over 804 per lb.., 42,0386 32,220)
Cotton denimso.,.......
1,308 1,306)
Colored cotton fabrics,
634)
no.p. 504 to 80# per lbs. 2,12n
Colored cotton fabrics,
22)
a.o.p. under 504 lb.....
24s8

22j%

22j%

1817

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

CAA - Schedule C

Tariff

5%Tariff SurchaxrgeImposed-frZa June 25, 196
cNM

Import

Tarif f
Import
No. Stat. No,

MFNA/ATT Tariff
Total

Trade Description

rus.

before Surcharge

522(4)

3039

Cotton fabrics, count 100... 1,169

10

25%

522(5)

3043

Cotton fabrics, cut pile.... 5,395

1,936

25%

522(6) ex. 3035

Cotton fabrics bleached .....See item 522(2)

20%

522(7)

3030

Handkerchief, bleached....

See item522(2)

20%

522(8)

N.A.

523(b)

532a

532f

item 522(2)

3990

Cotton handkerchiefs.,...

1,072

88

(3284
(3286
(3287
(3288
(3289
(3292

Flannels................
Overcoatings......,.. .. ,

2,665
3,489

29)
40)
29)
716)
446)
12)

(3284
(3286
532b ex, (3287
(3288
(3289
(3292

5320

Woven cotton fabrics,
weighing not more than
71 lbs..per 100 sq.
yds., not bleached or
colored,............See

(3284
(3286
(3287
(3288
(3289
(3292
3293

Tweeds..**....... .....,..o 2,865

Worsteds & serges.. .....o20,410
Woven wool fabrics, n.o.p@...2,5W4
Wool fabrics plush...*..... 127
Flannels et al, weighing
not less than 12 ounces
to the square yard

Flannels et al, weighing
not more than 9 ounces
to the square yard

see item 532a

Free
270%
27j%

and per
lb. 380

27j%
and per
lb. 330

)
) See item 532a

27j%
and per

lb. 380
Billiardcloth, melton
cloth...................

3483

Coated or impregnated fabrics
..
of wool orha

3343

F1lt, pressed in the web....

182

20%

and per

lb. 250
271%
171%
and per

lb.

1*

1818

TRADE

EXPANSION ACT

OF

1962

CANADA.Schedule 0 - 5% Tariff Surcharge Izpoed fra

Tariff
. No.

Import
Stat. No.

534a

121 Imports
Trade Description

Blankets, except wholly
of cotton...... ......., no.e
Blankets, wool...............867

ne)

(3472
(3473
(3474
(3479

Cotton fabrics rubberized...
453
Cotton window shade cloth...
60
Cotton fabrics coated,n.o.p. 6,355
Fabrics, vegetable fibre

402)

coated....................
538i(l)

3481

5381(2)

3484

540(a)

3132

540(c)

3178

3139

3177

5,974)

542a

32

30%

5,69

35%

Woven flax or hemp fabrics
but not towelling, tablecloth or napkins of

992

Flax or hemp sheets, pillow
cases, tablecloths, napkins,
towels, handkerchiefs ..
1,I330

176

221%
plus 3$
per lb.

105

20%
and 3f
per lb.

Flax or hemp, towelling,
tablecloths, napkins of
crajh, with colored

20%

.......... , 255

and 321
15

per lb.

508

6

20%
and 31f
per lb.

133

34

20% or 12-1

444

249
24)

25%

Towels, tablecloths, napkins,

546
ex547

borderso....,.. 0,...,...
3137

(3179
(3478

(ex 3171
(
(ex 3550

25%

Fabrics, silk, coated or
impregnated .............
34
Fabrics, synthetic fibre,
coated or impregnated..... 6,472

or hemp, with colored
3138

371%

51)

wholly or in part of flax
542

20%
and per
lb. 150
not to exceed

463)

borders,
540(d)

97)

755

aushor huck ..............
540(b)

MFN/GATT Tariff

Total From U.S 6 before Surcharge-

(3342

(3084

538d

June 25, 1962

Woven fabrics, vegetable
fibre, n.o.p............
Woven or braided fabrics
of vegetable fibres
12 inches wide or
less--no silk...........
Articles of jute, n.o.p.
Fabrics of jute coated or
backed with paper.
Bags or sacks of hemp,

linen or jutes..,.....
Bags or sacks, used .........

£44

100
95)
no,a.
0.6.
See item 547a
S
ta.
See item 547a

15%
no a.

TRADE

1819

EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

CANADA- Schedule C- 5% Tariff Surcharge Imposed from June 25,

1962

C000
Import
Stat. No.

Trade Description

57a

3171

Bags or sacks of sisal ......

548a

3132

Fabrics of flax, woven
dress linens containing
not more than 15%
cotton.ee...........

Taiftf
No,

549d

549f
552a
552b

2195
2195
(3224
(3229
ex 3224

562a(l))x 3372
562a(2))

Manufacturers of hair,
n.o.p..... ...... o........
Nets of hair

191 Imports
Total From U.S.

18

56

25%

33

125

See item 549d

Silk fabrics n.o.p.........
3,424
Silk fabrics for neckwear... 2,360

1,3 43)

Woven fabrics of silk and
?a
vegetable fibres.
.. See item 552
Woven fabrics of synthetic
and glass fibres......... See item 562 b

Woven synthetic fabrics wholly
or in part of synthetic
fibres with cut pile of
glass fibres, not containing wool or hair.........24,496

565b

(3137
(3553
(3567
(3505

Braided fabrics ............ See item 542a )
Braid cords...............
415
337)
68)
Elctio webbing...........
120
278)
Braids of all kinds n.o.p...
366

566b

(3053
(3054
(3501

Embroideries, cotton n.o.p..
419
Lace bobbinet, netting,
cotton
200
Embroidertes, lace, etc, .. 3,787

5 9a(3) ' 3564

Hoods & shapes, n.o.p. ...... 153

570

Mats, door, or carriage

N.A.

lb. 31
30%
15%
22j

1,3

ex 372

N.Ae.

171%

and per

See item 540(c)

562b

6

MFN/GAT Tariff
before Surcharge

22j%
22 %

30%
and per
lb. 20t
or 27j%

18,398

25)
94)
2,263)
77

N,A

12%
or
22 %

30%
and per
do2. 500
301

1820

TRADE

EXPANSION ACT OF

1962

CAADA - Schedale C - 5% Tariff Surcharge Iposod from Jue 25. 1962

Tariff
. No.

Lmport

Stat. No.

Trade Description

0cooo
ToW" FirmUs.

573

3486

Enamelled carriage, shelf
and table oil-cloth,
& cork matting or

573a

3485

Linoleum: felt base floor
coverirgo..............e

576

9057

Windovehades on rollers

578

N.A.
9080

580

9075

Mattresses...................657

79

589

143

Charcoal from vood ..........

carpets............**.

48

27
2,1s49

25%

199

39

30%

Belts of all kinds, nao.pe.. N.A.
Regalia & badges ............
215

63)

539

521

o)

0
794

578)

9115

Pipe organs.......,...

108

28

597a(l)

9122

Musical instruments cooop... 5,160

3,667

597a(l)

9110

Accordions, concertinas,.,,,

29

(9114
(9117

597(2)

270%

4,305

Cabinet organs,.....o..

597(1)

befA7T Tariff

before Sur%-harve

816

25%
per ton
$4.00

22j%

597a(3) eZ9122

Piano & organ players
mcanial.....
..... See it u 597a(1)

20%

597d

Musical instruemntse........ See item 597a(l)

Free

598(1)

ex9122
9111

598(2)
605(2)
611b
612
6

Brass band instrunents
(not made in Canada)
561
208
Brass band instruments, n.op. See item 598(l)

ex2215

Genuine reptile leathers....

N.A.

N.A.

7*%

N.A.

Leather garments..........

N.A.

N.A.

271%

(2238

Leather harness & saddles...

669

479)

(2246

Bicycle saddles............195

21)

12a ex 2238

English type saddles ....

See item 612

20%
25%

TRADE

613

Import
Stat. No.

~

2241

2243
2244
(
615 ex

2238

Trade. Decr$_ptin

June 25, 1962

posed frt

Schedule C - 5%Tarit t8utebrze
CANADA-

Tariff
No.

1821

EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

o
Toal #

E

s

5.

MFN/ATT Tariff.
before sTriffe.

Marufacturers of leather

552)
Soles & heels of leather...
Shoe lifts & welting of
leatherse............o.
Ieather straps......,.....,e

Whips, thongs & lashes ....

22j%

94)
67)
221%

See item 612

Rubber manufactures noops

including e

(1704
(1708
1710
1720
(1722
(1723
(1724
(
(1726
(12

1728

(

6,673
1,747)
810)
727)
n6)
562)

20)
5,235)
188)
99)
350)

(
(

Tires, bicycle & motorcycle.
445
6,795
Tire casings noope
Inner tubes, rubber, noep,. 292
Tires, solid, automobile....
95
Tires, solid rubber, n.o.p..
455
Bicycle inner tubes,
rubber..l....,.........
244
Rubber tire casings (used)
482
and tires.......o..
Rubber tires for tractors,
1,600
eto.o..............

(1709
(1712
(1713

Rubber hose
Rubber mats & matting
Rubber packing

(1697
(1715
1716

1717

((1718
1719
(1721
(1731
11732

2,674
,544

352

20%

522)
2,461)

(

619

808)
142)

Automotive parts of rubber.. 2,566
Weather stripping of
........ ...
.1,019
rubber.
252
Foam, rubber sheathing ...
529
Rubber sheathing, n.o.p....

(1729
(1730

618b(2)

823
Rubber cement............
152
Rubber heels..........
67
Hot water bottles......,,...
7,.389
Manufacturers of rubber.
1,819
Gaskets & Washers.......
Druggists sundries,....s.,o 921
Tire repair material
so.o@ 1,039
of rubber.o....
.......
,.
Rubber nipples
117
Rubber flooring except
mm
tles..............9000
Rubber soles & soling
.
material*.... .........

252)
262)

1)

22j%

251)
1,567)
2,281)
1,485)
322)

20%

1822

TRADE EXPANSION

ACT OF 1962

CANADA
- Schedule C -. 5$ Tariff Surcharge Igpoaed, frm; funse.25, 1962

Tariff , Import
No.

OLY

Stat. No.
3923

cooo

1961 I3.ts

Trade Description

Tot 7'7

made fron waterproofed

coton.e..............090e

390

(9022
(9023
(9024
(9025

Paint brushes...............
155
Tooth brushes....... , .
113
Toilet brushs............. 529
Brushes coo~p...........1,1Ij53

655

(9259
(9260
(9254

Fountain pens............
Pens n.o.p. ,
.....
Ballpoint pens...........2,793

55a

(9257

655b

7285
7285

L ad pencils ........ .. ......
14
Pencils mechanical.......... 91
Crayons.......
.....
.
547

655c,

9260

670

(7195
(7196

(7203
(7202
6

Crayons of c

.

..........
olk

131
381

18)
68)
215)
M2)
32)

285)
2,696)

45)

70)
482)

221%

270

See item 655a

Pen nibs of stoel.......... See item 655

12j%

Orinding wheels... ......
2,011
Grinding stoness.........362

20%

1,762)

490)
hanufacturers of abrasives..
560
im~
)
Abrasive cloth. .........
See item

80a

2152

Marine sponges..............

680b

2073

Shells, fossils a.op .......

684

1690

Rubber tread ...........

901

M/GOATT Teriff
before Surchag

Ruboer ooflhng & clothlng

653

6

T.S

84

18

Free

20

13

5%

732

707

10%

(a) Sthetic resins without
admixture, including
scrap or waste:
1. Phenol - aldehyde
2. Amino - aldehyde
typoe... 4o0.0..#
3. Polyester type;.,.
4. Polyamide type......
5 . Polystyrene types..;;
type, except vinyl6, Vinyl
idene..........
7. ResirP derived frm
natural resin or tall

oil, n6o6p

0t.
.

71%
Free

5%

Free

70%
5%

Free

TRADE

EXPANSION

kOT OF

CANADA
- Schedule C - 5% Tariffj.otharjtq

Tarif
No$ f

Iport
Stat.
No.

613

(2241
2243
2244

(2245
615

ex

2238

(1704
(1708
(1710
(1720
(1722
(1723
(1724

(1725
(1726
1728
(1729
(1730

(1697
(1698
618b(2)

(1715
(1716
(1717

(1718
(1719

(1721

Marfacturers of leather
nao.po...............
Soles & heels of leather,...
Shoe lifts &welting of
leather ......
...
Leather strap,,....
o.....
Whips, thongs & lashes .....

material..................

(1732
619

(1709
(1712
(1713

See item 632

22j%

8O8)
1142)

8)

6,673)
1,747)

810)
727)

116)
20%
562)
522)
2,461)

Tires, bicycle & motorcycle. 445
Tire casings '.o.p.
6,795
Inner tubes, rubber, n.o.p.. 2,2
Tires, solid, automobile....
95
Tires, solid rubber, n.o.p..
455
Bicycle inner tubes,

20)
5,235)
188)

Rubber hose
Rubber mate & matting
,
Rubber packing

..

.

MFK/0AT'urchars
Tar,'t
b

22j%

547

etc .......

1962

94)

Automotive parts of rubber.. 2,566
Weather stripping of
rubber................... 1,019
Foam, rubber sheathing .....
252
Rubber shiathing, n.o.p. ...
529

Rubber tire casings (used)
and tires...............
Rubber tires for tractors,

a

67)

Rubber manufactures n.o.p.
including:
Rubber cement............... 823
Rubber heels.................152
Hot water bottles...'.......
67
Manufacturers of rubbero...
7,389
Gaskets & Washers..........1,819
Druggists sundries.........
921
Tire repair material
of rubber.*............., 1,039
Rubber nipples...........
117
Rubber flooring except
tiles...................
571
Rubber soles & soling

rubber..A... .........

-(1731

tmWsed frui ,e

14 sar.S.
TOWtLI.

Trade Description

1823

1962

990
252)
262)

95)
35W~
22 %
1)

482

251)

1,600

1,567)

2,674

2 ,281)
1,485)
322)

1,544
32

20%

1824

TRADE

EXPANSION

ACT OF

CANADA
- Schedule C - 5%Tariff SurchA.
.. ..

Tariff
r.

Tade Descrintio

To

3923

Rubber clothing & clothing
oofed
made fron vatwe
cot4.on..................

653

(9022
(9023
9024

Paintbrse......
Tooth brushes. .......
:.
.
.......
Toilet brushes .

55a

14

w t

.S.

390

25

155
11o

18
68)
215)

529
............1,153

82h)

(9259
(9260
(9254

Fountain pens..............131
381
Pe, .. p..............
Ballpoint pens...........2,793

32)
285)
2,696)

(9257
9258
7285

184
Lead pencls ...........
91
Pencils 3echaical..........
Cryons....................567

70)
482

M25;

6

25, 1962

00

619a

655

Imposed frK J

.-

Imp~vt
State No.

1962

Brushes, n.oop.

MYN/GATT Tariff
before Surcharge

271%
25%

22j%
,

45)
271%

655b

7285

Crayons of chalk ...........

655c

9260

Pen nibs of steel.........See item 655

670

(7195
(7196
(7203
(7202

680a

2152

Karie sponges..............

84

18

Free

680b

2073

Shells, fossils n.o.p......

20

13

5%

686

1690

Rubber thread..............

732

707

10%

901

See item 655a
12j%

1,762)
Grinding wheels...........2,011
Grinding Stones4...........362
346)20
560
490)
Manufacturers of abrasives..
Abrasive cloth........... See item 192b )

(a)Synthetic resins without
admixture, including
scrap Cr waste:
1. Phenol - aldehyde
tye

2. Aminq - aldehyde
type .*..., .
3. Polyester type......
4. Polyamide types......
5# Pol atyrenetpe..,
6. Vinyl type, except vinylidee. ............
7. Resinm derived from.
natral resin or tall
Oil, n.O.p....0...

71ee~

Free

5%

Free
71%

5%
Free

1825

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

CANADA
- Soe . C -;5% Tariff SurchNe hmosed -rcWpo. 25. 196

Takff LV rt
No.
Stat, No,
901

Trde Description

T

1o Lng-e

MOA3TT Tariff
. .before Suro L&M

(a)Cont.
8. Polyethy'lene type....
9, Other type.......

901(a)
1 to 9
901

8750

Synthetio resins without

7j%
Free

2
*d~~tw.......23s5421#124i

(b) Synthetio resins in the
form of

geous-.

emulsions, oquoous
dispersions or aqueous
solutions, without
admixture:
1. Phenol - Aldeb;Fde

types

os

2. Amino - aldehyde

71%

o*

typeoooo
3. Polyester
4o Polyamide type ....
5. Polystyrene type .....
6. Vinyl type, except
viny1idene.......6
7. Resins derived from
natural resin or
tall ol, n.o.p..
8. Other type...... .

I

Free
5%
5..
Free
70
5%
Free
Free

1826

TRADE EXPANSION

MAUA- Schedule C

ACT OF 1962

Tariff Surcharge Imposed from June 25, 1962

CIOQO

Tariff
Not
901(b)
1 to 8

Import
stat. No.
8770

)%43A'I Tariff
Total From U.S. -- before, Sur_b

121I~t

Trade Description
Synthetic resins in solution or solvents

6,989

6,659

"in
(c)Synthetic resins
organic solvents vibie
the solvent is not
more than 60% by weight,
without admixture s
le Phenol - alde1~de'
tpe ............
2. Amino - aldebwe

901

12%

type ...........

2

2
2......

3. Polyester type.
4. Resins derived from
natural resin or
tall oil, n.o.p.,.
5. Other type..........
901(c)
1 to 5

8770

Synthetic resins in solutions
or solvents ..... ...... ,See

1%

item 901(b)

(d)Synthetic resins, in powdw
or granular form, containing an ingredient
to prevent caking in
shipment, not in
excess of 3% by weight,
but without further
admixture I

901

1. Amino - aldhyde

8750

type....
..
2. Other type6#,,,o,,,
Synthetic resins without
*@s.e
admIxture... .........

902

8800

,

Free
10%
See item 901(a)

Synthetic resins, cqmpounded 7,202
with other materials in
a&W
form, including scrap
or waste, for moulding
casting, extruding,
calendering, pressing,
(moulding compositions
or materials for processing into moulding
compositions)l synthetic
resins compounded with

6s783

TRADE EXPANSION

Schedule C

-Tiff Srchaft. ISposed from June 25, .1962.

-MD

Tariff impt
Not Stat e No.
902Conte

1827

ACT OF 1962

Trade Descriptioe-

CMO0
191 ImIortt
Total From U.S.

other materials in the
form of not fully cured
preforms or not fully
cured blanks for
Compression mouldings:
(a)Phenol - aldehyde
type,..............,

0AATT Tariff
before SurcharEn

15%

(b)Polyester type.....

5%

(c)Polystyrene type*.....
(d)Vinyl type, except
vinylidene..es ....
a
(e)Polyethylene type ....
(f)Other type

10%

10%
10%
Free

903

8431

Synthetic resin glues..

1,062

1,032

17%

90%

8850

Synthetic resin compositions,
n.o.p...............
2,967

2,943

15%

904a

8850

Ccmpounds n.o.p. consisting
in clief part of synthetic
resins, for use in the

manufacture of ohewing
gum. ............
*
, ... ,...
905

See item 904

5%

Synthetic resin plates,
sheets, film, sheeting or
strips, not less than 6
inches in width, n.o.p.j
synthetic resin lay-flat
tubing, not less than 6
inches in circumference,
n

o0 po3|--

(a) Phenol - aldehyde
type, not further
manufactured than
cast ..... 6....o
0
(b) Acrtic typo, not further
manufacture, d thin'
moulded or cast,,,,*
(C)Polyethylane type:
1. Plain, uncoated,
undecorated .....
2. Othero........ .
(d) Vinyl type, except
vinylidenes
1. Plain, uncoated,
undecorat

.,...,.,

Free
Free
121%
15%
15t

1828

TRADE EXPANSION

ACT OF

1962

CANADA
- Schedule C, 5%Triff Surcharge Loed from June 25, 1962

lart
Tar$ff
lo Io Stat. No.
905 Cont*

Trade Description

141 Import
Total Fro U.S.

o
2s Other... .......
(e) Vinyl type, vinylidenes
1. Plain, uncoated,
undecoratedo.e
2. Other
(f) Other type,
1. Plain, uncoated,
undecoratedep..,
2. Other ee......

20%
Free
Free
Free
10%

905(a)
8870
thru (f)

Synthetic resins or protein
plastics in bars, rods1
sheets, plates, strip,
film, tubing or other
primary shapes n.o.p.
whether coated or
decorated or not ......... 0@8,l55

905(s)2

Sytt~htic casings'for meats.. See-itm 7f1

8423

13,212

Syuthet.c resin plates, sheets,
film, sheeting or stripe,
less than 6 inches in width,
lay-flat tubing less thal
6 inches in circtAference,
other tubing, blocks, barsp
rods, non-textile monofilamentj synthetic resin
profile shapes produced in
uniform croes-section and
imported in lengths not
further manufactured than
moulded, cast, calendered,
extruded or pressed, n.o.p.t
(a) Phenol - aldehyde
type cast...........
(b) Acrylic type .......
(0) Vinyl type, except
rinyldene
.15%
(d) Vinyl type, viny3idem
(e) Other type.........se

906

906 :

8870

907

8830

/O'NAATT
Tariff
before Surcharge

Free
Free
Free
15%

See Item 905
Foamed and expanded synthetic 1,530
resins, in logs, sheets"
:
blocks, boards, flak#es:
granules or poad ..

1,oh2

20%

TRADE

EXPANSION

ACT

1829

OF 1062

- Schedule C.- 5%Tariff Surcharae Imposed from June 25. 1962
CANADA

Tariff

No.

Import

Stat. No.

909

87270 O--62--pt. 4-

Trade Desription
(a) Esters or ethers, or
combinations thereof,
of cellulose (but not
including water soluble
cellulose esters or
ethers), without
admixture:-1. Cellulose nitrate
containing not more
than 12.2 percent
by weight of
nitrogen....... .
2. Cellulose acetate*,
3. Cellulose acetate
butyrate. .. *
4, Cellulose propionate
5. Ethyl cellulose...,
6. Methyl cellulose,
water insoluble ...
7. Other,..*.s..•,,
(b) Cellulose nitrate containing not more than 12.2
percent by weight of
nitrogen, when wet
with not more than
35 percent by weight
of alcohol......
(c) Esters or ethers, or
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
e than 12.2 percent
by weight of
nitrogen, except as
provided for under

13

191 Impofrts
Total FromUS.

K(11/OATT Tariff
before Surcharge

Free
Free
Free
Free
Free
free
Free

Free

(b) aboves.........

10%

2. Cellulose acetate..
3. Cellulose acetate
" •e
butyTate ....
4. Celluloso propionate

10%
10%
10%

1830

TRADE

- Sohehale C_CANADA

Tariff
'No.

itport
Stat. No,

EXPANSION ACT OF

1962

Tariff Surcharge Imposed from June 25, 1962

Trade Description

141 Iport
Total From U3S.

(a) cont.
5. Eth1 cellulose.....
6. etkWl celluloes....
7. Other,..........,,

909

909(a)
(b)&(O)

850

910

8530

Tariff
IMFN/OATr
before Surcharge
10%
10%
10%

Esters or ethers, or combinations
thereof, of cellulose,
without admixturese, .... 2,514

2,5l

Esters or ethers, or combinations
thereof, of cellulose couqtuded
with other materials, in aW
form, including scrap or
waste, for moulding,
casting, extruding,
calendering, pressing,
(moulding compositions
or material- for processing,
into moulding compositions) 1,360

1,326

Free

911

Compositions of easters or
ethers of cellulose
(except water soluble
esters or etherr of
cellulose) with other
materials, r.o.p.......

N.A.

NA,

10%

912

Cellulose plastics plates,
sheets, film, sheeting or
strips, not less than
6 inches in width, n.o.p.;
cellulose plastics layflat tubing, n6t less
than 6 inches in
circumference, noop,,,,,,

Sea item 913

Free

913

8600

Cellulose plastics plates,
sheets, film, sheeting or
strips, less than 6 inches
in width, lay-flat tubing
less than 6 inches in
circumference, other
tubing, blocks, bars,
rods, non-textile wonofilamentj cellulose
plastics profile shapes

1831

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

CARADA
- Schedule C -

Tariff
No.

Import
State Not

913 count.

914

8550

916

8650

8930

918(a)

Trade Description

1461 mports
Total From U.S.

produced In uniform crosssection and imported tu
lengths: not further manufactured than moulded,
cast, calendered, extruded
or pressed, noo.p,.a) Cellulose nitrate,.....
Cb) Other ........
......
,
8600

917

Tariff Surohaige Imposed from June 25, 1962

8630
8900

Free

15%

Cellulose plastic plates,
sheets, strip, film,
blocks, bars, rods tubes
or other primary shpes ....2,275
Foamed and expanded cellulose
plastics in sheets, blocks,
312
boards, granules or powder
Laminated moulded plastic
products having cellulose
plastics as the chief
30
bonding agent......... .
Laminated moulded plastic
products having synthetic
resins as the chief
1,247
bonding agents ...........
398
Reinforced 'or supported
3,487
synthetic resin or
cellulose plastics plates,
sheets, sheeting, stripe,
tubing, blocks, bars, rods,
in which is incorporated
a layer of paper, fibreboard, or textile fabric
or a core fibres whether
matted or otherwise
arranged, n.o.poi-(a) lbterlined sheet stock,
composed of sheets of
cellulose plastics
cemented to cotton
fabric.......,
(b) Other.....,...... .....a..
Regenerated cellulose, in
sheets or strip e..o.*.e

MFNATr Tariff
before Surcharte

n.a.

2,610

312

20%

276

15%

1,105
353
3,331

It&.

1832

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF

1062

CANA - Schedule C - 5% Tariff Surmharge Imposed Er!

.uoe 22, 1962

.0t000

Tariff Import
NQ. Stat. No.
919

8870

2
8027
925

711

8770

Trade Description

1
Total

From U.S.

Protein plastic sheets, stripe,
tubing, blocks, bars, rods;
other protein plastics
profile shapes produced
in uniform oross-seotion and
imported in lengths; not
further manufactured than
moulded, extruded or
pressed.................See item 905
Phenol for use only in the
manufacture of synthetic
resin glues
Carbolic acld or Phenol .....

M/AT Tariff
before Surcharge

Free

Free
585

585

Phenol - aldeWde resins
without admixture or in
the form of aqueous
emulsions, aqueous
dispersions or aqueous
solutions, without
admixture, for use in
the manufactme of
plywood................. See item 901
All goods not enumerated elsewhere. (Notes Some connodities
in this classification are
subject to lower duties, vie:
15% on roofing granules, tale
or soapstone, manufactures of
pumice, dead brned dolomite,
lime, synthetic wax, ivory
carvings, canned dog food and
canned cat foods 10% on hydrolized animal matter for use as
retarder for calcined gypsum,
prune juice; cobalt metal;
pots, wholly or in chief
part of peat, for
protecting plants while
growing or transplanting:
74%duty on tungsten carbide,
Inserts for rock drills,' copper
beryllium alloys; 5%duty on
peanut oil cake and meal'
idbronised talc, doladte and
mica, mocoglyceride mulsifiers,

Free

1833

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1062

- Schedule C -_5% Tariff Surcharge Imposed from June 25, 1962
CANADA

C30oo
Tariff
No.

Import
Stat. No.

and wollastonite: and iper gallon duty on higher
fatty alcohols, unsulphatod
for use in the manufacture
of synthetic detergents.)
imports under tariff item 711
were as follows:

711 cont.

711

Trade Description

1961 Imports
Total From U.S.

70
77
182

169
180
226

380
381
1597
1846
2075
2281

2283
2288
2293

2336
2344

6251

7163
7070
7183
7187
7223

7268
7292
7311

612
..
Pectine..e... . ... e..
617
Fruit Juice n.oop .........
58
Brand mill feed...........
96
Split peas.,°....°........
Alfalfa or grass meal,
51
dehydrated...,.. .... .....
80
All other breadstuffs n.o.p.
179
Potatoes, frozen ...........
753
Potatoe chips .............
Oil cake and oil cake
..........
.
meal nNo.p.
324
Sizing preparations n.o.p...
Oyster shells ..............
2L6
Milk an4 cream fresh .... .
96
Casein...................
Oleic acid or red oil ..... .
103
Other animal oil n.o.p....,
Gut & manufactures n.o.p...
35r
Animal products n.o.p.....
873
Non-ferrous metals and
10,170
products n.o.p. ........
All other oils n.o.p...... 1,l1l
2,066
Benzol..................
,. 2,681
Paraffin wqx.........
1,969
Naphtha...............
536
Lime..00o.. ..... 0..000..
899
Talc or soapstone...........
22
I'agnesia pipe covering.....
97
Asphalt Pile for flooring...

447

493
58
72

49
64,
179
753
20
324

449

26
27
98
65
8
570
8,810
1,407
1,335
2,649

1,965
532
830
22
97

Chemicals of a kind produced in Canada

8010

6015

8022
8024

729
Acetylsalicylic acid.......
137
Lactic acid..............
169
Nicotinic acid............
89
Cresylic acid.............
Other acids n.o.p . ,..... 2,7b2
514
Ascorbic acid.... ... ..

112

5

47
81
1,699

377

MFN/GATT Tariff
before Surcharge
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- Schedule C - 5% Tariff Surchaue Imposed from Juc

OOO

Tariff

No.

711 cont.

Import

State No.
8082

Trade Descripticn

1941 Imxrts
T017,1777arTUS,
..........

8083
8084
8085
8086
8264
8265
8291

Non-alcoholic extract of
cascara...o.............35
Penicillin and products ..... 1,406
387
Streptomycin and products...
Sulpha drugs............
733
5,983
Antibiotics n~o.p. ....
,,..
717
Ammonia ccnpounds noosp. se
516
Ammonia, anhydrous, 0o.......
40
Bismuth salt,...........

8303
8319
8332
8337

Chlorine, liquid or gas...
Calcium compounds n.o.p.
Potash compoounds n.o.p.
Cleaning compounds, sodium

8338
8339
8340

Sodium bengoate.............
Sodium bromide ............
Sodium citrate ..........
01

8355
8359
8368

Sodium glutamate.........
Sodium phosphate n~o.p.
Sodium phosphate, tri-

8343

Salts glauber ..............

sodium*..o.....o..e

3,583

3,581
3

35
2
29
1,005
1,065

9271
9273

Mineral, medicinal and
aerated waters.......
Wax and manufactures of
noo.p..o.............
Prefabricated buildings,
panels and structure.....

1,047
U9

36
40

36
7

Ethylene glycol for the manufacture of explosives and
nsoop o eee e eeee
31
Glycerine .o.p..........
113
Vanillin... ..........
.. ,,,
21
Casings, synthetic, for meat
588
1,914
Fatty alcohols ............

9103

7
1
8
364~

131
904

8400

8414

7

1,71L.
969
974&

Sodium flouride...., .. ;.,,
Mercury salts............
Ethyl chloride.,..'e...,..,
Carbon tetrachlorides.....

8423
835

613
516

1,714
1,187
1,201

8369
8377
8388
8396

8404

35
1,147
276
302
5,231

4,30

862
7,103

16
1

31

113
1

576
1,717

42
579
3,720

25.- 1962

FA)/GATT Tariff
before Surcharee
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Mr. BAHIR. I would like to suggest, Senator for the record, a copy
of the President's program for the lumber industry, to which I want
to make reference.
Senator DOUGLAS. That will be done. We will insert this at this
point.
(The document referred to follows:)
THE WHITE House,
OrFCE OF THE WHITE HousE PRESS SECRETARY,

Ju1y 26, 1962.
The President today announced a program designed to ,"sist the lumber industry 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 employment, improve efficiency, and raise earnings.
The new steps outlined by the President called for(1) The initiation 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 additional funds for
forest development roads and trails program to assure the prompt harvest
of national forest timber.
(3) 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
i10 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 connection with the various aspects of the AID
program.
(6) Increased attention to loan applications filed with the Small Business
Administrator and the Area Redevelopment Administration by lumber mills
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 continuing review of the problems of the industry by an interagency committee in
order that developments and problems might be anticipated and recommendations made to meet and overcome any difficulties or handicaps the industry
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
allowable cuts to assure a continuation of timber sales at or beyond the record
levels achieved in the most rent
quarter of 1962.
The President was informed that west coast lumber interests had already filed
a request with the Tariff Comm!sston for an escape clause investigation on softwood 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. BATIR. The principal reason for our appearance here today is

to urge that this committee include in the trade bill provisions that will

effectively protect American industry and labor, and permit the carrying out of the President's program.
It is our suggestion thRt 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
to all concerned.
We further urge that the legislation clearly indicate that our Government, where necessary, will affirmatively protect American industry and labor against any upsurge of foreign imports flooding 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 necesary to cope with a serious import problem with as
little delay as possible.
The escape clause has proven itself inadequate for many segments
of American industry and labor which have sought relief under its
provisions. However, it is more l)ractical than the l)rovlsions 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 criteria for determining iml)ort injury to
domestic industries under its provisions. We also urge that escape
clause recommendat ions of the Tariff Commission be binding upon t ie
President.
In the various efforts to resolve our industry's current import problems, we are told that the President lacks authority to directly impose
an immediate quota for the l)rotect ion of American industry and labor
against an onslaught of imports, even though the circumstances warrant such action.
Before the President can invoke a quota, he apparently must follow
the time-consuming procedures provided in the present Trade Agreements Extension Act, and urgently needed relief from import competition must, be withheld with the result that the injured industry's
economic position becomes more and more desperate.
We, therefore, would like to propose that when circumstances warrant the President be given authority and power to inimediately impose a special emergency import quota. Such quota would remain in
effect until such time as final action could be taken leading to a permanent solution of a serious import problem.
Senator Doutl.%s. That will be done. That will be printed at the
conclusion of your statement.
Mr. B.lir.'Congress in the trade agreements legislation which it
approved in 1958, wisely included language providing that in "escape clause" recommendations the Tariff Commission, in the case of
a specific duty, may convert such specific duty as it existed on July 1,
1934, to its ad valol-em equivalent, on the basis of 1934 value as found
bv the Commiion, and the Commission can then recommend that such
ai valorem rate be increased by up to 50 )ercent.
We regret that this pIovisioni for such specific rate increases in the
ad valoemn equivalent has not been included in the President's trade
bill. We strongly recommend that Congre.s reaffirm its support of
this l)rinciple by including this provision of existing law in the legislation which is'currently pending before yod.
In an effort to assist the committee when it considers the bill in
executive session, we have l)rel)ared specific language for the various
changes which we .u-e suggesting he made in thebill. These we would
like to otter for the record.
Thank you for your courteous attention and for any consideration
you may give to our suggested amendments. We a)l)reciate the opp)ortunity to present them before your committee.
Senator ])tu,.\s. 'hank you, Mr. liahir, very much.
(The information referred to and the complete text of Mr. Bahr's
statement follow:)
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Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is Henry Bahr. I am
flce president and general manager of the Natianal Lumber Manufacturers Association, with headquarters In Washington, D.C.
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 manufacturing 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.
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 progressively from a level of more than
3 billion board feet in 1920 to less than three-quarters of a billion feet last year.
At the same time imports--which droplwl from a billion and a half level in
the 1920's to less than a billion feet in 193--increased to more than 4 billion
feet in 1961. Thus, In a brief ,pan of 30-odd years, our Nation has been converted
from a net exporter to a net Importer of lumber and wood products.
Imports of Canadian softwood lumber Into our country within recent years
have increased at an alarming rate, creating or threatening serious economic
dislocations for practically every forest-based community in the United States.
Available data indicate a continuing expansiloa of softwood production in
Canada, which if realized could mean disaster to many of our lumber communities.
Total U.S. lumber production In 1901 was 31.7 billion board feet, or 4.2 billion
board feet below a 13-year average for the period 1949-I1. 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 tis same period, 1949-61. At the
same time, our softwood lumber lmports from Canada were up from 1.4 billion
board feet in 1949, to 4 billion board feet in 1961. Total softwood imports from
Canada for tile first 6 months of 151;2 were reported at 2.2 billion board feet.
or 300-million board feet above Canadian shipments for the first 6 months of
1961, an increase of 16 percent.
Canada is the major source of U.S. lumber Imports, supplying on the average
about 93 percent of all softwood imports. Ill 1901 alone, there -.-as an increase
of 367-million board feet In softwood lumber Imported from Canada. In the
13-year period 1949-61. Canada Increased her lumber shipments to the United
States by approximately 170 percent. In 1919, Canada supplied 5.2 percent
of the U.S. consumption of softwood lumber. Last year she supplied approximately 14 per ont of U.S. consumption, and Is continuting at the same rate in
1962.
Although our industry Is today faced with a serious Import crisis that is
undermining the economic security of every forest-based community in our
Nation. creating unemployment and economic instability for their citizens, we
do not appear before this committee seeking 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. Department of Labor, covering the month of July 1962 the Bureau classified 495 cities
as "areas of substantial and persistent unemployment." In 109 of these, unemployment in the lumber industry was listed as a major factor.
The shipment last year of over 4 billion board feet of lumber from Canada
Into our markets hag been the most serious asrect of this problem. Huge
Canadian forest reserves, some of which heretofore have been largely inactcssible but which now are opening up, raise increased fears as to the future.
Our problems, however, cannot be limited to Cawidian lumber alone.
Hardwood plywood imports from Japan and othkr countrcs., where wages
are 30 cents an hour and less, have taken far more thau 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.
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Additionally, tropical hardwood products are directly competitive with U.S.
hardwoods such as oak, walnut, gum, and maple. Tropical hardwoods have al.
ready replaced American hardwoods in overseas markets to which we formerly
exported our own hardwood products. Many low-wage tropical nations 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 before this committee. Proposed lower duties
on tropical hardwoods will hurt our industry further. Our tariff on tropical hard.
woods, generally only $1.50 per thousand board feet, Is so small as to be incon.
sequentit,1. %Vesee 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
obvious manipulation by the Canadian Government of its currency, in our efforts
to resolve this problem we have continually had in mind the cordial 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 impossible to isolate a single item which gives the Canadian lumbermen a preferred position over the American lumber producer In the United States
and other world markets, one of the more significant Is the governmental cooperation which provides realistic appraisal prices of Crown timber and a practical buyer-seller relationship which materially assists the Canadian forest Industry in export markets. Raw material costs are kept in line with prevailing
economic con(litions-as a matter of Government policy. This is not the case In
the United States where timber sales from the national forests are conducted
without sufficient recognition of current market conditions.
In addition, the Government of British Columbia, which owns practically 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 mission program.
The mills of British Columbia which t)day are sending ever-increasing shipments of lumber and wood products into our country have a regional advantage
over the United States in the amount paid for salariess 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 their lumber.
On the other hand, in our country we find our Federal Government imposing
higher taxes, repressive regulations, and other restrictions across the board on
American buslnes.
These restrictions hamrxpr the economic growth and opportunity of every American businessman regardless of where his plant is situated,
and regardless of where his markets may he located.
As part of its program to alleviate the serious economic problems created
by excessive imports of Canadian lumber, t;,e American lumber industry has
proposed that representatives from our industry and their Canadian counterparts meet together under Government supervision and negotiate an arrangement with which both countries would be able to live. American lumbermen
have further proposed that existing U.S. tariffs on softwood lumber-which
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. consmlmption of softwood lumber be permitted 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 Canida 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 26c:-dorRed our position. also proposing that the United States seek to negotiate
with Canada on a limitation of Canadian softwood lumber Imports.
In attempting to treat with tke 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 unilateral actions restricting trade, has clearly demonstrated that she is not con. cerned with employment and economic opportunity in other nations of the
world. She has, 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 is to urge that this committee include in the trade bill provisions that will effectively protect the
American lumber industry and labor, and permit the carrying out of the President's program. 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 benefits to all
concerned.
We further urge that the legislation clearly indicate that our Government,
where necessary, will affirmatively 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 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 criteria 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.
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 to 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 immediate quota for the protection of American industry and labor against
an onslaught of imports, even though the circumstances warrant such action
and he Is in accord with such action.

Although the President has recognized the serious import problems currently

facing our industry-as Illustrated by his announcement of July 26--under existing laws pertaining to tariffs and trade, he evidently lacks discretionary authorIty to directly Impose an emergency quota.
For example, before the President can Invoke a quota under escape clause proceedings, there must be prior action by the Tariff Commission. Under section 22
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act. there mst be Wyeliminary action by both
the Secretary of Agriculture and the Tariff Commission. Only too often such
preliminary action by a Government agency Involvesq a long study and investlgation. Pending such study and Investigation. urgently needed relief to alleviate the problems created by Import competition are withheld, and as a consequence the injured industry's economic position becomes more and more desnerate.
The current experiences of our industry In this area have In- cited the imperstive need for the President to possess such authority. We. therefore, would
like to propose that when circumstances warrant the President be alven auithority and pow,,r to immediately Impose-without the present requirement for
prior action by another Government body-a special emergency imnort r,,otn.
Such quota would remain in effect until such time as final action can be t'oken.
such as the result of an investigation or sutdy leading to a permanent solution
of a serious Import problem.
Congress. in the trade agreements legislation which it unproved in 1Il. wisely
Included language providing that in escape clause recommendations the Tariff
Commission. In the ease of a sneeific duty. may convert su.h siweific dntv as It
existed on July 1. 1934. to its ad valorem equivalent, on the b'sis rf 1034 value
as found by the Commission. and the Commission can then recommend thnt such
ad valorem rate be increased by up to .50 percent. We rer-et thnt this provision
for such specific rate Increases In the ad valorem eolivalent has not been
included In the President's trade bill. We strongly recommend that Congress
reaffirm its sunport of this prininle by including this provision of existing law
In the legisla tion which is currently pending before you.
We strongly urge that you annrove a foreign trde bill whobh 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 concessions with other nations are based upon true
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 consideration you may
give to our suggested amendments. We appreciate the opportunity to present
them before your committee.
ATrAOH MZNT
AMERICAN LuiaiRn

INDUSTRY RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PROPOSED LANGUAGE CHANCE
TO 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, a decline In sales, a higher or growing Inventory, or a decline in the
proportion of the domestic market supplied by domestic 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 351 (a) (2) (p. 67) : Delete.
Section 351(a) (3) (p. 68) :Delete.
Section 351(c) (1) (A) (p. 69,): Strike all after the words "Secretary 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:
"SAc. 352. SPECIAL EMERGENCY PRESIDENTIAL QUOTA AuTrOITY.- (a) When
an article is being 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 extent and for such time as he may deem necessary to prevent continued
serious import injury 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, 1934, delete the period and
add "; except that a specific rate of duty existing on July 1, 1934, may be converted to its ad valorem equivalent based on the value of imports of the article
concerned, (luring the calendar year 1934 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 I)OUOLAS. Mr. Arnot, would you prefer to testify now?
Mr. AnNOT. If I may.
Senator DOUOLAS. Very well.
STATEMENT OF H. J.ARNOT, VICE PRESIDENT OF MANUFACTIURING, THE READING TUBE CO., READING, PA.
Mr. ARNOT. 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
-ected our company.
Senator DOuOLAS. We are very glad to have you.
Mr. ARNOT. 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 disinpuished
committee. I 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 equally 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 is part of an essential American industry. We don't
make toys or gegaws or beaded bags. We 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, missiles, naval vessels, and many other things.
We are proud of the advances that have been made in these product lines-the result of characteristic American ingenuity and enterprise. Our research and engineering is not matched by our competitors abroad,tbut our foreign competitors profit from what we develop.
And as yoU have been told previously, wage rates at, every level in the
foreign mills are far below those in the United States, enabling our
foreign competitors to o-atbid 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
our volume of production and sales has held up during 1960, 1961,
and 1962.
From 1950 to 1961, our sales practically doubled. However, since
19,)9 to the present time, our profits have dropped 90 percent.
To survive this price squeeze, Reading Tube has been compelled to
ri(luce its annual operating costs (exclusive of re:luced capital expenditures) 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 I)OUOLAs. That will be printed at the conclusion of your
r-eni arks.
Mr. ARNOT. Where else does a com pany 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 prog rams, and professional societies.
And where do you think we have cut our personnel? We have
been 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 possible by normal productivity increase. But I cannot overempJ size 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. Because 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
these shores as finished products, which they sell in competition
with us.
This is reminiscent of the pre-World War II days when American
scrap flowed overseas in a vast stream of freighters, later to return
to us in the form of battleships and bullets. This scrap is now shooting holes in American industry and destroying American jobs.
I mentioned with )ride oui contributions to the building of American military materiel. You gentlemen know that we have to certify
when we sell to the Government that our products Pre produced in
accordance with the minimum wage requirements of tile WalshHealey Act. No such requirement is placed upon the foreign supplier of copper or steel for Government use. The contract may go
to a foreign bidder if his bid is a certain percentage below the lowest competitive price offered by an American supplier.
Redding Tube's substantial wartime contributions do not of themselves 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
16.1 percent in an ettort to pare losses to the absolute minimum; 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 legislation supported by the a ministration would destroy.
Therefore, we urge that the peril-point and escape-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 decisions in these matters, fateful as they may be for American industry, be inade by the independent Tariff Commission, subject only to
the power of the President to reverse thht decision on the grounds 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 only
of theoretical value. They offer dubious assistance to our skilled, wellpaid 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 sustenance as one would derive from the promise of an inspiring epitaph
on one's tombstone.
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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
bar ainilug unit who are in complete agreement with the statements as
adeo"today.
Senator DOUGLAS. 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, PA.,
Reading, Pa., July 27,1962.
31r. H. J. ARNOT,
Vice President of Manufacturing,
Reading Tube Co., Reading, Pa.
DEAR JIM : 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 $265,000 in payroll in our community has some very significant impact
on our economy. It represents approximately 53 lost jobs upon which approximately 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.
Our clothing and shoe stores will lose $18,000 In sales.
Our restaurants and other food and drinking establishments will suffer a loss
of $23,000.
It means 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,
your organization has curtailed your purchases from our area industrial suppliers 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 a 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 participation in, and contributions to, many of our community's activities such as
our charitable organizations, including the United Fund, our hospitals, our civic
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
iiot support the stand taken by the U.S. Chamber in connection with lower tariffs.
Sincerely,
T. W. CAMmus, Erecutive Director.
SUPPLEMENT No. 2
LOCAL No. 3885,
UNrrITD STELWORKERS OF AMERICA, AFL-CIO,
Reading, Pu., July31, 1962.

Mr. H. J. ANxOT,
Vice Presidentof Manufacturing,Reading Tube Co.,
Reading, Pa.
DEAR MR. ARNor: We have beard that you will appear before the Finance
Committee of the U.S. Senate during the month of August with reference to bill,
H.R. 11970.
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If the opportunity arises for you to express the feelings of the workers at
Reading Tube toward this bill, Local 38W5 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 ziake 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 SOJA,

Recording Secrctary, Locoal 3885.

Senator DOUOLAS. 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 CITAR3AN. The committee will come to order.
We are very glad this afternoon to have the distinguished Senator
from Connectict, 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 Busn. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the courtesy of the committee to have my administrative assistant, Mr. David S. Clarke, sit
here, in case I need to refer to him?

The CHAIRMAN. Surely.

Senator Busji. May I proceed?
The C1r. I
.N. 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 periodthe 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 Maryiand, who are also members of your
great committee, I inquired deeply into this subject in public hearings
held in December 1961.
We considered, as you have been considering, the issues of trade
policy inherent in the European Economic Community and our balance of payments deficit. I 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 industries 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 unbalanced measures than those which revived the free world's commerce after postwar reconstruction.
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Based upon the papers presented and the testimony of the specialists who appeared before the Subcommittee 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
nontrade deficit in our balance of payments and help meet the problem
of high unemployment.
While some industries paying high wages can compete in any foreign market, I was impressed with the fact that the European industries 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 persuaded me that the policymakers on one side of the Atlantic had to be
wrong.
And so it was my conclusion that respectable grounds existed to
question whether mutual tariff reductions by the United States and
the Common Market, unless carefully negotiated tinder principles of
true reciprocity and avoidance of serious injury to our domestic industry and employment, would help us very much in European markets 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 represented by the Commonwealth's agricultural exports seemed to me to
be both too large to slide under the tent, and too organically united
to the camel to be left behind. Recent news dispatches from Brussels
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 December 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-paynents crisis have
been scaled downward, t 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 externaI tariff, if applied to Commonwealth Temperature Zone foodstuffs.
The "Dillon round' tariff cuts have been proclaimed to take effect
over a 2-year period, 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, th curtailment of output by labor shortages has produced a
rising volume of European imports. For over a year, the Common
S7270 O-62-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
Ianer than in any of the preceding 3 years.
Additional tariff action in the near future is, therefore, unnecessary to sustain increasing U.S. exports to the Common Market. The
forward period of staging for the ])illon 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 a
high level-5.5 percent of 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 III
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 products 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 December, I questioned him about, the statistics of people employed 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 I)e partnient of Commerce was inaccurate and misleading,
and he said he intended to stop the issuance of that type of material.
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.
To go on with this summary:
1. Industries with 13.8 million employees in 1960 representing 85
percent of manufacturing employment, had a gain in employment
from 1954 to 1960 of only 57,636 workers-a four-tenths of I percent
gain in 6 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 in their products present the following picture:
(a) Employment dropped 304,636 from 1954 to 1960.
b) Exports dropped by $1.1 billion.
c) Imports increased by $1.8 billioii.
1b) The balance of trade shifted against them by $2.9 billion.
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Senator DOUOLAS. How can that be--if exports dropped only $1.1
billion, and imports increased by $1.8 billion. At first thought, that
would be a difference of $0.7 billion.
Senator Btsn. No; $2.9 billion. You add those two figures.
Senator DOUGLAS. I understand. Thank you very much.
Senator Buir. (e) Output per worker increased by 38 percent.
(j) At an output per worker of $8,667 in 1960, the adverse shift in
balance of trade of $2.9 billion reptsented the output of 334,000 workers--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:
Sa) Employment rose 348,489 from 1954 to 1960.
b) Exports increased by $1.85 billion.
(c) Imports rose by $0.82 billion.
(d) The balance of trade shifted in their favor by $1.03 billion.
(e) Efficiency increased slightly less than the import sensitive
group, gaining by 34 percent.
(f)At 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-gainct by these industries.
5. The actual loss of employment of about 305,000 workers by the
import-sensitive industries is 'n the same order of magnitude as the
employment content of the adverse shift in the balance of trade in
the products of those industries, computed at their 1960 average output per worker. On the other hand, the actual gain in employment
of about 349,000 workers in the growth industries enjoying a favorable
shift in the balance of trade in their products exceeds the employment content of that trade shift (computed at their 1960 average output 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 900O00 workers
due to foreign trade. The net loss to 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 colnmunities 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 it substantial
part of the employment provided by that plant suffers economic blight
from which it may not recover. When imports of manufactures increase sharply and more rapidly than exports, as in the 1954-60 period.
the impact is 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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A-s 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
Ihe community, property value would decline, incomes would fall, capital resources would be unused, and the ,omiuilty would lend to stagnate.

The data summarized above suggest that tlhe employment benefits
to our exporting growth industries are likely to be much smaller than
the unemlployment consequences of further trade liberalization to our
imlport-sensitive industries. The fact is that exports of manufactures
have increased, both in absolute terms and percentagewise, less rapidly
than imo)°rts in recent years. Significantly, the number of firms in
operation in manufacturing has droppedd by 14,000 since 1957.
At the very least, these facts should throw substantial doubt on the
wisdom of jiving the President at this time authority to dismantle
what is left of our already greatly reduced tariff structure.
I tan not suggesting that we retrace our steps in tariff reduction.
But judging the future-particularly a future dominated by such
grett power as Hl.R. 11970 would conifer-by the recent past, I feel
it would be most unwise for Congress to leave the results to chance.
A d chance would be the strongest )rincil)le at work as the bill is now
drawn.
There is no evidence to support the administration's assumption that
deep cuts and outright duty elimination under the loose standards
of H.R. 11970 would producee ext .rt gains which exceed import increases; nor that the net change in our trade pattern will, in fact,
produce real eml)loylnent and economic gains for the country. There
is strong evidence to the contrary.
With these considerations as my gaide, I have proposed with the
distinguishedd 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 outline of the vast powers desire d by the President substantially intact.
At the same time, we would linkc these new powers to more certain
guidelines, to more definite procedures and to a greater respect for
congressional 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 abundance the technical grasp and imagination to work its will on the bill
constructively. At the same time, we feel strongly about the desirability of ihese changes in the bill. Rather than present them for
the first'time on the floor during debate, we felt that it would be re,lponsible 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 u)on them in your patient work on the bill in
cominmi ttee.
In a)praising our amendments, we know that you will keep in view
the following basic facts bearing on our relationships in foreign econolnic 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 commerce is concerned, as its trading partners in the Western World
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retreat protectively behind preferential arrangements or regional
groupings.
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 eleemosynary 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 Association all are bending the talents of foreign ministers to the creation of iree trade areas within the comforting confines of external
tariff walls.
The United States is thus becoming the trade victim of multipleregional 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 individually accorded to her at the time.
H.R. 11970 is oriented exclusively toward negotiations with the
EEC, offering no specific design for coning with the discriminatory
effect of the EFTA, the LAFTA, or the TEA.
(2) We have befriended Japan. and used or trade agreement powers
to try to open up European markets for .Japanese goods. Yet 13 of
the 17 Western Europeaa nations impose quotas or other nontariff
barriers against Japanese products, and 14 countries invoke XXXV
of GATT against Japan, which enables them to withhold mostfavored-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, hol Europeans in awe,
regardless of the pride they feel in the Common Market's growth
performance. H.R. 11970 contains no provisions designed to secure
for 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, Moscow," 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 andl
with Moscow.
This is so informative, Mr. Chairman, that I should like unanimous
consent for this article to follow ny remarks in the record.
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection.
Senator Busj. (3) We are 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 approval 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 the4 ' require legislative action upon tariff agreements.
The CIHAIRMAx. Without objection.
(The material referred to follows:)
LISTINO V

SUM MARIZATION OF LAWS OF 20 CouNrIEs PERTAININ
RATS

TO THrE CHANGI'G OF TARIFF

The following countries all require some type of legislative approval whenever tariff rates are to be changed :
1. Autralia.-Once the Cabinet approves of a change in the tariff rate Parliamient must approve the change. The Increase In duty is effective after the
Cabinet approves. A temporary order may be Issued by the Cabinet and it is
subject to ratification.
2. Austria.-Permanent changes in tariff rates must be approved by the legislature and signed by the President. Unilateral temporary changes may be
effected by the Finance Ministry which must get the approval of the main committee of one of the two Houses of Parliament.
3. t'anada.--Changesin the Canadian import duties are set forth In the budget
resolution introduced by the Minister of Finance in 'arliament. Changes it
duties are legally effective the day following introduction of the budget although
they are not always put into effect until after Parliament has approved the
budget message. Reductions in duties resulting from bilateral or multilateral
negotiations are approved by the Cabinet as an order-in-councll. These changes
are only temporary. Parliament at all times has complete authority to change
duties in any manner.
4. Ceylon.-The Cabinet may approve a change in duty but its effect is only
temporary as the change is subject to the ratification of the House of Representatives. Bilateral trade and payment agreements are presented to Parliament for ratification.
5. Dcnmark.-The Legislature must approve changes in rates of Import duties.
The executive may not make tariff concessions fn a temporary basis. The
Minister of Finance may temporarily increase tariffs in retaliation to similar
steps taken against Denmark.
6. Knglapid.-Before an Increase or decrease in the tariff may become effective it must be approved by a resolution of the House of Commons. In the case
of a decrease this approval takes a negative form; Le, the order lies before
the House of Commons and If it is not disapproved, It is passed.
7. Finfand.-Changes in all tariff schedules require the approval of the Finnish Parliament and the President must sign the change.
8. Gcrmany.-1)ecrees of the Council of Ministers of the -EC are binding on
the member countries. They may require implementation by the legislative
bodies. Conclusion of trade agrements require approval by the Federal legislative bodies. The lower house must approve reduction of customs tariffs.
9. Ierac.-Israel's routine international trade agreements may lie signed by
her representai-es without subsquent ratification. More important agreements
are signed subject to later ratifilation by the Cabinet whihl may refer it to
the Legislature. An increase in tiess mnay lie temporarily declared by the Minister of Finance bit it ;hall expire iinlesi ratified by the Legislature within 2
weeks.
10. Jap in-('hanges in the rate of duty must be submit ted to the Legislature
for rati tlation. The .alpanese ('abi mt has authority to adopt an emergency
tariff rate when it considers the national ecoomy in danger. Advantage (f this
pro edure iany ony be taken after consultation with the interested Ministries
and theTariff Council.
11. Vethcrland8.-latifleation by the Legislature is required of all Benelux
(Belgium, Luxembourg, Netherlands) bilateral trade agreeinents with other
countries. The conmumon external tariff of all members of the E-C are effective
in the Netherlands. Increases in the tariff are approved by the' .Minister of
Finance and the Queen. This is only temporary and the Legislature moust 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 ParliaMent.
13. Nortray.-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 bilateral or multilateral trade agreements. An agreement may become effective provisionally,
pending legislative approval. A legislative resolution, passed In November
19 0 vested the executive branch with prior authority to enforce tariff concessions made by Peru at the First Tar;ff Negotiation Conference of the Watin
American Free Trade Association. 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. Portigal.-Changes In duty or tariff regulations may be referred to the
legislature for ratifi-atlon or may be published as a "decree.law" Invoked Ity
the executive branch. The legislature may call for a debate and effect revisions in the "decree-law" so the net result appears to be that the legislature des
have the power of nonratiflcation.
16. Stcdcn.-Changes in tariffs are subject to approval by the Swedish
Parliament. The Parliament approved of Sweden's adherence to GATT and
EFTA as multilateral international agreements. Sweden's bilateral trade
agreements with foreign governments, establishing quota lists, may be con.luded by the King. Only agreements of vital importance to Sweden must be
submitted to the legislature for approval.
17. Turkey.-The nrkish Council of Ministers is authorized to reduce duties
on imports effected unilaterally or under bilateral or multilateral trade agreements. 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 legislate e approval regarding a change
in tariffs:
18. Belgium.-When the Benelux Council decidei upon a change In tariff rates.
no further individual governmental action is needed.
19. Italy.-The Executive, after consultation with a Parliamentary Commission. 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 "automatically" change the tariff but are implemented by Executive decrees after consultation with the Cabinet and parliamentary Commission. Duty rate changes
resulting from trade agreements are implemented by Executive decree but the
trade agreement itself must be approved by Parliament.
20. Republic of ,South Afrira.-('hanges in the rate of duty are made by administrative action of the executive branch of the Government. Rates may be
changed unilaterally by the Minister of Finance.

Senator Busi. The amendment which Senator Bennett and I have
COSl)Ollsored with other Senatoi-s were introduced in the Senate ol
August 2, and lhav-e been referred to this committee. In introducing
telli, I 1(d tihe alnendments numbered, so that it would be simple to
refer to particular amendments. An explanation of the amendments
was also placed ill the reco-d, with the text ot I.R. 11970 as changed
by the aimendlments, to show deletions and additions. I undestand
that the marked bill, with the anienduients num)ered, and the memoran(m1 of explanation, have been introduced into the record of these
hearings. I will. therefore, not burden your i-eoid by offering them in
connection with this testiony.
Thell mlelioraiI(Il11m of explanat ion of the amendments which appeared inl thle recoi-l and~ wNhich will appear in your hea rings r-ecord is
qulite colete, anid I would hope that inl considering tile amendments
ill executive session voti will be able to refer to that amendment -byaniendnient explanai on.
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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 tile existing peril point and escape clause procedures. These remedies have served us adequately, and are to be
preferred to the more vaguely worded provisions o? section 221(b),
224 301, and 351.
Second, they make more specific the criteria of injury which are to
guide the Tariff Commission in determining serious injury. In doing
.so, they do not really go beyond what the present law intends; they'just. remove any doubt t nit when incrvasing inll)olts take over a larger
share of the market and domestic employment, wages, or profits decime, serious injury exists.
'rhird 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 desire of the Con gress that such farreaching change not cause serious injury should be made absolute.
The record of tie escape clause suggests that it is so diticult to restore a
duty when injury takes place tliat it is sounder not to make the reduction at all, when t lie cilvumstances of t lie i lidust rv in relation to existIg imnl)Ort levels and the amount of duty cllange forecast injury.
Fourth, they give Congress itself a greater degree of legislative
oversight through more specific reports and the retention of power by
Con press to place Tari tCommission recommendat ions into effect.
Theill calls for reports of a general nature whichl would not inform
the Congress of the pmrticulor instaiices in which )eril point findings
were ignored (sec. 226). The amendments reinstate existing law in
this respect. The bill cliamiges the present law's provision for a pri.ileged resolut ion on which eat'l
Itloise might act if the President (ellies
the import adjustment found necessary by time omissionin to corITec injury (sec. 351 (a)(2)).
The amendments would restore the privileged resolution (it would
scarcely be possible to secure action by) both Illouses including oommittee action in 60 days as time bill requires), and reduce tile statutory
vote from two-thirds to a
jniority, illstead of a majority of time full
membershi 1) required by the bi 1.
In other words, our )rivileged resolution would be voted up or
down by a majority of lose resent and voting.
Fifth, recognizing the consequences of our virtually unilateral observance of the most-favored-nation princil)le, the amendments specify
basic negotiating principles which will-(a) secure t rue reciprocity "
for U.S. exports by requiring the EEC to give our good,.: customs
treatment equivalent to that which tHey request of us. This would
not necessarily limit trading wilh tile (oamnoji Market to an exchange
of concessions on like items. We have many tariffs higher than t lie
EEC, and many lower than theirs.
Mr. Chairman, to make that clear, I have inserted in the statement
a table which shows the frequency (list ribut ion of U.S. and EEC tariff'
rates. We have in tile lower tariff areas many more rates than they
do, and about the same in the 1t) to 20 percent category. When you
get above that, then we have more than they do.
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I wouli like this table to be il.werted at this point, for continuity
ill tile record. I will not take the trouble to read it all.
The CJi.,-..x. Without objection.
(Tile table referred to follows:)
'rrcquenydititribution of U'itd Stai'.s u d Europcani Economic
tariff rales
United States
l{:it,

European Economie
Community

(or ad valorem equivalent rates) of duty
Number
of rates

o.1 to 9.9 perevni .......................................
101t 19.9 locrernt ......................................

2Mto 29.9 perovnt .......................................
s9 percent and above .................................
Total ..........

...........................

990

omnaunty

Perent
of rates

Number
of rates

54M
1.510
775
895

20
i
29
15
18

1,624
W
45

5,064

100

2, 35

l'eroent
of rates

270

10

l

19

56
13
2
100

Senator Busli. I hs principle would (1) lisCourage our negotiators
from making furt her reductis on low-tariff items unless the Con,mon Market wanted tile concession strongly enough to bring its
external ta'ill' downi to tile level asked of us. atid (2) encourage our
negotiators to select ourl higher taril's for bargaining use where the
extent of reduhctiol would Ibe governied either by the existing level of
the EFX"s lower duty, or the extent to which tile EEC would lower
its duty'. Let me illustrate with two examples :
First, let us take an item where the U.S. duty is higher than the
Common Market external ditty. 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 ('oimon Market a retlucl ion in U.S. duties on jewelry
and plated ware from 45 percentt to 12 recent (assuming that the
peril point indings of the Tariff Commissbon would allow such reduction) in exchange for a concession by the Common Market on some
other categ-ory of products in which the United States had a particular
interest; Fior exanl)le. poultry or some other agricultural commodity.
Under my amendment 14a, this exchange of concessions could be made,
because afterward our exports of jewelry and plated ware to the
Common Market would be dut inble tiere on terms as favorable as the
re(luccl duty which we woil( al)lylV to imports of jewelry and
plated ware from the ('otnmo10 Market.
Second. let us consider .,n item where e IT.S. (Id-ty is lower than
the Common Market external (lhity. The U.S. duty on automobiles,
when tile reduction lade ill the l)illou round becomes fully effective,
will be . percent. Tlhe ('oimnlon Market external duty on automobiles, after giving etfect to the reduct ion grahite(l tie Uniited States
in tile )illon round, i! :22 percent. The 1 .S. inegotiator could not
make a further re(liction ill the IU.S. dluty on automobiles ulless the
Common Market was prepared to lower'its duty dowi to the l)oiit
where our duty would be lowered, so that after the trade agreement
our exports of automol)iles to the (ommon Market would be admitted
on terins 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.
meant, under this amendment, would come down on automobiles to
3 percent.
(b) These amendments intend to secure value received for U.S.
concessions by requiring our negotiators to bargain 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 dealing with the part-) which will benefit the most from the
concession, we , will 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 wNould be able to make. a better bargain that way.
(e) Secure equal treatment for Japan and other low-wage countries of Asia and Europe by requiring those countries requesting trade
concessions from us to adm'iit exports from Asia on terms as favorable
its we are asked to accord to them. Under the most-favoed-nation
principle, any concession we grant to Europe is automatically made
available to 'Asiatic countries. But Europ)e severely limits or excludes goods from Asia; the United States/becomes the only market,
and the trade concessions granted to Europe accentuate the total diversion of Asiatic goods into our market.
So this amendment is designed to accomplish the following, just
to illustrate: The United States w.,kes 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 share the .Japanese problem with the Common
Market. It is a difficult thing to (1o. But it is one of those things,
in the interests of the free world, that really must be done. Otherwise, as I see it-and I put the evidence in this record today, in this
story in the Washington Post-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 difficult 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 agreement concessions received by the I nited States by requiring close
attention by the Executive to actions by our trading partners which
would nullify those benefits, or otherwise discriminate against U.S.
exports. By requiring equal treatment for our exports and Asiatic
exports as a condition for further concessions by the United States
to the Common Market, the amendments set a determined, hardheaded course for the negotiations. To give those negotiating conditions real substance, enforcement procedures are required. These
are specified in the form of a l)ositive duty on the Executive to withdraw concessions from other countries, it they renege on the conditions upon which our action was legally required to be based.
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Iii 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 tiunjustifiable," "unlimited,"
et cetera, which serve to make the duties imposed on the President by
that section purely discretionary. Since the section is otherwise
worded to limit the Pesident'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 circunistances, be "just ifiable."
The reference to actions inconsistent with trade agreement provisions in the proposed amendment to section 252 sufficimntly 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
whichlI)urden our commerce.
Mr. Chairman, these are the highlights of the amendments which
I have been privileged to offer with other Semtors for the considerat ion of this (list inguished committee.
Thank you for your considerat ion.
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. ('hairman.
The CHAIRm.%.,. Take all the time you desire.
Senator Bsit. Mr. Chairman, there are three matters )ertaining
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 section 224 of the bill. As worded, that section would allow the iresi(lent to enter into trade agreement negotiations before he received the
peril point report of the Tariff %"ommission Since it is an e.isential
)art of the amendments which I have offered that the new authority
be used so as to avoid Pausiug 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 partt meant so overwhelms the Tariff ('ommission with
the immensity of the list of articles proposed for negotiation that. 6
montlis is not sufficient, this fact should not serve to hurry the Coinemission into an incomplete investigation, or to cause the President
to proceed without the Commission s peril point findings. The Commission is diligent in these matters, and an arbitrary cutolf of their
investigation is not in the Iublic interest.
I therefore recommend that section 224 be amended by striking the.
following from lines 14 and 15 on p~age 10 of the bill: "or after the
expiration of the relevant 6-month period provided for in that section,
whichever first occurs,".
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Second, the language of section 257(c) of tie bill seems 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 agreement negotiations in advance of receiving the
Tariff Commission's peril point findings, section 257(c) can be read
as authorizing tlie 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
j)eril 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, fnd other preparations mladle 2 year. or
MOre a9o is Without precedent in our trade agreements history. It
would bea very dangerous precedent, to say the least, and any duties
which were reduced on the st rength 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 contained 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 1931 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 thi; dilution. In order to be fair about lie matter, the Congress in 1958
adopted the Purtell amendment which specified that the increase in
duty could be to a rate 50 percent above the 1934 rate when converted
to its 1934 ad valorei equivalent. While the bill, HR. 11970, omits
the Purtell amendment (see. 351(b) (1)), it was not my intention to
doso.
I therefore request that your committee in considering the BushBennett 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 ;0 per centum above the
rate existing on July 1, 1934; except that a specific rate of duty existing on
July 1, 1934. may be converted to its ad valorem equivalent based on the value
of imparts of the article concerned during (he calendar year 1934 (determined
In aveordance with the standards of valuatln contained in see. 402a of the
Ttriff Act of 1933, as amended 119 U.S.C.. sec. 1402) ) and the proclamation may
provide an ad v'loremn rate of duty not in excess of 50 per centum above such
ad valorem equi-alent, or.

That is the end of my testimony, Mr. Chairman.
I would like to ask unanimous consent of the committee to have
Placed in the record four tables which show the employment effects of
foreign trade.

TRADE EXPANSION

ACT OF 1982

1857

The CHAIRM3AN. Without objection, that insertion will be made.
(The tables referred to follow:)
LISTING I
U.S. INDUSTRIES WITH EMPLOYMENT LoSSE8 AND WORS[NINO EXPORT-IMPORT
BALANCES, 1954, 1958, AND 190
NOTE
Industries selected or all those for which data were available in the sources
which, in addition to showing a worsened balance of trade in 11160 as compared
with 1954, also experienced at decline in employment in the Uited States for
190 as compared with 1954.
SOURCES
departmentt of Coinnierce, Bureau of the Census: 1958 Census of Manufactures. General Summary Subject Report MC58(1) and Area Reports MC58(3) ;
1960 Annual Survey of Manufactures, general statistics for industry groups
and selected industries, MC6OIAS)-1; "1.S. Commodity Exports as Related to
Output,
1958"' "U.S. Commodity Exports and Imports as Related to Output,
195s"; "U.S. Exports of J)oinestic and Foreign Merchandise." Report FT-410;
and "U.S. Imls)rts of Merchandise for Consumption," Report FT-110. 1954. 1958.
and 1960.
METHODOLOGY NOTE
Because of the revision of the standard Industrial cla.S.iticalton system, employment and value added data for both 11o."S and 19154 were taken from the
"1158 Census of Maniufatures." This decrea-ed to some extent the industries
eligible for Inclusion in these comparisons because a number of three- and fourno hi.torivally comparable
digit industries are shown in the 11958 census \'wth
figures.
Adjusted value addild aiit ore slowi for 19.14 and 1958S. Inadjusted value
added is obtained boysultractim the cost of material.,, supplies and contains.
of shipments
fuel, purchased electric energy. and contract work from the v:..1,,
for products imanufacturcd iluht -vellits for s rvices rendi'rrd. Adjusted value
,pi-rations
(tha.
tby
inerchandi.-ng
,
a)
v'tlue
added
added also takes Into aceom
is, the difference between time a;es value and cost of inerh.wt~i-. .;old withowo
or as.-itlply , plus (b) lit nvt (change i.
ort'eimig,
further manufacture,
finished goods and work-li-piocess inventories between the b giniming and end
of the year. The latter Is a i.iire col:lirehersive measure of th tit l)ro(luction
of goods and service's by establishmii:its defined as lhrimarily mianufacturing.
,inihied fr,'l!tihe 19641 .AmniUal Survey
For I1190. eniloyiment data haviv I ,.eii
liliil tiO0.000 ijia nufacturing
ased (,11 ,',1r|- lim
of Maltnftt'cture,z \LIlCh I- Is
14 aiia' '.',iMJANXJ. This saplule includes
estltil isltirtits eh'lvd out (ifiit,,fal
ii ' ,'mnt
fr alpproximnately twoall large I11lnmifalirlrimg esta )li.,hten .
tlirds of all 1IliintatT1 rili:.Z eIliliojyliiim,. iln , in %,ory i g proportions, tie more
'Phe es.siniates obtained vary
l -ize
eSstl.-j1|'hsjzed
hilllii'l'IlS IlleulileIl- :111li.
., complete canvaS but, for lUoSt
from ihe tc(tnl. that w(ouild hlve restilte(i 'rtoii
Industries, the ieat v'evltignitude( of the saililittg,variation is no greater than 1
peren t.
Fur all years. exports anl inllort (lath have lievnl compiled on the basic, of a
classiniitliit ,4ystewm devoloptd ilythe Bureau iof the Census which related the
id export Ischedule B) commodity codes to the 1957
lIlport ischetule A)
Stl ndzird Inhldsi ril las.itiication. Itecziuse eahi of these commodity classifications, lis been created!i ld lndently lll to serve a different purpose. a number
oif varianvets is-cur when an atteallt is made to compare individual indutstries.
For tils reason, time relationships shown for a number of three-digit industries
and e en for sonie of the two-digit Industries should be considered as app'roxlmations rather than pre .ise comparisons of exports and imports with output
and einploynment. Nevertheless. these estimates are sufficiently valid to make
accurate colmpa.risons lietween years since the method of tabulating the data has
been -onslistnt for all years included.
Prepared by Surve- s & Research Corp.. Washington, D.C.. for the Man-Made
Fiber Producers Assoelation, Inc.
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Value added,

ment.

United States

United
States

(thousand
dollars)

Foreign trade (thousand dollars)
Exports

Imports

Balance

201 Mcat products(8):
1958 ............................
311,735
1960 ............................
306,807
Difference, 1960 compared with
-4.499
1 934
..........................
207 Candy and related products:
1954 ............................
80.425
19 ............................
80.010
78.729
190 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
1954 ..........................
-1l
208 Bererages:
12 4 ............................
213,387

2,499,233
2,663,375

194.022
271,188

389.349
394,208

-195,327
-123,00

725.068

68,631

162,079

-95, 4

09,83
749,066
832,243

45,634
24,759
35,169

40,822
43,850
51,615

5.012
-19,o'j
-15,416

10,993
163,08

-21,418
- 124,5,

234,677
284,994

-191.439
-24,190

121,908

-121,68

222,390

2.4683,333

-10,463

38584

1953 ............................
206.197
2, 83., 661
40.233
3,197,914
38,804
1960 ............................
211,193
Difference, 1960 compared with
220
1954 ..........................
-2,194
729,581
212 Cigars:
38,494
168,366
385
1951............................
183,140
422
1958 ............................
29350
26,319
194,210
689
1960 ............................
Difference. 1960 compared with
-12,175
28,844
304
1954 .........................
220 Textile mill products (8):
378,007
154 ............................
1,027,802
4, 5,9"5
901,677
4,857,63
327,421
1958 ............................
5,613,457
326,555
1960 ...........................
901,530
Difference, 1960 compared with
1951..........................
-126,272
1,007,472
-51,499
221 Weaving mills, cotton:
296193
1,135,365
184.352
1954 ............................
1,071,692
159,967
195 ............................
243,419
28,661
1,311,816
154,421
1960 ............................
Difference, 196 compared with
-57,532
176, 451
;-29,931
1954 ..........................
222 Weaving mills, synthetics:
40 564
101,04
1954 ............................
89,994
81, 613
40. 3
83. 92
1958 ............................
85,479
lo0 ............................
79,917
562,996
Difference, 1960 compared with
-10,077
154,432 -15
,51
1954 ..........................
223 Weaving, finishing mills, wool:
1954 ............................
66631
330, 35
3,414
1953
............................
55952
330618
2,165
6, 541
374,9"23
1,878
1960 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
44, 43
-1,536
1954 ..........................
-10,140
225 Knitting mills:
33, 07
221,364
939,816
194 ............................
213,346
1,101.375
22,023
1951 ............................
1900 ............................
219,954
1,219,641
19,126
Difference, 1956 compared with
-13,961
1954 ..........................
-1,410
279, 825
226 Textile finishing, except wool:
79.308
462,365
7,741
1954 ............................
73,205
453.%3
.5083
1958 ............................
516.997
4,728
190 ............................
71,553
Difference, 1960 compared with
-3,013
-7,750
54,632
1954 ..........................
235 Millinery, hats, and caps:
&19
40,538
191,361
1954 ............................
....... 33.539
200.431
5,235
1958 ..................
214,433
2,971
1960........................ 3A130
Difference, 1960 compared with
23,072
-222
1954 ..........................
-2,402
240 Lumber and wood products:
107,&6
1954........................
645,938
3.241,60
1958 ............................
58 1,302 3,176.613 134.090
595, 969
3. 457, 555
179, 693
1960 ............................
Difference, 1960
compared with
215,949
71,857
-49.967
1954 ..........................
242 Sawmills and planing mills (8):
341.350
1,610,410
66.6,q
1954 ........................
278 003
1,341.127
77.306
1958 ............................
105,786
1960............................
280,999
1,495,703
Difference, 1960 compared with
39.103
-114,707
1954 ...................... -60,331
290 Petroleum and coal products (8):
614.505
2,240.876
183,339
1954 ............................
2,518,424
53,388
1958 ............................
179,166
476,069
168,334
3,201,312
1960 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared wltb
960,436
-138,446
-15,005
1954 ..........................

2,446
S,901
4,700

-2,061
-3,479
-4,011

2,254

-1,950

353, 712
440,249
627,131

24,295
-112,828
-300, 573

273,419

-324, 86

9,553
9,601
47,207

174,794
150. 3M
107,214

36. 649

-67, 5

731
1,151
1,775

100,333
82, 775
83,704

1,014

-16,629

38,049
59,717
0,342

-34.634
-57,552
-78. 66

42,424

-44,030

4,140
5,300
8,539
4,449

23,947
16725
10,537
-18, 41

38, 748
88.441
116,132

-31,007
-81.3t5
-111,404

77,384

-80,397

8,396
9.596
11,5

-. ,.Q3
-8,381
-8,539

3,164

-3,385

400,614
440,255
530, 123

-292.778
-306. lNZ
-350, 432

129,511

-57,654

281.502
289,771
341,01

-214,819
-212,465
-235,295

59,579

-20,476

638
284,
658,168
64& 682

329,867
-149.780
-172,623

3.044

-502,490

TRADE EXPANSION
Employ-

ment,

States

Value added,
United States
dollars)

291 Petroleum refining:
072
1954 ............................
1 ........................
r8
1960 ..........................
DIfference, 1960compared with
-18,204
1954 .....................
. tubes
. (8):
3 Tires 9and inner
92,748
1954 ............................
89,395
19 8............................
92,003
1960 .......................
Difference, 1960 compared %%ith
-743
1954 ..........................
311 Leather tanning and finishing:
43,468
1954 ............................
37,130
19 8............................
34,539
1960 .......................
Difference, 1960 compared with
-8,929
194 ..........................
314 Footwear, except rubber:
230.253
19M ............................
?26.831
195 ............................
227,688
1960.......................
Difference, 1960 compared with
-2,.7
1954 ..........................
315 Leather gloves:
6,917
1954 ............................
6,212
1958.......................
6,917
1960 .......................
Difference, 1960 compared with
............
154 ...........................
321 Flat glass:
24,559
194 ............................
21.179
1958 ............................
23,471
1960 ..........
Difference, 1960 compared with
-l,088
1964 .....................
324 Cement, hydraulic:
39,769
I 5 ............................
41,127
19Me........................
38,762
....................
1960 ......
DI oterence, 1960 compared with
1954
.... ......................-1,007

.126 Pottery an erate products:
50.934
....................
19 54......
44,219
195 ...........................
45,189

332

346

I1iffcrence, 1960 compared with
-5,745
..........................
1954
............................
1950
Iron and steel fundrics:
212, 3.5
1954 ....................... ..
182,033
1958 .........................
195,8160
1960 ...........................
with
1)iff ercnc'., 1964)compared
-16, 505
1954..........................
Metal stampings:

1,918,020
2,119,402
2, 720,465

Foreign trade (thousand dollars)
Exports
610,386
832,552
472,789

Imports I Balanrt
277, 787
674,038
637,361

332,599
-141,4M
-184,8672

3 9, 74

-49t,171

75, 083
94, 783
91,664

2, 789
13,285
20, 687

72,294
81,498
71,077

393,835

16,581

17, 798

-1,217

26, 228
275, 796
278, 536

21,237
24,410
31,548

16, 717
31,039
40,365

4.520
-, 629
-8,817

18,308

10,311

23,643

98,379
1,145,916
1,221,132

14,559
13,434
9,399

10,354
32,697
53,069

-13. 37
4,205
-19,263
-43,670

42, 715

-47,875

2,466
5,139
11,644

-2,370
-4,972
-11,440

802,445
877,771
1.179,957
1,271,806

232,753
22,718
25,999
28,123

-137,597

-5160
96
167
204

5,405

108

9,178

-9,070

247,175
263,151
345,197

10,160
12,766
14,251

14,876
35, 196
50, 797

-4,716
-22,432
-36, 54

98,022

4,091

35,921

-31,820

525.687
724, 771
740,903

6,577
2,975
1.134

1,760
9,682
10, 307

4,817
-6,707
-9,173

215,236
257,983
283,912

318, -200

60,217

8,547

-13,990

15,696

30,482
46.642
65,100

-14,090
-27,312
-49, 404

-696

34,618

-35,314

-5,443
IS, 39'2
19,330

13.139
19,280
16.787

2,914
3, 5
8, 444

250,442

3,648

5, 530

-1,882

17,499
13. 130
9. 085

&1086
7,541
11,949

-2,864

134,560
... ......

-912

266 609

-8414

5, 803

Di
fltrence, 1960 compared with
1954....................

88, 353

644. 368
724, 135
909,289

60. 432
65.009
67, 995

1.532
4. 171
9, 244

19s......

...... ....

78,377
....................
1958 ......
Eletical
pnsroucets ndc (8):
87, 788
1960 ............................

Difference, 1960 compared with
-565
1954 ..........................
383 Optical Instruments and lenses:
8, 749
1954 ............................
7,184
1958 ............................
8,041
0 60............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
-708
1954..........................
387 Watches and clocks:
29,504
1954 ............................
26X157
...........
1958 .............
26. 162
1960 ..........-.......
Difference, 1960 compared with
-3. 342
1954 .....................
390 Miscellineous manufacturing (8):
614,644
194.......................
571,434
I 1%.....................58&.174
19M60 ... ............
lDifference, 1960 compared wi1th
-26,470
1964 .....................

10.225
15,724
8,343

1,327, 404
1.3,22,220
1.577, 846
9 , 067
1.049.311
1.224,676

138.,472
123, 67

MA' ... .......................

369
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264.921

7.563

11,413
-14,279
A1900
60,83W
M751

7.712

-149

9, 556
19.242
24, 727

',737
-&684
-9,552

55, 371
60,387
79, 406

I1,293
12,558
15,175

24,035

3,882

15,171

-11,289

200, 676
193, 556
238,773

7,694

65. 338
5W104
67, 88

- 57. 644

-2,445

2,5'0

-4,995

546,076
395.332
396, 225

320. 258
261. 280
694.229

225,818
134, 052
-298,004

373. 971

-523.822

3%,097
3,909. 238
4.754, 60
5.273.331
1.364,093

s, tgs9
5,249

-149,&51

- 52,706
-62.639
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Employmeant,
United
States

Value added,
United States
(thousand
dollars)

Foretn trade (thousand dollars)
Exports

Imports

B11lance

391 Jewelry and silverware:
1954 ............................
47,930
302, 058
11.946
93.405
- So
1958 ............................
41,867
323,316
I9.3.3s
109.022
-89,64
1960
............................
42,349
373, 641
29.464
127,302
-97,383
t)fference, 1960compel with
1954 ..........................
-5,MI
71,586
17,51
33,&.47 -16,329
396 Costume Jewelry and notions:
1954 ............................
66,675
318,312
16,519
148.344
-131,825
1958
............................
56,274
338,324
13,697
45,7s
-32.13
1960...........................
52,630
3.58,130
14.187
401,61A
-387,477
Difference,
1960compared with
1954 .........................
-14.045
37,818
-2,332
253,3 0
-255.M2
999 Miscellaneous and other:
1954 ............................
3,,209
2.422,132
1,733,611
67.46
1,668,116
1988
............................
328.009
3.012,122
1,009,349
16. 1 3
841,156
19M ............................
336,368
3,279,669
852,793
243,4--(
609,3
Difference, 190 compared with
1954 .........................
-21,843
857,537
-880,819
175,959 -1 058,777
Total, above industries:
14 ............................
4,477.233
2,161, SM
3,926._49
2,038.266
1,89,8283
I ............................
4.109, K52 32. 02 . (09 2,949.49
2,943,S14
4,682
60......................4,172,597
36.104,188 2. Rsi 336
3,84,819 -,10, 483
Difference, 1960 compared Aith
1954 ..........................
-304,636
8,002,322 -1,06,213
1.826, 6
-2,894,,66
All Industries, total:
1954 ............................
15.64,5,491
117.032,320 12.160 193
5,546.961
6.613,232
1958 ............................
15.393,766
141,270.297
14,
12,0(l 7.72%,919 6.402,092
190 ............................
16,124,061163,230.807
I5,753,30
9,912,611 5.840,709
Difference, 1960 compared with
1954 ..........................
478,570 46,198.4813,593,1274.345,.50
-772,323

LISTING II
U.S. INDUSTRIES WITH EMPLOYMENT GAINS AND FAVORABLY IEV.LOPINO Ex
IMPORT BALANCES, 1954, 1958, AND 1960

RT-

NOTE

Industries selected are all those for which data were available in the sources
which, In addition to showing an improved balance of trtide lin19O as coiipared
with 1954, atlso experienced tinIncrease Ili eiloymientlit the I'ilted States for
1960 as compared with 1954.
sou RCES

Department of Colnerce, Burean of the ('etsus: 15)3 ('ensis of MNiitiftctures, General Suiairy Subject RelsIrt M[('5C(1) and Area Relorts 1('-58(3) :
1960 kiniual Survey of Manufactures, "General Statistics flr Industry (Irotil
and Selected Industries," AI0;0( AS)-1; U.,S. ('onaiioodity Exports as lelatl'd t
Output, 19519"; "U.S. ('omiinodlty Exlprts 1nd lioptirts ls Related to (ultlIl,
1958"; "
exports of Domestic and Foreign Merclinidis e," Report FT-410,
U.S.
and "U.S. Imports of Merchandise for Consua ption," Relpurt FT-110, 1951.
19.58, iand 1960.
ME TI[ODOI.OGY NOTE

Because of the revision of the standard indtl,4rll cissificaltt)n system. entploynment and value added data for both 1958 and 1954 were taken front the 19,S0
Census o1 Manufactures." This decreased to soine extent the Industries eligible
for inclusi3n in these cilat prisons because a number of three- and four-digit in.
dttstrles are shown i the 19-58 census with no historically conilairable figures.
Adjusted value added datt ore shown for 1954 and 195..
Ua(ljusted value
added is obtained by subtracting the cost of niterhals, supplies anid ('otlfiIners,
fuel, purchased electric energy, anti contract work front the vatilue of shilptents
for products ia tlafctured plus receipts for services rendered.

Adjusted value

added also takes Into account (a) value added by nerchandlsing operttia'is
(that is, the difference between the sales value and cost of inerchandise sold
without further iinifta(ture, liocessing, or asseinbly). phts (b) the net 'htnage

in finished goods and work-in-lprocess inventories between Ihe beginnig and
end of the year. The latter Is a anore coinprehensive measure of the net pro-
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duction of goods and services by establishments defined as primarily manufacturing.
For 1960, employment data have been obtained from the 1960 Annual Survey
of Manufacturers which is based on reports from about 60,000 manufacturing
establishments selected out of a total of almost 300,000. This sample includes
all large manufacturing establishments, which account for approximately twothirds 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 data have been 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 classifications 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-digt industries
and even for some of the two-digit industries should be considered as approximations rather than precise comparisons of exports and imports with output and
employment. Nevertheless, these estimates are sufficiently valid to make accurate 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 Association, Inc.
Employ- Value added,
ment,
United States
United
(thounand
States
dollars)
202 Dairy products:

19512
............................
1958 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
1954 ..........................
203 Canned and frozen foods (8):
1954 ............................
1582............................
160 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
1954 ..........................
211 Cigarettes:
1954 ............................
1958 ............................
19 ............................
Difference, 1900 compared with

2, 02,48
2,SM. 779

19e0 ............................

1954 ..........................
260 Paper and allied products:
1954 ..........................
1958 ............................
19-3 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
1954 ..........................
270 Printing and publishing:
1954 ............................
1958 ............................

3,164,914

3,411

862,88

199,238

1,374,088

23,03
2,
3,118
27,710

8,

1954 ............................
1982............................
1960 ............................

Difference, 196 compared with

1954 .......
273 Books:
1954 ............................
1958 ............................
1960 ............................
Difference, 19O compared with
1954 ...........................

282 Fibers, plastics, rubbers:
1954 ............................
198 .............................

1960 ............................
Difference, 190 compared with
1954 ..........................

87270-62-pt. 4-15

3.996
45,439

3363

13,900

129,795

137,632

116,964

49,896

45,332
142, 357

67,068

21,736
-7,837

f4,203
355

76,870

88,378

5,192

77, 593
138
(258,
5.54
1,130,407

57,132
76,6

37
31
61

67,095
7, 575
87,401

87,462

453,614

30,330

24

30,306

4,630, 53
5,707,474
86,
8545

235.123
3C6 458
424,579

88, 286
947.932
1,000,622

-50,163
-641,474
-63,043

1,938,392

189,458

175,336

14,120

4W, 08N
7,922,962

86,435
112,887

138, 820

16,827
27.744

39,263

69,008
85,143

2,859,247

52,383

22,436

29,949

2,137,583
2,516,921
2,924,634

2,702
3,931
3,602

2.363
2,046
2,337

339
1,85
1,263

900

-26

99,557

928

25,378
39,003

51,232

8,476
14,30
20, 869

589,779

25, 84

12,393

13,461

1,427,043

193,947

29,481

164,466

32, 69

621.487

552,191
843,034
1,141,970

21

19,249

81,328
187,796

Balance

971,710

00

0

Importi

152.202
206,010

K528
3...................
7 91

1

Erports

2K 45
206,365

9 262, 335

196) ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
1954 ..........................
271 Newsp pcr :

I

1,895, 703
2,15,798

Foreign trade (thousand dollar)

1,899, 770

2,25, 710

828,667

429, 96

35. 388

400,149

3,128

em, 096

16,902
24.073
3). 363

394.597
457,021
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Employment,
United
States

2M3 Drugs:
1M ............................
1968............................
1960 ............................
Difference, 1960compared wAith
1954 ...........................
313 Footwear cut stock:
1954 ............................
1958 .........................
.
160.
..
........
Difference, 1960 compared mith
1954 .........
3'22 Pressed and blown glassware:
1954 ..........................
1958 .........................
1960 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared uith
1954....._..................
330 Primary metal industries (8):
1954 .........................
1958 ..........................
lQW .. ......... ..............
Difference, 1960 compared witth
1954.......................
351 Engines and turbines:
194 ....................------.
1958..........................
..
1960 .............. 19-0-o m.
Difference, 1960 compared with
.......
1954 ....
35 Speclal industry machinery:
1954 ..........................
19
...
r witlh
w
10 c,m
in...c.. 1966
moared'
Differencee,
..
1954 ............
equipment, e.c.: !
379 Trancportatlon
M954
............................
1958 ............................
...........................
1960

Value added.
United S.tes
(thousand
dollars)

Foreign trade (thousand dollars)
Exports

92,062
96 940
102.0 6

1.364,928
2.096.288
2349,105

241,209
275,361
Z2, 114

Imports

24,512 I
29525
39,450

Balance

216,697
245,.6
232,664

10,024

94,177

30,906

20,059
18,031
20,066

87,070
98380
113,198

1,846
2,949
3,153

26,128

1,307

976

329

91,334
92 045
99,909

678,839
844,811
1,012,533

47.031
58,029
57,203

2.170
3,652
6,038

#4,661
54,377
51,1 5

14,938
347
57"0
1,3"25

11%967
1.499
2,379
1,828

333,694

10,172

,
169,331
1,096,359
1,178,422

9, 899,138
11,671,341
13,314,076

6,897,710
901,914
1,191,317

9,091

3,414,938

501,607

394. A.35

106,772

81,955
95,57"2
84,815

650, 91
1,067,971
999,649

149, 793
215,126
220,026

2. 719
5 607
14,61', j

147,073
209.519
205. 327

348,748
12.447
1,223.9
1,339.530
1,762.393

70.231

11,9S'

165,746
162, 22
175, 41

317.112
394 541
497:8

9.0,
41.940
64. '.s1
rI

347
352, r(1
432, .),

9,735
1'2,767
23.478
28,276

538.855
79.217
l S, 350
898
202,

160, 3W
I12.37
739
1",S,67s

3-. 816
:419
1,3S
1.176

144.50
11.9 9
19,401
17,5"2

8,575

2,860

Difference, 1960 conzpared Nai th
6.300
[.15,509
123,133
1954 .......................
Instruments and related products: t
299.3(7
272.1Md
2, 130,958
1954 ............................
2,906,390
324.926
296,558
19. ...........................
393. 207
33.1.844
3,763,074
19*0 ............................
I)iifercnce, 1960 compared with
1 ,8-')
61,255
1,632,116
195. ........................
393 Musical instruments and parts:
4.3q
94,213
13,407
1954 ............................
6,146
17, 454)
131,703
195 ............................
149,3s8
11,3-23
1960 ............................21,864
1)ifferenre, V0 eompzzed with
55,175
6,939
6,457
19'4I.........................
395 Off supplies:
23,2M1
28,21S
200.908
1954 ............................
24,599 1
2.. V7
29,131
1958 ............................
2, 105
29,777
268,028
1960 ............................
difference, 1960 compared with
4,821 .
1,559
67,120
1954 ..........................
Total, above industries:
33, 2'A, 221
2,470,176
3,904,094
1954 ...............................
3,644,467
4,018,818
41,910,553
1958 .................................
4,321,220
48,661, 03
....
4,252 .3
190 ........................
1,851,044
348.489
15,438,282
Dlterence, 196 compared with 1954,
Total, all industries:
117,032,3-26
12,160,193
15,645,491
1954 ..............................
14,128,001
15,393,766
141,270,297
1958 ..............................
15,753,320
16,124.061
163,230,807
1960 ...........................
46,198,481
3,593,127
478,570
Diffen-nce, 1360 compared smith 9 .

3, 8
956,390
945, 732
1,351,225

7'57

6, 304
-266,60
-43,816
-!59,'9

5. 251

5, q3

3)

97. 19,2
131.77
1 7

1(2.17
193 344
, 474

70,041

123, 799

11.s7s 1
12, s 3
1 .147

-7.491
-- 727
4,
'
-6,,2

269
0,

670

931
1.736
2. 32

2"2,3.3
22, 63
25,473

1,701

3,120

2.230,882
2,383,296
3,035, 267
824,385

239,294
1,161,171
1,265,953
1,026,659

5,546,961
7,725,919
9.912,611
4.36A W

6,613,232
6,4M,2,W
5,840.79
-772,523

LISTING III
APPARENT CORRELATION
I..
INDU8TRIES
WITHOUT
C1ANCr.s AND EXPORT IMPORT BALANCE CHANGES,

BETwEEN

1954, 1958,

E M PLOYM1N T
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 II.
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SOURCES

Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census: 1958 Census of Manufactures,
General Summary subject Report MC58(1) and Area Reports MC58(3) ; 1960
Annual Survey of Manufacturers, "General Statistics for Industry Groups and
Selected Industries," MCO(AS)-1; "U.S. Commodity Exports as Related to
Output, 1958"; "U.S. Commodity Exports and Imports as Related to Output,
1058"; "U.S. Exports of Domestic and Foreign Merchandise," Report FT-410,
and "U.S. Imports of Merchandise for Consumption," Report FT-110, 1954, 1958,
and 19060.
a ETIIODOLOGY NOTE
Because of the revision of the standard industrial classification system, employment 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 three- and four-digit industries are shown in the 1958 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 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 (b) 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 obtained from the "1960 Annual Survey
of Manufactures" which is based on reports from about G0.000 manufacturing
establishments selected out of a total of almost 300.000. This sample includes
all large manufacturing establishments, which account for approximately twothirds 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 data have been compiled on the basis of a
classification systems 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 classifications 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 some of the two-digit industries should be considered as approximations rather than precise comparisons of exports and imports with output and
employment. Nevertheless, these estimates are sufficiently valid to make accurate comparisons between years since the method of tabulating the data has
been consistent for all yearsancluded.
Prepared by Surveys & Research Corp., Washington, D.C., for the Man-Made
Fib r Producers Association, Inc.

200 Food and kindred products (8):

Employment,

Value',dded,
United States

United
States

(thousand
dollars)

Exports

Imports

1,06 637
1,330,685
1,465,549

1,239,898
1,616,598
1,723,725

Ba~ance

1954 ............................
1958 ............................
1960............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
1954 ..........................

1,646,591
.6W 814
1,712,939
60, 348

5,8M3,547

378,912

483.827

1954 ............................
1958 ............................
1960............................
Difference, 1960 compared viith
1954 ..........................

123,507
118 964

4, 466,926
1,853,693
1,976,763

'217,290
325,922
38,586

29. 761
25,571

'187,529
300,351

509,837

171,296

2,001

109,296

204 Orain mil products:

I16 929
-

578

13,766,995
17,532,558
19,660,542

Foreign trade (thousand dollars)

31,762

-153,261
-285,913
-258,178
-104,915

358,824
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Employ.
meat,

United
States
206 Bakery products:
291,100
19 ............................
9
801,2W
IOU ............................
306,0(3
160 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
14,933
..........................
9
19
206 Sugar:
8.166
954
1 ............................
28,548
19 ............................
9
32,472
160 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
2,306
1 94
..........................
210 Tobacco products:
94.86
14 ............................
1

...........................84,467

82, 600
I6 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
-12,8
9
19 ..........................
213 Chevinggnd smoking tobsco:
7,53
1954 ............................
19% ....................... .. 6,348
6,046
190 ..........................
Difference, 1960 compared with
-1,489
1954 ...........................
224 Narrow fabric mills:
25,676
1964 ...........................
19658...........................24,687

2,624
1960 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
-62
1954 ..........................
230 Apparel and related products (8):
1,190,064
1054
...........................
1968 ......................... , 180,517
190 ..........................1,223,019
Difference, 1960 compared with
32,955
1954 ............................
231 Men's and boys' suits and oats:
119.001
1954 ............................

Value added,
United St_
(thousand
dollars)

Foreign trade (thousand dollars)
Exports
4,604
5,567
5,212

2,066,946
2,6U.4310
2, W2,136

Imports
2,432
7,56

9,451

2.1
-1,941
-4,239

845,190

608

7,019

264.761

1,815

449,876

-44& 061

-6,411

649,19

-546 890

337,068

3.705

55 280

-561,575

195,819

490

99,319

-9,829

1,004,066

63, 207

2,750

60.457

1,41& 400

85,166

2,803

460,680

1,545,009

540, 953

97,649

6950

4, 03

80.663

84,342

8,200

31,142

267
569
11188

8,208
2.786

68
8,137 6
9,396

79,619
86188
97,936

91,599
,422
7.56

18.317

3,707

921

124,013

12.664

3,468

9,196

19,604

4,651

14,53

142,638

169,138

23,422

5,736

17,685
8, 490

45,128

10,768

2,268

8,165,547
6,003,833
6,681,83

120,000
13,644
16, 702

91,648
191,666
312,514

28,&32
-5.012
- L% 812

1,516,038

36,702

220,866

-184,164

527,234

57.494

43,471

12,023

122,205
1958 ............................
129,339
1960 ............................

642,610
732,365

65,300
79,394

123. 143
219,430

-7.843
-140,036

1954 ..........................10, 33

205.121

21,900

173,959

-132,059

1954 ............................12, 234
111,335
1958 ............................
117,201
190 ............................

509.781
596,248
633,610

7,240
8.396
8,996

266
5,377
6,406

123,729

2,766

6,140

-3,384

60.026
1958 .........................
65,433
1960 ............................

268,847
306,277
320, 566

1,319
1,141
1,159

21.89
30.920
41,490

-20,575
-29.779
-40,331

51,719

-10

19,696

-19,756

134.56
1954 ............................
128.779
1958 ............................
138,867
1960 ............................

647.621
731.084
889,176

23.096
26.074
26,838

11.710
14.139
18,835

11,356

241,655

3,742

7,095

-3,353

392 7W
387,418
439,257

18,706
27,156
41,692

49, 2
36,710
37.798

-30, 592
-9.554
3,794

46,491

22.886

-11,00

84, 386

Difference, 1960 compared with
234 Wonen'j undergarments:

Difference, 1960 ccmpared with
4,97
1954 ..........................
238 MIscellaneous apparel:
64.333
1954 .......................
Difference, 1960 compared with
1,100
1954 ..........................
239 Fabricated textiles, n.e.c. (8):
Difference, 1960 compared with
4,307
1954 .........................
Logging camps and contractors:
75, 10
1954 ............................
71, 03
198 ............................
73,107
1960 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
-2,403
1954 ..........................
244 Wooden containers (8):
52.307
1954............................
39,569
195 ............................
8,331
...........
1060...
Difference, IWOcompared with
-13,976
1954 ..........................
250 Furniture and fixtures (8):
340,694
1954............................
347,399
19,r8
............................
364,
1960 ...........................
Difference, 960 compared with
1954 ......................... 23,90
280 Chemicals, allied products (8):
733, 896
1954 .......................
699,166
1958 ............................
72, 40
1940 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
-11,446
104 ..........................
241

Balance

2 480
2,791
2,537

214.749
183.523
193,672

67

-21,077
1, 97,M06
Z,349.48
2. 61& 501

31,439
41,3f3
37,932

620,995

6,493

9,548,908
12,270.371
14,350,033

1,109,792
1,.,73.811
2,073,002

4,833,125

96

210

641
192
271
-270
8,408
18.092
28021

6,974
3,019
3,690

11.935
8,003

1, 939
2 599
2,266
327
23,031
23,301
9,911

19,613

-13.120

306,179
349,
2,9
421,672

803, 613
1,224,.-2
1.631. 330

115,493

847,717

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1982
Employ- Value added,
ment,
United States
United
(thousand
1ttes
dollars)

1865

Foreign trade (thousand dollars)
.
Exports
Imports
Balance

281 Basic chemicals:
14 ............................
240,807
3,223,184
247,69
174,249
73,444
1
9M
238-----------------------M, 104
4.259,770
339,129
20,634
12,495
19609
240,397
6,101,462
4%06
239,612
220464
Difference. 1960 compared with
19544------------------------110
1,878,278
12,373
65,383
147,010
295 Paving and roofing materials:
1944
............................
2,097
207,753
2,49
6.W
-,861
195---------------------------8
23,317
269,035
2,93
11,713
-8,777
I ............................
2,50
20,933
2,96
10,492 , -7,627
Difference, 1960 compared with
19 ------------------------5 4
,,53
118,180
473
4,139
-3,6M
299 Petroleum, coal products, n.e.c.:
1954 ...........................
10,10
115,099
1,826
498
1,128
1958 .........................
9,824
129,N?
8
416
482
1960
...........................
10,932
10, 903
305
828
-603
Difference, 1960 compared with
1954 ..........................
73
49,804
-1,321
330
-831
300 Rubber and plastics products:
194 ...........................
3, 493
2,652,789
120, 68
9,270
111,416
1958............................
347,842
3,27M612
18,85
39,246
121,312
1960 ............................
378,095
3.772, 3
171,481
139, 46
32,005
Difference, 1960 compared with
1954 ..........................
39,02
1,219,841
0,77
M 135
-7,411
02 Rubber footwear:
1954 ............................
1,322
106,768
774
80
268
1958 ............................
20,
30
149, 08
691
1t, 494
-10,903
190............................
21,968
162,168
615
86,90
-85 415
Difference, 1960 compared with
1954 ..........................
3,844
5,390
-260
85,424
-85,683
303 Reclaimed rubber:
154 ............................
,953
23,454
2,042
176
1,887
1958............................
2,216
20,843
2,800
26
2,774
1960............................
2,418
29,149
3,849
85
3.684
Difference, 1960 compared with
1954 ........................
..- 538
5,6 0
1,607
-90
1,697
306 Fabricated rubber products, n.e.c.
CS):
1954 .........................
13M,803
98407
40,445
3,791
35,664
1958............................
119,665
977,254
69,305
10, 68
4,616
1960 ............................
27,87
1,161, 778
71, 638
27,319
44, 219
Difference, 1960 compared with
1954 ..........................
-4,816
215,371
11,093
23, 28
7,65
307 Plastics products, .e.C.(8):
1954 ............................
91,967
696,388
2,340
2,006
334
1958 ............................
118,308
928,90
3,077
3, 761
-674
190 ...........................
134,024
1,147,939
4,093
6,33
-1,440
Difference, 1980 compared with
1954 ..........................
42,087
49,581
1,763
3,&27
-1,774
310 Leather and leather products (8):
154 ............................
3, 678
1,640,804
44.177
40,178
3,999
1958 ............................
349,050
1.897,463
49,412
89,079
-39,067
1960 ............................
35,682
2, 04,601
4,799
13&.090
-78,291
Difference, 1960 compared *fith
9U4
.........................
1,
104
40,
10,822
92,912
-8290
316 Luggage:
19U
54
........................ .1 ,868
91,313
1,262
44.n
-3,210
195 ...........................
15,88
98660
2,132
9,107
-,978
190 ...........................
18,030
107,829
1,913
11,112
-9,197
Difference, 1960 compared with
154 ..........................
2,174
16,218
653
6,640
-,987
817 Purses and small leather goods:
1954 ............................
87,47
163, 47
2,675
4,976
-2,3101
98 ...........................
A 610
187,287
8,776
8, 273
-4.497
1980 ...........................
38,21
208,741
5,396
12,030
-6,632
Difference, 1980 ov .pered with
1954 ..........................
974
44,94
2,723
7,054
-4,331
323 Products of purchased glen:
1964 ............................
211,614
193,292
S,04
8,086
-2,72
198 ...........................
24,024
242,657
8,865
17,386
-8,20
190 ...........................
26906
298,094
12,92
22,929
-9,967
Difference, 1980 compared with
1964
..........................
6,292
101,812
7,668
14,873
-7,116
325 Structural clay products:
1964 ........................
72814
427,649
4,990
7,674
-2,384
188 ...........................
70305
490,44
5,2'2
9,73
-4487
190 ...........................
75,22
661,774
4,837
21,101
-16,44
Difference, 19W0
compared with
1964 ..........................
2808
1K4125
-3
1,527
-13,890
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Value added,
United States
(thousand

Foreign trade (thousand dollars)

dollars)

Imports

Cut stone and stone products:

121,465
21,576
19 ............................
20,348
129, 038
1
9... 5
4........................
22,5M6
142, 728
Difference, 1960 compared with
21,262
9$)
14 ..........................
Primary nonferrous metal:
567,780
1954 ...........................53,544
700.431
158 ...........................47,086

1,415
1,668
1,727

tMS ............................

19M .0 .....................

llfference, 1960 compared with

0954...................

Fabricated metal products (s):
1954 ........................
19
19

........
.............
...........................

Difference, 1980 compared with

19W.......................

5,88

-5, 554

49. 413

926,914

359,134

305,951

8,021.147
9,412,183

10,
2K 676

370,255
59,790
471,024

42,240
1 6,344
212,561

328,015
0-3.444
28, 463

22,635,629

1O0,769

170,312

-69,552

11,022
18,3"21
17.361

449
178
235

1,060,431
1,057, 98
24. 842

54,238
195 ............................
5.3.3r198 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
1954 .........................-17,90
Cutlery, handeools, hardware (8):
143,676
195 ...........................
135,718
1958 ............................
139,612
19....0....................
Difference, 1960 compared vith
1.08,
2T
105,2
73
-4,064
19M ..........................
Structural wetal products (8):
284,121
..
1954 .........................
5s,
1-74
340.622
1958 ............................
190 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
44,268
19M .........................
Screpmachine products, bolts:
8&738
1954 ............................
85,106
19 ............................
1
..........
..........

WO3,408
W68.606
660,135

684,344
565, 027
614,133

-1,650
-4,248
-7,204

-4, 131

lg5 ............................

Difference, 1960 compared with

312

3,065
5,914
8,931

BalanN

150,314
236,270
458.265

Metal cans (8):

1954 ..........................
Fabricated wire products. n.e.c.:
1954 ....................
I9YA............................
190 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
1954 ..........................
Transportation equipment (S:

-

Exports

-70,211

-534,03D
-328,757
-157, 8a
376,162

10,573
18 143
17.126

159,727

6,339

-214

8,53

1,040,680
1, 202,2 27
1.409, 022

71,045
89, 777
96,685

13,921
23.2r33,452

57,124
66,485
63.233

36,342

25,640

19,531

2,235.101
2.962,860
2,929,114

96,615
19. 803
115, 481

4.261
13, 121
72, 068

6. I09
97.34
177.62
43. 713

694,013

19,166

67.807

- i. 641

665.077
7-4, 706
914.746

13,046
16.593
17,91$

4,6 3
10,416
17.597

8,3,73
6,177
321

7,074

249.669

4,872

12.94

59,9M
. 476

413.310
439.940
518,944

17.121
18, 776
1,689

60, 874

10, 029'
x ,449
38, 840

-8. 0.2
7.092
-11,673
-24.151

945

10. 634

1954............................ 1,70&,501
195%............................ 1,567.759
1,58&,192
19M ............................

13, 42& 014
152833.604
17. 977,997

2, 097,830
2.500,795
2, 725 019

6K 901
71M 615

Difference, 1960 compared with
-117,309
1954 ..........................
M397

4,549,983

627,189

60Z 233

24. 956

&137, 6W. 1,224,634
&750, 675
1,249.310
10.119,055
1,240,625

52.326
,535.138
5)7, 456

1, 172. 3W
714,172
643,162

544,130

-529,139

lotor

vehicles and equipment (8):

19m ............................
1W%8
.........................

1960......................

Difference, 1960 compared with
1954 ..........................

Aircraft and parts (8):
19.........................I
19WAS.....................
19(k0..................
Difference, 1960 compared witlh
1954 ....................
Ships and boats:
I1954
......................
19M5.....................
196).....................
Difference, 1960 compared with
19M5......................
Railroad equipment:
1954 .......................
19%8
....................... 4
19G).......................
Difference, 1960 conspored with
193.......................

685,273

577. ms
694,512,
9,269

3,981.402

8U2,470

&084.462

765,412

680,138

-Z,432

15,991
619.382
952,619
1.294, 77'2

6924, 338
6 099, 127

2& 811

29, 175

-31.243
1,981,448
1, 947. A'94
2, 006.404

600,207

62.336

474. 059
1.123Z 48

-1 42,334

14,665

67, 390

33,161

642.229

126,352
144.442

757,175
1,070,996

118,342

3,216
6,350
& 333

11&,126
72, FAl

134,510

1,02

40.633J

164

3.117

51, 575

328,
051
319.662

120,378
": 101

42.3r7

474,075

128, 60

- 9. 14Ss

146.024

39.5911

1

8,222!

2,379

48
372
-2007

-82,826
117,9

2Wa.o.33
10., 1Y
10. 2'29
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Foreign trade(thousand dollars)
United Staes __
(thousand
dollars)
Exports
Imports
Balance

375 Motorcycles, bicycles, parts:
1 9...........................
7,061
40.177
2,713
1958............................
7,578
62,125
2,009
190 ............................
8,341
61,226
1.,08
Difference, 1960 compared with
1954 ..........................
1,280
21,049
-1,005
3,5 Ophthalmic goods:
1954 ............................
18,464
107.059
7,418
1958 ............................
18,223
136,696
7.174
190 ............................
20,662
152,830
8,260
Difference, 1960 compared with
1954 ........................
2,198
45, 771
844
386 Photographic .qulpment:
1954 ............................
63,008
595,900
61,297
1958 ............................
60,262
78,769
85.297
196 ............................
61,490
58, 577
108.761
Difference, 1960 compared with
1954 ..........................
-1,618
362,677 47.454
3W4Toys and sporting goods:
1954 ...........................
885,9
4,58
21,663
1958 ............................
, 704
711,796
32,657
1960 ........................... 10.188
846,472
42,517
I)lfference, 1960 compared with
1954 ..........................
16,629
378,114
A,854
Total, abore industries:
194 ...........................
7.990, 449
0. 659,639
5, 334.390
1958 ............................
7.830,954
7, 752,112
8,884.822
190 ............................
& 047,233
84,12Z, 84
7,958.977
I)ifference, 1960 compared with
195 .........................
58. 784
23,463,2252624.587
Total, all Industries:

1954............................
15 .C45.491
1958 ............................
15.393,766
1960
...........................
Difference.
1960
compared with 16.124,01
1954
..........................
478.
570

117.032,326
141,270,297
163,230,807

16.195 481

12.160.193

14.12, 001
15,
73.32

3,593.127

28,868
37,464
48938

-26,151
-35 455
-47,230

20.072

-21,077

1,049
3,972
7,133
6,084

6,367
3,202
1,127
-5,240

16,103
38,186
48,754

45.194
47,111
89,997

32,651

14.803

20.809
44.275
70,122

1,154
-11,618
-27,805

49.613
2,657,811
3,811,858
4.543,832
1.88K.021

5,54S.9 1 6

7.725 919
9,912.611
4,365,6M50

-28 7
2.676,579
3.072,964
3.415.165
738.588
,613,232
6.402, 082
5,840,709
-772.523

LISTING IV
ENIPLOYsiMENT, VALUE ADDED BY 31ANUFACTURUN0,

AND E\XPORTs-IMPORTS OF U.S.

MANUFACTUItING INDUSTRIES, 1954, 1958, AND 1960
NOTE

Industries selected are all those for which complete data were available in
the sources.
SOURCES
Department of Commerve, Bureau of the Census: 1958 Census of Manuftctures, General Summary ubject Report MC.5(1) and Area Reports MC58(3) :
114;0
Annual Survey of Manufactures, "General Statistics for Industry Groups
and Selected Industries," MCO(AS)-1; "U.S. Commodity Exports as Related
to Ontput, 195S"; "U.S. Commodity Exports and Imports as Related to Output,
19.8": "U.S. Exports of Domestic and Foreign Merchandise," Report FT-410.
and "U.S. Imports uf Merchandise for Consumption," Report FT-110, 1954.
1958, and 190.
M ETIIODOLO0Y NOTE

Because of the revision of the standard industrial classification system, employment and value added data for both 1958 and 1954 were taken from the
19#7,Census of Manufactures. This decreased to some extent the industries
eligible for inclusion in these comparisons because a number of three- and fourdigit industries are shown in the 1958 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 services rendered. Adjusted value
added also takes isito 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 (b) the net change
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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 pro.
duction of goods and services by establishments defined as primarily manu.
facturing.
For 1960, employment data have been obtained from the 1960 Annual St "vey
of Mantufactures which is based on reports from about 60,000 manufactt: ng
establishments selected out of a total of almost 300,000. This sample mlc) des
all large manufacturing establishments, which account for approximately ,wo.
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 cnd import data have been compiled on the basis "f A
classification system developed by the Bureau of the Census which related the
impoiLt (schedule A) and export (schedule B) commodity codes to the 1957
standard industrial classification. Because each of these commodity classifi"ations 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 some of the two-digit industries should be considered as approxi.
mations rather than precise comparisons of exports and imports with output
and employment. Nevertheless, these estimates are sufficiently valid to mle
accurate comparisons between years siuce the method of tabulating the data
has been consistent for all years included.
Prepared by Surveys & Research Corp., Washington, D.C., for the : 'an-Made
Fiber Producers Association, Inc.
Employ-

ment,

United
States
200 Food and kindred products (8):
194 ............................
19.51............................
190 ............................

201

Difference, 1960 compared with
1954 ..........................
Meat products (8):
19-54............................
19-8 ............................
190 ............................

Difference, 1960 compared with
1954 ..........................
202 Dairy products:
194 ............................
19 .............................
1960 ............................
iIfference, 1900 compared ith
19,54
..........................
203 Canned and frozen foods (8):
1941............................

14,8591
198,814
77Z 939

6.348
-311,

311.758
306,867

Value added,

United States
(thousand
dollars)

Foreign trade (thousand dollars)
Exports

Import.

13, 76,995
17, &32.58
19,600,542

1,08.06.37
1, 330,6 5
1,46,549

1.239,898
1, 616,5 9
1,723,725

5,893.547

378.912

483,827

1,938,3)7

204,557

232,129

2,499,233
2 663,375

194,022
271,188

389,349
394,208

-- 195.327
-123,020

162,079

-95,448

-4,499

725,068

60,631

23, 431

2,302,546

81,328

35,M99

293,802

2,866,779

116,964

49, 896

286,842

3,164.914

45,439

-15,261
-285,913
-258.176

-104,915
-27, 572

45.332
142,337
67,068

35, 38

13, 900

21,736

199.238

1,384,oS

129,795

137,632

-7837

236,503

1.89, 705

z

206.405

152.202

64, Z3

37,265

971,710

76,570

123,507
118.984
116,929

217.290
25, 922
388 68

-8578

1,4K8926
1,.5, 93
1,976,763
89,87

291,100
01.296

2,058946
2, 64, 310

2,548
1968 ............................
1960-.....................
-32, 472

1958 ............................

190 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
19.4 ..........................

204 GraIn mill products:
1954 ............................
195I............................
60 ............................
Difference. 1900 compared with
1954 ..........................
208 Bakery products:
1 .........-.................
19 ---------- -------------1960D
-8033

3,411

187,796

Balance

223.32

Difference, 1900 compared with 1
2,80m
1
1964------------------------.

862,308
s, 798

206,38

206,010

355

68M378

8,192

29,761
31,782
2,0Wl

117.29
800.35i
85,24

4,604
85W7

2,432
7,808

2,172
-1,941

337, O5
400 .80

&705
2,308

55,280
549,195

-51,575
U-48o0

195,819

490

99,819

-9g& M

202,138

171,20

8,212

25,571

9,41

19, 295

-4,239
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Value added,

ment,

United State

United
States
207 Candy and related products:
1954 ............................90,425
1958............................80.010
1960............................78,729
Difference, 1960 compared with
1951..........................
-1.696
208 Beverares:
1954 ............................
213,387
1958 ............................
206.197
1960 ............................
211,193
Difference, 1960 compared with
1954 ..........................
-2,194
210 Tobacco products:
1954 ............................94,883
1958 ...........................
84.407
1960 ............................
8. 500
Difference, 1960 compared with
1954 ..........................
-12.363
211 Cigarettes:
1954 ............................29,987
198 ...........................33832
1960 ............................34118
Difference, 1960 compared with
1954 .......................... 6131
212 Cigars:
1954 ...........................38 494
198 ............................29,350
1960 ...........................26,319
Difference, 1960 compared with
1954 ..........................
-12.175
213 Chewing and smoking tobacco:
194 ............................ 7 535
198 ............................ 6,348
1960 ............................ 6,046
Difference, 1960 compared with
1954 ..........................
-1.489
220 Textile mill products (8):
1954............................
1,027.802
1958 ............................
901.677
1960 ............................
901, 530
Difference, 1960 compared with
1954 ..........................
-126.272
221 Wearing mills, cotton:
1954 ............................
296,193
1958 ............................
243.419

1960 ........................
Difference, 190 comparedi 1'h

222

223

238,661

1954 ..........................
-57,532
Weaving mills, syntbetics:
1954 ............................89,994
1958 ............................81,688
190 ............................79,917
Difference, 1960 compared with

1954 ..........

------ -10,077

Weaving, finishing mills, "
1954 ...........................
66. 681
1958 ..........................
55,952
1960 .........................
56,541
difference, 1960 compared with
1954 .........................
-10,140
224 Narrow fabric mills:
1954 ............................25,676
198 ............................24.587
1960 ............................25,624
Difference, 1960 compared with
l54 .......................... -52
225 Knitting mills:
1954
............................
221,364
1vWS............................
213,346
1960 ............................
219, 94
Difference, 1960 compared with
1954 ..........................
-1,410
226 Textile finishing, except wool:
1954 ............................79,308
1958 ............................73,205
190 .........................
71,3158
Difference, 1960 compared with
1954 ..........................
-7,70

(thousand
dollars)

609, 853
749,066
832,243
222,390
2,48 333
2, 835,681
3,197,014

Foreign trade (thousand dollars)
Exports

45.63
24,750
35169
-10,465

Imports

40,622
43 &50
1,615
10,993

Balance

5,012
-19,001
-16,446
-21,458

38,584
40,238
38, 804

163,08
234,677
284,994

-124.502
- 194 439
-24,190
-121,688

729,581

220

121. O8

1.004,056
1,413,460
1. 545, 009

83,207
83.166
97.549

2750
4.53
6.M90

60.457
80.663
91, 9

540.953

34.234

3,200

31.142

676593
.05&54
1. 130407

57.132
76,606
87.462

45.814

30.330

24

30.306

1,366
18 140
197.210

385
422
689

2.446
&901
4.700

-2.061
-3,479
-4.011

28,844

304

2,254

-1.930

79,619
K4188
97.938

5,8
8,137
9.396

267
50
1.188

18,317
4.605.%85
4,857.638
5, 613 437
1,007.472
1,133.363
1,078,592

1,311,816
176.451
40& 564
48,3A83
62,996

3707
378,007
327.421
326. M8
-51.449
184,352
169.967

154,421
-29,931
101,064
83,928
85,479

154,432 -is,w
330,385
33M 618
374,928
44,543

3,414
2,165
1,878
-1,530

37
31
61

57.095
76,675
87.401

5,422
7. 568
8,208

921

2,786

353,712
440,249
627.131

24.295
-112.828
-300. 573

273,419

-324.8

9,58
9,601

47,207
37.649
731
1,153
1,775

,044

8

174. 794
150.368

107,214
-67,580

100,333
82.775
83,704

-16629

38.048
59.717
80.642

-34.634
-57,552
-78,664

42,494

-44, 030

124,013
142,638
169,138

12, 664
19.604
23,422

3,468
4,651
5,736

9.196
14,953
17,688

45,125

10,758

2,268

8,490

939,816
1,101,375
1,219, 641

33,087
22,023
19,126

4,140
5,300
8,589

28.947
16,725
10,537

279,825
462,36
455,945
516,997
54,632

-13,961
7,741
5,085
4,728
-3.013

4,449

-18,410

38, 748
86441
116,132

-31,007
-81,56
-111,404

77,384

-F,

397
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TRAbE EXPANSION ACt OF 1962
Employment,
United
States

230

231

234

235

238

239

240

241

242

244

250

260

270

Value added.
United States
(thousand
dollars)

Apparel and related products (8):
1,190,064
5,165.547
194 ...........................
1,180,517
6,003,853
1958 ...........................
6,681,583
123,019
12.....................
1960
Difference, 1960 compared with
1,516,036
32, 95
19M4
..........................
Men's and boys' suits and coats:
119.001
.r, 234
1954 ............................
P.17,
510
122.205
19M ............................
129,639
732, Z55
1960........................
Diffeence, 1960 compared witb
10, vs
205,121
..........................
194
Women's undergarmen s:
509,781
112,234
1954 ............................
596248
111,335
1958 ............................
633,510
117,201
1960 ........................
Difference, 1960 compared with
123,729
4,967
1954 ..........................
Millinery, hats and caps:
40, 38
191,3861
1954 ............................
200,431
35, 53
158 ............................
214,433
38,138
1960 ........................
Difference, 1960 compared with
-2,402
23,072
1954..........................
Miscellaneous apparel:
268,847
64,23.3
1954 ............................
60,026
306,277
198 ............................
320, 6
65,433
1960........................
Difference, 190 compared with
51,719
1,100t
194 ..........................
Fabricated textiles. n.e.c. (8):
. 134, 58
647,621
1954 ...........................
731,084
. 128,779
1958 ...........................
. 138,887
889,176
1960 ...........................
Difference, 1960 compared with
241,555
4,307
1954 ..........................
Lumber and wood products:
645, 93
3,241,606
1954 ............................
581,302
3,176.613
1958 ............................
3,457, 55
595, 96
1960 ............................
Difference, 196 compared with
49,967
215,949
1954 ..........................Logging camps and contractors:
392,766
75,510
1954 ............................
387,418
71,505
198 ............................
73,107
439,257
1960 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
46,491
-2,403
1954 ..........................
Sawmills and planing mills (8):
1.610,410
341 ,350
19 ............................
1.341,127
278003
1958 ............................
280, 999
1,495,703
1960 ........................
Difference, 1960 compared with
-114,707
-60,351
1954 ..........................
Wooden containers (8):
52,307
214,749
1954 ............................
39,569
183,523
1958 ............................
193,672
38, 331
1960 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
-21,077
-13,976
194 ..........................
Furniture and fixtures (8):
1,997,506
340,694
1954 ............................
347,599
2.349,488
1958 ............................
364,602
2,618,501
1960 ........................
Difference, 1960 compared with'
23,90
6.20,995
1954 ..........................
Paper and allied products:
527,710
4,630,153
194 ............................
5398
8,707.474
19,5...........................
6,5 8,545
.5, 236
1960 ...........................
Difference, 1960 compared with
1,93,392
52,526
1954 .........................
Printing and publishing:
803,482
6,403,068
194 ...........................
64, 101
7, 922,962
1958 ...........................
908,314
9,262,335
190 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
2,859,247
104,832
1954 ..........................

Foreign trade (thou-sand dollars)
-

___

--

Exports
120.000
13, 644
56,702

Imports

Balance

91.648
191,656
312,514

2. 33s2
-55,012
-155,812

6, 702

20.S6

-I$,I4

17,494
&5,30
79,394

45,471
123.143
1, 430

12,023
-57, M3
- 140, 03

21,900

173,959

-152,059

7,240
8,396
9,996

266
5,7
6,406

6.974
3,019
3,590

2,756

8,140

-3,34

3,193
3,235
2,971

3, 396
, 596
11,500

-5,203
-6,361
-8,589

-222

3,164

-3,388

1,319
1,141
1,159

21 894
3,920
41,490

-20,575
-29,779
-40,331

-160

19,596

-19,756

23, 09
28,074
26. 38

11,740
14,139
18.835

11,358
11,935
8,003

3,742

7,095

107. 8
134,090
179,09

400,611
440,25)
530,12.

-292,779
-306. IM
-350,432

71,857

129,511

-57,654

18,706
27,156
41.592

49,298
36,710
37,798

-30,592
-9, MI
3,794

22,886

-11,500

-3,353

34,386

66,6M
77,306
105,786

281,502
289,771
341,081

-214,819
-212,465
-235,295

39,103

59,579

-20,476

2,480
2,791
2,537

41
192
271

57
31,439
41,393
37,932

-270
8,408
18,092
2, 021

1,939
2.599
2,286
327
23,031
23,301
9,911

6,493

19,613

-13,120

235.12.3
306,458
424,579

885,286
947,932
1,060,622

-50,163
-641,474
-636,043

189,456

175,336

14,120

8, 435
11,887
138,820

16,827
27,744
39,263

69,608
85,143
99,567

5, 385

22,436

29,949
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TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1q82
Employment,
United
States
271 Newspapers:
1954 ............................
1958 .............................
190 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
..........................
I 94
273 Books:
..........................
1 94
195 ...........................
198 ............................
Difference, 190 compared with
194 ..........................
280 Chemicals and allied products (8):

1

9............................

1 9............................
1
............................
90
Difference, 1960 compared with
195 ..........................
281 Ba.slc chemicals:
1954 ............................
1958 ............................
1960 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
1954 ..........................
282 Fibers, plastics, rubbers.
1954 ............................
1958 ............................
1960 ------------------------Difference, 1960 compared with
1954 ..........................
283 Drugs:
1954 ............................
1958 ............................
1960 ............................
Difference, 1060 compared with
1954 ..........................
290 Petroleum and coal products (8):
19.54.........................
1958 ............................
-1
1960. ..........................
Difference, 1960 compared with
194 ..........................
291 Petroleum refining:
1954- ...........................
1958 ............................
1960 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
1954 ..........................
295 Paving and roofing materials:
194 ..........................
198............................
1960 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
1954 ..........................
299 Petroleum, coal products, n.e.:
1954 ...........................
1958 ...........................
19160............................
compared with
Difference, 196%0
1954 ..........................
300 Rubber and plastics products:
1954 ..........................
1958 ..........................
19 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
1W........................
301 Tires and inner tubes (8):

1954.........................

302

........................
195
1960 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
...........
1954 ........
Rubber rootwear:
19M ............................
1958 -----------------------190 ..........................
Difference, 1960 compared with
1964 ..........................

280,895
294,258
307.423

N'ialue added,
Ul
Uidlla
dollrs)s

2,137,583
2,516,921
2,924,534

Foreign trade (thousand dollars)
Exports

2,702
3,931
3,602

26,528

78951

900

57,400
68094
75,821

82,191
843.034
1,141,970

2,378
39.003
51,232

18,421

M9. 779

733,. 8

9. &, 9W

JIImports

N,854

1,100MVJ

I Balance

339
1,m
1,265

2,363
2,048
2,337

az

-26

16,902
24,073
30,363

8,476
14,930
20,86
12,393

13,481

306,179

8A,613

349,2 9
421,872

1,224,652
1,651.330

96, 210

116,493

847,717

247,603
339,129
440068

174,249
206,634
239,612

73,444
132,496
220,454

1.878,278

212,373

8563

147,010

1.427.043
1,8W,770
2,255,710

193,947
429,915
5, 096

29,481
35,88
32, 609

164,486
394,b97
621,487

19,249

828, 667

460,149

3,128

457,021

92,062
9
102,086

1.364,928
2,940
.,0K 288
2,349,105

241,209
27,361
272,114

24,512
29,625
39,450

216,007
243,838
232,064

12,270,371
14,380033

1,573,811
2, 073, 002

-11,448

4,833,125

240.507
238,104
240,397

3,223.184
4,.259,770
5,101,482

-110
110,781
121, 53
130, 030

09.106
722,450

15,9 7

10.024

994.177

30.906

14,938

183,339
179,166
68,334

2.240,876
2,518,424
3,201,312

8
53,388
476,059

284,638
68, 168
648.682

229,887
-149,780
-172,823

364,044

-02,490

277,787
674,038
637,381

332,59
-141,486
-164,672

-15,005
153, 077
1. W134,80
-18,204

960,436
1,918,020
2,119.402
2,720,465

-138,448
610.388
502,552
4 72,7

359,574

-497,171

2,492
2.9
2,96

6, 33
11,713
10,492

-3,861
-8,777
-7,527

113,181

473

4,139

-3,668

115,099
129,987
160,903

1,626
9
305

498
416
28

802. 445

20,097
23,317
22,6,W

207,753
269. 03
320,933

2,553
10,169
9,824
10,932

-137,97

-1,321

1,128
482
-503
-1,631

330

763

45,804

33 493
347,842
37 093

2,52,789
3,276,612
3,772,630

10,66
160,558
171,461

9, 270
39,246
139. 456

39,602

1,219,841

W.,775

130,186

-79,411

92,748

Bt,771

75,083

2789

72,294

89,395
92,003

1,179,957
1,271,606

94,73
91,664

13, 285
20.587

16,581

17, '98

-1,217

11,494
S5,930

258
-10.903
-85,415

-745

393,835

1 322
20,359
21,96

106,768
149,60
162,158

3,644

5, 390

774
591
515
-259

85,424

111,416
121,312
32,005

81,498
71,077

1

-85.083
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TRADE EXPANSION ACT 07 1982
Employment,
United
states

303 Reclaimed rubber:
293
1954 ............................
215
1 ............................
1
19 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
1954 ..........................
SW Fabricttd
rubber
products,
ne.e. (8):
132,503
194 ............................
119
18 ............................
127,687
19 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
-4.810
1954 ..........................
807 Plastics product% n.e.c. (8):
91,987
1954............................
3
198 ........................
134,024
190 ............................
Difference, 190 compared with
42,057
1954 .........................
310 Leather and leather products (8):
3 78
J194 ...........................
349,050
1958 ............................
37,683
1900 ............................
Difference, 190 compared with
1,104
194 ..........................
311 Leather tanning and finishing:
43,448
1954 ............................
37,130
1958............................
34,539
19........................
DIfference, 1960 compared withi
-8,929
1954.......................
313 Footwear, cut stock:
20,059
54 ............................
18,031
1958............................
23,066
190............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
7
154 ..........................
314 Footwear, except rubber:
230,25
1954 ............................
226,831
1958 ............................
227,688
1963 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
-2,57
I954 ..........................
315 Leather gloves:
8,917
1954 ............................
6,212
198 ............................
8,917
1969 ............................
Difference, 1960compared with
1954 ..................................
316 Luggage:
15,8M6
1954 ............................
58
........................
1958
18,030
1960 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
174
1954 .........................
317 Purses and small leather goods:
37,547
19.,4 ............................
35,610
1958 ............................
I903............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
974
1954 ..........................
821 Flat glass:
24.559
1954 ............................
21.179
............................
195m
2A471
1960 ............................
Difference, I90 compared with
-1,068
1954 .........................
322 Pressed and blown glassware:
91.334
1954 ........................
92,045
1938 ............................
99,99
1960............................
Difference, 19A compared with
8,575
1'5 ............................
323 Products of purchased glass:
21,614
194 ........................
24.024
198 ............................
26,90
1960 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
5,292
1954 ..........................

Value added,
United States
(thousand
dollars)

Foreign trade (thousand dollars)
Exports

Imports
175
26
83

Balance
1.867
2.774
3.564

23,454
20,843
29,149

2,042
2,800
3,849

5,695

1,07

-90

1,697

407
977. 254
1,11,778

40,445
9305
71,63

3,791
10.889
27,319

36, 84
48. 616
44.219

215,371

31,093

23,528

7, 66

6 388
92,
1, 147,3

2,340
3,077
4,093

2,006
8,71
53933

334
-674
-1,440
-1,774

549,551

1,763

3,527

1,640,804
1,897,465
2,043, 01

44,177
49.412
54,799

40,178
89,071
133,090

3,999
-39.667
-78, 291

402,79

10,62

9%912

-82Z290

260.228
275,796
278,68

21.237
24,410
31,548

16,717
3.09
40,365

13,308

10,311

23,848

87,070
98,380
113,198

1,8
2,949
3,163

347
570
1,325

4,520
-6,629
-81817
-13,337
1,499
2,379
1,828
329

26,128

1,307

978

988, 379
1.145.916
1,221.132

14,559
13,434
9,399

10,354
32,697
53,069

4,25
-19,263
-43,640

42,715

-47,875

204

2,466
,139
11,844

-2,370
-4,972
-167
-11,440

8,405

108

9.178

-9.070

91,313
96,
107,529

1,262
2,132
1,915

4,472
9,107
11,112

-3210
-6,975
-9,197

6

6,G40

-5,987

2,675
3,776
6.398

4,076
8,273
12,030

-2301
-4.497
-,632

232 753
22,718
2,999
28,123

16,216
l% 747
187,27
208,741

-5,160
98

44,994

2,723

7,054

-4,331

247.175
26,151
345,197

10,1W
12,766
14,261

14,87
3A.198
50,797

-4.716
-22, 432
-36,144

4,091

35,921

-31, 30

678, 839
844.811
1,012,533

47,031
6,025
67,203

2,170
3,61
8,038

44.,81
4,237
51,183

333,694

022

10,172

3,868

6,304

I3, 282
242457
296,094

13,962

8
17.3W
22,92

-2,752
-8,
-,865
520
-9,967

101,812

7,658

14,873

-7,215
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TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962
Employmeant,

United
Stes

Value added,
United States
(thousand
doflais)

824 Cement, hydraulic:
615,667
39,769
............................
944
1
724.771
41,127
98
1 ............................
740,903
38,762
1960............................
DIfTerence, 1960 compared with
-1,007
215,236
1954 ..........................
325 Structural clay products:
72,814
427,649
1994.............................
490,448
70,305
19M ............................
851,774
73,622
9
6
19 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
124,123
2,808
1954 ..........................
128 Pottery and related products:
257,983
50,934
1954 ............................
44,219
283,912
1958............................
318,200
45,189
1960............................
Di/Terence, 1960 compared with
00,217
-5,745
1954 ..........................
328 Cut stone and stone products:
121,455
21,576
1954 ............................
129,038
20,348
19 ...........................
22,58
142,728
1960 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
21,263
80
1954 ..........................
330 Primary metal Industries (8):
9,899.138
1,189.331
1954 ............................
11.071.341
1,096359
1Q8 ............................
13, 314,076
1960 ............................ 1,178.422
Difference, 1960 compared with
9.091
3, 414, 9M
1954 ..........................
Iron and steel foundries:
212,3A5
1,327,404
1954 ............................
1,322. 220
18 , 033
1958 .........................
1,577,848
19. 0
190 ...........................
D1Iference, 1960 compared with
250,442
-& )05
1954 ..........................
333 Primary nonferrous metal:
567.780
53.544
1954 ............................
47. 08
700,431
1958 ............................
926 914
49,413
1960 ...........................
Difference, 1960 compared with
-4,131
39134
1954 ..........................
40 Fabricated metal products (8):
8,021,147
1q.54.......................... 1.06, 431
1,057, W
9,412.183
1958 ............................
10.284.76
1.08,273
160 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
24.842
2, 263, 529
1954..........................
41 Metal cans (8):
600,408
5.234
1954 ...........................
66 606
&4,238
198 ............................
5,
302
660,135
190........................
Difference, 1960 compared w'tb
-1,932
159.727
1954........ ............
342 Cutlery, handtools, hardware (8):
1,040,60
143,67
194 ............................
1,202.227
135.718
1958 ............................
1,409,022
139,612
1960 ............................
DIfference, 1960 compared with
368,342
-4,064
1954 ..........................
344 Structural metal products (8):
, 233, 101
2K 121
1954 ............................
340,622
, 962. 860
198...........................
2,929,114
328,387
1960 .......................
Difference, 190 compared with
44,286
64,013
1954 ..........................
US Screw machine products, bolts:
665.077
88.738
1954............................
754,708
05.106
1958 ............................
914.746
9,812
190............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
249,69
7,074
1954 ..........................
P4 Metal stampings:
135,472
958,067
145 ............................
125 507
1,049.311
198 ............................
1,224,678
134,560
1980 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
286,89
-912
1964 ..........................

Foreign trade (thousand dollars)
Exports

Imports

Balance
4.817
-6,707
-9,173

8677
2.975
1,134

1,760
9,682
10, 307

-5,443

8,347

-13,990

4,990
5,252
4,637

7,674
9,739
21,101

-2,4
-,487
-16,464

-M3

13,527

-13,880

30,482
46,642
85,100I

-14.090
-27,312
-49,404

34,818

-35,314

18,392
19,330
1569
-698
1,415
1,888
1,727

3,065
5.914
8,931

-1.650
-4.246
-7,204

312

5,866

-5,654

6, 710
901.914
1,191,317

95 390
945,732
1351. 225

-26,80
-43,818
-I,9

501,67

394835

108,772

13,139
19,280
16,787

2 914
3 &5
8 444

10,225
15, 724
&343

&648

5 ,30

-1,882

150,314
236,
456 265

684.344
5,2 0270
614,133

-534.030
-328,757
-157,868

305. 951

-70,211

378,162

370,255
50.790
471,024

42.240
106 344
212,561I

328,015
43 448
2 8, 3

100. 7

170,321

-89,553

449
178
235

10,573
18143
17,126

11,022
1, 321
17,361
,339

-214

663
57, 24
, 4985
63,233

71,045
89,777
96,688

13,91
23,292
33,452

2,640

19,531

6,109

98,815
190,803
115,781

4,261
13,121
72,068

92,864
177,682
43,713

19,166

, 807

-48,41

13,046
18.593
17,918

4,673
10,416
17,597

8373
6,177
321

4.,87

12924

-8,062

17,499
13.130
9,085

6,086
7,541
11.949

11,413
a6589
-2,884

-8,414

6,863

-14,277
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TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1982
Employment.
United
St-ates

348 Fabricated wire products, ne.c.:
1
....
944
958
.......
19 ....................
196 ............................

"alue added,
N'
Urnitod States
(thousand
dollars)

9.M
2........................
413,310
439,940
5,476
60,874
318,944

Foreign trade (thousand dollars)
Exports
17,121
18,776
14,689

{ Imports

Balance

10,029
30,449
38,840

7,092
-11,673
-24,151

-2,432

28,811

-31,243

149, 795
215,126
220,026

2,719
5,607
14,699

147,076
209,619
20, 327

Difference, 1960 compared with
..- ..................
1954
Engines and turbines:
195 ...........................
1958 ............................
1960 ...........................
Difference, 1960 compared with
1954 .......
Special industry machinery:
1954 ...........................
1958............................
eOe
...........
.............
Difference,
1960- compared
with

28 0

3W 748

70,231

1119W

42I

I, 748
162,262
176,481

1, 223,68
1,339,530
1,762,393

317,412
394,641
497,08

29,065
41,940
64,881

288,347
352,601
432,27

1954 ........................
3M Electric products, n.e.c. (8):
1954 ...........................
...................
195 .....
19f0 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with

9,735

538,85

180,396

85,818

144, 880

8,353
78,377
87,788

44,36
724,135
09, 289

60,432
6, 009
67, 99

1,532
4,171
9,244

S,9 00
60, 838
4761

1954 .........................

-56

264,921
13,.42&.014

7,563
2,007,830

7,712
116.3a

-149
1,981,449

15,283,694
17,977,997

2.06.795
2,725,019

658901
718,615

1.847,84
2,006,404

C549,983

627,189

02 233

24,954

6,137.,53
6,750.675
10,119,055

1,224.634
1,249.310
1,240,625

52,326
35,138
597.456

1,172,308
714,172
643,169

3,981.402

15.991

545,130

-529,139

6, 084,462
6,924,338
6,099,127

619,382
952,619
1,2,2 772

29,175
78. 60
62,336

590,207
874, 059
1,232,436

14,665

675,390

33,161

612,229

767,175
1,070.996
1,022,164

118,342
79,016
40,633

3.216
6,35
8,33

115,126
72, 6
32,300

351

35.

945

10,5,634

81,955
95572
84815

650,901
1,067,971
999,649

artstion
equipment (8):
370 Tmns
1, 7K Sol
I9 ............................
1,557,759
198 ......................
,8,192
1960 ......................
Difference, 1960 compared with
-117,309
1954 ........................
371 Motor vehicles and equipment (8):
685,273
1954 ............................
577,188
1958 ............................
694542
1960............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
9,269
19.54.........................
372 Aircraft and parts (8):
822, 470
1954 ............................
765,482
1958............................
680,136
1960............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
-142,334
1954 ..........................
373 Ships and boats:
126,352
1954 ............................
144.442
1958 ............................
134,510
1960 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
8,158
1954 ..........................
374 Railroad equipment:
81,575
1954 ............................
39,591
1958 ............................
42,387
1960 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
1951 ..........................
Motorcycles, bicycles, parts:
19 .54............................
1959 ...........................
190) ..........................
D ifTrence, 196) compared with
194 ..................
379 Transportation equipment, n.e.c.:
1954 ..........................
195s ...........................
I) ..........................
Diffrence, 19 0 compared %ith
1954.........................
3F0 Intrurnents and related products:
1954 ...........................
195........................
19
...........................
Difference, 190) corn parer ) ith
.
1954 .....................
393 Optical instruments and len-cs:
194 ..........................
195 .........................
19 0 ...........................
i tl i
18"V o,:,',;re I ....
l)Jffcfen,
. .
19S4...... . ..... . ....
375

-9,188

264,989

-77,709

328,031
319,662
474,075

120,378
20 101
128, 600

146,024

8. 22

7. MI
7.579
8,311

40,177
62. 125
61,226

1,280

21,049

12, 767
23,478
28,276

79,217
.163,88
202,350

2,713
2,009
1,708
-I,005
12,378
20,739
18,678

6,117

-82,826

2,379
48
372

117,999
203,053
125,228

-2,007

10,229

28, 6
37, 4(4
4,939

-2,153
-3, 45
-47,230

20,072

-21,077

419
1,338
1,176

11,95
19,401
17,502

6,300

757

5, 543

2,130,94S.
2, 90. 3
3,763,074

199,367
324,92e
33, 207

97,192
131,577
167,233

102,175
19J,349
225, 974

61,2-594

1, 632,116

i93,810

70,041

123,799

,749
7,14
S,041j
- '

5371
-XS7
).
79, 40
24, M 5

15,509
272, 596
296,5MA
333,844

123,133

li, 23
12, AM9.
15,175
3, SA2

9, %5V,
19,242
24, 727
15, t7l

1,737
-6C1,
694
-9, M2
-11,2S9
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United
StatOes
3aS Ophthalmic goods:
1994 ...........................
1 9............................
190--------------------..
Difference, 1960 compared with
194 ..........................
3M Photographer equipment:
1954 ............................
1958 ...........................
1960 ............................
DIfference, 1960 compared with
1954 ..........................
Ua7 Watcbesad clocks:
1954 ............................
195 ............................
1900 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
195 ..........................
390
Iscellaneow manufaturing (8):
1954 ............................
1958 ............................
1960 ............................
Difference, 196 compared with
15 ..........................
391 Jewelry and silverware:
1954 ............................
1958 ...........................
190 ............................
Difference, 1960compared with
1954 ..........................
M3 Musical instruments and parts:
1954 ...........................
1958 ............................
1960 ............................
Differete, 1960 compared with
1954 ..........................
391 Toys and sporting goods:
1954 ............................
19S ............................
1960 ...........................
Difference. 1960 compared with
1954 ..........................
395 Office supplies:
1954 ............................
1958 ...........................
1960 ............................
Difference, 1960 compared with
1954 ..........................
396 Costume Jewelry and notion :
19.4 ............................
196 ............................
1960........................
Difference, 1960 compared with
1954 .....................
999 MIscellaneous and other:
W
1954 ............................
1958 ............................
190 ............
Difference, 1960 compared
th
1954 ..........................
Total. above industries:
19.54
............................
1958 ......
...............
1900 ............................
Difference, 19,0 compared with
1954 ..........................
Total, all industries"
1954 ...........................
1958
I9Wo............................
.. ....... ...........
DIfference, 19 compared with j
154 ..........................

18.464
18,223
20, 662

Value fidded

Foreign trade (thousand douars)

(thousand
doUsrs)

Esports

United Statesi.

107,059
136,96
152, 830

I

sorts

7,416
7,174
8,260

Balance

1.049
3,972
7,133

6,367
3,202
1,127

2,19S

45,771

844

6,084

-5, 240

63,008
60,262
61,490

593,900
788,759
958,577

61,297
85,297
10 751

16,103
38,186
48,754

45,194
47,111
59,997

-1,518

362,6T7

47,454

32,651

29,604
26,15?
26,162

20. 676
183,556
238,773

7,694
&98
5,249

63.338
58,104
67,888

-,343

38,097

614,644
571,434
58,174

3,909,238
4,754,260
5,273,331

-26,470

1,364,093

-2443
546,076
95,332
396,225
-149,851

14,803
-57,644
-52,706
-6%,69

2,50

-4,9

320.258
261,280
094,229

225,818
134052
-298,004

373,971

-523,822

47,93
41.867
42,349

302,058
323. 316
373,644

11,946
19,338
29,464

93.455
109,0"2-2
127,302

-81,509
-89, 684
-97,838

-5,581

71, 586

17,518

33.847

-16,329

. 15,407
17.450
21,864

94.213
131,703
149,388

4.384
6.146
11.323

11,878
12,83
I, 147

-7,494
-6,737
-6,824

6,457

55,173

6.939

6,260

670

8 559
98704
1 5188

446 358
711,798
846,472

21,663
32, &%7
42,517

20,509
44.275
70,122

1,154
-11,618
-27,605

16,629

378,114

20.854

49.613

-2,759

8 218
.29, 131
9,777

200.908
236,997
268,028

23. 24
24.599
28,103

931
1.736
2,632

22,353
22, S63
25,473

1,569

67,120

4,821

1.701

3,120

6 675
56.274
52,630

31,312
33,.T24
356,130

16,519
13, 107
It, 187

14&344
45. 780
401, 664

-131,825
-32.183
-387,477

. -14,045

37,818

-2,332

2.A3,
320

-255,652

09
3A,008
36,366
3.
-21,843

2,422,132
3,012,122
3.279,669

1,733,611
1,009,349
852.7M

67,493
168,193
23,45

1,666,116
841,154
W 339

13.728,804
1&346,661
13,786,440

101,577,807
122,077,832
139, 775, 686

10,254,201
11,286,680
12.525,727

5,340,664
7,302,738
9,331,595

3, 197, 879

3

57,636
15,6,491
15,
33,766
16.124,,061
478,570

857,587

-8M0.81

175,959

-I,050,777
4,913,537
3,983,842
3,194,132

2,271,526

3990, 931

117,032,326 12,160,193
141,
163, 270,
230. 297
8047 14,128,001
15,753,320

5,546,961
7, 725,919

6, GI&232
A.
402, OS2
S,12
.8K0709
.1

46,198, 481

4, Y,

-772,523

3, 593,127

W

-1.719.405
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(The excerpt from the Washington Post referred to follows:)
OLO0RAL TRADi
TOKYO TRADERS LOOK TO PEIPING%MOSCOW

(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
to expanding trade with Its two nearest Communist nations-Russia and Red
China.
During the past week a high-powered group of 18 top Japanese industrialists
and financiers left for Moscow with the avowed purpose of boosting trade.
During the same week, Prime Minister llayato Ikeda and Foreign Minister
Masayoshi Ohira came out publicly in favor of new arrangements for increasing
Sino-Japanese economic 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 a third ot the exports to Jalan's
best customer- --the United States.
Pressures have been building in Japan for Increasing trade with the two Comnulnist laItalas imija it an, ihir kfVA17I-,d th.ec. right. But the motives differ.
Great pains were taken before the departure of the Kawai mission to MoscowYoshinari Kawal, president of the Konmatsu Manawfaturlnz ( o. liaidi the
group--to make clear that the group was Interested only in economic negotiating
and had no ix)litical purpose.
The 18 mission members Include the heads of many big Japanese industrial
firms.
While there was great opposition to expansion of trade with the Soviet Union
before, much of it has evaporated.
Apprehension is growing here that success in establishing the Euroe'-in
Commnon Market will freeze Japan out of its present markets, not only in Europe
but also the United States.
Many (it .Jaian's largest Industries are contracting now, primarily a result of
Prime Minister Ike~da's tight-money policy. Especially affected are sbipbnildig nid heavy machinery manufacturing.
It Is just these industries which v, uld he most affected by an increase In Russian trade. For the Soviet Union has indicated that It seeks the output of heavy
Industry to help realize its ambitious Industrialization program in Siberia.
The fact that, so far the Soviet Union buys from Japan more than it sells there
hellis the Government look with more favor upon increased trade than it might
otherwise.
Last year Japan exported $150 million ill goods to Ru.sia and received only
$90 million In imlp)rts.
Before World Var II the Chinese mainland was japan's biggest customer.
If trade with it is not to be resulted, and in the face of possible reduced markets
in the rest of the world resulting 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. nrnd lumber
in exchange for steel, full chemical and textile plants and pipelines and refineries.
The matter ol! trade with Red China is more complex.
Japan has no diplomatic relations with Communist China and what trade
is conducted is mainly carried on through a group called the Japan-China TrPde
Pronotiona Association composed of firms which the Peiping roeIme considers
"friendly." Basically, Ikeda's proposal last week was that the Government
create a special body to handle Sino-Japan trade.
This promptly brought a blast from the Nationalist China Cavernmeat on
Taiwan. The Nationalists said any move to lihbralize trade wi h the Reds
would bring about a crisis In Jnpanese-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 (luring a summer cholera scare.
Realistic Japanese businessmen, however, view any loss of trade with Chiang
as being unimlortant if the result Is any major Increase in trade with the mainIa ,id.
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Masanorl Sumli 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
is expected to reach about $100 million this year.
Japanese traders are also beginning to wonder how much loyalty to the
Western World's strategic embargo against Red China Is felt by other Western
nations.
Last May, for example, as pointed out by the newspaper Asahi last week, the
Trade Control Commission in Paris refused to give Japan permilion to export
electronic computers.
At the same time Great Britain was exporting Jet aircraft to Red China under
a deal in which England was to get permission later.
Such acts reinforce the stubborn, although seldom admitted, Japanse feeling
that they aie discriminated against subtly on many fronts, that even such
matters as the control of strategicjm..xpt to Red China is a manifestation
of the clubbiness of WesterB natibs-Just as ERC another.
In the matter of In
'sing Japan's trade -:ith Re, China, the official U.S.
policy, according to Mibbassador Edwin 0. Relschauer, Is"14at this is a Japanese
matter and that the°United States could not properly meddle.'N
At the same time Reischauer indicated-tke United States hAs expressed its
concern.
The Japasc Govcrnmenj hhs'only permittedtrelatIvely tIgh1 deferred-payment terms in the past anid the Chinese Communists, faced with 1 shortage of
hard curreticles, have been unable to meet them. ,Japane industrialists charge that both.E.gland and West Germany permit
ea'-er ter s and tiat those easier termsAfre the largest single factor fi the fact
that Greft Britain did more than twiee as midch business last year with Peiping
as did J$pan, and West Germany did abmlt 15 percent Mhore.
Consi ering its geographical position and prewar trade history, Japan feels
thiq aiounts to Western Europsn countries coming in and seizing Rmarkets
which .fould rightfully be hers-If there is to be any trade at all.
Good traded bMtween JApan and tbi mainland are transported either in
Ja panee bottoms br ships leased by the Chinesc.
Because of the lack of normal relations, goods are delivered for inspection
at uInay de in Chino where inspectors make on-tbe-spQt rulings which Japanese
traders tten feel are unfair and which would not occur It.Japan had commercial
attachs o represent them or permitted Chinese Communist Inspectori to accept
dockside ellvery in Japan.
Entry ofthe Government officially Into the Sino-Japant.se tradc picture might
permit a chdoge in these terms, too, Japanese industrialists believe.

The C1IAiNMk.AN. 'We thank you very rnuch, Senator, Bash. Your
amendments %iilreceive careful consideration of this'committee.
Senator Dougrka 1
Senator DouoLAs.">l-thank our very valuable colleague on the Joint
Economic Committee. "Itis always a pleasure to h116M)you testify.
Do I understand that your amendment 37 applio He#rowth industries, i.e., that where an industry has been growing Them rapidly than
other industries in this country, that it can apply for the escape-clause
and peril-point remedies?
Senator Busii. Yes.
Senator DCTGL.AR. Now these are industries growing more rapidly
than other industries. Why do you think that they need the protection 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 elsewhere. Now here you are proposing to apply them to flourishing industries. Isn't that really carrying the escap~e-clause and peril-point
provisions to a fantastic extreme?
Senator Busi. We are saying that the President should be informed about this situation in the prenegotiation stages of the agreement-nmaking process.
87270--42-pt.

--1
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Senator DouoGAs. Of course, there is public opinion and pressure
against any such reduction.
Senator BUsu. Well, maybe that is to the advantage of tie country.
Maybe it is not. That is a matter of opinion. But certainly it is
intended to call to his attention anything wiich might cause or
threaten serious injury in an industry showing sustaied growth. I
,meat these are the ones we want to foster to create the jobs neded in
our economy. We do not want to handicap them.
Senator I)O'UOLAs. Arent your provisions such that almost every
comnlodity would be subject to these peril -point and escape-clause
provisions f
Senator Busii. WellSenator DOUGLAS. 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 to it.
You give almost unlimited scope, do you not, for the application of
the peril-point and escape-clause provisions?
Senator Busi. Well, the purpose of the peril-point procedure 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
inaMtor DouoLAs. But there is also a provision that the extent of his
concemsions 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 lie could make, because peril point had
been previously declared by the Tariff Commission, and he could not
go below them. Is that not, true?
Senator BusM. I believe so.
Senator I)our.s. And so what you are doing is to open up the
whole field for the Tariff Cmmmission to inhibit the President in the
concessions which he could make.
Now wouldn't this ruling make it almost impossihie to get a reduction in tariffs by mutual and reciprocal action?
Senator Busit. 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 atud 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 niy amendments generally is to
implement that thought.
Senator I)or-,.as. Well. could it not become a no-decrease policy?
Senator Busir. No.
Senator 1)ouorA. Wouldn't that be its practical effect? I mean
an industry would be in peril if it d ,es not grow absolutely. An industry 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 pointsl)elow
which the President cannot' go, and therefore you replace the President
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a negotiating authoatV by substituting tie Tariff Commission.
Very frankly, the Tariff (ommission in the past, at least under the
Eisenhower administration, has been extremely protectionist.
Senator BUSH. Let me say this to the Senator: Again, broadly viewing the problem, we are faced now, as the Senator knows better than
anyone, and certainly as well as anyone, with a very unenviable unempl -nent factor in this country. It is a matter of mucl concern in
the Senator's mind, in the Joint Economic Comnittee, in the Banking 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
lost 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 further increase, the unemployment factor in this country.
In the testimony before the Joint Economic Committee last December, wi had some competent testimony that asserted that the immediate results of the proposed policy-and we did not even have the bill
before us then-would be, in the early stages of this ding 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 DOrOLAS. Well, may I say'in all kindness, I think you have
defined the purpose of these amendments; namely, to decrease imports into the. United States.
Senator Brs11. No.
Senator Dororts. Well, I think that is the general purpot and
the general effect of them.
But what we are ti ving to do in the bill is to expand exports, recognizing that the price'we have to pay for this is probably also an increase in imports, hoping that this will be a net increase in national
income.
Senator Busir. Well. I should think, Mr. Chairman. alid Senator
Douglas, that. we should be as careful about. attempting to protect
employment in this, count-y as our friends i I the Common Market
are in attempting to protect it and improve employment in their
own countries.
Senator 1)oro,.%s. The Senator from Illinois has been urging that',
as 'on say, for some months now. And I tend to favor an amendment
which would give to the President the power to increase tariffs if tl;at
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
princil;le of the Trade Expansion Act. I would'like to have this as
an exception to the powers granted to the President, and as a suppleinentatoNi power granted to him to induce the IViropean countries to
reduce. their tar:iffs in case mutual' reductions, are imot sufficient to
move them.
-is
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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 got
to have some mechanics in this bill that are going to implement that
policy.
Now, 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 setting up hospitals and nursing homes here for
people who get wounded. And I think it is probably better in the
interest of the United States to avoid causing -the injury, to avoid
causing the wounds qnd 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 makingof trade agreements than the first third of the bill provides for.
Row, these amendments are desied to provide that discipline.
Senator DouoL~s. Discipline is a fine word. ButSenator BusH. But not a very popular one.
Senator DouorAs. Oh yes, I believe in discipline. But with all
kindness I would say tile 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 we 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 an'd cutting off the'expansion in trade which they
have already obtained.
The difficulty is we are bound to hurt somebody. The only question 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 generous, kindhearted fellows I've ever known. He approves of medical corps or hospital corps in time of war. I am sure
he 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 mitigate hardships.
Senator BusH. Well, I certainly do intend to try to mitigate hardships and unemployment, and that creates hardships, as the Senator
knows just as well and I say perhaps better than most of us. The
Senator is a great humanitarian and I respect him for that. I am a
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 and Presient EisenhowerSenator DouoLAs. May I refer the Senator toSenator BusH. And incidentally, may I say to the Senator that
during that period our exports have had a tremendous increase. I
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think in the middle thirties we were only exporting ome $3 billion
worth of goods. Now we are exporting over .$0 billion.
Senator DOUGLAS. 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 your 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 Yale, some time before
our period, the students lised 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.
You may be able to protect the brass and copper industry of Connecticut by your tariffs, but you will be iluiring the agricultural ma.
chinery and earthmoving machinery of Ilinois, you will be injuring
the wheat farmer out on the broad and roving prairies of North Dakota, Nebraska, Kansas, an Oklahoma. You will'be hurting the
feed grain producers of the Midwest.
Senator Busa. I do not suggest, Mr. Chairman-I do not agree that
the record of the past 25 or 27 years supports that statement at all.
I do suggest that the no-injury policy has-just a moment-I
listened very patiently to ou.
Senator D-uoLs. Well, we have listened patiently to you, and not
only patientliy, but with pleasure, because you are always charming.
Senator Busur Well, I appreciate those sentiments.
But I say to the Senator that I do not want to scrap the history of
ihe past 27 yeais 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
limes in these hearings-is about 11 percent, whereas the Common
Market is 14 percent. Under their agr.3ements, 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
off the bat with increased tariffs, protective tariff levels in this Conunon
Market.
These people have ths organization to protect the interests of those
six countries and advance their interest by promoting trade internally,
jist as we have in the United States for all these years that we have
be.n 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
benefit of the free world. I do not think that is the kind of an organization it is.
Senator DOUOLAS. Well, with many of your comments I find myself
in agreri-.ent. But, I must protest that your effort to lay the two
twin babies of peril points and escape clauses at the doorstep of HuJl
and Carter G ass and Franklin D. Roosevelt-because when the
original Reciprocal Trade Act went into effect, those clauses were
lhot included.
Senator Busi. I know that.
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Senator Doos.s Just a moment. Therefore, they do not go back
27 years. They only go back 14 years, to 1948.
(The information follows:)
The peril point provision was put in in 1948 when the Republican 80th Con.
gross was in power. In 1949 the Democratic Conrress repealed the peril point
provision and extended the act for 2 years.

Senator DouoLAs. Now, in 1951 the Democratic majority in the
House and Senate was appreciably decreased, at a very narrow margin. I did not have the )rivilege of being on the Finanice Committee
at that time. But the coalition which sometimes operates here, across
party lines agreed upon introducing the escape clause and the. peril
point into the act. My colleague, Senator McFarland, who was, I
think, the majority leader, accepted those under duress with a pistol
pointed at his head. I think r 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 Republican Party. Don't lay them at our doorstep and then piously say
'I believe so much in the recil)rocal trade policy of Hull and 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 Busii. Well, I thank the Senator for the compliments implied in his remarks.
Senator DOTOLAS. You should not deny that paternity.
Senator Busir. The policy of no injury was originally stated by
President Roosevelt andHui. I know that the peril point and escape
T
clause legislation did not come in at that time.
e al know that.
Senator DouOLAs. It, is good of you to say that.
Senator Busmi. I say that it was later introduced, however, to imp lenient the policy tht. was originally stated by Mr. Roosevelt and
Hull. And I defy the Senator to deny that.
Senator DoroLA s. I 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 years 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 I voted for its extension two or three timesbut always this same. question comes up. In the last 8 years the Senator's party has had control of both Houses of the Congres and it
now has also. They never have been willing to pullI away from them.
Senator DorGLAS. Strike the phrase "Democratic Party has been
in control" and insert the phrase "the bipartisan coalition" which I
sometimes refer to as the "unholy alliance ' has been in control.
Senator Busm. Well, now, the Senator must not confess to the
weaknesses of his own party.
Senator DOuGLAS. No, I do not confess to the weaknesses. I am
simply saying 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 Brsu. Well, Mr. President., I have heard the Senator on
the subject of the unholy alliance before. I have never been greatly
impressed with it. I think it is sort of a dodge to protect the lack
of discipline in the Democratic Party. But that is really beside the
point.
All we are trying to do here, in these amendments, broadly speaking, is to stick to the policy which was begun by President Roosevelt
and Mr. Hull and very successfully implemented over the years and
supported by President Truman and President Eisenhowir and the
Democratic Congress.
Senator DOUOLAS. Would you permit me to make a substitution?
Senator BusH. Certainly.
Senator DOUGLAS. You would intensify the policy begun by Eugene
Milliken here in the Finance Committee, which he carried through
with the alliance.
Senator Busi. You mean to say Mr. Milliken was so powerful he
completely dominated the Finance Comfiittee?
Senator DOUGLAS. Of course no one can dominate the Chairman,
because he holds his own coitrse. But I will say that Mr. Milliken
had allies.
Senator Busii. 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 (olorado produced the book written by my g0od
friend here on the subject of unemployment. At least you remember
he quoted extensively from that book. And his conclusion wasdon't write a book unless you want to see It come out later and used against
you on the Senate floor.

Does the Senator recall that?
Senator DOUGLAS. Or perhaps those who write books should not
run for the Senate.
Senator Busir. Well, Mr. Chairman I always have a little fm
with my friend over here. And I think lie has'a little full with me.
But I ain sure basically he sees the logic of my argument.
Senator DorGLAS. Y am sorry, Mr. Chairman, for taking up so
much ti,t
The CA; % .i Stn!tor Williams.
Senator \Viur. rs. Thank you.
I have enjoyed tik colloquy here this afternoon very much.
But just to"keel) the record straight, was not the escape clause and
the peril poin* both put in by a Democratic Congress and signed by
a Democratic resident?
Senator Busn. That is my understanding; yes sir.
Senator WV rA.AiLs. And it was pased by members of the Republican Party and those members of the Democratic Party, all of whom
had been supported by the Republican Party.
Senator flrsn. I think it is a result of the blessed coalition. I would
say.
Senator WILLIASS. This coalition oft'times has saved the country.
Senator DOUoLAs. They always lose the election, but win the lgis.
nation.
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The CHAIRMAN. I am not getting in any argument about the coali.
tion, except to admit that I have been a member of it.
Senator DouoLAs. This is the first time I have ever heard that
frankly stated.
Senator WuUAMs. Seriously speaking, though, I do want to congratulate you, Senator Bush, in connection with your prepared statement 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 is to make sure that this bill is
in reality a reciprocal trade program.
Senator BUSH. Yes.
Senator WILLTAmS. And one in which we are willing to give concessions, but at the same time one in which we expect some concession
from the other parties.
Sen ator BUSH. That is right.
Senator WILuIAmS. And as the Common Market has been established, is it not true that these six countries which form this Common Market, since its establishment have built a higher trade barrier
around them than they had prior to this periodI
Senator BUSH. 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 WmiLAms. While I am not critical of that, that was evi.
dently done in order to safeguard and protect their domestic industries.
Senator Busii. That is right.
Senator WILLIms. And we, as representatives of this country, have
an equal right and responsibility to protect our industries at the same
time.
Senator BUsH. 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. But we are asking for a little firmer measure of congressional
responsibility and oversight.
Senator W~m~mus. I am sure we arc 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 t:,rvir
1,nd
then
they in turn, as instanced in the last few months, they li
I Lit their
tariffs, but then put on a substitute charge of variable fees or some
other g'ise--but in reality they are putting another trade barrier
which is just as effective as a high tariff.
I think what we need is a little more hard Yankee bargaining.
Senator Busii. 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 tarit
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 disemployment of workers by Federal action under trade agreements. That is the point.
Senator WrLLiAms. Thank you. I think you have made a great contribution to the committee's study of this problem.
Senator Busi. I thank the Senator very much.
The CHA1MAN. Senator Curtis.
Senator Cuwms. Mr. Chairman--Senator Bush, you have made a
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 industries--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
granted to the President under this bill are implemented, they very
likely will cause serious injuries and serious disemployment. And
the proof of that is, as I said, that about two-thirds of this bill is devoted to repairing the damage which may be created by the first third
of the bill regarding the negotiations.
Senator Curms. 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 beSenator Busn. Well, I say the argument for removing it, by those
who wish to remove it, is so as to not require that the President, whoever lie may be, be bothered with too strict controls over what he
may do.
]n other words, it takes away from the Congress, I think, some of
the power that constitutionally resides here, and gives to the President the corresponding increase in his authority.
I just feel that it goes too far.
Senator CuRiS. 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 Busit. I believe that is correct.
Senator Cuirrs. President Kennedy has gone beyond the peril point
something over 62 times.
Senator BusH. I do not know the number of times, but I am sure
the Senator is correct.
Senator Cuirris. 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 Government 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 Busii. Well, I do not think this bill would give us any more
protection against that type of discrimination against the United
States. I think that. our amendments would be designed to give the
necessary safeguards in that connection.
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Senator CURTIS. Call you see any advantage of the Congress withholdingits approval of this act until it. has been determined whether
or not England is going to enter the Common Market, and if so, how,
and how will it affect the Conunonwealth countries?
Senator Bus.l Well, may I say to the Senator that if Britain does
not joint the Common Market, t]en this 80 percent business would be
meaningless, absolutely-because without T'itain in the Common
Market, the Common*Market and ourselves would not control So
percent of trade.
Senator CURTIS. Can you see any injury coming to this country if
we wait and see what happens with efemence to Britain's action
Senator Brsii. 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 yet whether they are going to resolve those difficulties.
So if it were laid over until next. year, I ske no great harm, because
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 Cr'mns. I think that is most important so far as the agricultural interests are concerned.
Senator Busu. Yes.
Senator CURTrS. 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. I agree.
Senator CuR-ris. I want to again commend you for your fine statement here. and I won't take any more time, Mr. Chairman. That
is all.

The CIAIR.MAx. Thank you very much, Senator Bush. You have
made a valuable contribution.
Senator Busu. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the
commit tee.
Senator Douor.%s. Mr. Chairman. With the approval, if Senator
Bush gives his approval, I would like to ask unanimous consent that
a memorandum submitted to me by Mr. Howard Petersen, which
applies to Senator Bush's ainendinis. be printed at the conclusion
of this colloquy so that wk may all see what the amendments are and
the position of the a(hninistraition is, so that we may have a chance
to mn(ler'tan(l the issues more currently.
Senator Brsn. Will the Senator kindly give me a cop) of that?
I have no objection. I have no objection hut I would like to have
a copy.
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Senator DoUGLAS. I have only one copy. It will be printed in
the morningand that is one reason I put it in the record.
Senator Busi. I think probably somebody on the staff has it.
(The document referred to follows:)
ADMINISTATION VIEWS ON AuFavDMtNTS TO H.R. 11970, TRAD
1962, INTaODucED BY SzNATO BUSH

EA,.NsIoN AcOr OF

On August 2, 1902, Senator Bush, on behalf of himself and other Senators, introduced a series of amendments to H.R. 11970. These amendments, 37 in nunzber, affect virtually every important provision in the bill 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 successfully nullify the bill and render it useless except as
a vehicle for curtailing foreign trade.
There is attached a detailed analysis and criticism of each of these amendments (numbered according to the listing in the Congressional Record of August
2,1962, pp. 14371-143T3).
It isthe 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 peril-point and escape-clause provisions which are neither
practical nor economically sound, and which would result In the most extreme protectionist standards which the trade legislation has ever known;
and
(4) Striking the substance of the administration's proposals for adjustment assistance to firms and workers adversely affected by tariff reductions.
Amendmcmt 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.
ComN mCn t
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 foreign markets for
U.S. products (the first purpose stated In that section). However, it can be expected that, indirectly an& 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
5 percent ad valorem (or its ad valorem equivalent), to exceed the basic 50Ier(ent limitation on the tariff reduction authority.
C'orn iment

Ini the case of low-duty articles, the rates often have only an insignificant
protective effect and act as an unnecessary imlpement to trade.
In order to be equipped with significant negotiating 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 materials which are of particular importance to the export trade of less developed
countries. We are seeking to encourage the trade of these countries and to
in Imitmize their dependence on our financial assistance.
The utilization of this authority would be subject to the same careful safeguards generally applicable to the tariff-reducing authority under the bill.
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Amendfmoot 3
Section 211(a) would be amended to require that the dominant supplier authority 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
If the United States were to adopt such a limitaUon on its bargaining authority, the European Economic Community could reasonably be expected also to
refuse to make tariff reductions of more than 50 percent on categories of which
its members accounted for less fan a similar percentage of world exports. This
would substantially restrict the benefits 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 foreign tariff concessions therefore are greatest. Without
the possibility of obtaining elimination of the European Economic Community
tariff on such categories, U.S. exporters would be left at a competitive disadvantage in trying to sell in the European Economic Community where rival producers in European Economic Community member countries could distribute
goods duty free.
Furthermore, if foreign tariffs were lowered under the dominant supplier authority, U.S. exports could be expected to increase 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.S. export sales.
Finally, this amendment Is unnecessary as a safeguard for the interests of
U.S. producers, since the "dominant supplier" authority will be subject to careful
prenegotiation safeguards, including thorough Tariff Commission investigations
and advice to the President as to the probable economic effect of any eontemplated tariff reduction, public hearings open to all Interested parties, and reservation of certain articles from concessions. These provisions insure that all
factors pertinent to the condition of a particular Industry and its sensitivity
to tariff conceqslons will be carefully examined before a decision Is made to
utilize any tariff-reducing authority.
Amendment 8b
Section 211(b) (2) (B) would be amended to require that the Tariff Commission make public not only its determinations of the articles falling within the
categories for the purpose of the dominant supplier authority, but modifications
of such determinations as well.
Comment"
The Tariff Commission Is required to make public its determinations of articles
falling within each category, and Is authorized to modify determinations. Since
a modified determination Is still a determination, the requirement for publication, which is not qualified in terms of original or initial determinations, would
equally apply.
Amendment 8o

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 supplier formula, to delete from the
list any article for which the Commission determines that use of the dominant
supplier authority would breach the peril points to be fixed under proposed
amendment 8.
Comment
This amendment supplements amendment 6, which reintroduces the existing
peril-point provisions. Accordingly, the comment on amendment 6 applies.
Amendment 3d
Section 211(c) (2) (B) would be amended to require the Commerce Department to make public the foreign trade statistics upon which computations of
aggregated world export value are based for purposes of section 211 (a).
commew
Access to these statistics is already available to the public, and would continue to be under the Trade Expamnsion AcL The amendment is, therefore, unnecessary.
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Amendments 3 e, f, and p
Section 211(c) (2) (0) 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 commercial 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 foreign 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 picture of total world export trade.
Furthermore, the amendment would tend to exclude export sales by any country which are financed through government support or assistance programs.
Regardless of the method of financing, such exports reflect demand for the products 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 computng world export value.
The amendment Aiwould, moreover, be impracticable, since trade data are not
maintained according to the means of payment.
Amendment 8k
Section 211(d) would be amended to require the Tariff Commission to make
public its 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
l'ne advice In question is clearly In the nature of a communication to the
President 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 determination Is the President's which will be made known upon Issuance of the public
list.
Amendment
Section 211(e) would be amended so that the dominant supplier authority
would be inapplicable to articles as to which tho Tariff Commission finds under
section 211(b) that the use of such authority would cause or threaten serious
injury.
Comment
This amendment supplements amendment 0, which reinstates the existing perilpoint provisions in section 211(b). Accordingly, the comment on amendment
6 applies.
Amendincots 5 a-f
SctIon 213 would be amended to require that, in utilizing 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 is directly competitive with a commodity
produced in the United States.
Comment
This amendment disregards the fact that, while an Imported article may be
competitive with a U.S. article, it does not mean that imports of the article will
be injurious. Moreover, the safeguards generally applicable to the itflization
of the tariff reduction authority in H.R. 11970 would also apply to the authority
in section 213. The President would be authorized to exclude from negotiation
any tropical agricultural or forestry commodity which he deemed appropriate
fir any reason, including the advice of the Tariff Commission as to the probable
economic effect of granting tariff concessions.
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Amcndmcnt 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 Injury; and
(3) require the Tariff Commission to hold hearings.
Corn mcnt
This amendment would again Impose on the Tariff Commission the responsibility given it by the 1951 act of fixing, for each article under consideration for
a isilble tariff concession, the exact "peril polt" below which tariffs could not
safely be reduced.
This cannot realistically be done. To fix exact peril points on the basis of
unpredictable future possibilities is an arbitrary process without foundation in
sound economic analysis. It is impossible to translate into terms of precise
tariff levels the broad variety of factors which may affect the response of domes.
ti,industries to modified tariffs.
Moreover, reintroduction of the peril-point provision Is unnecessary in view
olfthe requirement in section 221(b) which assures that before any tariff concession is granted the Tariff Commission must have the opportunity to provide
Io the President in a meaningful way its advice as to the probable economic
efTect of the proposed concession.
This will leave the Tariff Commission free
i render the imost meaningful and intelligible advice possible, unrestricted by
artificial and unworkable statutory criteria. In addition, the President would
have to take into account the views of interested persons presented at public
hearings hell toy the Tariff C nimission, as well as infowrmntion and advice
given to him by various Government agencies. All of these procedures are
designed to insure that the President's decision to modify ditties will be based
isiin the moost thorough and rational cnsideratiin of the consequences of such
Itt ion as is P:)Ssiile.

The injury criteria under the proposed peril 1x)int would parallel those
under the proposed escape clause. See paragraph 4 of ct,,nments on amendments
18 through 32.
Amendment 7
Section 224 would be amended to provide that the prerequisites stated therein
would have to be satisfied before the President granted a trade agreement concession as well as before he offered such a concession.
Connten*
The amendment is 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 case, 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
Section 225(a) (1) would be amended by deleting the reference (t) .etion
3,1,
vhich relates to tariff adjustment,.
Comment
This 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 thue limitation applicable to the possible reservation from tariff negotiations of articles on which
the Tariff Commission has recommended escape-clause action but none is in
effect.
Commeant
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 351
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(c) and (d). The purpose is to encourage such industries to take steps to improve their competitive position, with the expectation that tariffs would not be
modified during that period.
To exempt such industries from tariff reduction during the entire period of
the Trade Expansion Act's effectiveness, however, would tend to remove the
stimuli., to such industries to undertake efforts at adjustment to import competition. The amendment would thus create an artificial, and even unneeded,
prop for U.S. industry.
Even after the 4-year period has 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 Commisalon. If, after the
4-year period, the industry's competitive position 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 reser'vatton from trade
negotiations.
Amenrdment 10

Section 225(c), which relates to the President's discretionary reservation authority, would be amended to substitute "findings" for "advice" in describing
the nature of the Tariff Commission's report to the President under section
221 (b).
Coni men t

If this amendment simply conforms to amendment 6, the comment on amendment 6 applies.
If this amendment is Intended to have an independent status, It is unnecessary.
It vuld not alter the nature of the Tariff Commission's communication to the
l'rtsident if section 221 (b) continues to read In terms of advice.
litaddition, whether the Tariff Commission's communication is characterized
a advisory or factfinding cannot affect the constitutionality of the delegation of
authority to the President under the bill. The constitutional point is met so
long as the hill sets out, and the President follows, intelligible criteria applicable
to the exercise of the authority delegated to him by the bill.
.4mcndments 1I a, b, c

Tie.e amendments, described below, would add a new section 226 which would
attach specified conditions to the President's exercise of the trade agreements
authority.
("em ent

These amendments would render practically unusable the President's authority
to ent-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 lad committed 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 ,f precisely the same amount that we might make under the new
act. This w,,uld have to be done whether or not we would be in a position to
benefit from such a concession by the EEC. We would have to give priority
to the achievement of matching concessions even though it would probably
In many cases be more advantageous for us to seek from the EE C concea4eons
on articles other than those on which we were prepared to offer concessions to
the EEC. We would find It practically lmposAble under this formula to get
the concessions we need front the EMC on U.S. agricultural exports.
Subsection (b) would require the President to limit offers of tariff concessions to the country or instrumentality which Is the principal supplier of the
article in world export trade. not Including 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.S. market Is ordinarily an Important consideration in the granting of a concession. its supplier
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position to the world in not. We might indeed find ourselves considerably hampered in our tariff negotiations if other countries should adopt such a standard.
We would certainly consider it unreasonable for another country to reject our
request for a tariff concession on the ground that we did not have a sufficiently
good supplier position in world markets as a whole.
Subsection (c) would require the President to refrain from proclaiming new
tariff concessions to any country unless he found that the parties to and beneficiaries of such agreements had agreed to admit imports of the like articles
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 amendment, according to its sponsors, Is to bring about more favorable treatment for
Asian goods in European markets. This is a highly unrealistic and ineffective
way of achieving a commendable aim which the United States is pursuing by
every appropriate means. The proposed subsection (c) would condition the
President's exercise of his trade agreements authority on the negotiation of
commitments as to the treatment of Asian goods by European countries. This
would preclude us from obtaining concessions from other countries which
woukd 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 lid and 12
Section 220 would be redesignated section 227 and would be amended to
require the President to transmit each trade agreement to the Congress, together
with a statement specifying each breach of a peril point and the reasons for
such breach.
Comment
This amendment supplements amendment 6. Accordingly, the comment on
amendment 6 applies.
Amendmente 18 a and b
Section 242(a) would be amended by fixing by statute the chairmanship of
the interagency trade organiz .tion in the Secretary of Commerce.
Comment
The President, in exercising the responsibilities of his Office, must have latitude to choose among his official advisers for counsel and for special tasks such
as chairmanship of Cabinet-level committees.
In particular instance of the interagency trade organization, President Kennedy sent a letter to the Ways and Means Committee of the House of Representatives dated May 17. 1962, and printed in that committee's report (p. 19) in
which he expressed his intention to "retain" (referring to the present chairmanship by the Secretary of Commerce of the Trade Policy Committee) "the Secretary 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) (3) would be amended by striking 'unjustifiable."
Comment
This is a technical amendment consistent with amendments 16 a, c, and e
which strike "unjustifiable" and "unjustillably" 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 negotiating any trade agreement shall seek advice and information with respect to each distinct and homogeneous grouping of articles which is the subject of negotiations from representatives of the domestic Industry, agricultural sector, and labor producing the like
or directly competitive articles.
Comment
Tht bill provides ample opportunity for Interested parties to present their
views concerning particular articles subject to negotiations. Section 223
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requires the President to conduct public bearings prior to negotiations where
interested parties can present their case as to the effects of trade concessions on
the specific article they desire to protect. Section 241(b) further requires the
special representative for trade negotiations to seek information and advice
(luring negotiations from representatives of Industry, agriculture, and labor.
These representatives will not speak for any certain Industry or product but will
evaluate the broad effects of the negotiations based upon their general 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 parties
who are representing special interests. The advice they have to give will
already have been given in public bearing where their opposition, if any, can
state contrary views. The amendmimt 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 justifiable and unjustifiable Import restrictions. Accordingly, they would require the
President to take action against those import restrictions which are fully recognized 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 Import restrictions, such as those under section 22
of the Agricultiiral Adjustment Act of 1933, which are either permitted by the
GATT 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. Retaliation can have injurious 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 President to terminate tariff concemions made under the dominant supplier authority
when he finds that in themost recent 2-year period for which data are available
either that the United States did not account for at least 25 percent of the aggregated world export value or that the United States and the European Fconomic Community together did not account for 80 percent or more of such value.
CommCn t

Once a trade agreement has been made, it would be unreasonable to terminate
tariff concessions merely because a statistical formula is no longer satisfied by
world trade data. Such a step would obligate the United States, under international agreements, to make offsetting tariff concessions on other proiuIts or
else be liable to retuliation, either of which actions may cause hardship to
domestic interests. The significant question is not whether the formula is satisfied. but whether the tariff concession has led to serious lhjury on the part of
domestic producers. In the latter case, the bill spelifically provides for suspension of tariff concession (see. 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 uncertalnty on the part of U.S. exporters as to the continuation of tariff concessions which the European E-onomlc Community has
given to this country, since it is reasonable to expect that if the United State,
abrogated trade agreements on the basis of this standard, the European Economic
Comimunity would do the same.
87270-62-pt. 4-17
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Amendment 17b
This amendment adds a new section 255(d) v-hich would require the President to retaliate against a country breaching a commitment given to the United
States in accordance with the requirements of section 2"2 (a) or (c). The act
of retaliation would be termination of the concession or concessions granted to
that country in reliance on the breached cow.mitment.
Conment
See comment on amendments 11 a and c, which would establish sections
226 (a) and (e), and comment on ariendinents 16 a-C relating to the undesirability of retaliation as a principle In trade policy.
In addition to the cited considerations, there is tire further point that amend.
mert 17b 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 lartlcular concession granted by the United States for a
given Loncession granted by another country.
Aumcndmcnts 18-32
Section 257(e) (1), 301, and 302 would be amended so as:
(1) To leave unrepealed the existing escape clause provisions (sees.
41and 7 of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951), which would then
govern petitlons for tariff relief and Tariff Commission Investigations concerning such petitions (amendments 1.4, 20, and 22) :
(2) To substitute the causal tests of the existing escape clause provisions
in the scions concerning petitions by firms and workers as well as by
industries (anmendmnents 21, 23a. 231. 25a, aoid 25b) ;
(3) To substitute new tests of economic injury (amendments 24 and 26)
(4) To restrict the President to the use of escape clause authority, as
,,lpse to other adjustment a .sisthinar
authority, in the case of injury to
an industry 4amendment 2,9a) ; and
(5) To substitute it simple maJririty, as oplosed to a two-thirds vote by
the Congress to override a Presidential decision not to take escape clause
action amendmentt 28b).
The remaininL antndiml~t it. 27. -.. 29-

. 30. 31. and 32 are technical amend.

mreiits consistent with the changes mado hy the other amendments.
1. Amenmitnent 18 amends. -;tion 257(e) (1) to leave unrelIealed tire existing
escape clause )rtovisIons-sections (6 and 7 of the 1151 act. Amendments 20 and
22 anrend sections 301 (it) (1) and 301 (b) (2), respectively, so as to subject escape
clause petitions amid investigations t) the provisions iJa existing law.
They would be in substitution for a carefully designed set of provisions (sees.
301, 302, and 351) which would establish a sound basis for tariff relief to
industric ; where warranted and would afford other means of adjustment as.'istane to be used as well. At the saine time, these new provisions would retain
intact the principle of making tariff relief available to industries which are
seriously injurvi by increased imports resifltinv., from tariff concessions. The
irdure
for ohtaining such relief would remain the some: tIme indiistr. applies
to the Tariff ('omrni.ssion, the Commission investigates to determine whether
serious injury has occurred and recomninends; appropriate relief on tile basis of
its finding, the President receives this recommendation and furnishes tariff relief
if in his view it 1 warranted, and the Congress inay take action to impose the
tariff relief If the llreident does not do so.
The improvements effected try sections 301, . '2. and 351 of the hill would he cornpletely canceled by tire substitution (of spurious causal tests and artificial Injury
criteria.
2. Amendments 21, 2.3a, 23h, 25n, and 25h would amend ectlons ,301(b)(1).
.301(c) M) and 301 (c) (2) so as to nmke two base changes in the test used in
the analysis of the relationship between trade agreement concessions, imports,
and Injury :
(a) They would classify as injury produced by trade agreement concessions any injury which Is produced in any part by trade agreement concessions.
(b) They would permit a claim of import-caused injury in a case where Imports do not Increase but the share of the domestic market held by imports
increases.
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First, the language of the bi! Is 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 concessdions ought to be found to be the major
cause of injury before any industry, firm, or groupof workers qualifies for special
assistance from the Federal Government, 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 relieving such Injury.
The proposed amendments would run ,ounter to this princirle, since they would
authorize eligibility for Federal assistance even when tariff concessions are only
a minor factor in causing injury. It is not the policy of the Government to give
special relief to industries or firms or workers who undergo Injury due to economic
factors
other
than import competition.
I Second,
to characterize
injury as import-caused where there is no increase in
imports but there is a percentage increase in the ratio of imports to domestic
production, presupposes that there is a fixed, normal division of the market between imports and domestic production, and that the domestic industry ".,rignt
Isentitled to an established share. There Is no such fixed division and no such
established right.
The proposed amendnirits would make po.sdble a claim of injury on the
grounds that though a domestic firm's or industry's production has risen, It has
not risen as much as it would have, and has not gained as large a share of the
market as it would have, in the absen( of a tariff concession. Such injury is
too speculative to justify a claim for Federal relif.
3. Amendment 21 amends sections .4)1 (c)(I) to delete the enumeration of
three factors to lb considered by the Tariff Cominujion In determining injury,
and amendment 26 adds a ne- section 301 if) which amends section 7(b) of the
1951 act to provide a test for injury bmsed ofna sigditicannt decline in the dromestic industry's share of the domestic market and either a de.ilue in earnings or
enlloynent, wages, or wage rates.
301 (c) t1) prt-wntly provides that "the Tariff Conlislon shall take into
account all emounlm factors which it considers rehvant, including Idling of productive facilities inabilliv to olwrate at a profit, and unemployment or underemployment." This language Is intended to give time broadest latitude to the
Commission in determining what. It should consider as injury, while making
special mention of those factors which in pasi practice have been found particilarly significant. Amendment 24 would abolish this provision, leaving in Its
place the discursive language of section 7(b) of the 151 act.
Amendmnent 20, moreover. would require the"Tariff Commission to make a findIng of injury whenever a decline In earnings or employment Is coupled with a
significantt decline in the share of the domestic market supplied by domestic
prothucts." It is difficult to)see how a test can ro isn-mably he laid down which
universally equates significant decline in the sha
of the market with seriotis
Injury. This test of injury, taken together with the highly artificial te.4.s 3f
cautsality, goes far to rend*- e"-ape clause relief a remedy not for injury taimsed
by trade agrecnment conrmpsaois hlit u im/nacea for ,i %side ratg, of ec.inwi
problems.
4. Amendment 2Ka amends section 3021a) sotas to restrict the President, in
the case of industryvwide injury, to)furnishing escape .lau.t, relief and to render
him unable tooprovide other fornmi of adjustmimment assistance.
This amendnwnt would, in many case, leave the 1'resldent vith the choice of
either giving no relief at all or else increasing tariffs even Ihough assistance to
firms and workers would be of much greutcr domestic benefit and require no
compensation to foreign country es to be made loy the United States on other
articles.
it would clearly be in the naihtonal interest and to the benefit of private interests as well to give the president a i many tools as possible to cope in the most
effective way with Injury caused by trade agreement concession.
5. Amendment 28b substitutes a new section :,O(-2c) which amends section
7(c) (2)(11) of the 11051 act so as to iwrialt the Congress to require an escapeclause action by a majority vote, rather than by a two-thirds vote as under
existing law.
The bill provides for comxgresominai action in an escape-clause case on the
basis of a vote of the maj)ority of the authorized membership in eoch icose,
following nornml consideration of the matter by the committees (vonci ned. The
amendinunit, however. lroltsws that the majority be a simple nmJority and not
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a so-called constitutional majority. The significance of this change is mag.
nifled 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 33
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 Commerce shall designate the community in 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 determi es to be appropriate for the sound economic redevelopment of the firm and
its workers.
comment
The proposed amendment takes an inadequate and illogical 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 Redevelopment Act (ARA), on the other hand, is designed to relieve chronic
unemployment widespread in entire communities. In large part, the tools provided by ARA are, therefore, irrelevant to the problems presented by ImportInjured firms, since the objectives of the ARA and title III of the bill are clearly
divergent. For example:
(1) Loans to firms under the ARA may be made only after "an overall program 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 import-inJured firms and is unduly burdensome both
to such firms and to the State authorities.
(2) Financial assistance extended under section 6 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 adjustment assistance program.
(3) Technical assistance under the ARA is 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 effective trade adjustment assistance.
The amendment's phrase "notwithstanding any provision of such act" may be
intended to avoid the problems above by making it possible for the Secretary
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 authority 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.
tionq for the use of public funds appropriated for the ARA, a step which would,
in effect, give the Secretary of Commerce 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 a "redevelopment area" the amendment would
establish a thoroughly artificial definition of "redevelopment area" which would
strain the integrity of the ARA. That act was designed for the assistance of
entire communities in which unemployment is widespread, and careful criteria
were set up to insure that only such impacted communities would be eligible.
This amendment would result in communities being designated redevelopmentt
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 is also inadequate for the
needs of import-Injured fir~as and inequitable in the context of the ARA program. The assistance provisions for firms in II.R. 11970, on the other hand, provide a program which bears an immediate and rational relationship to the
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It will be responsive to the
trade program envisaged by the bill.
problem of import injury without undermining existing Federal programs.
Amendment 34
This amendment would delete sections 322-338 and would replace section 321
with two subsections which would provide 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 Secretary 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 for 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 provisions established for one would be
inadequate and inappropriate for the other.
Worker benefits under the Trade Expansion Act are intended as a reasonable
and 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 subsistence 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 period.
Under the Manpower Act, tle training allowances are equal to the average
unemployment insurance payment in the wo,'ker's State since only a subsistence
wage is intended, and since many, if not most, of those referred to training will
have been unemployed for so long that no meaningful average wage could be
computed for them.
Under the Trade Expansion Act, there 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, training allowances
are limited to heads of families or households. The proposed amendment
would have the effect of abolishing the former eligibility requirement and introducing the head-of-household requirement (unless the amendment is interprcted to eliminate this requirement, as it probably cannot be). This is clearly
unjustifiable in view of thegeneral 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-would not be suitable for retraining. For
such workers, the Manpower Act holds out no benefits at all, and the proposed
awuendment would therefore deprive them of any relief whatsoever. This
would be clearly inequitable.
Finally, where tariff action causes injury to workers, the Federal Governwent is responsible, 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 decides, for the good of the
economy as 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 subsistence level during the period of readjustment. This the Manpower Act was
not designed to do and cannot do. Nothing less than a new program, rationally
integrated into the trade program Itself, can accomplish the intended result.
Amcndinent 85
This amendment would add a new section 406, 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 Congress for use of the authority provided in each such section have been met.
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Com ent
This amendment confuses determinationjs based upon objective data and sub.
Jective judgment. For example, section 211 requires the President to determine 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 aggregated 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,
isectlon 232(a) prohibits the decrease of any duty on any article if the Presi.
dent determines that such reduction would threaten to impair 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 President to make public three reports; the report of the Tariff Commission under
section 218tc) as to the list of commodities qualifying under the tropical com.
modity authority, thp report of the Interagency trade organization on the results
of hearings concerning import restrictions, and the report of the Tariff Coinaission 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 recommendation of appropriate action to
be taken with regard to import restrictions.
The requirement for publication of Tariff Commission reports to the President on escape clause cases is unnecessary. The report of the House Committee
on Ways and Means (p. 48) makes clear that the Tariff Commission must both
make the report public and cause a summary to be published In the Federal
Register.
Amc ndment 37
This amendment would add a new section 408 which establishes peril point
procedures and escape clause action for Industries characterized by economic
growth whenever their rate of growth appears to be seriously Impaired by imports.
Com men t
Growth Industries in general are the very ones whose products are most
successfully competitive with foreign products. They are characterized by
productive efficiency, advanced technology 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
retaliation by other countries, in the form of withdrawal or refusal of tariff
concessions on the products of U.S. growth industries, thus limiting their export possibilities and interfering with their growth. The United States would
thereby be cut off from many of its export markets, with the effect of eliminating domestic profits, jobs, and a vital source of balance-of-payments income.
There is no justification for this amendment in economic theory or in commercial practice. Its purpose could only be to stymie 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. S. SENTEm,

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,

August 17,1962.
Hon. HARRY F. BYRD,
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 memorandum commenting on the amendments to H.R. 11970 which I introduced in my
own behalf and that of seven other Senators on August 2.
As you are aware, these amendment.sRestore the peril point and escape clause safeguards which have been
part of our trade agreements law since 1951;
Make more specifle the guidelines which are to govern the President's use
of the unprecedented power to eliminate duties contained In the trade bill;
Require U.S. negotiators to condition future trade concessions on commitments by the European Conmon Market and other countries to honor the
most-favored-nation rule which is supposed to be part of the multilateral
trade agreements to which we and they are signatories; and
Eliminate the use of Federal unemployment compensation benefits to workers and various subsidy-type benefits to injured firms as a substitute for
preventing and orrecting 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 drawn in Mr. Petersen's memorandum
and, when considered singly, do not present valid objections to the individual
amendments.
Your committee. of course, is knowledgeable In these matters. To the extent
that the committee is constrained to give serious 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 analysis may be printed In the record following 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 warm personal regards, I am.
Sincerely yours,
Parmcorr BUSH,
If.$. Senator.
ANALYSIS

BY
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AMfENDnE.s-rs

TO I.1I. 11170
.t. Amcndpncnts aa to n-hih thc I'ctctS(I tNcnio presents Jo objCctions$
The Petersen inmemorandum (if August 10. 1962, states In essence that amendmerts 3b, 3d, 7, 8, 10, and 36 are "unnet-e.sary." There is no contention that
the matters specified inothose amendments would In any way reduce or limit
th, Presildent's use of trade agreement authority.
Matters not strictly -necessary" are frequently specified in legislation for the
sake of clarity. The public, particularly, is entitled to clear and specific guidonce as to its rights, the availability of hearing procedures, information, and
reports concerning the administration of the trade agreements program. It cannot rely on unwritten practices or promise&
B. Aticndments objected to on ,-ountds other than atiy alleged impairment of the
President's authority oi- freedom of action
. Amendments .3, f, and g would limit the statistical data considered in
applying the 80 percent test [sec. 211 of the bill] to actual commercial transactions. The Petersen menio holds that Government-aid financed exports "reflect
demand" and "a genuine exporting Interest." Obviously, foreign-aid cargoes
are not exported because of tariff levels abroad, nor are such cargoes prevented
from moving because of the height of foreign tariffs. Neither is the volume of
foreign-aid cargoes any indication of the commercial strength of U.S. exports
vis-a-vis the products of other countries.
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2. Amendments 5a-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 underlying this section is that
tropical articles are not produced in the United States and, therefore, that
duties can be safely eliminated. 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 significantly reduce President'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 similar
4-year time limit is placed on tariff increases in escap? clause cases. The niere
attempt by the administration to establish a 4-year tine limit for tariff adjustment does not In and of Itself prove that such a limit Is sound public policy.
It is unprecedented in our trade-agreement history.
The Bush amendments challenge the central concept of section 225(b), to
which amendment
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 admininstration. The Petersen comments do not claim that elim nation of the 4-year period
would hamper the President's freedom to negotiate meaningful trade agreements.
4. Amendments 13 a and b name the Secretary of Commerce as chairman
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
available competent technical advice for application to problems which arise
during the course of negotiations. The prenegotlation public hearings could
not elicit advice on such problems, as 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 desirability of
advice during negotiations. Whether the producer groups directly affected be
called upon for advice in contrast with all persons with any conceivable interest,
is simply a question of degree.
6. Amendments 33 and 34 would limit adjustment assistance to firms and
workers to the benefits provided In the Area Redevelopment Act and the Manpower Development and Training Act. The Petersen memo argues that certain
provisions of these acts are Inappropriate in relation to import-injured firms
and workers. The arguments against amendment 33 in the Petersen memo give
no effect to a clause of the amendment stating that "notwithstanding any provision of such act to the contrary," the Secretary of Commerce Is authorized to
accord the benefits of the Area Redevelopment Act to the affected firm and Its
affected workers. This makes it unnecessary for areawide redevelopment plans
and the like to be presented.
It is the benefits of the act which the Secretary can extend to affected firms;
hence, the argument that the conditions attached to such benefits, such as assurance of repayment of loans, would be waived by the "notwithstanding" clause
is incorrect.
7. Amendment 34 would limit the benefits available to groups of workers to
those provided in current law (the Manpower Act). The Petersen memo attempts to argue that workers unemployed as a result of Imports are entitled to
a Federal substitute for unemployment compensation, in addition to retraining,
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whereas other unemployed persons are not. Hence, it is argued that the limitations in amendment 34 are unfair to those thrown out of work by imports.
The Bush amendments squarely challenge this attempt to provide different
classes of treatment for unemployed persons in the same situation, so far as
opportunities for reemployment are concerned. The very enactment of the
Manpower Act shows that there is a basis for Federal concern in unemployed
persons regardless of the particular cause of unemployment. The Petersen
argument that "some workers unemployed as a result of imports-especially
older workers-would not be suitable for retraining" is an impressive reason for
the approach in the Bush amendments of retaining our traditional policy of
avoiding serious injury from imports.
8. Amendment 35 would require Presidential determinations to be based on
findings of fact that the criteria specified by Congress is applicable when the
President uses the delegated authority. The Peterson memo argues that the
Presidential duty to avoid reductions in tariff which would impair the national
security cannot be based on a finding of fact because it relates to a probability. This argument misses the point that where the Congress specifies the
probability of an occurrence as a guideline for action, a finding that such a
probability exists is a finding of the fact of the probability. Mr. Petersen is
confused between the fact of the existence of a probability and the maturing
of a probability into an accomplished fact. In any event, whether we call
the exercise of judgment involved "factfinding" or "determinationmaking,"
the scope of the President's authority is not limited, nor his latitude for the
use of the authority.
9. Amendments 36 and 3h, requiring the President to make certain reports
public, are attacked by the Petersen memo in part as requiring disclosure of
privileged communications. The reports referred to in the amendments (the list.
ing of tropical commodities and the factual report of the Interagency trade organization concerning the existence of discriminatory practices against U.S.
exports) involve only objective facts, and are not policymaking documents. If
these reports are made public, it would not limit the President's authority or
his freedom to use his trade agreements authority in any way.
0. Amendments where the objection mnisconceives the purpose or meaning of the
amendment
1. Amendment 1 requires the President to include expansion of exports as the
purpose of any trade agreement negotiation. The Petersen memo objects be.
cause this "might" limit the use of duty-eliminating power on tropical commodities. This objection Ignores the extensive restraints Imposed by less developed countries on U.S. exports. It will always be possible to request concessions of such countries even if only in the form of bindings of existing customs
treatment where such a country is unable for sound reasons to lower such
barriers.
2. Amendment 2 would strike the President's authority to eliminate duties
simply because they are 5 percent ad valorem or less. The Petersen memo objects
with the contradictory argument that such rates "often" have an insignificant
protective effect, yet somehow act as an unnecessary impediment to trade. If the
one is true, the other cannot be. If they are in fact insignificant, then their
elimination is not effective bargaining material. The Petersen memo argues
that this authority is needed to benefit the less developed countries. There is no
necessary relation between the articles now subject to low duties, In view of past
extensive U.S. reductions in duty, and the output of less developed countries.
The latter are benefited chiefly by the duty-free authority on tropical products.
Mr. Petersen's remarks show that the elimination of this authority could not
significantly affect the President's authority viewed in the context of the other
authority granted under the bill.
3. Amendment 3a would require U.S. exports to account for 25 percent or
more of world export value before the 80 percent test for identifying categories
subject to duty elimination in negotiations with the EEC would apply. The
l'etersen memo argues Illogically that if we require that our exports account
for 25 percent, EEC countries would be entitled to ask that their exports account
for 25 percent. But since the United States and EEC together must account
for SO percent, it would necessarily follow that If the United States accounted
for 25 percent, the EEC would account for at least that much. If we enjoy
the full 80 percent of world exports, then there would be no need for a tariff
concession from the EEC.
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Since internal EEC tariffs have already been reduced .50percent, with additional reductions scheduled In the next few years, we will soon know whether
our dominant export categories will be affected. If they are not affected, we
should not itse our bargaining authority to remove EEC tariffs which are no
barrier to our exports. If they are affected, by definition the EEC's share would
Increase so that there would be no problem in granting the EEC the same 2!
percent test that amendment 3a would require for U.S. exports.
4. The Bush amendments challenge the pholosophy involved in the provision
substituted for the peril point procedure of present law. Amendments 6 and 12
would reinstate the peril point, leaving the President free to exceed Tariff Cornmision peril loints if he explains to Congress why he does so. Amendments 3c
and 4 would make the Commission's peril point findings final on articles scheduled for elimination of duty. The peril point procedure has been operative since
1951. It has not deterred Presidents Truman, Eisenhower, and Kennedy from
securing trade agreements which they each described as "successful." This
experience disproves the characterization of the peril point procedure by the
Petersen memo as "artificial and unworkable."
The Tariff Commission Is an expert body In the type, of determinations
required in peril point findings. Their" judgment under the specific "no serious
injury" guideline of the peril point law is a more dependable reference point for
negotiations than the President's consideration of the data forwarded to hin by
the Commission and other Government agencies. who have no claim to the
Commission's specific expertise. There is strong sentiment in the Congress to
retain the present safeguards. This sentiment and the experience of the Coin.
mission In prior administrations are more cogent than Mr. Petersen's unprove'i
assertion that the procedure is "unworkable" in the face of these many years
of use.
5. Amendments 11 a, 1. and c qleclfy negotiating principles requiring (n)
equal treatment of IT.S. exports by the EEC. (b) negotiations with the principal
supplier, and (c) equal treatment for Asiatic goods by the EEC. The Petersen
memo misconceives the effect of the EEC-U.S. principle. As set forth In my
testimony before the Senate Finance Committee, the United States has many
duties which are higher than corresponding EEC duties. These could be reduced
to the level of the EEC duties without requiring the EEC to take any action
on their duties covering the like articles. Therefore, the U.S. reduction in such
duties could be used to s"-ure a concession by the EEC on unlike articles. The
Petersen memo misses the point of the principle by stating that it would make
it Impossible to secure concessions from the EEC on agricultural exports. Where
U.S. duty is already lower than the Comumon Market, we should not respond to
a request by the EEC for a further reditctitn of such duties unless the EEC
is willing to colie down to the sillte
level. This princilile seems quite consistent
with the President's general purpose of a mutual lowering of EEC-I'.S. tariffs.
The Petersen memo camlot dispute the soundness of tile
principle of requiring
the United States to negotiate tariff confessions with the principal supplier
of the article in question in world trade. Under our most-favored-nation rule,
it is such principal supplier who will receive the prlinel(-il benefit of any concession. Instead, the Petersen tn-o 'aises li,
thelp,)ssibility that other nations
would apply the same principle aglitst 8us. In multilateral tariff negotiations
the fact that the United States might not lie ii a position to request a concession
on a particular product because It Is a seconlary producer does not di.sable the
primary producer from requesting a oncession, aid inder most-favored-oatiun
prn(iples the benefit of thLnt concession wonl
accrue to the United States.
Further. if we were desirous of himvihig such n concesifmi grantedI, we would be
able to interest the primary supplying country in negotiating for a (oumesslon
on a particular article by indivatiig the dispiositfon of the United States in a
trade of concessions involving some other article in whihh that country was
desirous of securing a concession fr.w the Inited States.
The principle of autendunent Il to open up the European market for Asiatic
products Is conceded by the 'etersen umeio to be "a (10111,endlable ain." The
amendment is attacked as "unrealstic" because of the assumption that the
countries desiring concessions from us would be unw\'Illing to meet the condItions sl-ifled In the antendmnent of according equal treatment to Asian goods.
It apparently has not occurred to Mr. Petersen that time U7.S. market is still the
most desirable market and that the other nations of the world have the strongest
Incentive to sus-ure conv(sSioms frori the I'ni1ed States for tncrearAd access to
this market. The inplications of (lte Petorsen argumient are that the United
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States alone is prepared to honor a most-favored-natIon role and that we cannot
effectively insist upon that treatment for Asiatic exports which we privately concede to be desirable. The Bush amendments challenge this defeatist attitude.
6. Amendments 16 a to e, and 14 would eliminate the qualifying word "unjustifiable" from those sections of the bill which contemplate that the President will
act to eliminate discrimination against U.S. commerce. The Petersen memo Ignores the presence in section 252 of the bill, to which the amendments are
directed, of the words "trade restrictions * * * which substantially burden
U.S. commerce in a manner inconsistent with provision-, of trade agreements."
These words would not require the President to act against restrictions which
are specifically allowed by trade agreements. Hence, the objection to the amendments stated in the Petersen memo that this would require the 'resident to act
against restrictios permitted liy GA'TT, is obviously wide of the mark.
The Petersen memo also argues that retaliation by the United States to correct
dioscriminatton against its exports will result in retaliation and promote econonile warfare. The necessary implication of this argument Is that the United
States alone is powerless to retaliate against discriminatory actions of other
countries. If this is correct, then the United States can never act to maintain
the integrity of its trade agreement rights. Since the purpose of U.S. action
wold be to apply Ire. ,ure to persuade other countries to grant us the treatment
we are entitled to, it is defeatist in the extreme to argue that the effort should
never be made. If the effort can never be made, we can never preserve for our
exports the access to world markets which our past trade concessions have purchased. The Bush amendments challenge this defeatist concept.
7. Similar observations are applicable to amendments 17 a and b, and the
objection stated by the Petersen memo to the enforcement principle of amendments 17 a and b. It is not necessary that retaliation take the form of the
withdrawal of a particular concession received in exchange for a U.S. concession; other countries in retaliating against us have already established
that the withdrawal of concessions may be of any items where the trade Involved is equivalent in value to that affected by the discriminatory action being
counteracted.
8. Amendments 18 through 32 directly challenge the validity of ihe administration's 'adjustment assistance" approach. The Bush amendments would
reinstate the traditional escape clause principles and prevent the President
from using subsidies and unemployment compensation as alternatives to the
rational regulation of imports to avoid or correct serious injury. If it is not
the purpose of the so-called em-ape provisions of the bill to weaken the criteria
for action in the present escape clause, there is no necessity for changing the
present law. If, its ti)e spxcitlc real
of the
cape clause and the use of
words directing attention to idling of plants, inability of firms to operate
at a profit, and unemployment clearly suggest, the purpose of the change
Is to substitute criteria which are more difficult to meet for escape action,
the point of the Bush amendments is conceded-namely, that a change has
been made which is contrary to our traditional "no serious injury" policy.
The clarification of thecriterla of Injury in aniendiment 26 is designed to
bring some certainty into the administration of the law so that domestic industries, agriculture, and workers can evalmtue the extent to which their markets
can be taken over by Increased import.. As in the case of the peril point changes,
the escape clause amendments find their justification in the widespread sentiment
in the Senate that the enlarged powers given to the President he acommnled by
the traditional safeguards which have proven to be operative in more than a
decade of use and which have guided the develolmacnt of our t rade agreements
program in a mauniner which avoids serious injury to anyk significant inter-t in
the domestic economy.
9. Amendment 37 would make it possible for the President to protect an
important employment-producing growth sector in the domestic economy from
being dissipated by excessive import competition. The Petersen memo argues
ihat growth industries are able to withstand Import competition without protection. If this is true, then no action would result under the procedures pro.
posed. On the other hand, if duty elimination under the unprecedented powers
of the bill could lead to such an excessive volume of imports that the potential
of the domestic market for growth Is saturated by Imported products to the
detriment cf the growth potential of the domestic industry, It is clearly in the
national interest that the President be authoritatively advised of this fact by
the Tariff Commission, and placed In a position to adjust Imports if he deems
that the national interest particularlyy lit the new employment provided by
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growth industries) so requires. To oppose the procedure for preventing the
serious impairment of the sustained rate of growth of a growth Industry would
result In requiring the President to enter into the use of the far-reaching powers
of the trade bill with but an incomplete set of measures suitable for the fostering of optimum growth in the overall domestic economy.

The CTAIRMAN. Our next witness is Senator Pell, of Rhode Island.
Please proceed, Senator.
STATEMENT OF HON. OLAIBORnE PELL, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF RHODE ISLAND
Senator PEEL. Wisely negotiated agreements under the trade prograin offered by President Kennedy offer many opportunities for expanded trade with the countries of the Common Market and other
nations. However, we cannot neglect or sweep under the rug the
problems which an expanded trade program can cause, particularly
when some of our industries will be subject to increased competition
from low-wage industries abroad. I an particularly concerned about
the effect upon my own State of Rhode Island.
Therefore, I hereby offer an amendment which directs the Secretary
of Labor to compile a comparative real wage index which would con-

trast the average real wages or earnings (in terms of purchasing
power) for a worker in an American industry with the average real
wages or earnings for a worker in the same industry in a country with
which we would be negotiating an agreement. It is my thought that
this index would be used as a glide when negotiating tariffs and that
any modification of duties or other import restrictions with respect
to manufactured articles would be directly related to how the wage
index for the industry inthe country producing the product compared
with the index for the American product.
My amendment provides that within 2 years from the date of the
passage of this act, the Secretary of Labor will provide the President, the Committee on Ways and Means of the Iouse of Representatives, and the Committee on Finance of the Senate with these indexes,
and they would consider whether to recommend the enactment of appropria'te legislation to relate the wage index to tariff agreements.
Such an index, I believe, would help protect our industries from unfair foreign competition, and, especially if agreements were made
contingent upon and in proportion to periodic reductions in the wage
differential, this could well provide an incentive toward improving
wages in those industries of other countries where the wage index
compares unfavorably with the ind!ex for the equivalent U.S. industry.
I would also like, to offer several amednents which I believe would
strengthen the adjustment assistance provisions of I.R. 11970, the
Trade Expansion Act, of 1962. I strongly believe that adjustment
assistance must be an integral and important part, of this trade expansion program. It is a positive approach to the. domestic problems
which may be created. While I approve of all of the present adjustment provisions, I do not believe they are strong enough. In my judgment, we must have a more responsive adjustment assistance program
which would provide more substantial and meaningful assistance to
affected firms and communities in cases of import injury in enabling
them to adjust to import competition.
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In this connection, I offer an amendment which will make grants,
in addition to loans, available to firms for the purpose of acquiring
and installing new machinery, or modernizing or converting existing
machinery. These incentive grants naturally would be made within
the context of the firm's certified adjustment proposal if such a grant
is deemed essential in order to enable the firm to carry out its approved adjustment proposal, and would cover up to two-thirds of the
cost of the approved adjustment project.
This is not a new principle. When we condemn a man's house or
his business to implement an urban renewal program, we compensate him for making a sacrifice in the public interest. If a man's
business is injured in the national interest of expanding trade, there
is no reason why the same principle should not apply.
The next amendment I wish to offer recognizes that in some instances, an affected firm or firms may well have dee p roots in, and
great importance to, the economic life of a particular community.
Indeed, there are communities in my own State and throughout the
United States whose economy is almost solely dependent upon a single industry. My amendment would authorize such a community
which suffers serious injury through idling of productive facilities
and unemployment resulting from expanded imports, to apply for
adjustment assistance. This would include technical assistance and
appropriate financial assistance for public facilities which would materially contribute to thA economic adjustment of the particular community.
I would also like to offer some comments regarding other improvements to the bill, although, in this connection, I am not submitting
formal amendments at this time. I believe it is inequitable that,
according to the present provisions of this bill, no worker may apply
for adjustment assistance unless he has lost his job 30 days after the
bill becomes law. This means, of course, that workers in importtroubled businesses who have already lost their jobs are not eligible
for trade adjustment assistance. On the other hand, adjustment assistance for businesses is retroactive in that it may be based on economic conditions before the passage of the 1962 act and one criterion
for deciding that any industry has been and still is in trouble is that
there is serious unemployment. I believe this difference in treatment
between firms and workers is unfair.
In my judgment, too, it would be very useful to try to reduce certain time limits and set others so that, for example, a small firm which
is injured would not be insolvent by the time governmental, action
could be mobilized. It would seem to me that the Tariff Commission, which already has at hand many of the relevant statistics, would
be able to make a determination such as is required under section
301(b) (1) and (2) in considerably less than 120 days, while determinptions for firms and workers should be made promptly and well
within the maximum of 60 days.
Another thought I have in connection with adjustment assistance
is that it is tremendously important to encourage research and devel.
opment, and to this end grants should be made to appropriate research institutes in order to develop new products and lines for use
in affected industries. In this way, small firms would have the ad-
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vantage of large expenditures which could not be divided up or ra.
tionalized on a small individual firm basis.
In conclusion, I want to emphasize my conviction that we must
not loose sight of the fact that strong trade adjustment provisions
must be a vitally important part of any realistic trade expansion
program.
(The following was supplied for the record:)
[H.R. 11970. 87th Cong., 2d sess.]
IN

THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Referred to the Committee on

-

and ordered to be printed

AMENDMENT Intended to be proposed by Mr. PELL, to the bill (H.R 11970) to
promote the general welfare, foreign policy, and security of the United
States through international trade agreements and through adjustment
assistance to domestic industry, agriculture, and labor, and for other
purposes, viz:
On page 12, between lines 18 and 19, insert a new section as follows:
"SEC. 227. INDICES CONCERNING CERTAIN LABOR COSTS IN FOREIGN COUNTRIES.
"(a) The Secretary of Labor shall prepare suitable indices to provide a current and convenient basis for comparison of"(1) the average real wages or earnings (in terms of purchasing
power) which prevail in the various manufacturing industries of foreign
countries which produce manufactured articles to be considered for modiflcation of duties or other import restrictions; and
"(2) the average real wages or earnings (in terms of purchasing power)
which prevail in domestic industries which produce articles which are like
or directly competitive with articles referred to in paragraph (1).
In determining average real wages or earnings in any industry, the Secretary
shall consider the extent to which fringe benefits (including free meals at the
plant, health and social security benefits, and free transportation) are received
by workers in the industry In addition to their regular wages. In relating wages
or earnings to purchasing power the Secretary shall consider available and
relevant price indices on food, shelter, and clothing. In the preparation of such
indices the Secretary may request information and advice from any of the
executive departments or agencies of the Government.
" b) The indices prepared by the Secretary of Labor pursuaqt to subsection
(a) shall be submitted to the President, and to the Committee on Ways and
Means of the House of Representatives and the Committee on Finance of the
Senate, not later than two years after the date of enactment of this Act. Such
indices shall be considered by the President and such committees in determining
whether to recommend the enactment of appropriate legislation authorizing
the President to make any offer to a foreign country for the modification of
duties or other import restrictions, with respect to manufactured articles, contingent upon and in proportion to, such periodic reductions in any wage differential that may exist between the domestic and foreign industries as may be
desirable and appropriate in order to provide an incentive to certain foreign
industries to bring their wages more closely in line with those prevailing in
emparable domestic industries."
[H.R. 11970. S7th Cong., 2d sess.1
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Referred to the Committee on

and ordered to be printed

AMENDMENTS Intended to be proposed by Mr. PELL to the bill (H.R. 11970)
to promote the general welfare, foreign policy, apnd security of the United
States through international trade agreements and through, adjustment
assistance to domestic industry, agriculture, ahd labor, find for'other purposes, viz:
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On page 36, line 20, strike out "or louns" and insert in lieu thereof "loans,
or grants".
On page 37, between lines 9 and 10, insert the following new subsection:
I(c) Grants shall be made under this section only for the purpose of making
funds available to the firm for the acquisition, installation, modernization, or
conversion of machinery."
On page 37, line 10, strike out "(c)" and insert in lieu thereof "(d) ".
On page 39, line 14, after "314" insert "in the form of a loan, guarantee, or
participation in a loan,".
On page 39, after lIne 25, insert a new subsection as follows:
"(g) (1) Any grant under this chapter shall not exceed two-thirds of the
cost, as determined by the Secretary of Commerce, of acquiring and Installing
new machinery, or modernizing or converting existing machinery, and no such
grant shall be made to any firm unless the Secretary determines that the grant
is essential in order to enable such firm to carry out its certified adjustment
proposal.
"(2) The Secretary of Commerce shall by regulation provide for such supervision with respect to the expenditure of funds granted under this chapter as
hiedeems nec@.ssary to insure that Federal funds are not wasted or dissipated."

fH.R. 11970, 87th Cong., 2d sesm.]
IN

TIE

SENATE OF TIE UNITED

Referred to the Committee on

-

STATES

and ordered to be printed

AMENDMENTS Intended to be proposed by Mr. PLL to the bill (H.R. 11970)
to promote the general welfare, foreign policy, and security of the United
States through international trade agreements and through adjustment assistance to domestic industry, agriculture, and labor, and for other purposes,
viz:
On page 16, line 14. strike out "4" and insert "5".
On page 27, line 9, strike out "or 3" and insert in lieu thereof ", 3, or 4".
On page 27, line 10, strike (jut "or industries" and insert in lieu thereof
"industries, or communities".
On page 27, line 17, after the period insert the following.: "In the case of a
community, such petition may be filed by any duly authorized representative of
the community, including a public organization or association."
On page 29, between lines 17 and 18, insert a new paragraph as follows:
"(3) In the case of a petition by a community for a determination of eligibility to apply for adjustment assistance under chapter 4, the Tariff Commission
shall, in addition to making an industry determination under subsection (b),
determine whether, as a result of concessions granted under trade agreements,
an article like or directly competitive with an article produced in the community is being imported 4nto the United States in such increased quantities as
to cause, or threaten to cause, serious injury to the economy of such community. In making its determination under this paragraph, the Tariff Conimission shall take into account all economic laLtors Which it considers relevant.
including idling of productive facilities of one or more firms situated in the community, the resulting uiemployment or underemployment in the community. and
the extent to which the economy of the community depends upon the productive activities of sue-h firm or firms."
On page 29, line 18. strike tout "(3)" and insert '14)".
On page 29, line 24, after "industry" Insert " or a community the econtny -of
which is affected by such industry.".
On page 31, line 6,strike out "or (e) (2)" and insert ", (c) (2), or (c) (3)".
On page 31, line 7, after workerss" insert "or community".
On page 31, line 24. strike out "or".
On page 31, between lines 24 and 25, insert a new paragraph as follows:
"4)
provide, with respect to such Industry, that communities the economics
of which are dependent substantially on such industry may request the Secretary of Commerce for certifications of eligibility to apply for adjustment assistance under chapter 4, or".
On page 31, line 25, strike out "(4) " and Insert "(5)"
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On page 32, between lines 20 and 21, Insert a new paragraph as follow,,:
"(3) The Secretary of Commerce shall certify, as eligible to apply for adjustment assistance under chapter 4, any community the economy of which is dependent substantially on an Industry with respect to which the President has
acted under subsection (a) (4), upon a showing by such community to the satisfaction of the Secretary of Commerce that the increased imports (which the
Tariff Commission has determined to result from concessions granted under trade
agreements) have caused serious injury or threat thereof to such community."
On page 32, line 23, strike out "or group of workers" and insert in lieu thereof
group of workers, or community".
On page 32, line 24, strike out "or group of workers" and insert In lieu thereof
", group of workers, or community".
On page 67, between lines 2 and 3, insert a new chapter as follows:

"CHAPTER 4-ASSISTANCE TO COMMUNITIES
"SEC. 339. CERTIFICATION OP ADJUSTMENT PROPOSALS.
"(a) A community certified under section 302 as eligible to apply for adjustment assistance may, at any time within 2 years after the date of such certification, file an application with the Secretary of Commerce for adjustment assistance under this chapter. Within a reasonable time after filing its application,
the community shall present a proposal for its economic adjustment.
"(b) Adjustment assistance under this chapter consists of either technical
assistance or financial assistance, or both. Except as provided in subsection
(c), no adjustment assistance shall be provided to a community under this
chapter until its adjustment proposal shall have been certified by the Secretary
of Commerce"(1) to be reasonably calculated materially to contribute to the economic
adjustment of the community, and
"(2) to demonstrate that the community will make all reasonable efforts

to use its own resources for economic develc,)ment.
"(c) In order to assist a community which has applied for adjustment assistance under this chapter in preparing a sound adjustment proposal, the
Secretary of Commerce may furnish technical assistance to such community prior
to certification of Its adjustment proposal.
"(d) Any certification made pursuant to this section shall remain In force
only for such period as the Secretary of Commerce may prescribe.
"SEC. 340. USE OF EXISTING AGENCIES.

"(a) The Secretary of Commerce shall refer each certified adjustment proposal to such agency or agencies as he determines to be appropriate to furnish the
technical and financial assistance necessary to carry out such proposal.
"(b) Upon receipt of a certified adjustment proposal, each agency shall
promptly"(1) examine the aspects of the proposal relevant to its functions, and
"(2) notify the Secretary of Commerce of its determination as to the
technical and financial assistance it Is prepared to furnish to carry out the
proposal.
"(c) Whenever and to the extent that any agency to which an adjustment
proposal has been referred notifies the Secretary of Commerce of its determination not to furnish technical or financial assistance, and if the Secretary of
Commerce determines that such assistance Is necessary to carry out the adjustment proposal, he may furnish adjustment -assistance under sections 341 and
342 to the community concerned.
"(d) There are hereby authorized to be appropriated to the Secretary of
Commerce such sums as may be necessary from time to time to carry out his
functions under this chapter in connection with furnishing adjustment assistance
to communities, which sums are authorized to be appropriated to remain available
until expended.
"SEC. 341. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.
"(a) Upon compliance with section 340(c), the Secretary of Commerce may

provide to a community, on such terms and conditions as he determines to be
appropriate, such technical assistance as in his judgment will materially contribute to the economic adjustment of the community.

"(b) To the maximum extent practicable, the Secretary of Commerce shall
furnish technical assistance under this section and section 339(c) through existing agencies, and otherwise through private individuals, firms, or institutions.
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"(c) The Secretary of Commerce shall require a community receiving assistance under this section or section 339(c) to share the cost thereof to the extent
lie determines to be appropriate.
"SEC. 342. FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE.
,(a) Under compliance with section 340(c), the Secretary of Commerce may
provide to a community, or any public agency or instrumentality thereof, on such
terms and conditions as he determines to be appropriate, such financial assistance in the form of loans or grants, or both, as in his judgment will materially
contribute to the economic adjustment of the community. Such loans may be
made directly or through the purchase of securities and obligations of the community or any public agency or instrumentality thereof.
"(b) Loans or grants under this section shall be made only for the purpose
of making funds available for the purchase or development of land for such public
facility usage, P.ad the construction, rehabilitation, alteration, expansion, or Improvement of such public facilities, as will, in the determination of the Secretary of Commerce, assist In the economic adjustment of the community by providing improved opportunities In the community for economic growth and expansion with a resulting reduction in unemployment or underemployment.
"(c) To the maximum extent practicable, the Secretary of Commerce shall
furnish financial assistance under this section through agencies furnishing
financial assistance under other law.
"(d) In administering financial assistance under this section the Secretary
of Commerce shall have the powers set forth in section 316 (a).
"SEC. 343. CONDITIONS FOR FINANCIAL ASSISTkNCE.
"(a) Loans under this chapter shall be subject to the restrictions and
limitations set forth in subsections (a) (1), (a) (2), (a) (3), (a) (4), (b),
and (d) of section 7 of the Area Redevelopment Act.
"(b) Grants under this chapter shall be subject to the restrictions and limitations set forth in (a) (1), (a) (2), (a) (3), (b), and (c) of section 8 of
the Area Redevelopment Act, and no such grant shall be made unless the
Secretary of Commerce determines tnat it is necessary in order to enable a
community to carry out Its certified adjustment proposal."
On page 67, line 3, strike out "4" and insert "5".
On page 72, line 14, strike out "5" and Insert "".
On page 73, line 3, strike out "and 3" and Insert ",3and 4".
On page 77, afer line 12, Insert a new paragraph as follows:
(7) The term "community" means a political subdivision of an Incorporated
or uincorporated town In, any State (including the Commcnwealth of Puerto
Rico), and shall include the District of Columbia.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Pell.
The next witness is Congressman Henry Reuss, of Wisconsin.
Take a seat, sir.
STATEMENT OF HON. TIENRY S. REUSS, A MEMBER OF CONGRESS
FROM THE FIFTH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF THE STATE OF
WISCONSIN
Mr. REuss. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the comity you have s)own
me by giving me the privilege of appearing here briefly this afternoon.

I have a prepared statement, and with the Chair's consent I would
like to submit it for the record and then proceed briefly.
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection it will be done.
Mr. REuss. The central point I want to make, Mr. Chairman, is
that the main section of this proposed Trade Expansion Act. section
211, which would grant to this country the power to bargain down
and eliminate Common Market tariffs, in its present drafting is very
likely to be meaningless. That is to say, if the United Kingdom is
markedly delayed in entering into the Common Market, or if perchance she does not enter the Common Market at all, then the com87270-62-pt. 4-18

1910

TRADE EXPANSION

ACT OF 1902

modities covered by that section are negligible; in fact, they include only jet aircraft.
Looking at the broader economic picture, as I have had to recently
as a member of the Joint Economic Committee in our hearings on
the problem of employment and growth, one is struck by the contrast
of the situations in the United States and in Western Europe today.
In this country we have a higher rate of unemployment than any.
body likes, a more sluggish rate of growth, and a rather pronounced
deficit in our balance of payments.
In Western Europe on the other hand, we have a very high rate of
employment, practically full employment, and no unemployment, a
very bouncy rate of growth, and a rather persisten, surplus in their
balance of payments.
If you will take one very important series of Amer,,mn industries,
the hard goods, the home appliance, the consumer durable goods iindustries, this contrast is even more striking.
If you look at conmodity after commodity in this group--diashlwashers, refrigerators, washing machines, driers-you will find that
American factories have great excess capacity. There are many jobless in this field and, at the same time, the European plants are rather
full v occupied making other things.
There is testimony before this committee that the market in this
country for most of the household appliances is very close to being
saturated, at least very close to being saturated at present income
levels.
On the other hand, in Germany, in France, in Italy, in many of the
other countries in Western Europe, only 5 or 10 percent of the homes
have these. appliances which are so commonplace here in the United
States.
Not so long ago I had the opportunity of meeting at the Capitol
with a group of some 200 German housewives, and I asked these ladies
how many of them had in their homes a dishwashing machine, which
is now quite commonplace here today. Three hands out of the 200
went, up.

I then asked how many wanted a dishwasher and, as you would expeet. 200 hands went up.
Nothing could have a more wholesome effect toward putting Americans back to work, making our industrial machinery go at somewhat
cloer to maximum production, and at improving and perhaps entirely
c'ring our balance of payments deficit, than to enable the United
States to get into this very attractive European market made up of
200 or .300 million people who have the desire and the economic wherewith al to buy the goods that we can make.
What stops it ?
Well, the principal thing that stops it is that the Common Market
and! to a degree the countries of Western Euroye outside the commonn
Market. have very hirh, close to prohibitive, tariffs on just thev Amerivan appliances which we make so -well and so efficientlv.
The average tariff on most of these things in the Common Market,
for example, is 20 percent. I have talked to leaders in many American
consumer goods industries who tell me that this is an insuperable burSn as far as they are concerned.
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Last week, Mr. Chairman, in the hearings on the state of the economy before the Joint Economic Committee I asked our Council of
Economic Advisers whether getting into the Common Market and
into Europe on these exports would be a good thing for the American
economy.
We were concerned, as the chairman knows, with the question of
our unemployment and lagging growth rate, and whether tax cuts
were the remedy or a different monetary policy or what, and I suggested that in this field of trade there was a very meaningful way in
which we could begin to cure a whole lot of our problems.
Here is what Economic Adviser Gordon of the Council had to say,
and I will quote him briefly:
On the economics of the matter I must sa I would agree virtually completely
with your premises. I think theruq1wMoniabTY1.
very subtsantial potential market for consumer dujaTe goods in Western Eu
. I think that the
effect of this action (rediw~g tariffs and increasing Impor
rom the United
States) might well be atfractlve to European countries as a me a of reducing
inflationary prssurc.vwhich some of them 4re now having cons erable difficulty with. It wo7d obviously have very tene'Athl.effects for our\Taiance of
payments.
..
"->

7

One would bave to tlff4&longi and hard before he could 1Xit his
finger on a more constructive, more truly sound method of " vercoming som.' of our

U.,eonomkhairdkaps than allyly get'.nto

that. Europ n Common MarfktC./
I
But, as Ihave said, the wayt,
W at'has been drawn,\it is likel in
the event that the 1fnited Ki iddom does not get into the Coin on
Market or take a longliq~ig titte to ;get into the Common Mar et,
this vital Ifeature oV the bill. islikely 4o be , "al°soufid and fury,
signifying nothing," cause it is not going to"apply to anything, J
The chai iman is familiar with tL,; so-called 80-percent clause viyich
says we eanIbargain lvyi,'and dIj!nirfate oin m *rn ket tariti on
.oiiilloditie: s\O pereeilt'f the wort:d-tr6ile in which is carried qn by
tie Inited St tes and thdConimonMai'ket.
,; - .It is only "en von loo-tthe fie prit furhllhed n5 y the
Department. o Colm'er¢\4o_' It. you
ti t,,(ith "the Common
Market of the pr nt r" i n N i UAjiied, St d , t lmre joet are not
any suvh commodity e eptosibly jet aircraft.,
The Whole range b.oaecfhi erv.and 4,hemicals Fnd . suni"duraW-es and dozens of othe
P6duets which, I d
'a, 9 out of 10
Americans think are covered 1"hy~this.ct4r'i-bt in fsvy
overed.
I. therefore, offer for the consideration of. this cow
avery
simple amendment. which unfortunately, in my ,biody' e Hijus
could not be considered because we operate tlheid V6'UiiAd
, losed rsle
procedure.
This amendment would simply add after the words "The C.Cmh
Market" in the Common Mrket sec.t.i, of f.he'bill) section 211, the
additional words, 1'
'thb
European lree Trade 4.ssodlation."
So what you .Nwold have then,is a itqAtion, whereby we qould aer
on a whole variety of commodities to'bargain down tle 'nom on
Market,, whether or mti the ntrited Kiingdomijoinod the Goninon
Market. We shotild not rtakb lourow- trkdlg- iey "and our own
effort to do something abot4 ,ur
b
iVk Un"44
.t t',by'1d§pe4d0i-t "Aiip
til vagaries of wether or noJ.gngla ,oins
e o140iMon'Market;
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I have estimated in the paper which I have here submitted that this
market in Western Europe for consumer durable goods alone will
come to around $6 billion a year and, of this, it seems to me, it is
entirely reasonable to hope that we could come in for an American
share of around $2 billion.
This in and of itself would rectify our balance-of-payments deficit,
and in and of itself would provide a tremendous forward fillip to
the American economy.
So it seems to me that a most important amendment that could be
made to improve this bill in the interest of the United States--and
here I am getting above and beyond the controversy that engaged
the attention of Senator Bush just now-it seems to me that all people, whether they are concerned with greater or less protection for
U.S. industry, can agree that the best possible thing for our country's
economy is to get a larger share of that European market. For the
next 5 to 10 years, at least while Europe is in a state of close to full
employment, this is vastly advantageous to the United States because they need our goods, and we are in a position, particularly ill
consumer durable goods, to make very, very heavy exports to there
if only we can bargain down their presently almost prohibitive tariff.
So I would hope in the interest of U.S. leadership toward bargair,ing down a European Common Market, a Common Market whic'i,
while it has many inspiring and noble elements in it, also has the
dangerous potential of being inward looking adn protectionist, a
rich man's club.
I would hope that we could so amend our trade legislation as to
permit us to get into that very lucrative and promising market.
(The prepared statement of Mr. Reuss follows:)
STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE HENRY S. REU7SS, OF WISCONSIN, IN BEHALF
OF A PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE TRADE EXPANSION ACT

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before the Senate Committee on Finance in behalf of what I consider an important amendment to the Trade Expansion Act. Two recent events highlight the need for such an amendment:
1. There is continued concern over the U.S. high rate of unemployment,
low rate of growth, and continued deficits in international payments.
2. The United Kingdom, which had been widely expected to Join the
Common Market, has now postponed further discussions for several months.
One hears informed guesses that the United Kingdom may not Join for
years.
The trade bill's most important provision is that provided by chapter 2, section 211, to reduce drastically or eliminate the high discriminatory European
Common Market tariffs against our principle exports. The section provides:
"SEC. 211. IN GzNEAL.
"(a) In the case of any trade agreement with the European Economic
Community. section 201 (b) (1) shall not anply to articles in any category if,
before entering into such trade agreement, the President determines with respect
to such category that the United States and all countries of the European Economic Community together accounted for 80 percent or more of the aggregated
world export value of all the articles in such category."
This language wil not now permit us to enter into special negotiations with
the EEV to reduce tariffs by more than the .M percent generally authorized by the
bill. The reason is simrle. The United States and the six countries which are
now members of the EEC do not account for 80 percent of world exports in
any significant broad category of industrial trade, except perhaps for aircraft.
This means that the present formula would not permit special down-to-zero
bargaining in such vital categories of U.S. exports as automobiles, trucks, and
buses; metalworking machinery; mining, construction, and other industrial
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machinery; agricultural machinery, including tractors; organic chemicals;
other chemicals, including plastics and insecticides; office machinery; powergenerating machinery; other electrical machinery; household appliances; and
rubber manufactures.
It appears that chapter 2 will in fact not be usable over a broad range of
product categories until and unless the United Kingdom and some other European countries form0ly join the Common Market. A widely distributed list,
prepared by the Department of Commerce, shows that 26 major categories of
trade would be eligible under chapter 2-but only if the United Kingdom,
Denmark, Greece, Ireland, and Norway all succeed in joining the EEC.
Thus, if chapter 2 is not amended it will make of our ptlrported power to
eliminate Common Market tariffs "all sound and fury, signifying nothing."
If chapter 2 thus becomes a nullity, it will do great harm to our possibility
of reducing unemployment, increasing growth, and repairing the deficit in our
balance of payments. An example of this is furnished by the case of consumer
durable goods:
1. There is not In sight today any stimulant to U.S. demand comparable
to automobiles in the 1920's or homes and appliances in the early 1950's.
2. Western Europe, on the other hand, has a large pent-up demand for
all sorts of household appliances-washers, driers, dishwashers--a potential $6 billion annual market, of which the U.S. could well aim at a $2
billion share.
3. Western Europe, with its overfull employment, is unlikely to be able
to satisfy its domestic demand for consumer durable goods by its own
production in the years immediately ahead. The United States has ample
existing plant capacity.
4. A massive U.S. entry Into the European market as soon as possible
would help diminish U.S. unemployment and accelerate our growth rate.
Reciprocal tariff reductions which would make this possible would also
reduce or eliminate our payments deficits, since the probability for the short
term is that our trade surplus with Western Europe would increase.
5. From the European standpoint, accepting larger U.S. exports would
enable European employers to grant wage Increases without severe inflationary consequences, thus helping to bring U.S. and European wages more
closely into line as well as improving the European standard of living.
6. The biggest single obstacle to our entering this vast export market
is the high tariff wall-20 percent or more-of the Common Market and
of other European countries on these household appliances.
On August 8, 1962, at a hearing of the Joint Economic Committee, I invited
comment by the Council of Economic Advisers on these premises. Mr. Kermit
Gordon, a member of the Council speaking on its behalf, said: "On the economics of the matter, I must say I would agree virtually completely with
your premises. I think there unquestionably Is a very substantial potential
market for consumer durable goods in Western Europe. I think that the effect
of this kind of action (reducing tariffs and increasing imports from the United
States might well be attractive to European countries as a means of reducinl inflationary pressures which some of them are now having considerable
difficulty with. It would obviously have very beneficial effects for our balance
of payments * * *.'
An amendment of chaper 2 to eliminate its present shortcomings would be
quite simple. Wherever In chapter 2 there Is reference to the European Economic
Community, there should be Inserted "and the countries of the European free
trade area." This would permit the trade of the countries of the second group
to be counted in determining the categories for down-to-zero bargaining, insure
the inclusion of most of the industrial-goods categories Important in Atlantic
trade. In the actual trade negotiations, the United States could seek adherence
by the EFTA countries as well as the Common Market to the same schedule of
reductions down to zero on any category selected for bargaining.
This co'-.atry supports the Common Market and It supports the United Kingdom's ertry into the Common Market. Bit we should not allow the particular
timetable for the United Kingdom's entry into the Common Market to affect our
speedy effort to ease unemployment, accelerate growth, and cure our balanceof-payments deficit. An amendment of the type suggested Is what is needed to
do this.
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Thank you very much, Congressman.
Senator Douglas.
Senator DOUGLAS. Congressman Reuss, I judge you have developed
this point in other connections and, as I have thought it over, I find
myself agreeing that one should include EFTA, as it is called, as well
as the European Economic Community, and this would permit the
further reduction of tariffs over a wide range of commodities where
the 80-percent test would not be satisfied by the Common Market alone.
I think your position is very sound and very constructive.
The question I would like to ask, though, is whether you think that
the reduction of tariffs on our part will be sufficient to induce either
EFTA or the Economic Community to reduce theirs.
Mr. REuss. It will take some aggressive and even inspired bargaining on our part. I would think it would probably take a presentation
at the very highest level, perhaps if this bill is passed with an amendment such as we are describing, by the President of the United States.
Senator DOUGLAS. But does he have sufficient weapons to do that?
Is it not true that under section 211 all he can do in case he does not
get cooperation from the European countries is to withhold these concessions which otherwise he would make?
Mr. REuss. That is absolutely right. I would certainly expect our
trade negotiators to be the kind of Yankee bargainers that Senator
Williams referred to, and if we do not get a quid pro quo and more
than a quid pro quo, we should not enter into an agreement.
My point here is that it would be, in my opinion, most unwise for us
to cut ourselves off in the legislation itself from the possibility of such
negotiations.
Senator DOuGLAS. I agree. But I was asking the further question
of whether or not you believe it would be desirable to give the President the power to increase tariffs if he failed to obtain cooperation
from the Common Market and from European free trade area.
Mr. REUSS. There is, as the Senator knows, the most impreccable
free trade precedent for this sort of a power to raise tariffs. Adam
Smith in "The Wealth of Nations" has pointed out that even a devout
freetrader must arm himself with an arsenal of weapons, and that one
of the weapons should be this power, if need be, to raise tariffs.
I would personally hope that the mere existence of such a power
would do the job, and that it would not ever be necessary to exercise it.
But I think that in the interests of the free world this country must
be aggressive simply because we are close allies and old friends of
the six and of the other ancient countries of Western Europe does not
mean that we should not call them to the higher duty which all of us
have to bear in the remaining years of this century. It is a very longterm thing.
Senator DoUGLAs. Do I understand you would favor the inclusion
of such an amendment?
Mr. REUSS. I would certainly not. object to it., and I would certainly
vote for such a bill in our body if it came back from the Senate with
a provision like that in it.
Senator DoUGLAs. You are very knowledgeable on amendments.
I wonder if you would be willing to help me with such an amendment?
I
Mr. REuss. I should be very honored to help you, sir.
The CHAIRMAN.
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Senator DouoLAs. That is all.
The CHAMHAN. Thank you very much.
Mr. REuss. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. The committee will adjourn until 10 o'clock tomorrow morning.
(By direction of the chairman, the following is made a part of the
record.)
STATEMENT OF CLARENCE W. HIOBEE, REPRESENTING THE IMPORT COMMITTEE OF
THE WIRE AND CABLE DIVISION OF THE NATIONAL, ELECTRICAL MANUFACTURER8
ASSOCIATION

This statement is presented on behalf of the Import Committee of the Wire
and Cable Division of the National Electrical Manufacturers Association. It
supplements the statement previously presented by the Import committee to the
Ways and Means Committee of the House of Representatives, In connection with
that committee's consideration of the administration's international trade agreemeats proposals as embodied In H.R. 9900.
The National Electrical Manufacturers Association is the national trade organization of electrical manufacturers in the United States. The wire and cable
division of the association is composed of 47 companies engaged in the manufacture and sale of insulated wire and cable products. The membership of the
wire and cable division represents approximately 90 percent of the total insulated wire and cable productive capacity of the United States, exclusive of production solely for internal consumption by the producing company. Members
of the wire and cable division operate more than 200 plans located throughout
the United States. The import committee of the wire and cable division was
established in 1960 in recognition of our vital Interest In preventing the adverse
effects of international trade, and particularly of imports, upon the industry.
The import committee believes that in several respects H.R. 11970 represents,
an improvement over the administration's international trade proposals as originally embodied in H.R. 9900. In particular, we are gratified by the legislative
recognition that various types of trade restrictions imposed by foreign nations
may largely nullify the value of tariff concessions which we may obtain from
those nations; we support the addition of language which more clearly defines
responsibility for negotiating trade agreements and which provides for industry
advisers to the U.S. negotiating representatives; and we approve the substantial restoration of the escape clause provisions, which H.R. 9900 had sought to
delete.
Despite these changes, however, we continue to believe that the administration's international trade proposals, even as they appear in H.R. 11970, will
injure rather than benefit the insulated wire and cable industry. Experience
has demonstrated the major cost disadvantages which our industry must face in
seeking to meet foreign competition. In our recent presentation to the House
Ways and Means Committe#, we included a statement analyzing the extent and
consequences of that competition in our domestic markets. Although, for the
sake of brevity, we shall not repeat that analysis here, we shall be happy to supply copies to members of this committee upon request.
In addition, we have included, as appendix A of the present statement, a
representative sampling of domestic business which our industry has lost to
foreign suppliers in recent months. These data, which were not available at
the time of our prior presentation, supplement and confirm the earlier analysis.
They afford concrete evidence that the threat of import competition has not
diminished in our industry. Any further reduction In the rate of duty applicable to insulated wire and cable would necessarily intensify that threat.
In our opinion, Ht.R. 11970, like its predecessor H.R. 9900, has two major
defects:
First: The bill does not afford adequate assurance that prompt and
effective import relief will be available to individual domestic industries in
appropriate cases.
We believe strongly that no trade legislation should be adopted that is not
accompanied by these necessary safeguards. The subsidies which HR. 11970
proposes as an antidote for import injury cannot properly constitute a substitute
for effective measures to prevent such injury.
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The substantial restoration of the escape clause in H.R. 11970, and the slight
strengthening of the peril-point provisions, are an improvement over the comparable provisions of H.R. 9900. Nevertheless, we believe that both the escape
clause and the peril point, even as they appear in existing law, have in some
cases been inadequate to afford necessary relief to Individual domestic indus.
tries. A fortiori, these provisions will not be effective in the weakened form
In which they still appear in H.R.11970.
Another serious import threat facing the domestic economy today Is the sale
of foreign merchandise in the United States at less than fair value. This practice
could cause extensive damage to industries in the United States. It cannot
be adequately prevented by the Antidumping Act In its present form. For this
reason, we believe that the strengthening of that act is a necessary prerequisite
to legislative approval of any further tariff-reducing authority. Appendix B,
attached to the present statement, contains a summary of the inadequacies of
the current act and our proposals to correct its deficiencies.
It is Important to recognize that a close relationship exists between the injurious dumping practices of foreign suppliers and the restrictions which foreign
nations impose upon their own import trade. A foreign Industry operating
In Its home market protected by these restrictive devices Is free to establish
a higher price for its product in that market, thereby enabling it to sell at a
correspondingly lower price in the United States. In this fashion, trade restrictions abroad not merely impede U.S. exports but also facilitate import injury
to our domestic economy. It is therefore entirely appropriate and necessary
that the Congress, in the course of its review of the proposed trade legislation,
should consider also the related problem of strengthening the Antidumping Act,
in order to insure that it will henceforth be fully effective to protect domestic
Industries from the injurious consequences of the sale of foreign products in
the United States at less than fair value.
A recent ruling by the Treasury Department has further vitiated the Antidumping Act by asserting that its purpose may be superseded by the military
procurement policies of our Government. That ruling held that the act is inapplicable in the case of U.S. military procurement of insulated cable from
Canada. This ruling was sought to be supported by the statutory provision contained In title 10, United States Code, section 2383, which permits the purchase
of war materials abroad under eraergency conditions without payment of duty.
The Treasury Depsrtment took the position that this statute precludes the imposition, 't only of the normal tariff, but also of any compensatory duty under
the Antidurmping Act.
We do not believe that It was the legislative intent that the emergency procurement statute should be applied In a manner which affords domestic industries no
relief from Injurious and inequitable dumping practices by foreign suppliers.
Neither do we believe that Congress intended the "emergency" authorization contained in the statute to be interpreted as permitting duty-free military procurement from foreign sources under peacetime conditions where there exist ample
domestic supplies of comparable or better quality.
We therefore urge that this ruling by the Treasury Department constitutes another reason why the Congress, in the course of its consideration of the proposed
trade legislation, should undertake the concomitant amendment of the AntidumpIng Act. Unless the Congress insures that the act will henceforth apply effectively to all sales of foreign articles in the United States, irrespective of the purchaser, domestic industries will continue to have no defense against these dumpIng practices In the case of all military procurement which is asserted to be
Justified under title 10, United States Code, section 2383. The resultant injury is
aggravated by the obvious Importance to the domestic economy of the great
volume of U.S. military orders. Domestic suppliers cannot afford to lose a substantial portion of this vital market.
Second: The bill will not achieve Its asserted objective of expanding substantially the export sales of the United States.
To accomplish this purpose, any realistic trade legislation would have to provide reasonable assurance that the discriminatory nontariff restrictions which
foreign nations currently impose on U.S. exports will be eliminated. Such legislation would also have to make possible the elimination of restrictions which the
more highly developed foreign nations impose on exports from low-cost producing
nations. These restrictions have the effect of deflecting disproportionate quantities of low-cost articles into the U.S. market. Finally, such legislation would
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have to insure close communication, both before and during negotiations, between
the U.S. delegation at trade agreements negotiations and advisers representing
our domestic industries.
In our view, 1I.R. 11970 Is deficient in all of the foregoing respects. Although
section 252 of the present bill, relating to foreign trade restrictions, is a clear
Improvement over the corresponding section 242 of H.R. 9900, we do not believe
that it will be effective in eliminating those restrictions. Section 252 does not
require the President to take any specific action for this purpose. In particular, its discretionary language leaves him entirely free to continue to grant
further U.S. tariff concessions to nations engaging in such discriminatory practices, whenever he believes that such action would not be inconsistent with the
purposes of the bill.
To correct these defects, we urge that section 252 should be strengthened
by(1) Requiring the Department of Commerce to maintain a current list,
In as much detail as possible, of all trade restrictions imposed by foreign
nations. This list should be readily available to interested domestic industries.
(2) Clarifying the legislative intent that, whenever such action is necessary to obtain the elimination of these foreign restrictions, the President shall withdraw the benefit of any trade concession previously given.
To this end, we suggest that section 252(b) be amended, beginning at line
17, to read as follows:
" * * * the President shall, to the extent that such action Is necessary
to secure the elimination of these discriminatory practices-"(A) suspend, withdraw, or prevent the application of benefits of trade
agreements concessions to products of such country or instrumentality, including the withdrawal, in whole or in part, of trade agreements concessions
previously granted at any time pursuant to the Trade Agreements Act of
June 12, 1934, as amended; or * * *"
(3) Requiring the President to certify, prior to granting any trade concession, that to the best of his knowledge there exist no trade restrictions
imposed by the foreign nation with which the agreement has been negotiated,
which would significantly nullify the value of the tariff concession received
in return.
Similarly, although we approve the addition to the bill of section 241, which
defines and formalizes responsibility for negotiating trade agreements, we do
not believe that under the present language the U.S. negotiating representatives
will be assured of the full benefit of consultations with experienced advisers representing interested domestic Industries. To strengthen the role of these advisers, we believe that section 241(b) should be amended to provide specifically
for their participation in a consultative capacity both before and during trade
agreements negotiations, and for obtaining their views both with respect to concessions to be offered by the United States and with respect to concessions which
the United States proposes tW seek from other nations.
In conclusion, we wish to emphasize that, although the insulated wire and
cable Industry supports the broad objective of promoting the export trade of the
United States, we believe that H.R. 11970 as presently drafted would not effectively achieve that purpose. Furthermore, in our view the bill is seriously defective in that it is not accompanied by a ioquate provisions to enable Individual
domestic industries to obtain import rellet in appropriate cases. We believe that
such safeguards must accompany any further tariff-reducing authority.
In particular, we believe that the Congress should act promptly to strengthen
the provisions of the Antidumping Act and to insure that it will henceforth be
applicable to all sales of foreign merchandise in the United States. Such legislative action should be a precondition of the approval of the administration's trade
proposals In any form. We therefore urge this committee to give serious study
to the attached analysis of the deficiencies of the Antidumping Act as presently
constituted, and our recommendations for correcting these weaknesses.
We shall be glad to discuss the foregoing matters with you further at your
convenience.
Respectfully submitted.
CLARENCE W.

IIGBER,

Consultant to the Import Committee of the Wire and Cable Division,
National ElectricalManufacturersAssocittion.

APPENDIX A.-Representative sampling of domestic business lost to foreign competition-Powercable, January-May 1962
Prices per thousand feet

Date

Catomer

Type and footage

U.S. bid
Jan.

4,1962

Jan.

18,1962

Jan. -, 1962

Memplhis Light, Water & Gas -----------------New York City Transit Authority ---------------

Board of Water & Light, Lansing, MLich- -------

Feb. 8.1962 Puget Sound Naval Shipyard ------------------Feb. 12,1962 City of Los Angeles -------------------------------Feb. 16,1962 ----- do -------------------------------------------

Feb. 19,1962
Feb. 20.1962
Feb. 26 1962

Mar. 7, 1962

Philadelphia Naval Shipyard ----------------------Bonneville Power Administration ..................
City of Los Angeles ................................

Department of Water and Power, City of Los
Angeles.

Per-

Award

I/C 750 MCM ------$2,214.00
7,380 Ft.. PILC 15 KV ON -----------12,136 PILC 15 KV GN --------------3/C 750 MCM -----6,439.00
1,740 Ft ..............................
1/C 2000 ---------5,116.00
2,500 Ft ..............................

:C 25O
..............

3,203.00

39,104 Ft .............................

3/C 50 ...............

4,92.00

10.000 Ft .............................

3/C 500 -------------- 4,266.00

4,649.40
1/0 600 MCM ......
2,100 Ft., VOL 5 KV................
4.000 Ft., PILC 34.5 KV -------------1/C 110 ---------------1,274.00
4,170.00
.000 Ft.. LPG-PILC ................
1/o -----------4,000 Ft., LPG-PILC ---------------500 MCM
..--------7,811.00
750 MCM ----------9,823.00
4,000 ft., LPG-PILC --------------..
1,064.00
6,000 Ft., solid-PILC ----------------1/0 .-------------2000 MCM------------ 5,113.00
1,200 F t ------------------------------3,420.00
3/C 1/0-------------840 Ft PILC 15 KV .................
4,170.00
10,000 N., LPGF 34.5 KV -----------3/C 110-------------10,000 Ft., LPGF 34.5 KV ----------

3/C 500 MCM --------- 7,811.00

22,000 Ft., LPGF 34.5 KV ..........

3/C 750 MOM ........

9,823.00

42,000 Ft., PILO 34.5 KV ----

1/C 1/0-------------

1,064.00

------

10,500 Ft -----------------------------

11C 2................

554.00

12,000 Ft --------------------

3/C 2/0.............

2,331.00

---------

Foreign bid
$2.015.87 N I
6,170.00 N
4. 734. 00 PH
4, 79. 00 PI
2,795.00 PI
3, 81. 00 PH
4,281.00 PI
4.733. 00 N
3,590.00 PI
3, 07.00 N
3.567.90 CW
81.00 MA
3,170.50 SU
5,8Z4.00 SU
7,142.00 SU
831. O1E1
4,810.00 PI
2.175.00 KA,
3.170.00 SU
3,826.00 MA
5,8.4.00 S U
6,600.00 MA
7,142.00 S U
9,332.00 MA
831.00 MA
822. 00 PI
877.00 SU
327. 09 SU
380.00 EN
383. 00 MA
384.00 ST
39&00 ER
400.00 AE
402.00 BR
1,119. 00 NA
1,525.00 SU
1,674.00 ST
1, 122.00 B'N
1, 783. 00 AE
1,824.00 ER
1,834.00 B A

N
N
PH

Cent

difference
R
4
7

13-3

PI
PI

13

PI

16

CW

23

MA

SlY
SU!
SU

32

'

SU

27
20
6
36
24

SU

25

SU

27 0

MA

22

SU

39

MA

52

PI
KA

0
>~

2

DO -------

Orleans Electric ------------------------------------

Mar. 8,1962

Memphis Light, Gas and Water --------------------

Do.---

New York City Transit Authority .................

Mar. 19,1062
Mar. 22,1962
Apr. 16,1962

7,1962
9,1962
16,196
21,1062

May 24,1962
May 25,1962
May 28,1962

3/C 350 --------------

1,600 Ft ------------------------

3/C 6---------------

4,12&00

-----

City of Seattle -------------------------------------: ---------------------------City of C'eveland -----City of Settle --------------------------------------

---------------------1.S. Navy, Brooklyn
Rome Air Material Area --------------------------Board of Water & Light, Detroit ------------------Memphis Light, Water & Ga ...............
Rome Air Material Area ...........................
Federal Electric Corp ..............................

Jkt.
2,000 Ft., PILC 15 KV, Undrgd. Poly
ait.
2,000 Ft., PILC 15 KV, Undrgd. Poly
Jkt.
2,000 Ft., PILC 15 KV, Undrgd. Poly
Jkt.
2,000 Ft., PILC Neo Jkt. 35 KV ...
10,000 Ft., PIUC 15 KV.............

2,205.00
3,646.00

PI
N
PI
N
PH
Pt

4,010.00 PH
955.00 Pt
1,180.00 N

L33&00 PH1
7,243.95 O W CW
PI
1,889.00 Pt
P1

3,197.00

2,644.00 PI

PI

3/0 2/ ..-------------

2,80.00

2,330.00 PI

P1

3/C 2 -------------.

2,335.00

1, 997. 00 PI

PI

1, 787. 00 -PI

P1

3/C 4 -----------------

No. 3 ----------------t,000 Ft., PILC, 15 KV .............
7,500 Ft., rubber ins. power calale ------4/0-2107 ------------A total of 60 items of rubber. power
and control cable.

Estimated on basis that U.S. bid was approximately 25-percent high.
A Canadian company.

(approx)

2,304.00
2,575.00
4,505.00
4,600.00
4,600.00
3,300.00

2,106.38 N
3,168.00 PI

2,072.00

.------------- 4,497.00
3/C i
1/C .500 MCM ---------1,743.00
1/C 2/0 ----------- ___ 1,622.00
4,000 Ft., PILC Neo Jkt, 35 KV .....
5,388.00
3,000 Ft., PItC NeoJkt., 15 KV., ON_ 3/C 500 MCM ......
408.00
------------110-2695
10,000 Ft., special welding cable ------5,247.00
7,667.Ft., Paper Cable, 15 KV ........ -3/C 500 MCML .....

See attached identification of symbols used in representing bidders.

2,063.00 PI

3,950.00 N
1,349.00
12,402.72

d o ----------------------------------------....
Do .......

May
May
May
May

1,200 Ft -----------------------------

U.S. Navy Purchasing Office, 929 South Broadway, 47,520 Ft., Steel tapes PVC jacket----- 2 .....................
Los Angeles, Calif.
3/C 2/0 ..............
---------------3,518 Ft., PILC
Memphis Light, Gas & Water --------.-----------3/C 250 ------------Poly
2,000 Ft., PILC 15KV, L'ndrgd.
U.S. Naval Supply Center, Oakland -------------Jkt.
3,000 Ft., PILC 15KV, Undrgd. Poly 3/C 4/0

Do ------- do -----------------------------------------------

Apr. 27,1962
ay 2,1962

2,550 Ft., 15KV PILC, Neoprene 500MCM ----------- 2,263.00
sheath.
1/C 750 MCM------2,664.00
2,922 Ft., 5KV PILC -----------------5,091.00
1/C 2000 -----------1.960 Ft ------------------------------

3,300.00
1,580.100
1, 676. 00
1,275.00
3,929.00
267.00
4,271.00
4,767. 00
475. 00
528. 00
4,519.00 2,743. 00
43,736.80 235,052.60

MA
N
PH
MA
CW
CW
PI
N
N
PH
(3)

MA
N
MA
CW
CW
P1
N
PH
(1)

BIDDER IDENTIFICATION CODE
Code

Company

Associated Electrical Industries ---------------------------AE -------British Insulated Calendar Cables ------------------------BR -----------------------------------CW ----- Canada Wire & Cable
EN...... Enfield Standard Power ----------------------------------ER ----- Ericsson Corp ----------------------------------------------Hitachi, Ltd ------------------.-------------------------HI ------------------------------IKanomatsu, N. Y. (HitaChi)
KA--------

Country
England.
England.
Canada.
England.
Norway.
Japan.
Japan.

Code

Company

Country

MA ----- Marubeni-ida ------------------------------------------Northern Electric -----------------------------------------N--------Phillips Electric -------------------------------------------PH-------PI .-....... Plrrol Cable Co -----------------------------------------

Japan.
Canada.
Canada.
(Italy
Canada.

ST ------ Sterling Cable Co -----------------------------------------Sumitomo Electric Industries -----------------------------SU --------

England.
Japan.
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APPENDIX B.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR STRENGTHENING THr Axi-DuMPING ACT

(19 U.S.C. 1960 rr SEQ.)
The Insulated wire and cable industry believes that there presently exists% in
important sectors of our national economy, a significant threat of import injury
resulting from dumping of foreign articles In the U.S. market. We do not
believe that the Antidumping Act, in its present form, is capable of providing
adequate relief to domestic industries which may be adversely affected by this
practice. We therefore urge that the act be amended in order to render It
fully effective for this purpose.
"Dumping" normally consists of the sale of a foreign article in the United
States at prices lower than those at which the article is sold in the country
of manufacture, with resultant Injury to a domestic industry. In these circumstances, the Antidumping Act is intended to provide a means of relief through
the imposition of a special dumping duty.
Under present law, implementation of the Antidumping Act may be briefly
summarized as follows:
1. Upon receipt of a complaint, the Commissioner of Customs determines
whether there are reasonable grounds to suspect that dumping has occurred.
If he so finds, he orders that appraisal be withheld on all future imports of
the article and on all unappraised Imports received not moral than 120 days
prior to the complaint.
2. If the Commissioner of Customs finds reasonable grounds to suspect
dumping, the Secretary of the Treasury thereupon determines whether dumping
has in fact occurred.
3. If the Secretary finds In the affirmative, he notifies the Tariff Commission,
which thereupon determines whether a domestic industry "is being or Is likely
to be injured or is prevented from being established" in consequence of the
dumping.
4. If the Tariff Commission finds in the affirmative, the Secretary of the
Treasury imposes a special dumping duty on all unappraised imports and
future imports of the article. The duty is equal to the difference between the
price at which the article is being sold in the United States and the price at
which it is sold in the country of origin or in third country markets. A procedure Is provided for judicial review of the determination establishing the
amount of the duty.
Unfortunately, experience under the act has demonstrated that adequate proof
of dumping is laways difficult, and frequently impossible, to obtain. The principal problem which domestic industries have encountered, in attempting to
obtain relief from injury incurred In consequence of the sale of foreign articles
in the United States at prices less than those at which the same or similar
articles are sold in the countries of origin or in third countries, has been the
difficulty of obtaining adequate data respecting the prices at which these articles
are sold in foreign markets. Similarly, substantial difficulty exists In obtaining
cost data sufficient to support an assessment of constructedd value" In instances
in which sales in the country of origin or in third country markets are not
sufficient to establish a basis for price coulparison. In many instances, the
domestic industry affected has no adequate means of obtaining these data. To
the extent that information of this character is obtanable, It Is normally most
readily accessible to the party exporting the articles to, or importing the articles
into, the United States. In view of these considerations, the amendments proposed by the Insulated wire and cable Industry are premised upon the belief that
equitable and effective enforcement of the act can only be achieved if a greater
responsibility for providing the foregoing data is assigned to the foreign exporter (or the U.S. importer), who is frequently the only party in a position to
provide this essential information.
The administration of the act has not been fully effective for two further
reasons. First, it has sometimes been difficult, even in instances In which adequate evidence exists of sales at less than fair vwlue, to establish injury or likelihood of injury to a domestic Industry in consequence of such sales. Second, the
extensive time which is often required to process a complaint under the act
has materially reduced its effectiveness. For these reasons, the act in Its present'
form is not considered adequate to afford the necessary protection to domestic
industries which may be adversely, affected by dumping practices. The amend.
ments proposed by the insulated wire and cable industry also seek to correct
these deficiencies.
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An nidit lIal Mlhortctnlng of the presetit t't iWlhllutrated by a recent ruling
of the Treasury departmentt which ihelid that thte nieft
Is ltIlppltble In tile
cise
of certain U1.,military procurement from Citniola. This ruling Is (of particutinrly grave volieprP to the liffevted dlesti ivhstries for the reason that, under
tiletenllis of tileUnited MtateFf-Cn d prodlluction and development Phtlnrg
roghim, tilt
uy Americnl Act im not npplhid to the.e iurehnlaes.q
ltirthev, by
Virttte oif thp mtntttory provslon coiftailled In Ittle' 10, Ui-iited Stflter Code, ScTtion 2.1
relating to) vitrgetncy plutrtit1.L, of WIr iott'nlHns Wiribd, the (loverlnrent hn thkeil the ipoliotn thilt
no0 InirI N toy Im.lpow(td III file c"180 (if this
1)1tlnr'Pnlellt. Consequently, tile,s Ilie Aathli ihlg At iplilles, muany of our
ootlitlni dome,4tlc tndftlrlm hRve diodefense Iiig 1,4tlower cost imports from
('onadlA l 4oir.e. for military, time. The Injury is greatly ngravaatttI by the
Illportfillce to these |it~iletlcr
of the miallstantin! voltutie I.
|,. mlltary orders
whIhh are currentlyiholtig jtifid
tunlier title 10, nllIted St,'tes Co0de, set'l'eP)
23J. 'i'he nmendtaonlt prooimstd by tlie Illniated wire wll cttble fiuhibtry
are desIgNId to correct thi e iditton by Insurling that the Antidumping Act
will be applIc)able whether or Iotthe foreign artles, ito saollght to be Imnrted
under this statuttory provislon.
The foregolti weaknlmsem I i Ilie present net are )nrtlenl'irly serlots In VIew
of the obvious economic and military ilatort anve of ninny of thl(,
domllele Industries which anti threatened by these Injurious anti IntelUltable prtthis. This is
prl Iculrly true in the cawe of lite
Isulated wire anlo vable Indust ry. The prod.
11tS of this Ildtt try fer essentIal hoth to the Colllill
ed ecolloIclle d(vlpilrent
of the ITnlted States ni:d to Its survival in the ev et of umnilotal emergency. It
Inequitable Import oraetiies were to Impair suloslantilly tilt, eoioinlc viability
of the Industry, our nnthonal seurly would iegravely imperiled.
In these vircttinatiiil's the volump of hu-l4hemq whivh domnestl itimulted wire
lnd cable liaifAlctuitters are losing to ftorvl,t voiitll~tonrs Ii tite
iVS nrket Jim
nicause for imrtiviilar contcern, These sales by foreign ,ulipllers are frequertly
lat prIces s8iflettelly below the prices quoted hy domttemti firms4 that t y raise
a sub-iantlal question whet her they tony not atlso be below the, rices quoted by
the forlgit stippilers li thir homie tnmmrkets.
Examples of the differentials which evist bIetwei tile Prlues of doinestlc an(
foreign wIre and cable In the U.S. market tart' far too nutmerous to Itemize here.
It is slgnlthniit. however. that tiese differ ullails rallg(, 1)to)
rt' percent In favor
of the foreIgn supplier. The stat-an1ent rec',ntly submit ted )ythe iniltated wire
and cable Industry to the floue WVays and Mclls Ctomittee, in cimeftlion with
its eldsideration of 11.1t. 9900, contains a representative comparison of foreign
and domestic wire and cable prives In the case of sales to donestlc customers.
Since that statement was repaiUMl,a substantial number of additional distances
have been reported in whIch the prIhe of tihe foreign caile has been far below
the cot parabie donleslic prIhe. These Instances are summarized as an attachnent to the statetiluent sublilitted by the industry to tie Senate Finance C,,mnlte
with resl'ct to M1.R. 11970.
As ai resAlt of ihes price disparities. tile
insulated wire mid cable itilustry blus
already sutfered import Itajury in imlntrtant donmest[e iirkets.
toss irolpt
remedial action Is taken. the extent of sumlt Injury will uuoubtedly Incroase.
The industry believes, particularly In view of the extremely low prices frequently
charged by foreign sulppllers of wire and cv.ble in the U.S. market, that a signflcant portion of this injry tnay result front Inequitable dumping practices.
In view of these considerations the industry has urged tile Congress, it the
course of its consideration of the trade bill, to consider also the injury sustained
by domestic Industries in consequence of duiaptng practices whieh, for one or
more of the foregoing reasons, have not been adequately corrected by the act In
its present form. The Industry believes that the Congre.ss should take no action
to approve a further tariff-reducing authority in any form without concurrent
amendment of the Antidumping Act to correct these deficiencies.
Among such amendments, the Industry believes that. the following, at a minimiun, are essential:
(1) That any person exporting an article to, or imprtig am article into, the
United States, be required to provide at least prima facie evhience that the
article Is not being and will not be sold In the United States at less than fair
value. Entry of the article inth the United States should be conditioned upon
the furnishing of such evidence.
(2) That the foreign exporter, or domestic Importer. of any article be required to certify with each shipment that the exporter's sales price, or Lhe pur-
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chase price, of such article is not less than the foreign market value (or constrcuted value) of the article.
(3) That, in any case in which there Is reason to believe that sales of a

foreign article may be occurring in the United States at less than fair value,
the foreign exporter or domestic importer of such article be required to submit
to the Treasury Departinent appropriate evlaence of the foreign market value (or
consttucted value) of the article. This evidence would be In additlonl to that requlred ulder point (1) above.
(.4) In the event that the exporter's sales price, or the purchase price, of the
artlclo is found to be less than the foreign market value (or congtrutedI value),
tlat a substantial penalty be imposed upon the foreign exporter or domestic il11
poJrter of the article, such penalty to be In addition to any special dumping duty
that may be assessed.
(5) That the criteria by-which the Tariff Commission determines injury, In
instances of sales of foreign products In the United States or elsewhere at less
than fair value, be moulfled to insure that relief win De availawe In aill casev
where such practices have an Injurious domestic impact.
(6) That the act ho amended to aenionstrate a clear legislative intent that It
be equally applicable irrespective of whether the foreign article iMiimported subject to the duty-free provisions of title 10, United btares Come, section 26..
(7) 'ihat tie procedural provisions of the act be amenueo to expedite relief.
The desirability of such amendment is reflected in the fact that several bills are
lresently pen(Ling in the Congress for this purpose.
The foregoing proposals for amendment of the Antidumping Act are the
restilL of tihe long experience which utomestic inaustrits have had with its op.
er*&i(,n. These ainendinents are considered essential if the act is to be rea(lerctl fully effective to alleviate the injurioug inmestic consequences of sales of
foreig, merchandise in the United States or elsewhere ht less thfin fair value.

SI'ATEMENT SUBMIrED iY DEiRNARD J. L.Y & AssociAvTS, NEw YORK, N.Y.
TIlE TRADE BIL1If--OW IT WILL INCREASE UNEMPLOYMENT AND THE OUTFLOW OF
GOLD

With the exception of a few columnists, our newspapers, radio, and television
broadcasters have failed to enlighten the public as to how the President's trade
hill, that Is now pending before Congress, will endanger our national economy
and the American way of life.
The President's economic advisers feel that the United States will miss vast
opportunities to increase trade In the European Common Market, unless Congress
gives the President broad gage powers to reduce our tariffs 50 percent and elimtnate them entirely where he deems it necessary.
American generosity has provided the European Common Market countries
with new factories, the finest machinery and tools, our most advanced technology,
and our patented processes and products, so that Eng~and, France, West Germany, Belgium, Holland, Italy, and Japan now have factories that are as ectiest
as the finest in this country and they have no unemployment except in Belgium.
With American wages towering over those of Japan and the European Common Market countries, It is ridiculous to think that the lowering of our tariffs
will enable us to compete with these countries in the world markets.
The following table of hourly wages shows how our high wages have priced
the United States out of the world markets:
United States ----------------$2. 36 1rance--------------------$0. 0
Canada ----------------------1.75] Italy75......................
41
Great Britain---------------.90 Japan -------------------------.
34
West Germany -----------------.
85
In addition to lower wages, foreign exporting companies benefit from more
favorable depreciation policies and stockholders are given bigger tax credits on
dividends. Further, foreign textile manufacturers can buy AmeriL-an cotton
cheaper than American companies.
The list of finished goods now flowing Into the United States at an alarmingly
increased rate over present tariff walls includes automobiles, typewriters, radios,
television sets, surgical instruments, sewing machines, textiles, shoes, clothing,
steel, glass, cameras, drugs, and many other products. As a result, every tndu-
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trial center in the country is suffering from unemployment caused by these
imports from countries with low labor costs.
The prosperity of this country, its high wages and high living standards, has
been made possible through tariffs that protect its industries against imports
from countries with very low labor costs.
The United States is now priced out of the foreign markets as a result of our
towering labor costs. If the President is empowered to further cut tariffs 50
percent and eliminate them entirely where he deems it advisable, American in.
dustry will be priced out of the American market, the wozid's richest market.
As a result many industries will be liquidated and unemployment will sky.
rocket. Those industries that survive will suffer severely from competition.
About 78 percent of our Federal income taxes &re derived from individuals and
corporations. Where will we then obtain sufficient revenue to support our
large Federal budget?
The AFL-CIO has not objected to this bill. It realizes the passage of the legis.
lation will create great unemployment, which will enable it to establish a 30-hour
week with no reduction from the 40-hour take-home wages.
The President's economic advisers have asked Congress to set up a fund of $100
million to take care of the workers and industries that will be affected by the
legislation. Sponsors of the trade bill would like to make our unemployed and
their families live on Federal relief so that foreign workers can live in luxury.
The people elected to represent us in Washington have a statutory and
patriotic duty of watchful concern for our economic health, but for several years
they have been more concerned with the welfare and the development of foreign
countries.
Some of the countries that we have assisted with foreign aid now realize the
weakening of our economy and are showing their lack of appreciation for our
generosity. France and West Germany have -liscussed the formation of a union
of countries to act as a balance of power between the United States and Russia.
To save our glass and carpet industries, the Tariff Commission has found
it necessary to increase tariffs on these products. Belgium, which will be
affected by the tariff increases, has threatened us with retaliation by the
European Common Market countries if these tariff increases are not rescinded.
For every tariff increase that we make, Belgium will have the European Common
Market countries increase tariffs on four products.
The time is long past due for the men we have elected In Washington to put
our Nation's interests first. If they do not take imm,:diate steps to advance
this policy, our country will be forced into a severe depression and economic
paralysis.
Our elected representatives in Washington can eliminate most of our unemployment, halt the outflow of gold and create a favorable balance of international payments by increasing our tariffs to a level that will prevent any
foreign goods from entering into this country with which our wage scale will
not permit us to compete.
The United States is the largest market in the world. With proper planning
the country can almost become self-consumers of its production. Tariff Increases
referred to will take between 5 and 6 percent of the working force from unemployment relief and provide them with the purchasing power of the average
weekly wage of $.9'.34. The added purchasing power of the unemployed would
be a great stimulant to business and to the productive activity of the country.
The Navy Department has just purchased 3,500 tons of steel from West Germany and 1,000 tons from Japan when the steel industry is running about ,50
percent of capacity and 20 percent of the working force is unemployed. The
Defense Department Is planning to purchase 100,000 trucks from Japan. Apparently Washington is not greatly interested in reducing unemployment in the
United States or halting the outflow of gold.

FOR THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE RELATING TO THE PROVISIONS
-TATEMENT
OF H.R. 11970 CONCERNING READJUSTMENT ALLOWANCES TO DISPLACED WORKERS

(By CHARLES H. TAYLOR, executive vice president, Virginia Manufacturers
Association, Richmond, Va.)
Mr. Chairman and members of the Senate Finance Committee, the purpose of
.our statement is to make known our complete opposition to that portion of
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H.R. 11970 dealing with additional unemployment compensation for workers
displaced by reason of foreign competition, and to point up the rank discrimination involved and the consequent weakening of our State unemployment compensation insurance system.
However described or explained, the proposed trade readjustment allowances
for displaced workers resulting from foreign competition are additional unemployment compensation benefits. It proposes to pay more benefits in terms of
duration and dollars to a small, select group of workers because of the nature
of their unemployment How can this kind of discrimination be justified to the
larger group of unemployed workers who have been laid off because of technological advances, termination of defense contracts, or as an indirect result of
foreign competition? We find it difficult to see a superior virtue in federally
caused unemployment resulting from trade agreements over the closing of a defense industry or the obsolescence of a particular operation. We, also, believe
it would be difficult to accurately determine what unemployment actually resulted from foreign competition.
To give preference to workers laid off by reason of foreign competition by
paying them additional unemployment compensation benefits would clearly discriminate against the large majority of the jobless--out of jobs for all other
reasons. We cannot believe that such discrimination would be long tolerated,
because it would simply be indefensible, morally and politically. We are confident that the prime movers behind this proposal would be the first to press for
the elimination of the gross inequity involved.
Recognizing the arbitrary discrimination involved in the readjustment allowance proposal and the inevitable pressures to treat all unemployed workers
equally can only lead to the conclusion that this is another deliberate attempt to
"Federalize" State unemployment compensation by an indirect approach. The
principal backers of this proposal have made It abundantly clear over the years
that their objective is Federalization of State unemployment compensation insurance systems and that they propose to achieve It through any means available-directly or indirectly.
The proposed Trade Expansion Act requires that each State enter into an
agreement which provides that unemployment compensation otherwise payable
to any adversely affected worker will not be denied or reduced for any week by
reason of any right to allowances under the act. Section 60-46(f) of the Code
of Virginia renders an individual ineligible to receive State unemployment compensation benefits for any week he Is receiving, has received, or is seeking unemployment compensation under the unemployment compensation law of the
United States. This section precludes Virginia from signing such an agreement. This safeguard was written into the Virginia statute for good reason,
and to circumvent it would be to seriously impair existing State unemployment
insurance programs.
We sincerely urge you to reject the trade adjustment features of H.R. 11970,
which would be In direct conflict with our State law and which would ultimately
dissolve our State unemployment compensation insurance system.

STATEMENT OF DR. LEWIS E. LLYD, EcONOMIST, MIDLAND, MICH.

This country faces a critical situation. Internally, there has been a slowing
down In our rate of growth and a gradual structural increase In the percentage
unemployed. Externally, there is a continuing and growing negative balance
of payments. I am disturbed by this situation aid would like to 'bring to the
attention of the committee the nature and extent of the impact of our foreign
economic policies on our problem.
Proponents of H.R. 11970 offer this bill and the "trade liberalization" which
it proposes an a solution to many of our economic ills. They claim that the
program proposed by this bill would1. Improve our balance-of-payments position.
2. Accelerate the growth of our economy.
3. Increase employment.
4. Prevent domestic inflation.
5. Benefit the consumer.
6. Save us from the threat of the Common Market.
7. Do all this by greatly increasing our export surplus, particularly to
the Common Market
8T270-620pt. 4-19
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In explaining how this is to be accomplished, discussion has seldom gotten
beyond the point of generalities. It is time to examine the consequences of this
proposed trade policy In depth. This can only be done by examining the basic
economics of trade and relating this proposal to the economic consequences.
In a division-of-labor society, a group of workers produc.3 a given goods or
service and exchange this with other workers for the products of their labor.
In a complex, industrialized society barter is impractical and so money is used
be pictured by the foilo~ving equation:
GOODS

t MONEY z:k GOODS

,It Is iportal to note that the economic exchange process is not complete
with the first -rmp of exchanging goods for money, but only after the second
step of exc(hangiug the money for another economic good. If one individual
or group of individuals exchanges goods and services for money and retains
or hoards part of this money, failing to exchange it for other goods or services,
then an imbalance results. Other workers have production for which there
is no market, no customer.
In this basic equation of economic exchange we see the fundamentals of
trade between nations. Normally, one nation will exchange goods and services
for money and then with that money buy goods and services from other nations.
If the total exports and Imports do not balance, however, then money will flow
into or out of a given country and there are economic consequences both for
the countries that lose money and from those that gain.
It is obvious from the exchange equation that trade in and of itself does not
increase the amount of goods or services available. It merely brings about
redistribution of goods already produced. If a nation or a community wants
a higher standard of living, it must either produce more or induce somebody
else to give a part of their production to them.
Proponents of H.R. 11970 claim that the tariff reduction and tariff elimination
proposed in this bill would greatly increase our exports to the Common Market.
They reason that the more rapid growth of the Common Market and their
rapidly increasing standard of living will increase their market for consumer
appliances and hardgoods. They assume that we can capture a large part of
that increased market. Those who hold this dream are doomed to disappointment. To whatever extent we might increase our exports to the Common Market, we would have to increase our Imports either directly or indirectly by an
equal amount, else the Common Market would soon face a balance-of-payments
problem. Many of the unsound claims for this bill are based on a lack of
understanding of the basic economics of trade.
As pointed out above, a standard of living consists of just the goods and
services that are produced by a given nation or community. This can be expressed by the equation:
MMW---NR+HEXT
where: uMW= Man's material welfare
NR=Natural resources
HE=Human energy
T=Tools
Now there are ways in which international trade can indirectly contribute to
total production. For example, no nation has all the natural resources it might
wish to use and therefore will need to import minerals or natural products for
which it lacks suitable climate. Recognizing this, the United States has long
bad free trade on the import of tropical products and most minerals and natural
resources.
The second reason involves tools. If a nation represents too small a market
to permit mass production and therefore cannot use mass production efficiency.
It will need world trade to increase the market. Switzerland is a good example
of a small nation which has built up an efficient industry and extended its market
around the world.
The Common Market was designed specifically to meet this problem. The
nations who signed the Rome Treaty sought to develop a free trade area like
that of the United States. The EEC is large enough to sustain mass production
and is designed to have a common external tariff and trade policy which will
foster the interests of the membe' countries.
These countries will have to import many raw materials and food products.
They will have to export enough to cover their imports. If they attempt over
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the long run to export more than they import, or vice versa, they or their trading
partners will face a chronic balance-of-payments problem even as we now do.
The whole "trade liberalization" crusade is based on a doctrinaire belief in
the free trade theory. Generally overlooked is the fact that free trade, like any
other theory, is based on certain assumptions. The free trade theory assumes
that all the economic relations between nations would be on a truly free market
basis. If international trade took place under these conditions, then world markets would allocate production such that the most efficient natural resources,
labor and tools, wo"-' 4e used.
When the assumptions for a theory are not met in actual practice, however,
application of the theory inevitably will give results different than proposed by
the theory. If free trade were to maximize econobh!,? efficiency, the following
conditions would be reasonably well met:
1. No cartels or government enterprise.
2. No government subsidies.
3. Essentially uniform business laws uniformly enforced.
4. No major differences in taxes on business.
5. No immigration restrictions to prevent movement of workers.
6. A completely free market in exchange rates and the movement of
capital.
7. No overriding defense requirements.
None of these conditions are met in the world today, even as between the
nations of the free world. Those who propose a major step forward toward free
trade are getting the cart before the horse. Those developing a trade policy for
the United States should be given first attention to reducing government interference in all the economic relations within and between nations. Then it
would be time to eliminate trade barriers. Tariffs and other trade regulations
are the means of adjusting to the realities of nonideal conditions.
Those who propose H.R. 11970 as a solution to our balance-of-payments problem
base their argument on two false premises. First of all, they assume that U.S.
industry is competitive costwise with respect to the rest of the world, and secondly, they as.sume that foreign tariffs are the chief hindrance to sizable increase
in our exports of manufactured goods.
The facts are that, on the average, American producers are not competitive i:i
world markets; and that, for the most part, lower foreign costs and nontariff
restrictions are the chief bar to Increased U.S. exports.
CHART I
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Proponents of "trade liberalization" point to Department of Commerce data
and note that our recorded exports appear to exceed imports by $4 to $5 billion
in recent years. They say this favorable trade balance proves that we are competitive in world markets.
Careful examination shows, however, that the export figure is a phony. Included in it are sizable quantities of agricultural products sold under Public
Law 480 to nations for soft currencies which are blocked and cannot be converted to dollars. Included also are sizable quantities of shipments to our
Military Establishments overseas. Likewise included are our subsidized agricultural exports and even included are relief shipments of grain sent to famine
areas. When these exports which are paid for with American taxpayers' dollars
are subtracted from the export data, we find that the so-called trade surplus
vanishes. Chart 1 shows the recent history of our exports, imports, and the
exports corrected to remove that portion bought with our own money.
Moreover, we follow the practice of tabulating our foreign trade on the basis
of f.o.b. (this means at foreign factory or shipping point) values. Other nations
use a c.i.f. basis (cost, including insurance and ocean freight; that is, landed
cost). Practically all of our imports and most of our exports move on foreign
bottoms. In the case of imports, therefore, we pay out dollars for the landed
cost. To convert our imports to a c.l.f. basis, we would have to add about
25 percent in the case of most countries. Chart 2 shows the balance between
our commercial exports and our imports adjusted upward by a modest 15 percent to estimated c.i.f. basis. Thus, a careful examination of our foreign trade
data shows that in truly commercial exports, we have a deficit, not an excess.
And, finally, even the commercial exports exaggerate our competitiveness. A
significant portion of our exports are from U.S. firms to oversea subsidiaries.
In the case of autos and machine tools, it probably runs higher than 25 percent
because of maintenance parts. Those shipments are no indication of competitiveness, and they are not balanced by a reverse flow because of the few foreign
subsidiaries in this country.
It is clear from a careful examination of the U.S. trade data that we not only
do not have a favorable trade balance bu. actually an unfavorable one as far as
commercial exports are concerned. Instead of this data proving that we are
competitive in world markets, it tends to indicate the opposite. Moreover, there
are other independent and even more convincing evidences that we are, on the
average, noncompetitive with efficient foreign producers.
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Mr. Ashley, of the Trade Relations Council, in testifying before the House
Ways and Means Committee discussed the changing character of our exports
and imports in the decade of the 1950's. He showed that whereas formerly
the United States imported primarily tropical products, raw materials, and products of low labor content, and exported primarily manufactured goods, we have
in the past dozen years seen a reversal. We now export more agricultural
products, raw materials, scrap iron, chemical intermediates, and products of
low labor contest, and import more of manufactured goods of high labor content. This striking change in the character of our trade is a clear-cut indication
that our labor costs are pricing us out of world markets.
Another indication of our noncompetitiveness is the fact that we have high,
continuing unemployment and efficient plants which are not being utilized
to capacity; whereas, in Europe and Japan they cannot find enough workers
nor build plants fast enough to meet their demands. This is a clear-cut indication that, on the average, products from their plants are preferred in world
markets to those from our plants. This means only one thing, of course; namely
that their selling price is lower.
A final and clinching evidence of our noncompetitiveness is our continuing
and growing negative balance of payments. Merchandise exports and imports
are, of course, only a part of our economic exchange with other nations. We
have to look at the balance of payments to see the whole picture. The balance
of payments shows the sum of the net of our foreign trade, the net of our
exchange of services (shipping, insurance, etc.), the net on capital flow, and
the net on gifts and loans. As is shown by chart 3, we have had a negative
balance of payments since 1949, except for the year 1957 when the Suez crisis
forced Europe to buy quantities of oil from the dollar area. This means that
year after year more dollars have left our shores than have returned. This
continuing and growing deficit exists because foreigners who get dollars from
our imports, from tourism and from gifts, can, on the average, use these dollars
to buy elsewhere cheaper than in the United States.
In the early part of 1961 a divergence between the economies of Europe and
the United States gave a temporary respite from the outflow of dollars. As
recovery in the U.S. economy advanced, however, we find that the negative
balance of payments are increasing again. In spite of the fact that an Executive
order has required more of our foreign aid dollars to be spent in the United
States, there is a tendency for our total export shipments to level off. By conCHART 3
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trast, imports continue to rise. The short-term fluctuations in our balance-of.
payments situation reflect primarily temporary changes in short-term capital
flow and obscure the deterioration of our worsening trade picture.
This sustained and growing negative balance of payments has resulted in loss
-of part of our gold reserve and increased foreign claims against our gold. Chart
4 shows this data for the postwar years. We should call attention to the fact
that while U.S. citizens cannot exchange dollars for gold, foreigners can.
We have a commitment to furnish gold at $35 an ounce to foreign central banks.
Consequently, any foreigner can take his dollars to his central bank which
can then convert them into gold.
Chart 5 shows the amount of gold we would have left if we paid off all the
foreign claims outstanding, and also shows the amount of gold which is needed
to meet the 25 percent reserve requirements of our banking law. It is obvious
that since 1954 we have been unable to meet all our commitments if at any
time the foreigners had decided to cash in all their claims. In the past year
we could not even have met our foreign commitments if we had disregarded
any gold reserve to support our own banking system.
When the exchange of goods and services between countries fails to balance,
one country may be willing to hold claims against another country for a limited
period of time. In the end, however, the money commodity-gold-is the only
tangible way that the accounts could be balanced. Normally, foreigners with
mounting dollar claims would present these for gold. So long as they trust
the United States to be able and wlling in the future to meet its obligations
to supply gold upon request, they will be willing to hold the dollar claims In
lieu of gold. Indeed, they have some special incentives not to ask for gold.
Much of the dollar claims are heid in Treasury notes and bill, which pay in.
terest. When the claims are -onverted to gold, there is a slight charge for
safekeeping. Moreover, tbc industrial nations of Europe who hold the bulk
of these dollar claims are well aware that were they to call for large amounts
of gold, this would precipitate a liquidity crisis and force us to eliminate most
or all of our foreign aid. Since many of our foreign aid dollars have found
their way into the industrial economies of Europe and Japan, they are loath
to make any move which would force us Into cutting our foreign aid.
Thus, we see that through the continuing balance-of-payments deficit our
international liquidity and the soundness of the dollar is now dependent upon
the confidence of foreign nationals. Our own fiscal policies now must face the
discipline of international finance.
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Returning now to the basic economics of exchange, we note that our negative
balance of payments Indicates the extent to which dollars have not returned
tn buy goods and services from American workers. In the past 4 years this
outflow of dollars has averaged almost $3
billion per year. If these dollars
had come back to this country to buy manufactured goods, It would have created at least a million and a half more jobs than we had.
Much has been made by the proponents of free trade of various "guesstimates"
of the number of jobs created by our exports. These proponents fail to mention the jobs that are lost as a result of imports. What they do, in effect, is
to talk only about the credit side of the ledger and completely ignore the debit
entries. Actually, of course, it is balance between the credits and debits which
tells the only meaningful stgry. This is precisely what the balance of payments
tells us. It is the overall balance between the jobs created by the dollars that
enter our economy from overseas and the jobs lost due to dollars that go overseas. Since there has been a net loss of dollars, it is obvious that there has
been a net loss of Jobs. We can make a rough approximation of how many
Jobs are involved by dividing the $31/ billion outflow of dollars of recent years
by the average annual earnings of a factory worker. This number of jobs
must then be increased by what the economists call a multiplier factor to take
account of the service jobs which Increased factory worker earnings would
support. For example, the chamber of commerce reports that for every 100
factory Jobs in a community, 174 other jobs will be added.
U.S. PRODUCERS NONCOMPETITIVE

The reason for the large and growing negative balance of payments is that
U.S. labor and U.S. manufacturers have priced themselves out of the world
market. When the foreigners get our dollars, they find that they can use these
dollars to buy goods elsewhere in the world cheaper than from the United
States. There are three dominant factors which have contributed to the noncompetitive position of U.S. producers.
During the war the plants of Europe and England and Japan were destroyed
by bombs or by overworking and inadequate maintenance. As a consequence,
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when these industrial nations rebuilt their plants-for the most part with our
foreign aid dollars-they built modern, new, automated plants. We went to
great lengths to help them do this. We invited and paid the expenses of teams
of foreign industrialists to come to this country and see our plants and learn
our methods. With new plants and advanced methods, productivity in industrial Europe and Japan advanced by leaps and bounds. Unions in these foreign
countries moderated their demands so that much of this increased productivity
could tind its way into selling price reductions in order that industry in each
country could become highly competitive in world markets.
As a result labor costs, including fringe benefits in Western Europe, are now
one-fifth to one-third those in the United States, and in Japan about one-seventh.
Proponents of "trade liberalization" shrug off this major cost difference by
saying that labor costs are only a small part of total costs and are really unim)ortant. NVhat they do is to confuse direct labor cost in a given factory
with total labor costs. They fall to realize that most of the dollars for feedstock or parts, for shipping, for telephones, for advertising, and even for taxes,
go to pay workers. Studies for companies, for industries, and even for the
country as a whole, show that 82-85 percent of all costs goes to pay labor. The
cost of labor times the productivity in most cases gives a meaningful comparison
on costs.
Another factor which is only now beginning to have its effe( ta is the creation of the Europ, an Economic Community. As the so-called CCminon Market
develops, there will exist in Europe a mass market sufficient to support mass
production industries-sufficient to permit maximum efficiency through large
production plants. In the past the United States had the only truly mass
market in the world and hence had an enormous advantage, in a sense a monopoly of mass production. This is no longer true. First of all, Europe is
building its own mass market, and secondly, through successful tariff reductions and particularly If H.R. 11970 is passed and implemented, we will have
opened our mass market to any producer in the world so that we will have
completely lost any special advantage through large-scale production.
The most significant factor in the pricing of ourselves out of world markets
is the inflation with which we chose to finance World War II. During th-"
war and a little more during Korea and since, we have poured more than
$90 billion of worthless, paper, fiat money into our banking system. Monetary
inflation always brings with It certain consequences-maladjustments In the
economy which show up in various ways. The first thing that happened during
the war when this excess purchase media was created was that the velocity
in the use of money dropped very low. There were no houses to be bought,
no automobiles for civilians, no consumer hard goods, not even good-quality
clothing available. Moreover, it was patriotic to save and to buy bonds. Consequently, consumers paid off their installment debt, paid on their mortgages,
bought Government bonds, and Increased the size of their checking accounts.
In a word, consumers became more "liquid." After the war as consumer goods
became available, they began to use their savings to buy on time, and thus
gradually, little by little, the inflationary money began to be used.
Since more than one worthless, "printing press" dollar had been created
for every good one, and since two dollars came to the marketplace to buy
a dollar's worth of gcods, and since the marketplace couldn't tell the good
dollar from the worthless dollar, naturally the prices were bid up until a dollar's worth of goods sold for two dollars. Thus, we find that our dollar is now
worth only 46 cents as compared to prewar.
Now the price of labor went up along with the price of everything elseIn fact, faster than the price of goods. Thus, through the well-known processes
of inflation, American labor and American manufacturers have established
price levels above the average for world markets. This is the major rialadjustment in our economy which has come out of our monetary inflation of
the past two decades.
We see the real consequences of this when we turn our attention again to
the basic exchange equation:
GOLD
GOODS i= DOLLARS r GOODS
When foreigners exchange goods and services to us for our dollars, normally
they would exchange those dollars for other goods and services from us. It
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just so happens, however, that one of the goods which we offer the world is
gold. Through the process of inflation the prices of our other goods and
services have essentially doubled, but the price of gold remains at $35 an ounce
as it was fixed in 1934. Thus, today gold is the cheapest commodity we offer
the world. It is not surprising, therefore, that foreigners who get dollars,
prefer to keep part of those dollars to exchange for gold. Of course, as we
have seen, they don't actually have to exchange them for gold as long as the
world has confidence that we will honor our obligation to furnish gold upon
demand. What they do Is to keep part of these dollars and to use them to trade
with other nations. The dollars which they keep and do not use to buy from
us, reduces the total purchases from our economy and leads to reduction in
rate of our industrial growth and causes unemployment here.
Thus, we see that oversea tariffs are not the basic reason why we are noncompetitive; is not the reason for our balance-of-payments difficulties. Our difficulties are imbedded in the fundamental economics of our inflation and the
exchange rate which is pegged at a level which overvalues the dollar in world
markets.
Time is running out. Foreigners will not continue indefinitely to increase their
holdings of our I 0 U's. A solution must be found-and quicklym-to our balanceof-payments problem. H.R.11970 is not an answer. First of all, we haven't time
to wait until the United Kingdom has Joined the Common Market and negotiations could be completed under the new legislation. Secondly, the proposed actions under this legislation will certainly worsen the balance of payments, not correct it.
The only action which will give us a permanent correction to our balance-ofpayments problem is to make U.S. producers again competitive in world markets.
H.R. 11970 proposes to do this by removing tariffs. Since tbere iS no chance of
reducing our wage rates so as to be able to compete with foreign producers, this
action would lead to massive unemployment of labor and facilities in the United
States. This is a result which would be disastrous.
Some have proposed that we can become competitive by intensifying research,
innovation, and automation, Such proposals overlook the fact that in the past
decade Europe and Japan have been increasing productivity considerably faster
than we have. It overlooks the fact Chat they are alert to th-e advantages of
automation and that they are competent researchers themselves. There is not the
remotest chance that we can take a spurt forward in productivity which will
outdistance them and offset our major disadvantage in labor costs.
Others propose that increases in foreign Wage rates will solve our problem.
It is true that foreign wage rates are increasing at the present time faster than
ours percentagewise, but this offers 'solution only in the distant future. For
example, last year German labor costs thcreased about 10 percent while ours
Increased only 5 percent. However, a 10 percent1ncresse 6f a 75e wage is only
7%, cent an hour, while a 5 percent ibereabe of a $8 *age is 15 cents an hour.
This illustrates the difficulty of the.probleln in the ehoit range. Iti fact, if the
increase in labor costs continues at present rates both here and abroad, the difference in wage rates in onts per hour between the U.S. and European workers
would actually increase until about 1970; thereafter, the gap would begin to
decrease.
There Is one way by which we could arrange to become competitive again In
world markets without jeopardizing the vigor of our own economy. As was Indicated above, In order for free trade to work, exchange rates should be set on a
free market basis. Prior to World War I, this condition actually existed. Now,
however, exchange rates are set by an international bureaucracy-the International Monetary Fund.
1he exchange rates between the dollar and other currencles of the Industrial world were set soon after the close of World War II,
before anyone could visualize the rapid gains In productivity which have taken
place in Europe and Japan. As a consequence, present exchange rates do not
trulyV reflect the value of the several currencies. Were we to allow a free market
to establish the exchange rates, the dollar would be valued with respect to other
currencies at a level such as to balance out the average productivity times the
wage rate of the producers In different countries.
Bill H.R. 11970 now under consideration before the Senate Flinance Committee
will not solve the balance-of-paypnents problem but will only aggravate it. The
committee should table this bill and turn its attention to consideration of a
realistic exchange rate between the dollar and other currene~es. Unless this is
done, we may be forced to isolate ourselves from world markets with quantitd-
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tive restrictions and might even be forced to resort to barter trade only, as did
Germany prior to World War I. A realistic exchange rate would increase our
exports by making the products of our factories competitive in w, -ld markets.
This would not only solve the outflow of dollars but would create jobs for our
workers. It would also increase the growth rate of our industrial economy.
Until the exchange rate is corrected, we will see our factories bypassed and
most of the industrial growth taking place overseas. If punitive tax legislation
makes it impossible for American capital to participate in this growth, then
the growth opportunities will be reserved solely for foreigners, and America
will not even reap profits, let alone jobs, from the expanding world markets.

STATEMENT SuBmITTE BY MONROE LEIH, STEPTOE & JOHNSON, WASHINGTON,
D.O.,ON BEHALF or ALUMINUM ASSOCIATION
This statement is presented by the Foreign Trade Committee of the Aluminum
Association on behalf of that association. The association has 44 members
and includes all of the six primary domestic aluminum producers, as well as
the principal domestic firms engaged in the fabrication of aluminum products.
We have also been authorized to tate that the following trade associations
concur in this statement of position:
Aluminum Smelters Research Institute.
American Die Casting Institute.
National Association of Aluminmn Distributors.
These four aluminum industry trade associations appear In support of the
President's new foreign trade program and they support generally the enactment of H.R. 11970.
However, they strongly recommend to the Senate Finance Committee that
several strengthening amendments be added before the House version of the
bill is reported out. These amendments fall into three broad categories as
follows:
1. Amendments to the statement of purposes in section 102 to provide a
clear declaration that one of the primary purposes of the act is to achieve
for American companies access to world markets on equal terms with competing companies from other industrialized countries.
2. Amendments to assure that the President for purposes of negotiation
is armed with full power to raise the tariffs as well as to lower the tariffs.
3. Amendments to assure that the President has authority to appoint industry advisory committees to advise him on trade policy and to assist him
In carrying out the trade policy.
The need for each of these categories of amendments is more tuly explained In
the succeeding paragraphs of this statement.
EQUAL ACCESS TO WORMn MARKETS
We believe that a primary objective of U.S. trade policy should be to assure
that American products have a fair and equal opportunity to compete In world
markets. This is not an objective applicable to the aluminum industry alone.
Rather it is a general objective applicable across the board. We assume that
there is a national consensus that one of the principal, if not indeed the principal,
objective of the U.S. foreign trade policy must be the expansion of U.S. exports.
The President has repeatedly so stated. 'Our balance-of-payments situation
requires It.
We must have an increase in exports to pay the foreign exchange costs of maintaining our military forces overseas, to support the foreign-aid program, to sustain our worldwide system of defensive alliances and, generally, to enable this
country to play its role as a leader of the free world alliance. It is clear that
American aluminum industry does not now have as ready access to foreign markets as its oversea competitors have to U.S. markets.
Let us consider first the comparative tariff aspect. American tariffs on aluminum products have been reduced since 1934 by approximately 80 percent, with the
result that on an ad valorem basis the present U.S. tariff on primary aluminum is
5.2 percent and on fabricated aluminum products It ranges between 5 and 0 percent.
What is the comparable tariff in the Common Market countries? West Germany has a 9-percent tariff on primary aluminum and 12-percent tariff on most
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fabricated products. France has a 15-percent tariff on primary aluminum and a
15.6-percent tariff on fabricated products. Italy has a 20.5-percent tariff on primary aluminum and a 22.5-percent tariff on fabricated prowducts.
Thus the major Common Market nations' individual tariffs range from two to
four times the U.S. tariffs, at a time r.hen the balance of trade is already in their
favor.
Under the Treaty of Rome, the tariffs of the member nations will be averaged
and thus by the time the treaty is fully effective, there will be a common external
aluminum tariff. This tariff is scheduled to be 9 percent on primary aluminum
products and 15 percent on fabricated products, two and three times the U.S.
tariff.
It will be useful to put in the record at this point two tables which show in
tabular form comparative aluminum tariffs for the United States and its principal competitors for the years 1947 and 1962.
TABLE L-Comparative tariffs on primary aluminum ingot in major oonsuming
countries
Ad valorem rates (percent)

Country

1982

1947
27.5
20.0
27.801&4
)84,01&.0
45.0
I Free

ates................................................................
Canatd
------------------------------------------------------United 8.5tatea
Canada----------------------------------------------------------.......
Japan .......................................................................
Switzerland ...............................................................United Kingdom ...........................................................

&2
5.&4
427.0
I Free

I Plus 5 percent surtax effective June 24, 192.
' Country under military occupation.
' Estimated. Specific duty in 1947 Identical to 1962, but domestic price of ingot lower in 1947.
4Tariff 18 percent to members of European Free Trade Association.
'The United Kingdom has no duty on ,alloyed ingot, but has a 10-percent duty on alloyed ingot; however, alloyed ingot may be imported fror" Canada and other Commonwealth countries duty free. The
duty on alloyed ingot from other EFTA countries Is 8 percent.
1962
Projected
common

European Economic Community

Belgium.Luxembourg ..........................
Netherlands ...................................
West Germany ................................
France ............................
Italy...........................................

1947

Free
Free
112
20
38

Internal
tariff to
EEC
countries

Nonmember
countries
1.5
1.5
'9.0
10&
20.6

external
tariff to
nonmembers
9
9
9
9
9

Free
Free
&0
10.0
12.5

Rate shown is for 1948.
3Quota of 80,000 metric tons at rate of 6 percent; remainder at 9 percent.
I Country under military occupation.

TAuL

II.--Yomparative tariffs on a major eemifabrioated aluminum product
in major consuming countries

Country__

Ad valorem rates on alumni.
num _sheet (percent)
_
_
_
1962

1947
United States ...........................................................
Canada...2: .............................................................
Japan---------------------------------------------------------.... :::
.......................................................
United Kingdom

23.0
27.5
.12.5

3 Plus 5 percent surtax effective June 24,1962.
2 Country under military occupation.
' Not available.
4 Tariff 9 percent to members of European Free Trade Association.
,1Tariff 7)4 percent to members of EFTA; duty free to British Commonwealth countries.

5.0-4.0
'.0
20.0
' 12.5

1936
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Europesn Economic Community

Nonmember
countries
Be!gtum-Lnxembourg
Netherlands -----------------------------------West Germany -------------------------------France ---------------------------------------Italy ------------------------------------------

Projected
Common

1947

Internal
external
tariff
to
tariff
to EEC
nonmembers
countries

14
'---_------------------7.8
4
7.8
' 18
12.0
1 20
15.6
' 30
22.5

3.00
3.00
7.65
10.00
13.50

15
15
15
1
15

IRate for 1948; previous year not available.

As these tables show, the U.S. reductions of alumlinun tariffs have been much
more drastic than the reductions agreed to by West Germany, France, and Italy.
Moreover, a comparison of tariffs between the United States and the Common
Market countries does not give the full story of the tariff advantage enjoyed
by the latter group. By 1970 the Treaty of Rome calls for the elnination of all
tariffs between the nations making up the Common Market. This step might be
accelerated so that free trade within the Common Market could become a reality
as early as 1966. When this occurs, the Common Market aluminum companies
will not only have the advantage that their common external tariff Is twice or
three times as great as the U.S. tariff; they will also be able to sell throughout
the Common Market area in competition with U.S. aluminum without any tariff
barrier, at all.
There are, of course, many trade barriers besides tariffs. U.S. aluminum products encounter a variety of these nontariff barriers.
These restrictive barriers, which are employed In conjunction with or supplementary to tariffs, add to the difficulties of the U.S. aluminum Industry's efforts to
sell aluminum abroad. If American firms are to compete on more equitable terms
with foreign suppliers, elimination of the following types and examples of restrictive trade barriers is necessary:
(A) Special taxes
(1) In West Germany an equalization tax Is levied on imported goods whenever comparable products manufactured In Germany are subject to the turnover
tax during the production process. The tax Is not applied to raw materials
produced in Germany, and German aluminum producers do not have to pay the
turnover tax of 4 percent on sales of primary aluminum. Imported primary
aluminium, nevertheless, is subject to the 4-percent equalization tax.
(2) France levies a custom stamp or statistical tax of 2 percent on the value
of total customs charges.
(3) Italy Imposes an administrative fee on all Imports at one-half of 1 percent
ad valorem on the dutiable value, as well as an additional statistical fee of 2
cents per 100 kilograms gross weight.
(4) Belgium levies a transmission tax, ranging from 1 to 12 percent, on all
imported goods. Although the transmission tax is also applied to domestic transactions, it may be somewhat higher for imports in order to compensate for the
tax which would have been collected had the product been produced in Belgium.
(5) Luxembourg imposes a 2-pereent import tax on the value f.o.b. Luxembourg.
(6) Switzerland levies a 3-percent sales tax on total customs charges.
(7) Austria levies a surcharge of 5.25 percent of duty paid value on all
aluminum Imports.
(B) Exchange and licensing controls
The subject of foreign exchange controls is complex, and there is hardly a
country that does not have some form of foreign control. In some countries, these control measures become an almost insurmountable trade barrier.
Moreover, it is extremely hard to draw a line between foreign exchange controls
and many forms of import quotas, licensing arrangements, extra taxes, and the
like.
Problems can arise for the U.S. exporter when close financial ties exist between two or more other nations. These ties usually do not go as far as the
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creation of a foreign exchange clearing union, bidt something of that nature often
results. In such cases, potential customers of U.S. exporters will have difficulty
in securing foreign exchange to buy U.S. aluminum. Aluminum exporters in
the affiliated countries will get the bulk of the business.
Another problem faced by the U.S. exporter is the import license deposit
or the foreign exchange deposit. In a number of countries, foreign exchange
certificates are not available unless the importer makes a deposit with some
Government instrumentality before the order is placed. The amount of the
deposit is sometimes greater than the value of the goods.
Finally there is the practice of administrative foot dragging on issuance of
foreign exchange certificates. Even though, officially, the foreign exchange is
available, there are often delays which can seriously handicap the foreign
trader.
The above devices, either singularly or in combination, frequently interfere
with the participation by U.S. firms in a number of oversea markets.
(0) Antidumping regulation#
Antidumping regulations vary widely from country to country. An example
of a country in which these laws tend to restrict imports from the United
States is Canada. The very rigidly enforced Canadian antidumping laws
prevent U.S. suppliers from abso.-bing normal Canadian tariffs in most instances. These laws impose an additional duty on imports equal to the difference between the fair value of the imported item in the country of origin
and the sales price to a Canadian customer. Thus, if aluminum sheet sells for
30 cents per pound in the United States, a Canadian buyer must always pay a
total of 53 ceuts (purchase price plus duty) for such sheet. And if the U.S.
supplier charges less than 50 cents, the Canadian buyer will pay not only the
normal duty of .3 cents per pound but also a dumping duty equal to the difference
between 50 cents and the U.S. supplier's lower price. Of course, the result is that
U.S. suppliers of aluminum sheet are always at least at a 3-cent price disadvantage in competing for business in Canada with Canadian suppliers.
(D) Miscellaneous restrictive devices
(1) At least eight countries (Venezuela, Chile, Colombia, Brazil, India, Argentina, Israel, Turkey) generally require that Imports into their country be transported by vessels accepting payment in local currency. The availability of
such vessels is very difficult at times, and even when service is unavailable it is
sometimes difficult to obtain waivers.
(2) In Colombia, importers are allowed to barter coffee for materials with
the countries that are not major buyers of Colombian coffee. Since the United
States is a major buyer of Colombian coffee, U.S. aluminum suppliers are excluded from barter arrangements. The same restrictions, for example, do not
apply to aluminum products from Belgium and Germany.
(3) In Brazil, an importer must present proof that he has purchased 30
percent of the amount to be imported from local Brazilian production, if available. With such proof, helcan import at a 10-percent duty instead of the normal
50-percent rate. The Brazilian subsidiary of the major Canadian supplier
furnishes "proof" in the form of a letter if it obtains the import order. They also
offer the importer a 10-percent lower price on the 30-percent quantity purchased
domestically, providing the remaining 70 percent of the order Is placed with
the Canadian supplier for import.
(4) Tied in with the prefeiential tariff system enjoyed by Commonwealth
suppliers is the so-called imperial preference granted to products manufactured
in the Commonwealth nations. 'This cau be illustrated by using Hong Kong
as an example. Each Commonwealth nation indicates for various products the
amount of minimum empire cost which must be built up on a Hong-Kong-manufactured basis before these goods will be admitted at a preferential duty rate, by
the particular country.
For example, if the United Kingdom requires 50 percent empire cost content,
the Hong Kong manufacturer must necessarily buy his aluminum ingot or raw
material from a Commonwealth source so that when the local direct wages and
factory overhead are applied the manufacturer's empire cost will be over 50 percent. This in turn will then qualify the particular product for the United Kingdom's preferential duty rate. It would be impossible to start with U.S. ingot
with zero empire cost content and apply sufficient Hong Kong labor and overhead
to bring the total empire cost up to 50 percent. U.S. suppliers are thus excluded
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from the Hong Kong market, since the manufacturers there, even though they export to many non-Commonwealth nations, do not wish to stock and operate separate accounting on both Commonwealth and non-Commonwealth raw materials.
The net effect of the imperial preference can be illustrated as follows: If a U.S.
supplier ships ingot to a Hong Kong manufacturer who produces flashlight cases
from this ingot and ships them to Australia or New Zealand, the duty on the
flashlight cases using U.S. ingot would be 15 percent or 20 percent higher than
the cases made from Commonwealth ingot.
OTHER INEQUALITIES HAMPERINO U.S. FIRMS IN WORLD COMPETITION

The ability to compete on equal terms with foreign suppliers involves more
than tariff adjustments and the elimination of other trade restrictions imposed
by foreign governments on U.S. products. Even though U.S. firms have equal
access to foreign markets, they may still be competing both abroad and at home
on unequal terms. One type of inequality consists of direct and indirect aid
given by foreign governments to their firms which export aluminum products.
To the extent that such government subsidies exceed the assistance given U.S.
firms, foreign competitors enjoy an unfair trading advantage in world markets.
Some examples of such aids are:
(A) Ta rebates or relief
(1) West Gerwan exports are exempt from the turnover tax which is applied
to all aluminum sales in Germany at any stage of production. Assessed on the
duty-paid value, this turnover tax ranges from 4 percent to 6 percent of various
aluminum products.
(2) French exports are exempt from the 10-percent tax on added value
which is collected on all transactions at the production level in France.
(3) Japan and Spain give their exporters at least some relief against profits
tax.
(B) Special financing for exports
The Export-Import Bank has recently put into effect a comprehensive credit
and political risk insurance program for sales from U.S. exporting companies.
This program has not been in effect long enough for evaluation, but is in a long
overdue step in the right direction.
Most industrial nations, however, have had similar financing programs for a
long time. Unfortunately, the recent Export-Import Bank program does not
cover sales to foreign governments, which is a big gap. While recent changes
in the export insurance program have closed some of the gap, we believe the
U.S. program is still considerably behind the programs of major European
countries. The U.S. program can fall further behind unless it is flexible enough
to be competitive enough with foreign programs.
With regard to governmental financing, a recent example concerns a large
hydroelectric project under construction in Mexico. One of the bidders oni the
project was a French syndicate, which bid on the turbines, generators, transmission lines, and other equipment. The terms of the French bid allowed 14
years to repay all borrowed money and also agreed to lend $1 of unrestricted
loan for every $1 of purchase, with the loan being made at 6l/-percent Interest.
An American supplier bid on the aluminum cable for the transmission line,
and although its price for this item was more than 10 percent under the French
bid, it could not compete against the overall financing terms offered by the
French syndicate and therefore lost the prder. While documented proof is
lacking, there can be little doubt that the French syndicate must have had some
form of Government guarantee in order to offer such favorable terms.
Another type of Inequality hampering U.S. firms in world competition results
from the sharp differences which prevail between national economies. Governmental policies and p -,,tices vary so widely from country to country that
they result in significantly different cost burdens on their respective aluminum
Industries without regard to the efficiency or skill of Individual companies.
Among these differences in costs which are relatively burdensome to the U.S.
Industry are those resulting from less favorable tax and depreciation policies,
higher labor costs, and much heavier expenditures for product and market
development
Dif'erences in national economies also involve differences in antitrust laws.
For example, the two French aluminum producers use the same sales organiza-
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tion to market their products in France, and this single sales organization also
carries on research to develop new uses for aluminum products whici. presumably
work out to the mutual benefit of both French producers. The two major Italian
aluminum producers likewise use a joint sales agency to sell their metal in
the home market, and they jointly control the largest fabricator in Italy.
In the 1957 Rome Treaty, articles 85 and 86 relate to cartels and restrictive
business agreements and actions whereby improper advantage is taken of a
dominant economic position within the Common Market. The initial regulation
relating to cartels and monopolies in the EEC went into force on March 13 of
this year to implement the two foregoing articIes of the Rome Treaty. Whether
the cited practices of the French and Italian producers will be permitted under
the new regulation isunknown at this time, as indicated by a dispatch from the
U.S. mission to the European Communities. With respect to the future impact
of the regulation, the U.S. mission commented: "What the effect of the regulation
will be is hard to say. The mission has heard only the most cautious remarks
from responsible officials * * *."
In the light of the foregoing summary of foreign restrictions, the aluminum industry strongly recommends that the itatemect of purposes in section 102 of
H.R. 11970 be amended so as to contain an PxplIcit declaration to the effect that
one of the principal objectives of the Congress in delegating extensive new powers
and authority to the President under the act, is to obtain for American products
equal access to foreign markets. What is needed is the negotiation of agreements which will provide an equal opportunity for American products to compete
in foreign markets. We believe the evidence summarized in Lhe preceding paragraphs illustrates that American products do not now have that equal opportunity and that the barriers to the import of American aluminum products seeking to enter foreign markets are substantially greater than those encountered
by foreign aluminum imports seeking to enter the U.S. market.
PRESIDENTIAL

POWER TO RAISE AS WELL AS TO LOWER TARI

S

The trade bill as passed by the House does not, in the judgment of the
Aluminum Association, provide the President with adequate authority to negotiate effectively
Such negotiating authority is indispensible if the President
Is to achieve the objectives of the trade bill in general and particularly if
he is to achieve for American products equal access to foreign markets and
the elimination of the substantial trade restrictions described in the preceding
section.
The administration's bill, H.R. 9900, as originally introduced did not give
the President adequate authority to raise as well as to lower tariff and other
trade restrictions. This deficiency was pointed out during the hearings before
the Ways and Means Committee and Under Secretary of State Ball stated to
that committee on March 13, 1962, that he would have no objection to the inclusion of authority to raise tariffs. Previously, on June 6, 1962. the Joint
Economic Committee had recommended the inclusion of such authority In the
trade legislation. Moreover, it should be noted that such authority has traditionally been inciaded in The trade legislation, at least since the Inauguration
of the reciprocal trade program in 1934.
Although the bill as passed by the House In some respects increased the President's authority to raise tariffs, it is still inadequate because the President's
power in this respect cannot be quickly and effectively exercised. The recent
controversy about U.S. duties un carpets and glass arl the European reaction
to the Increases proclaimed by the President, will serve to illustrate the point
we have in mind.
It will be recalled that as a result of recommendations made by the Tariff
Commission the President proclaimed substantial increases in the U.S. duties
on certain glass products and on certain carpets. This proposed tariff action
by the United States met with an immediate and violent protest from the Belgium authorities. Shortly thereafter the Council of Ministers of the European
Economic Community, acting with remarkable dispatch. approved tariff increases in reprisal against the U.S. Increases. It is significant that the Common Market declined an American offer to negotiate; compensating reductions
on other commodities in the American tariff. , Insteal, the Common Market
chose the items on which it would raise the tariff for American products. As
a result tariffs on American polyester and polyethylene were raised from 20 to
40 percent and the tariffs on American synthetic and artificial cloth were raised
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from 17 to 40 percent and the tariff on American varnishes and water paints
from 15 to 19 percent.
What is instructive about the episode just related is the promptitude with
which the European authorities were able to act notwithstanding the fact that
it was necessary for six governments to come to agreement on the action to
be taken.
It is not our purpose to debate at this point the merits of the U.S. position
on carpets and glassware. Rather our purpose is to ask, Would the United States
be able to act with comparable promptness in a like situation under the trade
bill now before this committee? We believe that it would not as the bill is now
drafted. What is needed is not so much a power in the President to raise the
general level of U.S,. tariffs but rather a strong retaliatory power to cope with
those of our trading partners who persist in maintaining unreasonably high or
discriminatory tariffs or other trade barriers against American products.
The changes made by the House In the administration's trade bill which are
relevant to this question are found in section 201(a), in section 252 and in
6e.tiou 351 of H.R. 11970. None of these, in the judgment of the Aluminum
As.".olation, has been sufficiently strengthened to permit the kind of action
by the President which we have in mind. Section 201 grants the President authority to raise duties pursuant to the carrying out of trade agreements. However,
if there is no trade agreement, there is no authority to proclaim an increase in
tariffs under section 201. Obviously a foreign nation which had determined
to maintain an unreasonably high or discriminatory tariff would not be willing
to enter into a trade agreement with the United States for lowering that tariff
or removing that discrimination.
Similarly, section 252 falls short of what is needed. Section 252 authorizes
and directs the President when "unjustifiable foreign import restrictions" are
being maintained by a particular nation, to suspend the application of the benefits of the trade agreement concessions to the products of that country. However, this authority would only permit the President in effect to restore the tariff
to the level which existed prior to entering into the trade agreement in question.
He could not raise the tariff above that level. The Aluminum Association believes that the President should have the authority to raise the tariff without any
restriction as to the amount of the increase and It, therefore, recommends that
section 252 be amended to permit this.
Nor are the deficiencies just cited in sections 201 and 252 cured by the somewhat broader authority contained in section 351. Section 351 would permit the
President to raise the duty as much as 50 percent above the rate existing on July
1, 1934, if the Tariff Commission had made the necessary affirmative finding of
injury under the appropriate provisions of the act relating to the escape
clause. The trouble about this authority is that it may not be promptly exercised because it would be necessary for the Tariff Commission to publish notice
of hearing, to allow time for hearings, and the filing of briefs, as well as for its
ultimate report to the President. In addition, the President would have to act
with respect to the Tariff Commission's report. As a matter of fact, section 351
was intended for a rather different purpose than the one which the association
has in mind, and it is clear that retaliatory action loses its effect if it is not
taken with the utmost promptness
INDUSTRY

COOPERATION WITH GOVERNMENT

The third category of amendments recommended by the aluminum industry
contemplates an increasingly close cooperation between industry and Government through the mechanism of industry advisory committees. The conditions
prevailing today in the aluminum industry illustrate the role which such industry adviso:y committee could play in cooperation with the Government in developing and carrying out the foreign trade policy of the United States.
There has been a sharp decline in industry profits during recent years. By
contrast, the industry is booming and running at capacity in continental Europe
and Japan, our principal foreign competitors.
A variety of conditions account for this contrast. For one, aluminum markets
outside the United States are at a much earlier stage of development although
the industry is as old in Europe as it is here. The national economic growth
rates are also sharper in those countries than they are here. They have much
more tariff and other types of protection from imports than we have here. In
addition, they have the benefits of more liberal tax and depreciation poicles,
nmuch lower labor costs no matter on what basis they are compared, and much
more Government financial support in their export drives.
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The significance of this situation to trade policy is that the failure of the
domestic industry to enjoy the booming prxperity which has characterized much
(if the foreign industry cannot be blamed on any lag here In efficiency, technology, or marketing effort. Since nonbusiness factors, such as contrasting
Government policies, are in large measure responsible for the market situation,
the domestic Industry feels that it should not resign itself to the current situation and continue to carry, almost alone, the burdens of the imbalance in free
world aluminum markets. We are confident that a constructive solution can be
found through trade expansion, a solution satisfactory to foreign as well as
domestic aluminum companies.
More than tariff bargaining is required to achieve the necessary trade expansion. In the aluminum industry, it required continuous product and market
development, involving considerable expenditures o; man-hours and money, and
in competition with other industries. The U.S. industry cannot rely on national
e. .nomic policies alone to accomplish its marketing objectives. The big domestic markets developed since World War I, for such now familiar aluminum
products as siding, windows, kitchen foil, auto engines, summer furniture, and
boats, required intensive product and market development and competition
against other materials. Trade expansion in the aluminum industry requires
more of this type of industry action. The new trade policy should therefore
encourage not only more equitable competition in the old markets but also the
development of new uses and markets where that Is feasible.
Fortunately, the prospects for further growth of aluminum markets are good
if the industry is healthy and strong enough to develop better products than
are made from other materials and effectively reaches the potential customer.
This has to be done internationally as well as domestically. We recognize that
the responsibility to do this work rests with private Industry. At the international level, however, Government cooperation is needed to help remedy market
obstacles, beyond the control nf private industry, which impede the necessary developmental work. Consequently, the aluminum Industry urges that the Trade
Expansion Act establish appropriate Governmental machinery for the review
and implementation of industry programs which promote trade expansion by
accelerating(a) the removal of trade barriers, and
(b) the development of new and bigger markets.
Essentially, we are proposing that this type of program approach be used
when an industry is able to present one which contributes more to trede expansion than can be accomplished by tariff bargaining alone. Our concern here is
with results, not with tariffs per se.
Industry program procedures, as an integral part of the Trad Fxpansion
Act, offer these advantages:
1. They make it possible to take a selective, industry-by-industry approach
wherever it contributes to trade expansion, over and above what can be
accomplished through tariff bargaining.
2. They enlist the initiative and resourcefulness of private industry more
directly and vigorously in the problems of trade expansion. The responsibility for preparing these programs and for doing the development work
falls squarely on industry itself.
3. They enable industry to alert Government to those market inequalities,
beyond the control or responsibility of private business, which inhibit trade
expansion. Government and industry would then be able to determine their
impact and what should be done, in addition to tariff bargaining, to reduce
or eliminate these barriers to healthy world trade.
4. The special problem of excess supplies as they effect trade expansion
could be considered selectively.
5. Private industry would be able to devote more of its resources to the
product and market development which stimulates increased consumption
and provides the only lasting basis for trade expansion.
6. By putting the accent on increased consumption and market growth,
there would be less Deed for the costly adjustment assistance provided by
the Trade Expansion Act for industries hurt by lowered tariffs.
The industry program, as outlined, is an effective vehicle for Governmentindustry cooperation in creating larger markets and in eliminating trade barriers.
The addition of industry program machinery to H.R. 11970 would strengthen
and broaden it, making it a more direct and forceful instrument of trade expansion than it is now. If "expansion" !s to be a meaningful part of this Act's
title, there should be at least as much recognition of the special world market
problems of healthy industries, with prospects of growth, as is given in the Act
87270-62-pt. 4-20
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to the problems of industries hurt by lowered tariffs. Otherwise we cannot hope
to achieve the growth and trade expansion goals of the proposed new trade
policy.
WASHINGTON,
Hon. HARRY FLOOD BYRD,

D.C., August 1, 1962.

Chairman, Committee on Finance,U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The American Association of Aluminum Importers &
Warehouse Distributors, Inc., wishes to endorse, and urge the enactment of
H.R. 11970, embodying the program for the liberalization of trade proposed
by the President.
The association is composed of American firms which import and distribute
aluminum semifinished products, particularly sheets, coils, circles, rods, bars,
and foil. The original impetus for the import trade in these products came
during periods of recurrent shortages when domestic Industries were desperately in need of more aluminum products than the domestic aluminum fabricators could supply, notably during the Korean war crisis. The Importers,
thus established, have continued to hold a stable, although very modest, place
in the market, and continue to supply imported aluminum semifinished products to help meet the requirements of domestic industries manufacturing metal
products. In doing so, the importers have introduced a measure of price competition into an area of trade in the United States where, in the past, it was
otherwise notably lacking.
The existing rate of duty on the principal products Imported by the members
of the association, sheets, coils, circles, rods, and bars, is moderate, and has
not proved a major obstacle to the maintenance of this trade. In the case of
aluminum foil, the import duties are heavier, but it has, nevertheless,. bee-n
possible to maintain an import movement, some of it consisting of specialized
types of foil. Other aluminum semifinished products, notably wire, tubing and
extrusions, are not imported at all in commercial quantities, due to prohibitive
rates of duty.
Thus, the members of the association are not seriously handicapped in the
conduct of their business by the existing rates of duty on their major products.
The association's interest in endorsing H.R. 11970 does not stem from any immediate benefits anticipated for its members from reductions in tariff rates, but
rather is based on the broader advantages for the American economy, and for the
development of the free world, which this measure promises. The expansion
of healthy international competition, and the increased exchange of goods between the United States and friendly countries, particularly the rapidly developing European Economic Community, would tend to strengthen competitive forces
in our own country and abroad, and would contribute to the economic well-being
and strength of our own country and of its allies.
In our letter of March 23, 1962, to the Committee on Ways and Means on this
bill, we recommended explicit provision for public hearings by the Tariff Commission on prospective tariff rate negotiations, tariff adjustment and adjustment
assistance. The House accepted these proposals fully. However, at the same
time, the period permitted for the consideration of such matters was severely
limited. Thus, the Tariff Commission would be required by section 301(f) (2)
to complete an Investigation of a tariff adjustment case (akin to an escape
clause proceeding) In 120 days. The time limit for escape clause investigations
was reduced in 1953 from 1 year to 9 months, and In 1958 to 6 months. A 4month limit would make it extremely difficult, If not impossible, to complete a
proper study. However, section 301(f) (3) goes even further, and makes the Incongruous requirement that the Commission decide eligibility for adjustment
assistance within 60 days while, at the same time, It Is required by section
301(c) (1) to include "an industry determination." for which the bill elsewhere
allows 120 days. The 60-day period (which must cover public notice, an opportunity to Importers to organize their defense, a public hearing, reasonable time
for briefs and Commission determination based upon the full record) is so
short as to preclude Judicious consideration.
The Tariff Commission, uniquely among Federal agencies, has long been subject to rigid time limits. To compel it to decide the complex Issues of industrial
injury in 60 days is to make a farce of the proceedings.
Sincerely yours,
GORGE BRONZ,
Counsel to the American Association of Aluminum Importer. d Warehouse
Distributor, Inn.
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STATEMENT FILED ON BEHALF OF THE FINE & SPECIALTY WIRE MANUFAaTURS'

AssOCIATION, WASHINGTON, D.C.
This statement on H.R. 11970 is presented on behalf of the Fine & Specialty
Wire Manufacturers' Association. This association consists of 17 companies
who account for the manufacture of approximately 70 percent of the fine and
specialty wire made in the United States. Some of the end uses of fine wire are
as follows:
Paper clip wire
Basket handle wire
Bobbypin wire
Pin ticket wire
Bookbinder wire
Pin wire
Box binding wire
Pipe cleaner wire
Box stapling wire
Preformed staple wire
Box stay or box stitching wire
Rivet wire
Broom wire
Rope wire
Brush wire
Screen cloth wire
Coathanger wire
Signal Corps wire
Core wire
Spiral binding wire
Spring wire
Cotter pin wire
Florist wire
Stone wire
Hairpin wire
Tag wire
Baling wire
Tire bead wire
Mattress wire
Shoe wire
Metal stitching wire
Practically every appliance or machine containing movable parts utilizes
specialty wire, round or flat, for springs, fasteners, or some other important
component. Wire is also vital for military uses, as in communications equipment, vehicles, rifles, aircraft, and missiles.
IMPORT-EXPORT POSITION

Over the past 3 years imports of steel products generally have exceeded
exports. The segment of the steel industry represented by this association has
been affected quite seriously since the items it manufactures have an extremely
high labor content as compared to average steel items. Whereas heavy steel
may average around 10 man-hours per ton, fine and specialty wire averages 35
man-hours per ton, with some items as high as 140 man-hours per ton.
Exhibit A shows imports versus exports on the broad category of drawn wire.
Actually these statistics, compiled by the American Iron & Steel Institute,
include tonnages of heavier items that are lower in labor content than are products of the association's members. Even so, the trend is very apparent. During
1959 and the first quarter of 1960 imports were unusually high because of the
steel strike and imports in 1961 were down somewhat due to depressed business
conditionss. Nevertheless, if these tonnage statistics could be translated into lost
nian-hours of employment by American workers, the picture would be much
lmors, shocking.

Exhibit B shows domestic Industry shipments of drawn wire, again a broad
category. which includes a sizable amount of low-labor-content items. Note that
the trend Is irregularly downward. On this same chart, with the scale at the
right, the trend in the gross national product is pictured. Note its steady
growth, one in which this industry is not participating despite the fact that
demand for its products is high.
Graphs C and D show the growth of Imports of wire items in which this association's members are most vitally interested; i.e., wire less than one-fifth of an
inch iii diameter, coated and uncated. Again the chart is distorted somewhat
by the steel strike and depressed conditions In 1961, but the pattern is unmistakable. In addition, there are no compensating exports, for as far as this
industry is concerned, exports are a thing of the past and would hardly show
up on.a graph.
MARKETS

The graphs described above have shown that foreign manufacturers have
benefited fbin the growth in tle demand for wire that results from expansion
of the economy of the United States. There are those both in Government circles and outside who feel that all American industry needs Is a more aggressive
approach-to foreign markets and more imagination in the design of its products.
This is probably true to some extent in consumer goods and machinery where
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design, imagination, and innovation allow some leeway in the finished product.
However, in a basic material such as wire, all types, foreign and domestic, must
meet certain standard specifications. Once these specifications are met price is
the determining factor. Foreign producers, thanks to American assistance, both
financial and technical, can readily meet the standard specifications. Their
lower labor costs, plus our inadequate tariffs, enable them to underprice us.
The industry's problem is further compounded by the loss of an important
segment of its market. Many manufacturers of items such as typewriters, adding machines, sewing machines, etc., have been forced by high costs and low
tariffs to move their manufacturing operations overseas. These machines use
important quantities of high-quality wires, both round and flat, that are now
purchased abroad. As an example, sewing machines formerly had a tariff of
30 percent and now have a tariff of 10 percent. The result is there is not a
domestic sewing machine 100 percent American made.
ADVANTAGES

FOREIGN MANUFACTURERS

HAVE

1. Foreign manufacturers have plants and equipment that have been built
since World War II, much of it with the help of various American foreign aid
programs. 2. Foreign manufacturers enjoy much more rapid depreciation rates than
are available to American companies, under present tax laws.
3. Foreign manufacturers have tax concessions and in some cases outright
Government subsidies. One of the association members made an interesting
analysis which showed that 16 cents of his sales dollar went for local, corporate
and employee withholding taxes. In contrast, imported wire is "taxed" at the
8-percent tariff rate.
4. A great many foreign manufacturers have affiliations with American companies on development programs, so that, in effect, they get their research
free.
5. Under the point 4 program we have shared our technology with them.
6. The basic problem, of course, and the most difficult to cope with is the
wide disparity in wage rates. Whereas In 1934 our wages were about 1.7 times
those of Western Europe, they are now about three times, and their technology
and productivity has vastly Improved. With Japan the disparity is greaterAmerican wages being 7-10 times Japanese wages. Wages and standards of
living are increasing both in Western Europe and Japan. However, other
nations such as India, South America, and South Africa are becoming industrialized. With the extremely low standards of living existing In these areas
we are going to have the wage-differential problem from other areas.
7. Our tariffs are appreciably lower than tariffs on comparable items in other
countries despite their wage differentials. This enables foreign manufacturers to deliver wire into the United States at 25-30 percent under domestic
price.
REASONS FOROPPOSITION TO H.R. 11970, SECTIONS ENDORSED

The association vigorously opposes granting further tariff-cutting powers
to the executive branch of the Government. Setting tariffs is constitutionally
a function of the Congress and must remain there. Consequently, if any additional power is to be given the President, the association strongly endorses
the checks provided by sections 221, 226, and 351 on the President's use of
that power.
In addition to the higher foreign tariff, structure other nations use additional restrictive devices such as quotas, currency restrictions, import licenses,
purchase taxes, docking fee, and embargoes. Did we, In our last round of tariff
concessions, receive assurance that these restrictions will be eliminated?
One of the goals of the Common Market is to become agriculturally selfsufficient. Since one of the goals of the trade expansion program is to increase agriculture exports this is in conflict with their interests. Even so,
the advantage of increasing agricultural exports, which are already heavily
subsidized, Is a questionable contribution to our economy. Recently Western
Germany applied an impost of $42 per ton on American wheat and passed
at least 75 percent German wheat.
a regulation that German flour must contain
aims.
This certainly is not favorable for our
"The across the board" or "basket category" approach of the original bill
(H.R. 9900) was obviously unfair since all segments of an industry are not
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injured to the same extent. Consequently, the association endorses the change
made by section 221 of H.R. 11970 in requiring a listing of articles (in which
tariff reductions are contemplated.
This association's members do not feel that providing assistance to help "injured" companies get into other lines of manufacture is a practical solution
for industries and workers annihilated by foreign competition. Any product
made here could be manufactured abroad at less cost than it can be made here
with the high wage levels prevailing In the United States. Libbey-Owens-Ford
recently made a very interesting study, which I understand has been made
available to your committee. This analysis showed the decline of U.S. exports of
a number of articles having an appreciable labor content. U.S. exports held
their own or Improved slightly on basic raw materials such as synthetic rubber.
fibers, leather, pig iron and scrap, wood, grains, hides and furs. However,
exports of manufactured articles made from these materials declined. Since
the United States has an industrial manufacturing economy it is difficult to see
how this country (,an be relegated to the position of a raw materials supplier
and hope to maintain or increase Its level of employment. Aside from loss of
exlports. American industry will 15e hard pUt to maintain a fair share of its
domestic markets if tariff protection is withdraN n.
For yet another reason this association believes that Government loans or
subsidies to injured industries catrnot provide a realistic solution. To obtain
relief there must be significantt idling of plants" plus "prolonged and persistent"
operation at a loss or without a profit. We cannot visualize any well-managed
company permitting situations of this kind to continue iIthout taking independent action. The obvious independent action in such a case would be to move
manufacturing operations abroad. Further. such adjustment assistance could
only expand the area of Government paternalism and controls and lend itself to
discrimination, favoritism, and possliRla crruption.
The association is fully in accord with the goals of the trade expansion
program and recognizes the necessity of eliminating our balance of payments
deficit. We do not feel, however, tint the proposals in H.R. 11970 will achieve
these ends. but rather that the results will be to the contrary. Further concessions from a tariff structure that Is already lower than those of foreign nations
cannot improve our export position and can only open the gates to a further
flood of ruinous competition.
Respectfully submitted.
It. W. ELDER,
Chiirma , Tariff Committee, Fine and Spceialty Wire
Manufacturcrn' Association.
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STATEMENT

or THIC SOFlFIMRE MANUFACTURERS' INSTITUTE IN OPPOSITION TO
H.R. 1197?0CaAID EXPANsIoN AcTr OF 1962")

The Soft Fibre Manufacturer-b&'-,stitute compriseli the domestffy rganizations which manufacture products froziijte;.fia-'and hemp, tl* I8s commonly known as "soft fibers." The techniques and processes iep
for
handling them are separate and distinct from those needed in the procepaing
of cotton on the one hand and of the "ha l fibers" (Manila, sisal, and allied
materials) on the other. The U.S. soft fiber industry is, therefore, a natural
group of domestic producers, and It has a long history. It opposes the Tra49
Expansion Act of 1962 because the measure, even after the careful redrafting
that It has sustained at the hands of the Ways and Means Committee of the
House of Representatives, still presents a threat to the industry's continued
existence.
The essential feature of this bill is the power which it would grant to the
President to lower tariff rates now In effect by as much as 50 percent, with
provision for even greater reductions in certain areas and under certain conditions. Leaving the latter out of account entirely, it is still a fact that the
power to cut in half the duties, that protect established American Industries
is, for many of them, the power to destroy them completely. Soft fiber manufacturing is such an industry. It believes that its situation is by no means
unique.
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It is necessary first of all to examine, and to dispose of, the idea that a
domestic industry, which announces its dependence on tariff protection, advertises at the same time Its lack of efficle icy or its inherent unsuitability as a
component of the American ecnonlc scheme. Granting that there may be
some inefficient units li this country, and also that a few activities of an
exotic nature may be carried on, itIs nevertheless true that many established
industries of high efficiency in their operations are dependent upon the equalizing effect of import duties. The reason is not difficult to discover.
The early national policy of the United States was to encourage the development of industries by the impositiru of duties on competing imports. The growth
which ensued was accompanied by the establishment of a large number of
industrial enterprises; and it has also become a part of national policy to
encourage competition between these enterprises within the ample domestic
market. While this development has been going on, however, American wage
rates expressed in terms of currency have drawn away from those prevailing
In other industrially developed countries. For this reason, although internal
competition promotes a high level of efficiency and of productivity in domestic
Industries, they are dependent nevertheless on continued tariff protection to
compensate for the wide differences in wage levels between this country and
Its competitors. Tariffs cannot be reduced in the drastic manner contemplated
by this bill, without the elimination of large sections of U.S. manufacturing.
The U.S. soft fiber industry provides a good example. ILs raw materials are
not produced in this country, for reasons which are in some cases climatic
and in others economic.
'he industry is not one, therefore, which is based
upon some fortuitous natural advantage. Its raw materials are available on
the same terms to all its competitors abroad. The same is true of the specialized
machinery developed for the soft filtr industry, because a great deal of this
is made in foreign countries. The American wage level observed by the domestic
in stry Is much higher than those which govern its foreign competitors; and
tbj is particularly true, because some of the most substantial of them are
Icfated in developing countries having extremely low-wage levels. When the
ijlustry operates on equal terms with these competitors, with respect to its
rn materials and its machinery, it is evident that no conceivable efficiency
sill offset such extraordinary labor cost differentials. (To cite an example.
ratio of 14 to 1 is established in one case, in a brief filed by the industry
r 19(30 with the U.S. Tariff Commission and the Committee for Reciprocity
information ) The tariff on the items competitive with those made by the
American soft fiber industry merely serves, therefore, to control a volume of
low-cost imports that otherwise would overwhelm the domestic market and
completely destroy the earning opportunities of all those engaged in domestic
production.
The present law governing tariff concessions recognizes this, and provides
procedures (essentially, those of section 7 of the Trade Agreements Extension
Act of 1951, as amended) for consideration of the effects of such concessions on
domestic industry, both before they are made and after they -have been in operation. The first of these phases is that which is comMonly called the peril
point determination. The second is well known as the escape clause procedure.
In place of the first phase, the bill provides for consideration by the Tariff
Commission of any proposals for concessions, but its findings are to be directed
to their probable economic effects, whereas under present law the Commission
must set a precise limit to which each concession can go without causing or
threatening serious injury. The bill's proposals are less specific, and therefore
less calculated to maintain protection where it is essential to survival. The meetions of the bill, which would replace the escape clause arrangements now operative, likewise are less specific in their safeguards. They appear to require a
finding of serious (and therefore, perhaps, fatal) damage before corrective action can be contemplated.
The soft fiber Industry must express great concern over the proposed weakening of these safeguarding provisions, in a measure which would permit tariff
concessions of the order now proposed. The alleged justification for these dilutions is, undoubtedly, that for industries encountering difficulties through
tariff reduction, the bill includes some very elaborate provisions for ,astisting
them by methods other than the restoration of their tariffs. The soft fiber industry ubmits, however, that these provisions are a dangerous inversion Of the
procedures which should be followed by a country devoted to free enterprise.
It has been show already that the dependence of such free enterprise on tariffs
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Is a natural result of the'long term economic policy pur ued by this country,
and that It implies no inefficiency or unsuitability. Th, measure, In fact,
tacitly recognizes the truth of this assertion, by undertaking to ass!at Industries
which may be subverted by tariff reduction. In affording such assistance,
however, the bill would permit the substitution, for the completely natural
method of tariff protection, of a highly artificial and cumbersome adjustment
procedure, involving all the disadvantages inherent in administration by Government agencies.
When this touches not merely one industry, but a large number of Industries
throughout the country, the halting effect on the national economy can readily
be imagined. Moreover, since the bill clearly envisages the diversion of affected organizations to other industries, presumably those not marked for
destruction, one undesirable result of its application would be, in the outcome, a reduction in the rumber of different kinds of activity carried on in this
country. It seems almost self-evident that this in turn would exaggerate the
Intensity of cyclical economic fluctuations. While the free enterprise system has
not yet discovered how to eliminate such fluctuations, it is agreed on all sides
that they should be kept to a minimum. The reduction would come about because
the adjustment features of the bill would tend to direct the affected organizations, after their primary purpose had been eliminated, into lines of endeavor
already occupied by other concerns. The result would be unsatisfactory both
for the invaders and for the Invaded,
This flaw in the "adjustment" concept, important as it is, is not as vital as
the major objection to it, which is to the partiality inherent in a measure that
would provide special treatment for injuries caused by tariff action, as distinguished from distress arising from other changes within the U.S. economy.
Finally, it may be asserted with confidence that the effective operation of the
adjustment provisions would be a task of great difficulty.
The powers for massive tariff reduction, which this bill would grant, are
sufficient to destroy numerous long-established domestic industries, the soft
fiber Industry among them. It is most important, therefore, that adequate
safeguards shall be a part of the measure. Those provided by the present law
are more efficient for their purpose than the corresponding parts of the Trade
Expansion Act. The alternative offered by the adjustment provisions Is repugnant to any long-established industry. The soft. fiber industry in the
United States wishes to record, therefore, its general opposition to the bill, and,
moro particularly, to urge elimination of the adjustment proposals and further
improvement of the safeguarding procedures along the lines of those provided
by the law now effective.
Respectfully submitted.
W. A. P N oss, Secretary-Trca8urer.
Act of 1962 (H.R. 11970).
Re title III of the Trade Expansion

.TrLY 17, 1962.

SENATE FINANCE COMMIATE,

senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.
GENTLEMEN: During your forthcoming hearings on the Trade Expansion Act
of 1962, 1 respectfully urge you to give careful consideration to the long-range
effects of the proposals presented in title III of this bill.
As you know, these proposals would allow unemployment benefits far in excess
of those provided by the States. The certain results of this situation would be
more liberal State programs in keeping with the Trade Act benefits which would
cost employers millions of dollars in additional unemployment compensation
taxes. Obviously, this is nothing more than a back-door approach to putting
into effect the program presented in the Federal unemployment standardization
bill, H.R. 7640, a bill thatt Congress already has refused to consider.
If I may, I would like o point out to the members of the committee that contrary to the theoretical views of the professors running the executive branch
of our Government, it is the businessmen of this country who keep our economy
healthy. It is management who provides jobs, not labor unions. It is management who must, in spite of the profit squeeze brought about by Government
intervention, meet payrolls and I am sure if the schoolteachers in the White
House ever had the pressure of meeting payrolls on their shoulders, they would
have an entirely different attitude toward business. I cannot understand Gov-
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ernment's friendliness toward labor unions in the face of profit controls placed
on management, nor do I understand the advocation of further profit reducing
legislation as title Il1.
On this basis therefore, I respectfully urge the committee
to amend this section of the Trade Act.
In general, Government needs business ard business needs Government. Certainly, the Trade Expansion Act has far-reaching effects on the future of the
business community and of the Nation. All of us, of course, favor expansion
of trade, and we can arpreclate the complex problems involved. However, in
view of the critically important effects this bill would have and the potentially
dangerous concentration of powers it would bring about, I respectfully request
the committee to make every effort to study each of the proposals in its
perspective.
Very truly yours,
B. R. MCNULTY,
The Dia-Log Co., H ouston, Tex.
HIBBINO, MINN., July 17, 1962.
Senator HARRY FLOOD BYRD,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR SENATOR BYRD: I am enclosing herewith for filing relative
to the Senate
Finance Committee hearings on the Trade Expansion Act my statement made
before the U.S. Tariff Commission in October 1960,' and my statement before the
House Subcommittee on the Impact of Imports and Exports on American Employment made in December 1961.
Yours very truly,
ROBERT S. NICoKOLOF.
STATEMENT SUBMITTED BY ROBERT S. NICKOLOFF, OF HIBBING, MiN.,

RE TAx CREDIT YoR ExpoaTs
The administration has done an outstanding job in selling the Trade Expansion Act; however, it is now apparent throughout the Nation that the act has
been oversold. In other words, the American public believes that the Trade
Act will be a great immediate step forward and our business and production
in the United States wili increase under the act. As I see the situation, nothing
could be further from reality, and Trade Act or -no Trade Act, we are in
serious trouble in the United States unless we can devise a unique means of
substantially increasing our exports. Almost all of the 500 major corporations
In the United States now have oversea production facilities and, therefore, we
will not get any drastic export increase from them. We presently have between
12,000 to 14,000 U.S. firms in the export business out of a total potential of
about 190,000 U.S. companies. If we are to be realistic about our present situation, we must face the fact that we have to increase the number of U.S. firms
in the export business from 14,000 to 50,000 in order to increase our exports to
$24 billion by 1965.
The Commerce Department's "E" for export program Is a fine program, as is
the export insurance plan. The Department of Commerce trade centers and
trade missions are also good, slow-moving programs; however, the efforts of the
Commerce Department to increase exports have been basically ineffective and
the small manufacturer has just not as yet been properly motivated to get into
the export market.
As I previously stated, I feel the American public has been unintentionally
misled as a result of the promotion of the Trade Act. For one thing, the
average American, as a result of the tremendous publicity on the Trade Act,
believes we are presently a protectionist nation with high tariffs. Of course, as
you know, this is not true. We are also told that production in foreign countries by U.S. firms does not hurt employment in the United States because it
actually increases exports; however, it is not pointed out that while it is true
foreign production by U.S. firms has helped to increase our exports, exports by
U.S. firms with overseas production facilities have actually declined as a percentage of total foreign sales of these firms, In other words, foreign production
1The statement made before the U.S. Tarliff Commission was made a part of the committee files.
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sales of these large U.S. companies is rising more rapidly than their export
volume.
We must make every effort to have U.S,. firms manufacture their products in
the United States for their foreign sales. To accomplish U.S. based production
for foreign sales, we have to stimulate 50,000 more U.S. companies to get into
the export market in the next 3 years or else our exports will continue to remain
stagnant at about $20 billion or decrease as imports increase In the years ahead.
The markets for American products overseas are good and improving all the
time as the prices of foreign goods Increase; however, it now seems apparent
that we need some vital additional stimulant to increase exports substantially
in the next 2 to 5 years or we will be in ever-Increasing trouble In our domestic
employment and general economic climate. After analyzing the trade conferences I have attended over the last few years, I am firmly convinced that the
one and only stimulant that we can use to substantially increase exports In the
next few years Is a tax credit for exporting. Just think of the tremendous
job which lies ahead wherein we must stimulate 50,000 U.S. companies to go
into exporting within the next few year if we are to survive with a strong
economy in this new international enocomic complex we find ourselves in. If
we analyze the situation closely we can plainly see that the Trade Act, trade
centers, rnd trade missions are not going to generate even 30,000 new U.S.
exporters in the next 3 to 5 years. I submit, the only answer is a tax credit
for exporters. If any foreign countries object to a tax credit for exports on
the grounds that the credit is a subsidiary for exports, I believe the said
objection could be overcome through negotiation on the basis that our liberal
taxation law on foreign production by U.S. companies has and is of tremendous
economic benefit to every foreign country. I propose a tax credit for exports
along the following pattern:
For the first $500,000 of dollar value in exports a firm would get a tax credit
of 10 percent of such value, or $50,000.
For the next $1,500,000 of dollar value In exports, a firm would get a tax credit
of 5 percent of such value, or $750,000.
And for all dollar value in exports over $2 million a firm would get a tax credit
of 2 percent of such dollar value.
My main premise is a tax credit for exports and I admit that my formula
may be unworkable; however, I believe we should strive for a workable formula
based on dollar value of exports because dollar volume is what we are striving
for. In 1961 we had a gold deficit of $2% billion. Trade, as you know, actually
produced a net inflow of $3 billion. Thus, if we had increased our exports by
another $3 billion, we actually would have had a small dollar surplus. Only
a tax credit for exports will give us the increase in exports required to give us a
dollar surplus.
STATEMENT OF ROBERT S. NIcKoLoFF ON BEHALF OF SPECIAL STATE OF MINNESOTA
GovEnNoR's CoMMITTEE To Ixq ESTIGATE HOW THE IMPORT OF FOREIGN OnIs IS
AFFECTING THE UNEMPLOYMENT SITUATION IN NORTHEASTERN MINNESOTA
a

Before the House Subcommittee on the Impact of Imports and Exports on
American Employment, U.S. House of Representatives
We represent an area in northeastern Minnesota known as the Mesabi Range,
or Iron Range. Our economy is governed principally by the operation of the
Iron ore industry. The population of our area, including Duluth-Superior, is
231,000.
Approximately .50years ago Chisholm, one of the towns on our Mosabi Range,
was leveled and wiped out by ai sudden fire. Something like a fire, sudden and
devastating, has struck our domestic iron ore industry. After years of shortages and predictions that our domestic ore reserves would soon be exhausted,
we all at once find there is too much iron ore. Instead of too little too late,
there is now too much too soon. What has happened? Foreign ores have come
in to preempt our domestic markets.
In order to establish the seriousness of the impact of foreign ores upon our
domestic iron ore market, I am going to read excerpts from a speech made by
Robert M. Lloyd, administrative vice president, International and raw materials,
for the United States Steel Coi'p. The speech was made for a University of
Minnesota mining symposium In Duluth, Minn., on January 12, 1960. Mr. Lloyd
said: "The United States is the world's largest producer of Iron ore and Its
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largest consumer and, at the same time, It possesses one of the world's largest reserves of iron ore. Yet, its own iron ore industry is in the midst of a
far-reaching change. It is affecting its relationship with many countries.
There are international and domestic aspects to this revolution in the ird'istry.
In the first place, the United States has since the war changed from being a
net exporter of iron ore, to a net importer of iron ore. In fact, by 1956 it had
become the world's largest importer, consuming about a third of the world's
txports and this in spite of its huge domesti- serves * * *." [Italic ours.]
I believe It is important to note Mr. Lloyd's next statement: "Domestic opportunitier have already been unattractive dangerously long. [Italic ours.]
Prompt action is needed to prevent the situation from deteriorating still
further * * *1
Note that Mr. Lloyd has stated that the longer we wait to take affirmative action on our domest;e scene, the harder it will be to pick up the pieces later on.
Also, in his speeh he noted that the development of a domestic taconite industry
in the United States will require a tremendous investment and we must conrince investors that an investment in the domestic taconite industry will be
Justly rewarded.
Before proceeding further, I will answer the question "What is taconite?"'
Taconite is the name, given in Minnesota, to the original iron-bearing formaticn
from which the high-grade ores were derived through millions of years by the
action of circulating water which followed fractures or folds. This basic
formation is fine grained and hard rock containing from 20 to 85 percent iron.
The taconite industry, born early in this century in the minds of men like
Prof. E. W. Davis at the University of Minnesota, came of age in the mid-1950's.
The Reserve Mining Co. plant, Jointly owner( by Republic Steel and Armco Steel,
located at Silver Bay in northern Minnesota, started producing taconite pellets
in October 1955. Although the original production capacity was rated at 3.7
million tons of taconite pellets, the plant now has demonstrated the ability to
produce 5.5 million tons of pellets per year.
The Erie Mining Co.'s Hoyt La':es plant near Aurora, Minn., has a present
capacity of 7.5 million tons of pellets.
Since 1953 Oliver Iron Mining DlirsloIa of United States Steel has had a
taconite plant in operation near Mountain Iron, Minn., with a rated capacity
of 50,000 tons of taconite capacity per year. The plant, known as Pilotac,
is operated to gain information which might prove valuable when and if the
company decides to build a large-scale commercial plant.
These plants produce high-grade pellets averaging about 64 percent Iron
which have proved to be a highly drirable blast furnace feed because of their
iron content and physical structure.
The taconite formation in northerL Minnesota stretches for about 100 miles.
In testimony before a Minnesota Stau legislativee committee, Robert J. Linney,
president of Reserve Mining Co., said "The most conservative estimate of usable
magnetic taconite on the Mesabi Range is 5 billion tons of crude taconite capable
of making 1.5 billion tons of concentrate. We In Reserve, however, believe that
much more than that will be usable as improved methods are developed." I
will refer later to our ideas on the requirements to develop the domestic taconite
industry.
I believe it is no secret that ore imports are being used in ever-increasing
amounts at our U.S. blast furnaces. In fact, ore imports into the United States
have tripled since 1951. In 1960 we had a total U.S. production of 87 million tons
of ore. We also imported .34% million tons of iron ore last year. Thus, our
domestic ore industry has lost almost 30 percent of its market to foreign competition. In any business, if you lost 30 percent of your market you are badly
hurt businesswise. The tragic part about our story is the fact that the worst
Is still to come. In another 2 or 3 years Canada alone will have another 22
million tons of yearly iron ore production, and because the vast majority of all
Canadian ore flows Into the United State% we can reasonably expect our production to drop 22 million tons or more and foreign ore imports to increase by
the same amount. Thus, we will have lost almost 50 percent of our domestic
production, and it is apparent that the deterioration of our domestic ore production will continue at a rapid pace in the face of ever-increasing foreign ore
imports. We maintain there is nothing on the horizon to indicate that the trend
to foreign ore imports and foreign capital investment will slow down; therefore,
unless immediate action is taken, oar domestic producers will not be able to
hold on, or will not care to continue to operate in the United States but will
leave permanently for foreign soils.
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Because we feel that in ,a very basic seise we In northern Minmota are
essentially the domestic iron ore industry of the United States, we believe there
is little doubt but that this substantial domestic tonnage loss has had a direct
adverse effect on our local employment and economic picture.
As I previously stated, we are basically a one-industry community. In our
northern Minnesota area, including DIuluth-Superlor, with a present potential
work force of 73,000 persons, we have over 7,300 unemployed, or over 10 percent
of our labor force. This unemployment has Peen caused primarily by a reduc.tion in mining operations. Unemployment in the mining industry has also cast
its shadow on the majority of other businesses in our community.
For the following information I refer to statistics published monthly by theMinnesota Department of Employment Security. In May 1956, there were
19,700 individuals employed in the Iron mining industry of Minnesota who averaged 42.5 hours pe' week work. In May 1961, we had 13,000 miners employed;
however, they had an average employment of only 34.9 hours per week. It is
bad enough to have 6,700 less mining jobs now than in 1956, but please note
that in 1956 we had an average weekly employment of 42.5 hours, whereas now
In 1961 the average is 34.9 hours. This means that now, although we have
13,000 people working in the mining industry, a great many of these individuals
are only working 8 hours a day, 4 days a week, thereby only working 32 hours
a week and naturally not earning a living wage.
According to the last U.S. census report, we are rapidly losing the people in
the 20-to-44 age bracket in our community. This age bracket Is the mainstay,
economically speaking, of any community. In our St. Louis County in 1950 we
had 72,403 persons In the 20-to-44 age bracket. In 1960 we had only 66,654
people in this age group. Thus, we had almost an 8-percent decrease In our
potential work force and our local loss of this age group was over 100 percent
greater than the total State of Minnesota loss. It is also important to note
that almost half of our unemployment insurance applicants are in this so-called
prime age group of 20-to-44 years of age.
The real estate market in our area has dropped 15 to 20 percent, based on
1957 sales valuation, as compared to 1961 sales value. This means that a miner
who paid $13,000 for a home in 1957 can only get about $10,700 today for his
property, If he can sell It at all. Naturally, with our weak employment situation and bleak economic outlook there are a great many homes for sale in our
area. It should also be noted, I believe, that a great many people look upon
their home as their savings account and with this deterioration of real estate
values in our community, in effect the savings account of these affected miners
has been wiped out.
Our Increased annual relief costs due to unemployment has been tremendous.
Naturally, the majority of this money comes from our real property tax levies.
Our real estate taxes have almost doubled since 1957. Real property taxes are
now almost to the point where the average miner working 4 days a week cannot
pay the taxes on his home.
The last point I wish to raise concerning our local economic situation Is the,
lack of confidence of thepeople in the future of our area. Our local people
have a tremendous fear of foreign ore Imports. We are constantly reminded
by mining company spokesmen that there is a great deal of ore outside the
United States and mining operations in our area may come to a screeching
halt in a few years because of the competition of foreign ores. If the threat
of foreign ore competition is reduced, the people of our area would regain their
confidence. I feel the confidence of the people is one of the mainstays to a sound
local, as well ss national, economy.
Prior to developing what we believe Is a solution to our problem, I will return
to the threat of foreign ore imports to our domestic ore industry. I refer to a
speech made by John S. Wilbur, vice president, ore sales and marine, Cleveland
Cliffs Iron Co., made on January 12, 1960, at the University of Minnesota annual
mining symposium In Duluth. In his speech Mr. Wilbur gives us an Insight
Into the thinking of U.S. mining companies relative to our area. He stated:
"With foreign properties there Is an added incentive to keep production high in
order to get the invested capital back as fast as possible before conditions
change. Since the new propp'ties with the large capital Investments have to be
operated at or near capacity, and since there Is too much ore available, something has to give. Unfortunately, standard Lake Superior mines with their
greater flexibility and relatively lower investment have had to take it on the
chin and adjust their productIOL rates far below the optimum. It looks as
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though Lake Superior mines producing standard ore may be used as a safety
valve with rather low rates of production until a real big year or some emer.
gency comes along."
We feel it Is absolutely wrong in every respect for our U.S. companies to use
us in the Lake Superior district as a safety valve, causing unemployment In our
area and yet actually creating employment in foreign lands.
Apparently one of the main problems of our domestic ore Industry Is the
inability of the Industry to attract Investment capital for the expansion and development of our domestic taconite Industry. This problem was pointed out by
Christian F. Beuknia, president of the Oliver Iron Mining Division of United
States Steel Corp., in a speech made at Virginia, Minn., on September 25, 1960,
to the fall meeting of the Minnesota Associated Press. He said Minnesota's
iron mining Industry is failing to share the way it should in the Nation's eco.
nomlc growth. Instead, Investment capital that might come to Minnesota Is
being channeled to other areas of the world "here new, high-grade deposits of
ore are being opened. In discussing the planning by ore companies he stated,
"these companies must do their planning for raw mate,'ial sources far In advance of the day when the ore is actuAly required. Once a decision hag been
reached and the Investment committed elsewhere, the capital Investment and
the jobs thus created have been lost foicvpr to ihe State."
Note that Mr. Beukema stressed the importance of long range planning In the
ore Industry. Once a plant Is built In a foreign country, it means less ore will
be produced here In the United States. It, therefore, seems apparent that as
more capital is invested In foreign ore installations, our domestic production
will be curtailed by a corresponding ratio.
It Is Interesting to note that when investment capital can be attracted to the
domestic taconite ore Industry It can apparently be a proflable operation. As I
previously mentioned, Reserve Mining Co. built a taconite processing plant In
Northern Minnesota between 151 to 1955. This plant presently has a capacity
of five and one-half million tons, with a dry iron content of about 64 percent.
Reserve Mining Is presently expanding to increase production to over 9 million
long tons annually. I believe it should be noted that Reserve built Its initial
plant in 1951-55 during a period when the U.S. Government, because of ore conditions, allowed an accelerated amortization program to encourage the construction of such plants.
We feel that our Immediate solution to the import and unemployment problem
is the development of domestic taconite plants and beneficlation plants In Minnesota. Pricewlse our Minnesota taconite can compete In the world market, and
in our Minnesota area we have by far the largest taconite reserves In the United
States. Federal taxation Is a competitive factor affecting Minnesota Iron ores,
particularly In relation to iron ore developments in Canada. Canadian Federal laws, which give a 3-year income tax moratorium for iron ore mining and
processing facilities, plus a fast tax writeoff under which 50 percent of the
investments In such facilities can be depreciated in 2 years and 75 percent in
4 years, provide a competitive advantage to U.S. firms investing in Canadian ore
facilities. We, therefore, strongly recommend a Federal law permitting accelerated depreciation of Investments in taconite, semitaconite and ore beneficiation facilities; however, because our problem Is immediate, we recommend
that only those companies starting construction of a taconite, semitaconite or
beneficiation facility within 4 years be allowed to take advantage of the law.
A fast tax wrlteoff reduces some of the risks of the enterprise by enabling a
company to recover its investment quicker, and also protects against obsolescence which always faces a new industry.
Thanks to the Federal Area Redevelopment Act and our own Minnesota Redevelopment Act and the leadership of our good friend, Commissioner DeYoannes
of the Iron Range Resources and Rehabilitation Commission, I believe we In
northern Minnesota are on the road to economic diversification and a broadening of our economic base; however, this is a long-range plan and we must always
have a basic iron ore industry if we are to return to our former economic
position In northeastern Minnesota. The construction of even three small taconite plants would mean an investment of about $200 million and could generate
up to 7,000 jobs over a 5-year period while the plants are being constructed.
During the next session of Congress we feel It Is imperative that we get a
fast tax writeoff for we feel this would encourage investment capital to miove
into our Minnesota taconite industry and allow some of our smaller companies
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to develop plants. This, in turn, would take the pressure off the Federal Government for any direct financial aid to our northern Minnesota area.
We also recommend that the allowance of escape clause action for Iron ore be
retained in any new trade act passed by tho Congress in 1962 and also that the
findings of the Tariff Commission under escape clause investigation be made
binding upon the President. For we feel if our U.S. mining companies fail to
act within the next 2 years to develop the domestic taccuite industry in proportion to foreign development, we must act to attempt to obtain restrictive quotas.
In iron ore mining we have a somewhat unique situation in that our domestic
producers also own and operate the vast majority of the foreign ore sources;
therefore, they are in a position to turn down one source and turn up another.
Because the companies are American owned, we feel they should not allow foreign ore to take more than 30 percent of our dome.,tic market. Also, from a
defense security standpoint, more of our Minnesota taconite should be developed;
It takes from 2 to 5 years to build a taconite plant and if our foreign ore sources
were cut off during a national emergency, our blast furnaces would be in trouble.
Our U.S. ore producers have been exponents of free trade. If they develop
our domestic taconite in reasonable proportion to foreign development, the
foreign ore will still bother us but it will riot be fatal; however, if our domestic
producers fall to act in taconite development, we will get some quotas no matter
how long it takes us and the iron ore producers will have brought it on themselves. They control the ore market and, therefore, they alone must be held
responsible.
In conclusion, in looking at the United States as a whole, when an oversea
investment is made with a simultaneous shutdown or curtailment of a U.S.
based division, we are actually "exporting jobs." Certainly this Is one "item"
we do not wish to export. Thus, we must do everything possible to keep
development capital in this country. There appears to be little question but
that we are now in a direct battle for survival economically with 18 or 19 other
countries. Our standard of living will be directly dependent upon how successfully we fight this battle from year to year, and our own U.S. companies
must show more responsibility to U.S. based production or we will soon be in
more serious trouble than we are now.
STATEMENT SUBMITTED BY JOHN N.

TIURMAN IN BEHALF OF

PACIFIC

AMERICAN

STEAMsmP ASSOCIATION
TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1062: UNEMPLOYMENT FEATURES

Pacific American Steamship Association has long been a supporter of the
Reciprocal Trade Act and, in the current Congress, has supported the principle
of wider presidential authority to meet changing conditions arising from regional
tariff blocs in Europe and elsewhere. In our view, however, the American people
are being asked to pay ai exorbitant price for the liberal handling of tariffs
by the President by reason of the drastic unemployment compensation features
of the Trade Expansion Act of 1962 (H.R. 11970) (title II).
Apart from our objections to the scheme of subsidies to State compersation
funds as being costly in the extreme, and adding an unknown factor to inflation,
we regard it as an opening salvo in every State legislature In the country to
provide for 52 weeks of compensation for all causes of unemployment. We see
no difference between unemployment due to imports .nd unemployment due to
any other cause, and we would presume that the State legislatures will view
the matter likewise.
It is a certainty that every possible group of workers will use this legislation
to seek 52 weeks of relief (or 78 in the case of persons who are undergoing
training at the end of 52 weeks) and as more and more certifications are granted
by the Labor Department, there will be created in the mind of workers and the
public the impression that all export/imports are an evil thing since they cause
unemployment. This will certainly be a self defeating byproduct of the efforts
of this and previous administrations to expand our world trade consciousness
in this country.
The bill discriminates between workers who are unemployed due to tariff
reductions (52 weeks at 65 percent of weekly wage) and those whose misfortune
might be due to some other cause, governmental or private (26 weeks at State
rates) and is completely devoid of reason or logic. Nowhere in the hearings or
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the House report, or the House debate, is there any evidence as to why tariff
actions carry such a high degree of responsibility to a worker in a firm affected.
If the 52-week feature is allowed to stand, the pressure will be on for similar
subvention by Congress of State Compensation Acts for unemployment due to
Government action of any kind. Nobody can predict where the line will be
drawn, and indeed, it will be almost impossible to draw the line anywhere short
of total Federal subvention of State Acts for any cause of unemployment
whatsoever.
In a very real sense the compensation features of this legislation defeat the
very purposes for which the bill was introduced. The bill was intended to make
American export trade as competitive with its European colleagues as it has
been in the past. Yet the compensation features, by reason of setting the stage
for the ultimate provision for 52 weeks of compensation, introduces a cost
figure which will further make American exporters noncompetitive in world
markets. Thus the act is self-defeating.
Unemployment compensation presently costs many California employers (and
the employers of seafarers are an example) in excess of 31/2 percent of payroll.
This Is for 26 weeks of coverage. There is every reason to anticipate that if
Federal precedent being set in this legislation were to find its way into State
legislation that the percentage of payroll would go to as much as 6 percent
While this eventuality will take a number of years to accomplish, the fact Is
the stage is being set here and should be recognized for the danger it represents.
In full compliance with the basic principles of providing for dislocated workers, we earnestly request that this legislation be amended to provide for no
greater number of weeks of compensation than the 26 weeks which most State
Compensation Acts currently provide, and that the rate of compensation be
confined to 50 percent of the gross average weekly earnings of production workers
as published by the Borea of Labor Standards.
If the Congress desires to provide unemployment compensation, it should be
done in separate legislation and not through the process of including it in a
trade agreements extension bill. In no uncertain terms, this legislation, with its
fantastic workmen's compensation arrangements, does the greatest violence
possible to America's ability to compete in world markets. In failing to adjust
this feature of the legislation, the Congress will have defeated its own intended
purposes.
U.S.

SENATE,

Washington, D.C., August 16, 196 .

lion. HARRY F. BYRD,
Chairman, Senate Committee on. Finance,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR.CHAIRMAN: On May 21, this year, the Pineapple Growers Association
of Hawaii filed, with the Finance Committee, a statement of their views and
recommendations on the administration's proposed trade bill (H.R. 9900).
I am writing you today to advise your committee of the association's current
views on the Trade Expansion Act of 1962 (H.R.11970), which passed the House
of Representatives and is now pending before your committee. I regret the
enclosed statement of the assoolation reached me too late for inclusion in the
printed hearings, but I am conddent you will bring this information to the attention of your committee during its deliberations on the bill.
I cannot emphasize too strongly the importance of the pineapple industry to
the State of Hawaii. It is a mainstay of Hawaii's economy, ranking third
among our industries as a source of income. Hawaii's pineapple industry provides employment for 8,000 year-round workers and an additional 15,000 seasonal
workers, and produces, annually, income of $117 million.
Hawaii's pineapple industry is the most modern and efficient in the world.
Its wage scales surpass all other pineapple-producing countries. It produces
the finest pineapple in the world and quality control is excellent.
But many countries impose not only tariff restrictions but other import restrictions which di.riminate against Hawaiian pineapple In favor of other
pineapple-producing countries. All terms being equal, Hawaiian pineapple could
compete very successfully, but unfair discrimination that exists today is definitely hurting Hawaii's pineapple export trade. Further discriminatory actions
by other nations loom in the immediate future, ankd the Trade Expansion Act,
before your committee, poses additional hazards.
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As the association points out in the enclosed statement: "We still have some
concern about the broad powers conferred upon the President. Our concern
is that under these broad powers, agreement might be reached which could put
Hawaiian pineapple at a disadvantage in the domestic market, without achieving compensating Improvements in the tariff situation In foreign markets.
"Frankly, the current U.S. tariff on canned pineapple of three-quarters of a
cent per pound, which is roughly 6 percent ad valorem, is already so low that it
appears to offer little or no barrier to the importation of canned pineapple 4 0 *
"On the other hand, the tariff on canned pineapple in the Common Market
countries is currently 25 percent ad valorem. In addition, under the EEC,
a:isociated oversea territories of member states will have duty-free entry in the
EEC; thus, the French possessions of Guinea, Ivory Coast, and Martinique are
li' ely to increase pineapple production, since they could export to the EEC duty
free. Moreover, If the United Kingdom becomes a member, and should Australia
thereby obtain duty-free access to the EEC markets, Australian canned pineapple
products would have a decided advantage over Hawaiian canned pineapple in
our principal export market area in Western Europe, which is already highly
competitive.
"The point is that with an EEC duty of 25 percent on canned pineapple and
a U.S. duty of approximately 6 percent, the United States would obviously not
be in a good bargaining position."
Further, may I call your attention to the fact that the Pineapple Growers
Association recommends retention of the peril point and escape clause safeguards, "for, if there were a 'peril point' provision and if the Tariff Commission were to establish a 'peril point' for canned pineapple, it would be possible,
under H.R. 11970 as we understand it. for the tariff on canned pineapple to be
increased by 50 percent over the rate prevailing on July 1, 1984. Since the
rate prevailing on that date was 2 cents per pound, this would make possible
a duty of 3 cents per pound, as contrasted with the duty of % cent per pound
now in effect."
In regard to the proposed "adjustment assistance," the pineapple growers
assert, "It is difficult to see how such assistance would be effective in the case
of the pineapple industry.
"In a basically agricultural economy, such as Hawaii, what economically
sound substitute use could be found for the 74,000 acres now devoted to pineapple production; what alternate use could be found for the nine canneries
with their specialized equipment for pineapple canning; what other employment could there be for the 8,000 year-round workers and the additional 15,000
seasonal workers; what replacement could be found in the Hawaiian economy
for the $117 million income pineapple produces?
"Technical assistance to be provided by the Government would hardly be
the answer. The pineapple industry now spends over $1 million a year on research, centered in the industry-supported Pineapple Research Institute of
Hawaii, which is recognized throughout the world as outstanding in research
on pineapple."
In summary, the assocfttion recommends "that H.R. 11970 should be amended
to strengthen prenegotiation safeguards by inclusion of a 'peril point' provision, with congressional review and veto of proposed tariff reductions to be
exercised within a reasonable period of time. We believe this would eliminate
the need for the 'adjustment assistance' portion of title III."
With best personal regards and aloha,
Sincerely yours,
HIRAM L. Foxo.
PINFAPPLE GROWERS ASSOCIATION oF HAWAII,

Honolulu, Hawai August 8, 1962.
Hon. HIRAM L. FONG,
U.S. Senate, Washington., D.C.
DFAB SENATOR FONo: Following receipt of your letter of July 21, with which
you sent a copy of H.R. 11970, passed by the House, and a copy of the Engle
amendment, we have reviewed the bill and the amendment.
Some of the concern expressed in our statement to the Senate Committee on
Finance on H.R. 9900 has been taken care of In the bill passed by the House
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as H.R. 11970. So far as we can see, the Engle amendment would not apply
to pineapple.
While we are in agreement with the general objectives of the bill, which, as
we understand it, is to provide industry and agriculture in the United States
with greater access to the markets of the European Economic Community, we
still have some concern about the broad powers conferred upon the President.
Our concern is that under these broad powers, agreements might be reached
which could put Hawaiian pineapple at a disadvantage in the domestic market,
without achieving compensating improvements in the tariff situation in foreign
markets.
Frankly, the current U.S. tariff on canned pineapple of % cent per pound,
which is roughly 6 percent ad valorem, is already so low that it aplears to offer
little or no barrier to the importation of canned pineapple. This is reflected in
recent imports, which are listed in the table enclosed. On the other hand, the
tariff on canned pineapple in the Common Market countries is currently 25 percent ad valorem. In addition, under the EEC, associated oversea territories of
member states will have duty-free entry in the EEC; thus, the French possessions of Guinea, Ivory Coast, and Martinique are likely to increase pineapple
production, since they could export to the EEC duty free. Moreover, if the
United Kingdom becomes a member and should Australia thereby obtain dutyfree access to the EEC markets, Australian canned pineapple products would
have a decided advantage over Hawaiian canned pineapple in our principal
export market area in Western Europe, which is already highly competitive.
The point is that with an EEC duty of 25 percent on canned pineapple and
a U.S. duty of approximately 6 percent, the United States would obviously not
be in a good bargaining position.
In our statement of May 21, 1962, we recommended retention of the peril
point and escape clause safeguards, and we still believe that such provisions
would be desirable in principle, for if there were a peril point provision and if
the Tariff Commission were to establish a peril point for canned pineapple, it
would be possible, under H.R. 11970, as we understand it, for the tariff on
canned pineapple to be increased by 50 percent over the rate prevailing on July 1,
1934. Since the rate prevailing on that date was 2 cents per pound, this would
make possible a duty of 3 cents per pound, as contrasted with the duty of % cent
per pound now In effect.
Additionally, we have concern with the adjustment assistance provisions of
the act under title III. It is difficult to see how such assistance would be effective
in the case of the pineapple industry.
In a basically agricultural economy such as Hawaii, what economically -ound
substitute use could be found for the 74,000 acres now devoted to pineapple
production; what alternate use could be found for the nine canneries with their
specialized equipment for pineapple canning; what other employment could there
he for the 8,000 year-round workers and the additional 15,000 seasonal workers:
what replacement could be found in the Hawaiian economy for the $117 million
income pineapple produces? Technical assistance to be provided by the Government would hardly be the answer. The pineapple industry now spends over
$1 million a year on research centered in the industry-supported Pineapple
Research Institute of Hawaii, which is recognized throughout the world as
outstanding in research on pineapple.
In summary we believe to adequately protect the American canned pineapple
industry, which is such an important contributor to the economy of the State of
Hawaii, that H.R. 11970 should be amended to strengthen pre-negotiation safeguards by inclusion of a peril point provision, with congressional review and
veto of proposed tariff reductions to be exercised within a reasonable period of
time. We believe this would eliminate the need for the adjustment assistance
portion of title III.
We appreciate your assurance that you will do everything you can to see that
the Senate Finance Committee is apprised of our position, and if we can provide
you with any additional information, we will be happy to do so.
Sincerely,
R. L. CUSHINo, President.
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Imports of canned pineapple
[Converted to 45-pound cases from pounds)
Calendar
year

Australia

Cuba

Formosa Malaya

1954-------.. . .. ..
1-

308028 --------433.573 .... 8,060
.........
2,85
6 ,

197

750, 661

58.".
.
19
9,667
199.-627
8........
190
961........... ........
1st 3 months
of 1961 ..............

1st 3 months

1,5 31

583W,094 12,247 .........
96,389 .....
5M3,499
92,872
387,390
6875

Mexico
250, 849
262,675
271,075

Philippines

South
Africa

Others

722,838 . .... 1.853
483
9 ,430
16
1,057,224 """. '.

1. 216. 902
2-------38688

3422
337,248
421,677

8", let
1,049,754
1,039,613

Total

Imports

1,2W 5,08
1,6:0,211
1,96 085

.........

44

7.411

9,745

3,821
3,3
W

2,222.826

1.,8M924
2,067,787
,666252

157,453

476,498

1 ,566

405,071

1,209,056

121,055

6,137

2,529,835

29,295

68,123

26,078

108,534

331,514

13,498

2,167

679,209

29,853

94,887

225, 999

23.375

5,357

652,463

of 1962 ........................

272,992

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce.
F. BYRD,
Hon. HARRY
Chairman,Senate Finance Committec,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN:

,JULY 31, 1962.

We have been in touch with a number of agricultural

groups in our State that are concerned about the trade bill. We would like to
briefly communicate to you the substance of their position.
The leading farm commodities produced in New York State are dairy products, fruits (e.g., apples, grapes, peaches, and cherries), and vegetables (including mushrooms). Of the total production of farm products In New York State,
less than 1 percent is exorted-as compared with a national average of approximately 10 percent. Even with the higher national average of farm exports, there
has developed an unfortunate and rather serious reliance by many other countries on nontariff barriers against farm imports. A number of these countries,
particularly those in the EEC, use such devices as licenses, discriminatory entrance levies, quarantines, limited shipping seasons, quotas, and size and weight
requirements to effectively preclude the entrance of farm products into their
markets. This general Issue has been one of the major stumbling blocks In the
inclusion of Great Britain in the Common Market and in working out the relationship between the United States and the EEC.
We urge that your committee, in the course of its deliberations on the trade
bill, give consideration to the various proposals which have been put forward to
make certain that our farmers are fairly and equally treated in world markets.
Believing as we do in reciprocal trade, we point out that reciprocity entails the
willingness of other nations to accept ir products in the same way and to the
same degree in which we accept theirs.
The problem of trade fn agriculture i'roducts Is twofold. On the one hand,
it involves seeing to it that our exports are accepted in oversea markets. On
the other, there are some producers of farm commodities grown in this country
who maintain that the pressure of increased imports has seriously jeopardized
the continued production of these crops-which if discontinued entirely, would
displace workers and equipment in certain areas of the country. Certainly, if
our farm commodities are not accepted in foreign markets, then there Is little
justification for us to accept farm imports in amounts so large as to Jeopardize
the survival of our own domestic industries. This is particularly true in those
cases where imports are from those same countries which maintain artificial
nontariff barriers against U.S. farm exports.
This entire question is a moit serious and complicated one. While we are
not at this point certain as to what is the best approach, we are aware that a
number of proposals have been put forward and we sincerely urge that your
committee give complete and careful attention to this problem and to the ways
in which it can be most effectively dealt with within the traditional structure
of the reciprocal trade program.
We appreciate this opportunity to call this matter to your attention and we
request that a copy of this letter be made a part of the record of your hearings.
A copy of our letter is also being sent to Senator Williams of Delaware.
Very sincerely yours,
JACOa K, JAvrrs.
KzE~qaicH B. KEATING.
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GENERAL FEDERATION OF WOMEN'S CLUBS,

WASHINGTON, D.C., A gust 9,1962.
Senator HARRY F. BYRD,
Chairman, Se iate Finance Committee,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DERA SIR: In the light of the present world situation, the General Federation
of Women's Clubs wishes to reiterate its support of the liberalization of U.S.
trade policy as presented in the Trade Expansion Act of 1962. Our position i,.
outlined ift the attached statement which we made before the House Ways and
Means Committ,* on March 12, 1962.
We would like to request that this letter of transmittal together with our attached statement be made a part of the record of the hearings of the Senate
Finance Committee.
Sincerely yours,
Margaret Long Arnold
Mrs. DEXTEB OTIS ARNOL5,
President.
STATEMENT OF GENERAL FEDERATION OF WOMEN'S CLUBS, WASHINGTON, D.C., ON
RECIPROCAL TRADE AGREEMENTS PROGRAM
The General Federation of Women's Clubs has since 1938 consistently supported the renewal of this program and in I958 urged that it be for 5 years and
not the usual 3-year extensions of the past.
Today, with the changing economy, it is vitally necessary that the United
States continue its efforts in the international economic growth if we are to
preserve our ov, n economic stability. The trade proposals this year are a logical
extension of previous reciprocal trade policy in the light of worldwide economic
developments and the need for free world unity, which the General Federation
of Women's Clubs has consistently supported.
The President of the United States pointed out five new developments which
wili affect our trade policies; namely, (a) growth of European Common Market,
(b) growing pressures on our balanceof-payments position, (e) need to accelerate our own economic growth, (d) the Communist aid and trade offensive, and
(e) need for new markets for Japan and other developing nations.
The women know that the economy of every State in the Union depends on
foreign trade to some degree, some States more than other perhaps, but the fact
remains that we all know reciprocal trade is very important and vitally essential
not only to the economy of our Nation but to the individual well-being of our
people.
U.S. economy is built upon the basis of competition under which our high
standards of living have excelled. It would seem that the proposals that the
United States cannot compete with foreign trade are not really valid. The free
enterprise system of Government is being challenged today, as we all know.
We dare not be afraid to have a bold program that shows our courage to meet
challenge, not a program based on fear.
In 1958 the general federation reaffirmed our resolution of 1938. I quote:
"RECIPROCAL

TRADE AGREEMENTS

"(Convention, 1938; reaffirmed, 1958)
"Resolved, That the General Federation of Women's Clubs reaffirms is support of the reciprocal trade agreements program, and urges the renewal of the
Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act at 5-year intervals without crippling
amendments."
The general federation recognizes that the workers, and industry as well,
have needed certain economic protection because of the cost of production but
for many years this organization has realized the fact that we could not
have certain restrictive laws with regard to our trade with "other mutually dependent freedom-loving natlh's."
The following resolution points out the Federation's stand.
"RESTRICTIONS ON WORLD TRADE

"(Repeal of Section 104 of Defense Production Act, Convention, 1952)
"Whereas the General Federation of Women's Clubs has long held that restrictions on world trade which prevent other countries from purchasing prod-
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nets from the United States because they cannot, in turn, Sell their products
here, are unwise; and
"Whereas interference with the healthy development of world trade will delay
the economic recovery and the building of adequate defense systems by our
Allies; and
"Whereas the weakening of the economy and defenses of any one country
fighting for freedom Is a weakening of the economy and defenses of all: Therefore
"Resolved, That the General Federation of Women's Clubs opposes legislation
which will place unwarranted restrictions on trade between this country and
other mutually dependent freedom-loving nations."
Also in 1954 in convention the delegates passed a resolution under the caption
of "Trade Barriers" which read as follows:
"TRADE BARRIERS
CONVENTIONON,

1954)

"Whereas economic progress in the United States is tied closely to the economic
progress'of the rest of the world; and
"Whereas a program promoting economic progress in the United States must
provide for an extension and a strengthening of economic ties with the rest
of the world; and
"Whereas an accelerated flow of goods and of capital across national boundaries would contribute to economic progress everywhere: Therefore
"Resolved, That the General Federation of Women's Clubs declares its belief
that a gradual reduction of trade barriers between nations is necessary to an
Increased flow of goods in a world market and should be undertaken by the
United States and further sponsored as a world policy."
I submit these resolutions to your committee at this time to show the consistent support of such foreign-aid programs that would lead to economic
progress and which would strengthen U.S. economic ties with the rest of the
world.
The clubwomen of this country definitely support the President of the United
States in his effort to maintain the economic security of our country through the
proposed reciprocal trade agreements program.
STATEMENT OF GEORGE P. BYRNE, JR., REPRESENTING MANUFACTURERS OF SMALL
TooLS, SCREws, NUTS, AND TACKS FOR INCLUSION IN THE RECORD OF A HEARINo ON H.R. 11970 BEFORE THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE IN WASHINGTON,

D.C. ON AUGUST 13, 1962
INTRODUCTION

I am George P. Byrne, Jr., 5.3Park Place, New York, N.Y. My position is
secretary of the Service Tools Institue, United States Wood, Machine, Tapping
& Cap Screw Bureaus, Machine Screw Nut Bureau, Socket Screw Products
Bureau, and the American Institute of Tack Manufacturers. These are trade
associations of domestic manufacturing companies, most of which are small
business concerns employing less than 500 persons and in many cases less than
100 persons. Since the manufacturers I represent as well as their employees
are being injured by low-wage-cost imports, I give below pertinent information
regarding such injuries and the further injury to these companies and their
employees which would result should House bill H.R. 11970 be entacted into
law.
WOOD-SCREW INJURY IS TYPICAL

The wood-screw industry is typical of the standard common variety threaded
product which is being displaced by imports. To show how that industry has lost
business and employment as the result of massive imports of foreign made
low-wage-cost wood screws, we attach to this statement chart marked "Exhibit
." As indicated by tables attached to this chart, in the 1930-39 prewar period,
sales of imported wood screws amounted to only 0.84 percent of domestic sales
of wood screws. In the year 1961, imported wood screws averaged 42 percent
of domestic sales of wood screws in this country. In May 1962 such imports
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amounted to 67 percent of domestic sales of wood screws. This substantial
increase in imports has continued since 1939 while in the salie period the import duty on wood screws was reduced from the full rate of 25 percent ad
valorem, as provided in the Tariff Act of 1930, to the present rate of 12%
percent ad valorem. Therefore, the logical question is: What will happen to
the domestic wood-screw industry if the present inadequate import duty on
wood screws is reduced or eliminated? The obvious answer is complete annihilation of the U.S. wood-screw industry and resultant loss of Jobs by people employed in that industry.
The wood screw is the type of standard stock item on which the average
manufacturer depends to keep his people employed, machines running and
enough work to keep his plant operating and to make a reasonable profit to
stay in business. When such "heart of line" items are lost to imports that
leaves the low-profit specialties, odd lengths, varieties of different heads, thread
lengths, etc., to the domestic producers. Such "specials" do not provide long
runs that make profits and keel) plants running. American producers have been
ingenious in the development of some special types of threaded products which
are found highly useful by foreign users and are not available from foreign
sources. However, for the most part, they are low-profit, short-run, hard-tomake items. See exhibits 2a and 2b showing general economic trends in handtool, screw, and nut industries from 1950 to 1962 with impact of imports on
decline in sales, production, and employment.
IMPORT INJURY HIDDEN FROM GOVERNMENT

Lack of adequate import statistics makes it ditticult, if not impossible, for
the Government to realize the extent ,f imports of other types of metal products,
including handtools, machine screws, tapping and cap screws, machine screw
nuts, socket screws, and tacks. However, bitter experience is proving that the
rising-volume of imports of those products is having a strong impact upon the
business of the domestic producers and contributing to considerable unemployment in the screw, nut, handtool, and tack industries. To show how extensive
such sportss are we attach exhibits 3a and 3b showing the comparative imports
of handtools, screws, bolts, nuts coming in the United States of America during
the periods from 1957 to 1962 and 1951 to 1962. respectively. Data for this
exhibit was obtained from ships' manifests at various ports of entry and reproduced in the Import Bulletins of the New York Journal of Commerce. As in
the case of wood screws, the import duties on all of these products have bezn
substantially reduced below the full rates established by the Tariff Act of 1930.
Needless to say, reductions or eliminations of the present low duties on these
products which would result from the enactment of H.R. 11970 would inflict
furth Dr serious and crippling injury upon the above industries.
LOW FOREIGN LABOR COSTS

MAKE COMPETITION WITH IMPORTS IMPOSSIBLE

It is a known fact that the low labor costs of foreign countries such as West
Germany, Italy, and Japan enable foreign producers to export their products
to the United States at prices anywhere from 20 to 40 percent below those -at
which domestic producers are able to sell the same products and obtain even a
small profit. This is particularly true In the case of screws, nuts, and small
handtools. Examples of comparative tool prices and other predatory unfair
competition from imported merchandise Is shown in exhibit 4.
The disparity between U.S. labor costs and those in foreign countries is clearly
Indicated by the following comparative tables of rates obtained from the Trad,
Relations Council of New York City:

Country

United States ------------

Average

hourly

Average
hourly

earnings

earnings

plus fringe

(1960-61)

benefits
(1960-

Canada ------------------Sweden ------------------United Kingdom --------Switzerland ---------------

$2.34

2.03
1.02
.89
.80

$2.84

2.48
1.18
1.00
.92

Country

West Germany -----------

Belgium -----------------France ------------------Italy --------------------Japan --------------------

Average

Average
hourly

hourly

earnings

earnings

plus fringe

(1960-61)

benefits
(00-61)()

$63

.57
.44
.35
.28

W, 82

.77
.82
.49
.33
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With foreign producers having approximately similar productive equipment
(much of which was financed with U.S. foreign aid funds) how can U.S. producers and workers expect to compete with such wage differentials?
VIRTUALLY NO EXPORT MARKET FOR HAND TOOLS, SCEWS,

NUTS, AND TACKS

In view of the unfair competitive advantage which foreign manufacturers,
due to lower labor costs, have over American producers of hand tools, screws,
nuts, and tacks, domestic producers of those products are unable to compete in
the export markets of the world. Thus, their export shipments are virtually nil
.nd there is no possibility of increasing them. It will be clearly seen, therefore,
that the enactment of H.R. 11970 and the resultant lowering or elimination of
U.S. import dutie would not help to create export markets for any of the above
types of metal fasteners or for hand tools and tacks and would only result in
increased injury to the domestic makers of those products and their employees.
IMPORTS ALREADY CLOSING U.S. PLANTS

The impact of low-wage-cost Imports of tools, screws, nuts, tacks, and
many other products Is already causing serious unemployment and financial loses
to many U.S. industrial concerns. A glaring example of such injury Is the case of
the Triplex Screw Division of the Murray Corp. at 5317 Grant Avenue, Cleveland,
Ohio. As a result of business lost to low-wage-cost imports, principally from
Japan and European countries, this concern closed its doors on April 20, 1962,
thus throwing 270 employees out of work. The stories of some of these job losers,
as related in the following article from the Cleveland Press of April 18, 1962,
are truly pathetic:
[From the Cleveland Press, Apr. 18, 19621
"How'LL WE GET A JOB, 270 ASK AT TRIPLEX
"A troubled future faces most of the 270 employees losing their jobs by the
shutdown of Triplex Screw Division of Murray Corp. of America.
"A few mill be able to retire on pension, but the great majority will have to
look for other jobs in the Cleveland labor market, which still has 45,000
unemployed.
"Many are worried that even if jobs are available, they will be disqualified
because they are past 40.
"SALE PROSPECTS DIM

"Sonie are still hoping that the plant will be sold to a purchaser who will
continue operating it. But this does not seem likely.
"J. B. Balmer, Murray Corp. president, said the plant is being closed and its
assets liquidated because of operating losses and unfavorable prospects for early
future improvement, lie said Murray was unable to sell the plant as a complete
unit in an effort to assure jobs for the employees.
a
"MAY CLOSING

"The plant, .5317 Grant Avenue, is scheduled to cease production in early May
after customers' current orders are filled.
"The company said it will attempt to find Jobs for displaced employees. So
did the United Steelworkers, which represents production employees."
Other companies manufacturing screws, nuts, bolts, and kindred products which
have been closed in recent months as a result of injury sustained from low-wagecost imports, and whose employees have been thrown out of their jobs, include
the following concerns:
Sterling Bolt Co., Chicago, Ill.
American Screw Co., Willimantic, Conn.
Economy Screw Corp., Chicago, Ill.
Buffalo Bolt Corp., North Tonawanda, N.Y.
Scovill Manufacturing Co., Waterville, Conn.
Thus again, we ask the question "What will happen to domestic industries,
such as these, if H.R. 11970 is enacted into law and the present inadequate Import duties reduced or eliminated?" The obvious answer again is complete
annihilation of these industries and resultant loss of Jobs in them.
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OTHER.DAMAGING

FEATURES OF H.R.

11970

Other damaging features of H.R. 11970 which member manufacturers believe
would work to the detriment of their companies and employees are as follows:
1. The relief for injured industries prescribed in the bill is scheduled to take
effect after serious injury from imports has been sustained. In other words, this
relief would be administered "after the patient died." Likelihood of relief to
seriously injured industries will be even more remote than under section 7 of
the present Trade Agreements Act.
2. Under H.R. 11970, negotiations for the elimination of present duties or for
lower duties would be negotiated on groups of products so that domestic manufacturers of screws, nuts, and hand tools and tacks would be unable to tell
whether or when they are to be subjected to further injury or damage from
low-wage-cost imports.
3. Screws, nuts and hand tools are all vital to the national security in time
of war. If enacted, H.R. 11970 would weaken the domestic industries which
make those products to an extent where they would not properly function and
produce when needed in another war emergency.
4. H.R. 11970 provides that when a firm applies for assistance from the Government, the Federal Government then becomes a virtual partner in the injured
firm. When financial assistance including loans and tax relief are extended
to the injured firm the administering agency may protect its loans by selling the
firn's assets. Or the administering agency may renovate, improve, modernize,
complete, Insure, rent, sell, or otherwise deal with-any real or personal property conveyed to, or otherwise acquired by it in connection with such guarantees.
agreements, or loans. Furthermore, the administering agency and General Accounting Office shall have access for the purpose of audit and examination to
any books, documents, papers, and records of the recipient pertaining to adjustment assistance. All of this our manufacturers believe is unrealistic and unworkable and much the same as .the present "escape clause" in section 7 of the
Trade Agreement Act and would be almost meaningless to small manufacturers.
5. In addition to the above unfair and damaging features of H.R. 11970 that
bill in its entirety is unconstitutional since It virtually removes from Congress
the power to administer tariffs and hands over that power to the President.
Under the circumstances outlined above we respectfully request and urge that
the Senate Finance Committee refuse to report out H.R. 11970 and forego any
action whatever on that bill.
This request is presented in behalf of our member manufacturers whose names
are listed below, their employees and stockholders, viz:
Manufacturers of Mechanics Hand Service Tools
Advertising Metal Display Co., Chicago, Ill.
Apco Mossberg Co., Attleboro, Mass.
The Apex Machine & Tool Co., Dayton, Ohio.
A--mstrong Bros. Tool Co., Chicago, Ill.
Bidtlimore Tool Works, Baltimore, Md.
Barcalo Manutacturing Co., Buffalo, N.Y.
Bergman Tool Manufacturing Co., Inc., Buffalo, N.Y.
The Billings & Spencer Co., Hartford, Conn.
H. Boker & Co., Inc., New York, N.Y.
The Bridgeport Hardware Manufacturing Corp., Bridgeport, Conn.
C. & G. Wheel Puller Co., Inc., Selo, N.Y.
Champion DeArment Tool Co., Meadville, Pa.
Crescent Tool Co., Jamestown, N.Y.
Diamond Tool & HoresLhoe Co., Duluth, Minn.
Duro Metal Products Co., Chicago, Ill.
Fairmount Tool & Forging, Inc., Cleveland, Ohio.
Forsberg Manufacturing Co., Bridgeport, Conn.
Kennedy Manufacturing Co., Van Wert, Ohio.
Mathias Klein & Sons, Chicago, Ill,
Kraeuter & Co., Inc., Newark, N.J.
Lectrolite Corp., Defiance, Ohio.
McKaig-Hatch, Inc., Buffalo, N.Y.
Metal Box & Cabinet Corp., Chicago, Ill.
Midwest Tool & Cutlery Co., Inc., Sturgis, Mich.
Moore Drop Forging Co., Springfield, Mass.
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New Britain Machine Co., New Britain, Conn.
Nupla Manufacturing Co., Los Angeles, Calif.
Owatonna Tool Co., Owatonna, Minn.
P & C Tool Co., Division of Pendleton Tool Industries, Inc., Portland, Oreg.
Penens Corp., Division of Pendleton Tool Industries, Inc., Schiller Park, Ill.
Peterson Manufacturing Co., Inc., DeWitt, Nebr.
H. K. Porter, Inc., Somerville, Mass.
Proto Tool Co., Division of Pendleton Tool Industries, Inc., Los Angeles, Calif.
The Quality Tools Corp., New Wilmington, Pa.
Reed & Prince Manufacturing Co., Worcester, Mass.
Ryan Tool Co., Southington, Conn.
The Sherian-Klove Co., Chicago, Ill.
Snap-on Tools Corp., Kenosha, Wis.
Stanley Tools Division, the Stanley Works, New Britain, Conn.
Stevens Walden, Inc., Worcester, Mass.
Stream Line Tools, Inc., Conover, N.C.
P. A. Sturtevant Co., Addison, Ill.
Union Steel Chest Corp., LeRoy, N.Y.
Upson Bros. Inc., Rochester, N.Y.
Utica Drop Forge & Tool Division of Kelsey-Hayes Wheel Co., Utica, N.Y.
Vaco Products Co., Chicago, Ill.
The Vlchek Tool Co., Cleveland, Ohio.
Waterloo Valve Spring Compressor Co., Waterloo, Iowa.
Wilde Tool Co., Inc., Hiawatha, Kans.
J. H. Williams & Co., Buffalo, N.Y.
J. Wiss & Sons Co., Newark, N.J.
The Wright Tool & Forge Co., Barberton, Ohio.
Xcellte, Inc., Orchard Park, N.Y.
Ma tufacturers of Socket Head Cap and Set Screws
Allen Manufacturing Co., Hartford, Conn.
Brighton Screw & Manufacturing Co., Cincinnati, Ohio.
The Bristol Co., Waterbury, Conn.
The Cleveland Cap Screw Co., Cleveland, Ohio.
Holo-Krome Screw Corp., Hartford, Conn.
Mac-it Parts Co., Lancaster, Pa.
George W. Moore, Inc., Waltham, Mass.
Parker-Kalon Division, General American Transportation Corp., Clifton, N.J.
Safety Socket Screw Corp., Chicago, Ill.
Set Screw & Manufacturing Co., Bartlett, 11.
Standard Pressed Steel Co., Jenkintown, Pa.
The Standard Screw Co., Bellwood, Ill.
Manufacturers of Self-Tapping Screws
American Screw Co., Wytfleville, Va.
Anchor Fasteners, Inc., Waterbury, Conn.
Atlantic Screw Works, Inc., Hartford, Conn.
The Blake & Johnson Co., Waterville, Conn.
Carncar Division, Textron Industries, Inc., Rockford, Ill.
Central Screw Co., Chicago, Ill.
Continental Screw Co., New Bedford, Mass.
Elco Tool & Screw Corp., Rockford, Ill.
Great Lakes Screw Corp., Chicago, Ill.
Illinois Tool Works, Chicago. Ill.
Mid-America Fasteners, Franklin Park, Ill.
Midland Screw Corp., Chicago, Ill.
National Lock Co., Rockford, I1.
The National Screw & Manufacturing Co., Cleveland, Ohio.
Parker-Kalon Division, General American Transportation Corp., Clifton, N.J.
Ph oll Manufacturing Co., Chicago, Ill.
Reed & Prince Manufacturing Co., Worcester, Mass.
Screw & Bolt Corp. of America, Southington Hardware Division, Southington,
Conn.
3outbern Screw Co., Statesville, N.C.
United Screw & Bolt Corp., Chicago, Ill.
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Manufacturers of Hexagon Head Cap Screws and Set Screws
Chandler Products Corp., Cleveland, Ohio.
The Cleveland Cap Screw Co., Cleveland, Ohio.
E. W. Ferry Screw Products Co., Inc., Cleveland, Ohio.
Ferry Cap & Set Screw Co., Cleveland, Ohio.
Keer-Lakeside Industries, Inc., Cleveland, Ohio.
Lake Erie Screw Corp., Cleveland, Ohio.
National Lock Co., Rockford, Ill.
The Wm. H. Ottemiller Co., York, Pa.
Pheoll Manufacturing Co., Chicago, Ill.
Reed & Prince Manufacturing Co., Worcester, Mass.
Rockford Screw Products Co., Rockford, I1.
Standard Screw Co., Bellwood, Ill.
Chicago Screw Division, Bellwood, Ill.
Hartford Machine Screw Division, Hartford, Conn.
Western Automatic Machine Screw Division, Elyria, Ohio.
Towne-Robinson Fastener Co, Dearborn, Mich.
Tru-Fit Screw Products Corp., Cleveland, Ohio.
United Screw & Bolt Corp., Cleveland, Ohio.
Manufacturers of Machine Screws and Machine Screw Nuts
American Screw Co., Wytheville, Va.
Anchor Fasteners, Inc., Waterbury, Conn.
The Blake & Johnson Co., Waterville, Conn.
Camcai )lvislon, Textron Industries, Inc., Rockford, Ill.
Central Screw Co., Chicago, Ill.
Clark Metal Products, Inc., Bridgeport, Conn.
Continental Screw Co., New Bedford, Mass.
Elco Tool & Screw Corp., Rockford, I1.
Great Lakes Screw Corp., Chicago, Ill.
Harvey Hubbell, Inc., Bridgeport, Conn.
Illinois Tool Works, Chicago Ill.
International Screw Co., Detroit, Mich.
Mid-America Fasteners, Inc., Franklin Park, 11.
Midland Screw Corp., Chicago, Ill.
National Lock Co., Rockford, Ill.
The National Screw & Manufacturing Co., Cleveland, Ohio.
Pawtucket Screw Co., Pawtucket, R.I.
Pheoll Manufacturing Co., Chicago, Ill.
Reed & Prince Manufacturing Co., Worcester, Mass.
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Screw & Bolt Corp. of America, Southington Hardware Division, Southington,
Conn.
Southern Screw Co., Statesville, N.C.
United Screw & Bolt Corp., Chicago, Ill.
Manufacturers of Wood Screws
American Screw Co., Wytheville, Va.
Atlantic Screw Works, Inc., Hartford, Conn.
Continental Screw Co., New Bedford, Mass.
Elco Tool & Screw Corp., Rockford, Ill.
National Lock Co., Rockford, 111.
The National Screw & Manufacturing Co., Cleveland, Ohio.
Reed & Prince Manufacturing Co., Worcester, Mass.
Screw & Bolt Corp. of America, Southington Hardware Division, Southlngton,
Conn.
Southern Screw Co., Statesville, N.C.
Whitney Screw Corp., Nashua, N.H.
Manufacturers of Tubular and Split Rivets
Aluminum Co. of America, Lancaster, Pa.
American Rivet C., Chicago, Iii.
Chicago Rivet & Machine Co., Bellwood, Ill.
Miami Rivet Co., Miami, Fla.
Milford Rivet & Machine Co., Milford, Conn.
National Rivet & Manufacturing Co., Waupun, Wis.
The Parmenter & Bulloch Manufacturing Co., Ltd., Gananoque, Ontario, Cauada.
Shelton Tubular Rivet Co., Shelton, Conn.
Judson L. Thomson Manufacturing Co., Waltham, Mass.
Thomason (Canada) Rivet Co., Ltd., Gananoque, Ontario, Canada.
Townsend Co., Beaver Falls, Pa.
Tubular Rivet & Stud Co., Quincy, Mass.
Manufacturersof Tacks
Atlas Tack Corp., Fairhaven, Mass.
Holland Manufacturing Co., Baltimore, Md.
Plymouth Cordage Industries, Inc., W. W. Cross & Co. Division, Boston, Mass.
Shelton Tack Co., Shelton, Conn.
Snell-Jones Tacks, Inc., New York, N.Y.
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00tFISO Of WOOD SCREW ORDS RECEIVED & SHIPIgNS
MA
D b
.E. AyUFACTU ES TO DOMESTIC O)NSUIEES
- (Reports from 14 U.
- POMtIC -

YEAR
1928
1929
1930
1931
1932
1933
1934
1935
1936
1937
1938
1939
1940
1941
1942
1943
1944
1945
1946
1947
1948
1949
1950
1951
1952
1953
1954
1955
1956
1957
1958
1959
1960
1961
8y Mouths
Feb
Mar
Apr
Mey
Jun
Jul
Aug
Sep
Oct
Nov
De
1962-Jan
Feb
Mar
Apr
ay
Jun
Jul

Monthly Average
ORDERS
SHIPMENTS
(Cram.)
(Gross)
4,658,837
4,900,829
4,651,367
4,740,092
3,126,982
3,038,209
2,293,745
2,339,854
1,570,658
1,627,570
2,397,476
2,303.708
2,254,589
2,277.835
3,140,866
2,891,017
3,049,753
3,031,882
2,344,171
2,654,333
1,925.929
1,936,490
2,749,412
2,621.773
2,803,477
2,668,931
4,540,936
4,351,851
3,610,778
3.812,598
3,744,580
3,791,818
3,153,931
3,247,862
3,337,249
3,119,669
5,253,600
3.936,848
3,874,916
4,210,695
3,029,845
30637,110
2,674,422
2,628,030
4,992,249
4,239,436
4,053,356
4,365,027
3,301,706
3,2380101
3,530,049
3.578,088
3,405.458
3,362,306
3,255,423
3,147,195
2,829,452
2.807,322
2,393,595
2,408,141
2,290,339
2,201,109
2,453,429
2,454,731
1,914,835
1o922,138
1,902,043
1,930.188

53-0

-OOD
RE

manufacturers)
UmIRTS OF
WOOD
SCRWS
=u~ U.S.A.
V14oAVg.Gro8$)
7.879
29,204
17,596
12,923
5,342
10,671
14,491
27,155
43,852
48,782
13,918
12,042
2,229
11
None

iERClm DMR~TS
OF DOMESTIC
0,
SUMENI
.17%
.63
.56
.56
.34
.44
.64
.86
1."
2.08
.72
.44
.08

.16%
.62
.58
.55
.33
.46
.64
.94
1.45
1.14
.72
.46
.08

NO"e

None

5
41
156
57
776
146,689
528,214
394,448
460,141
336,896
744,026
816,558
605.489
603. "6
985.537
972,422
796,466

.03
2.94
13.03
12.18
13.03
9.89
22.86
28.86
25.30
26.36
40.17
50.76
41.87

.03
3.46
12.10
11.95
12.86
10.02
23.64
29.09
25.14
27.43
40.15
50.59
41.26

1,648,226
1,640,005
2,085,539
1,990,873
1,962,430
1,915,593
1:730,847
2,007,193
2,452,521
1,890,050
1,682,978
1,692,523

1,801,281
1,874,114
2,207,809
1,912,424
1,961,664
1,992,837
1,627,549
1,915,170
2,148,182
2,177,863
1,867,410
1,618,258

978,203
598,498
876,635
535,734
688,575
633,659
1,000,062
1,096,894
623,417
740,702
892.183
893,029

59.35
36.49
42.03
26.91
35.09
33.08
57.78
54.65
25.42
39.19
47.38
52.76

54.31
31.93
39.71
28.01
35.10
31.80
61.45
57.27
29.02
34.01
47.78
55.18

1,86,431
1,907,720
2,030,880
1,779,919
1,549,715

1,708,619
1,723,653
1,866,167
1,801,915
1,725,179

1,268,043
829,327
994,482
953,540
1,036,515

67.83
43.47
48.97
53.57
66.88

74.21
48.11
53.29
52.92
60.08
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- YEAR- 19 504100 Approximate tonallae shipment.. tcwids from statisutics
wl
usylied from neauiwr 60 Awmu Manufacturers-

TOML

19ME

DECUNING TREND

110

-

105

-1-0---

95

-

--

-

110

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

1

-

5

-95

1972

TRADE

EXPANSION

ACT OF

1962

EXHIE 3IT 2-B
DOMESTIC MANUFACTURERS'

COMBINED SALES OF SCREW PRODUCTS
- IN INDEX NUMBERS - YEAR 19504100 -

INCLUDES TOTAL SHIPMENTS OF WOOD, MACHINE, TAPPING SCREWS,
STOVE BOLTS CAP & SET SCREWS. & TUBULAR & SPLIT RIVETS - EL( . INDEX

uflu
105

[1950

1951 11952 195311954

1955 11956 1195711958

1959

19601 1961

105

100

100

95

95

90

90

85

85

80

80

75

75

70

70

TRADE EXPANSION

1973

ACT OF 1962

EXHIBIT 3-A
IMPORTS OF ALL CLASSES OF MECHANICS' HAND TOOL

U.S.A.

INI

(Annual Total Case Quantities, Lots, Packageog etc.)
From Ships' Manifests Data - ISport Bulletin - N. Y. Journal of Comerce
INCLUDES ALL TYPES O, MECHANICS' HAND TOOL PRODUCTS
IIMSAND
(Shoin on att&actid weekLy report sheets)
CASES
225

1957

1958

.1959

1960

1961

1962

225

200

175

200

-

175

150

150

125

125

100

100

75

50

-75

j

50

Estimate based
on average 1st
6 months
25

0

87270 0-42-pt. 4----22

25

n

1974

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

FROM: Slt&Vl A
T OP
TITET
New53NPerk
York 7,Pace
N. Y.

Is ued

IMPORTSOF MECHANICS'HANDSERVICETOOLS DITO U.S.A.
Case OuantitLes

(400 lbs.) broujLlt in by Imoort Atentse or Consignees
Data - IpoWrt Bulletin - N.Y. Journal of Comerce -

- Sbhipe' Halfaste

ACTAL OR PR1OJECTED
ANNUALLATE OF IMPORTSAT END OF EACH WARIER
-

In Number of Ceaes -

AT END
OF:

1957

1958

1959

1960

let Qu.
2nd Qu.
3rh Qu.

4,444
5,472
5,436
6,161

7,176
8,376
8,505
8,675

9,172
10,682
14,056
33,569

58,340
80,540
96,280
101,840

hGW)LnLY
TOTAL RATE OF

1961

1962

136,508
148,468
153,277
144,572

A963

183,312
202.756

IPORTS - DERIVED FROMWEEKLY
DATA

- In Number of Cases 1957

1959

377
277
457
326
423
874
374
495
473
726
469
890

Jan...
Feb...
Mar...
Apr,..
Hay...
Jun..,
Jul...
Aug...
Sep...
Oct.,.
Nov...
Dec...

658
51L
624
419
745
1,231
660
618
913
903
742
651
8,675

Total Year.. .6,161

804
825
664
547
1,094
1,407
1,479
886
2,836
6,348
6,964
9,715

4,952
4,738
4,895
7,097
9,169
9,419
10,298
11,621
10,021
11,645
10,326
7,659

33,569

101,840

196'

1962

13,247
9, 60,0
11,273
17,896
9,728
12,483
14,188
14,714
11,822
10,368
7,536
11,710

21,726
9,449
14,653
18,179
15,:346
22,025

1963

144,572

WEEKLYCAhS QUANTITIES BASEDUPONTOTAL SHIPS' MANIFEST DATA
1961

TrtV

Jan

Feb

17317T;7 7

2nd Wk 2,804 2,273
3rd Vk 3,249 1,681
4th Wk 2,625 2,346
5thWk
Y2
Toa
7VX7
1962

J

Feb*

2nd Wk 3,04.7 1,228
3rd Wk 2,856 1,513
4th
1,606
k7 4,498
,,
5th Wk
tal
*Revised

Y{47

Tr

Mar

Ajr

1T" IA n
5,665
2,405
3.703
2
7.3 9

3,695
2,169
3,290

Tr-T
Mar

5,422
3,370
2,637

y

.VV
1,961
1,773
1,450

Jul

T,116
3,027
3,036
2,677

V7M2T7MT 1

A
3,420
4,205
2,982
.1

Jun
Z4121
2,637
2,581
3, L44

Jun
4,210
2,977
4,580

7,757
6,726
4,466

18-lf15.346220

Ag
5,-49
2,271
2,878
4,166

4,030
2,534
3,204

Oct
Y1
o 0
3,330
1,022
2,062

Nov

Dec

T7

T7s.

1,323
1,652
2,719

5,193
465
3,678

Nov

Dec

T7MT TT.T10,36
Jul

Aug

Sep

Oct

1975

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

IH0tTS Or N4tC

I

HAm
M' SUIYCR T0IA aNtO U.S.A.

Port of

ouatity
12
4
60
34

Cases
Cases
Caes
Cases

6 Cases
169 Castes
126 Cases
80 Cases
165 Cases
275 Cases
84 Cases
183 Case$
12 Cates
40 Case
40 Cases
482 Caues
104 PIk.
586 Phs
a Cas&a
100 Cotes
5 Coes
30 Coses
59 Caues
58
91 Cts.
Cons.

Product

.

Comtr

Frace
Screw Drivera
Japes
Hand Tools
Adjustable Angle Vrsncb
Pliers
Hand Tools
Hand Tools (11,146 lbs.)
"And Tools (8468 lbs.)
Hmmers
Dunlop Adj. Wrenches &
Hammers, AXes
Pliers
Wrenches, Hamamrs
Screw Drivers
Hand Toole
Slip Joint Pliers (6350 lbs.) "
Rand Tools (26,678 lbs.)
Hand Tools (9640 lbs.)
Hand Tools (27,018 lbs.)
Head Toole
HOrt Tools
Steel Hamosrs
Pliers
and Tools (2801 tbs.)
Hea Tools
Rand Tools

.JSItLnew York
"
to
"
"

CoaIsee
P. V. Voolvorth, NYC
Order
Aaglo Affiliated Corp..
*I=e
Anglo Affiliated Cot!., 310
Lewis Bros., Motresal
Pioneer Hass. Corp., ETC
tsLU
N. 0. Jeea, Him
V. Y. Harckmdise, IT

Na1t~re

Puller Otest Corp.
Truecraft Tool. Chic.
Inters. loxpediters. Chic.
Pentapco * Ise..NJ
L. Co lisy
Fuller Orient Corp.
Order
J. a. Graham& Co.,Te., 1TC
Valtham ToOlMfs. Co.Mas.
Pacific Import
Order
P. V. Woolworth, 31T
Puller Oriest Corp.
Products Co., NM
ts
ST
Jese, 1Mimatpoli
Imlaepolia
VN.0. Jees,

Week adatt Anril 10. 112
5 Caes
17 Csoes
2 Cases
14 Cases
12 Cues
13 Cases
9 Cases
10 Cases
276 Caose
129 Cases
30 Cases
240 Cases
30 Cases
10 Cases
25 Cases
18 Coss
53 Cases
120 Cses
100 Caes
261 Caes
50 Caes
9 Cases
334 Cesa
159 Caes
t1 Coses
38 Caes

Tools (610 lbs.)
ai 8,1and
Pliers (3377 tbs.)
Hand Tools (422 lbs.)
8
it sly
Pliers
Potytrip Pliers
Snips
Chisels (1445 lbs.)
Pliers
JaPaz
Hand Tools (9711 lbs.)
Rand Tools (7326 lbs.)
Wrench Sets (2778 lbs.)
Hand Tools (11,225 lbs.)
Pliers (2130 lbe.)
Pliers
Vise Grip Wrenches (2771 lbs.)
Hand Tools & Porting]
(3497 lbs.)
Hand Tools (5242 tbs.)
end Tools (9670 lbs.)
Had Too.. (6820 lbs.
Hand Too d (12,669 lbs.)
Pliers
send Toole (659 luaP.)
Hlod Tools (19,88 tbs.)
1Ran Tools (10,003 lbs.)
Rend Tools (4600 tbs.)
Rend Tools (6603 lbe.
Hand

Nsw York

w is

V. a. Ksetiag, IY
Pons & Co., ETC
Order
J.l.Nertard, Chic.
N. G. Jeaesl, Hinoapolis
Universal Co., Motreal
Fuller Tool Co., Montreal
Order
loyal 14ias.Corp.. LIC. NY
Order
Tenpo ProduCtsCo., NYC
lamer ladustries, St. Louis

= PrdcsCo.. T

O0oMaIchine Co.. Fbilt.
Tempo Products Co., NYC
P. A. erwacki
Teapo Products Co.. NYC
La & Karshallco. ,TIc. ,1TC
An o Affiliated Corp., ETC
Order
Order
P. A. BernAcki
lo"al Ms.Corp.,LIC, Ny
Order
Pioneer Mss. Co., Montreal
Pioneer Hise. Co.. Torosto

1976

Quantity
249
371
100
11

Cases
Cames
Cese
Pklgs.

16 Cases

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

reek Idn
Prduct

,

April 10. 1962 - oeatiwed
Fort
Cotry
lairyof
New York

Hand Tools
Hand Tools (23.862 lba.)
Hmers (6820 b.)
Pocket Handy Tool Cutters
(1216 lbs.)
Pocket Handy Tool Cutters

Japan

"
o
Germansy .slttmore
Hong Kong Los Angeles
"
"
Mimi
Japan
Philadelphia
"
San Francisco
England

(1869 1bW.)

9

"
"

"

o

t

to

to

60
I
117
97
24
100
265
4

Cases
Case
Ctna
Ctns
Case
Pka.
Cases
Cases

Fuller Wrenches
Ramers
Hand Tools
Hand Tools
Hand Tools
Hand Tools
Mechanical Hand Tools
Pliers

38
7
95
100
24
190

Cases
Cases
rkgs.
Caes
Cases
Caes

legland
Hand Tools (1196 bs.)
IT7
Pliers (1492 lbs.)
Japa
Hand Tools
Rand Tools
Rand Tools (1896 lbs.)
Hand Tools, etc.,
(19,360 lbs.)
Rand Tools (1388 be.)
Hand Tools (8523 lbe.)
Hand Tools (3836 lb.)
Namers (550 1bW.)
Hand Tools (18,248 1bW.)
Fuller Slip Joint Pliers &
Wrenches, Adj., Carded
"
(10.740 lbs.)
Hand Tools (6670 1.)
Hand Tools (5400 lb.)
Combination End Wrenches
(5,061 lbs.)
Kech. Rand Tools (5909 lbs.)
Hand Tools (12,753 1bW.)
Rand Tools (12,919 tb.)
Hand Tools (9555 lbs.)
Hand Tools (8034 lb.)
Hand Tools
Hand Tools (11,660 lbs.)
Hand Tools (3898 bW.)
Rand Tool Sets (8433 bs.)
Rand Tools (1900 lbs.)
,aed Tools (9810 lbs.)
PFamdTools (26,830 Ibs.)
Slip Joint Fliers (5760 tbs.)
Rand Tools (1411 lbs.)

Covollane
Order
Pioneer Ndis. Co.. IC
D. S.Andrews, ETC
lipo Producta

Ed

Im rtCorp.

t Corp.
Fuls. O
V. L Co., Richmoud
Lao Ilpply
Fed Bros.
Southland Trading Co.
Order
UlTC,Bait.
eJams
S. Bar,
P. V. Voolordt

Week IndL*a April 17. 1962

30 Cases
128 Pks.
83 Caes
10 Cases
402 Cass
145 Cases
34 Cases
100 Cases
72 Cases
84 Cases
253 Cases
185 Pds.
119 Cases
2(4 Cases
30 Cases
246 Cases
36 Cases
280 Cases
20 Cases
80 Cases
1,060 Cses
30 Cases
20 Cases
4,205

Week Indlut April 24.
7 Cases
33 Cases
14 Cases
352 Pkgs.
40 Cases
220 Cases
476 Casts
100 Pko.

Mechaics' Rand Tools
(922 lbs.)
Wrenches (5827 lbs.)
WrscheA (3650 1bs.)
HatdTools (20.944 lbs.)
Pocket Randy Tool Cutters
Nard Tools (10.492 tW.)
Raid Tools (10,492 316.)
Hand Tools (6574 lb1.)

England
Germay

NE York

to

Order
J. 3. Bernard, Chic.
Minneapolis
. G. Jaes,
Ross Prod., Lac.,ITC
Academy Import Corp.
Pioeer des. Corp.. IMTC
" marine dld. Tr. Co., ETC
e. G. Jensen, Mimearolis
J. N. Graan 4 Co., Isc. ,5YC
Seemy Import Co., Chic.
Jams 8. Baker, NYC, salt.

11
".
f
f

of
IS
I
so

"

It

Fuller Orient Corp.
Tempo Products Co., NYC
Order

"

to,

Fuller Orient Corp.
J. H. Grehm & Co., Inc.,tYC
Royal Mdas. Corp., NYC
J. H. Graha= & Co., Inc.,UYC
Banner Inu4ttiee, St. Lois
Order
Sanyei I Corp., NYC
Lang & Mershll Co.,Ic.,
.
C
Lang & Marhall C*o.,Isc.,RYC
Chase aak, NYC
Marine Hidl. Tr. Co., NIC
1. W. Woolworth Co., NYC
Order
Fuller Orient Corp.
Jerome TrdS. Co.

to $
"

"

"

I

s
"

N
"
to

1962
ne

Japan
to1

W. R. eating, NYC
Atlas Hard are, NYC
Atlas Hardware, VYC
Pioneer Hdse. Corp., NYC
Kanan Mercantile
Order
Order
N. 0. Jensen, isnapolis

1977

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

Week g

.olmai.L..56 lke.
10 Caeos
it Cases
20 Cases
143 Cases
t26 Cases
39 Cases
12 Case
t16 Cases
V
247 CtAm
'7 Ps
218 Ctna
!18 Cases
6 Cocoa
79 Ctns
59 Ctns
20 Cases
154 Cases
153 Fkgs.
Slfge.

S Cases
/ 135 Cases
1
19
520
24
29

Coec
Cases
Cases
Cases
Cases

45 Cases
380 Caes
1 2 Cas:
80 Cases
43 Pk.
33 Cases
34 Caeos
30 Coasd
265 kas.
20 Coes
333 lbs.
85 Coces
163 Cases
39 Cases
100 Cases
45 Cases
127 Cacs
83 Cases
63 Cases
459 Cases
30 Caes
59 Case&
4 Cases
1 Case
281 Cases
145 Ctns
162 Ceoes
284 Coaes
30 Ctns

Prodct

b a AriL

Jam"
Hand Toole
an Toot (714 lb.
It
HandTools
(2920
Ibe.
to
pliers &
I
WrmL boe (9131 lb.)
81T Joist Pliers
(.874 lb..) 4
Ad. Wrenches (4295 lb..)
t
Pltors (2311 lbs.)
File$, UspS, Wrenches, etc..
(11 to"
Poland
Jepas
Had Tools
Hand Tools
Hand Tools
"
Pocket Handy Tool Cutters
Hand Tooles
Hoad Tools
to
Hood & Carde. Tools
Flier
"
Hand Tools
t
Hand Tools (2085 lbs.) &
1
Hand Tools (3193 lb..)
Week odWin&bay 1.
Scredrivers
Pliers, Pincers & Face
Tools
Stel Wrenchs (138 lb..)
Hand Tools (1282 lb..)
Hand Tools
Hand Tools (3540 lb..)
Wrenches, Burs,
Pliers.
Tool Kits, etc..
(5739 lb..)
Hand Tools (2103 lb..)
Hani Tools (10,006 lb..)
Fliers (451 lbe.)
Hand Tools
Wrenches
Hand Toole
Hand Tools,
Lover Puncha
Hand Tools
Hand Tools
Hand Tools
Hand Toole
Hand Tools
Hand Tools
Hand Tools (6463 lbs.)
Hand Tools (2398 lb..)
Wrench gets (3800 lbs.)
Hand Toole (1320 lbs.)
Sand Tools (9872 lbs:
Hand Tools (6040 bs .
Hand Tools (9629 lbs.)
Hand Tools
Pliers (3045 lbs.)
Wrenches (3000 lbe.)
Chisels (933 lbs.)
Pliers (396 lbs.)
Mechanics & Garden Toole
Hand Tools
Mechanics' Hand Tools
HechanLes' Hand Tools
Hers

4.Fort
1962 .1- osotamod

_ffiUL

501112....
Nem York

,

N

It "
o
"
t
Baltimoro
"

lost..
Jacksonville
Los Aaeolos
"
to
truce
8anFrosciace
"
I
Seattle
1962
Tork

Ceiae
V. 0. Jmesm, Baltimoro
Order
Jmis 8. aker. Sam Freos eoo
It'l.

Itped.. Chicago

lll Qrisot Corp.
ull r LOst Corp.
Lan & Morshall Co., Iso.,YC
x I & Co.
P. 0. Joses, Ma eapolia
Volchem.Ko
Valtham Tool e :2
.
American Kato*Pep Dle
J
Baler,
Duncan,' ETC
It'l.
Z
,odW
U .Cie.
Order
Order

Witharlby Products lv
J. I. Grahd & Coo.,lAC.,
e
Order
P.A.S raockL
wormon G. Joes.
Mivapolls
Notmn 0. Jessao MI polis

Japta

to

tot
to

to

to

of

,

I

to

to

1

to

to

,,

1.

1

to

w,9

prsaI FdS. & stor*"t, WC
C67IrI. .110
Usa Lat&Marshall
ito Isp.
Uapross fyd8 . & Storage, NTC
Order
American Shipping Co., ITC
Anglo Affiliated Corp., E
Lag & Marshall Co.,Inc.,ETC
Rib. Filer 4 linder Co.,
Fall liver, Mass.
Academy Import Co.
V. 0. Jeson, Mineapolis
Lang & Marshall Co.,I-€., rYC
ISyei my Corp., NYC
Pioneer Me. Corp.. WIC
Acadeny Import Co.
1. G. Jensen, Minneapolis
1. HiltebeS Inc..NTC
Lang & Marshall Co. .Isc. RETC
TempoProducts Corp.. IrTi
Tempo Products Corp. .1
J. U. Graham Co. loc., TC
Shinko Sasgyo Trdg. Co. N YC
Pioneer Mds. Corp..
TC
Fuller Orient Corp.
Intern. gaped., Chicago
Marine mid. Tr.. NEC
I. Jadow
Goodwin olve.
West Coast mercantile
J. S. taker, KYC, Slat. .P kil.
J. S. Baker, NYC, lalt.,Fbil.
Seaway Imp.

1978
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WORTS OF HZCHAHICS' HAMSERVICE TOOLS INTO U.S.A.

..(aatLLt
S Cases
14
2
19
9
15
518
'0
441

Cases
Cases
Cane
Cas se
Cases
Cases
Case
Flp.

15
105
201
193
90
107
14
120

Cases
Pkgo.
Cases
Case$
Cases
Cases
Cases
Case

200
7
919
71
292
54

Cgsre
Casae
Cases
Cases
Cases
Ctna.

Cs.

.

f

.....

Country

1oechaslcel Had Tools
(610 lbs.)
oen1sad
Pliers (2,530 lbs.)
t
Usnd Tools (746 lbs.)
"
Pliers (3.681 lbs.)
Pipe Wrenches (2.750 Ibe.)Gexuasy
Pliers
Italy
Usnd Toole
Pliers
endTools (25,677 lbs.)
Rad Tools (6.260 lbs.)
Fliers (529 lbs.)
Wreaches (10.555 lbs.)
Used Toole (11,098 lb.)
"
Used Tools (25.977 lbs.)
Road Tools (6,920 lbs.)
end Tools (.166 lbs.)
Uend Tools (2.562 lbs.)
Offset Zers 4 MRpSLa
Chisels (3 360 lbe.)
Used Tools (0,498 lbs.)
Red Toole (360 lbe.)
Red Toole (61,679 lbs.)
Head Tools (5,136 lbs.)
t
eand Toole (l,9l0 lbs.)
Ued Toole
Head Tools

WeAk l "ts
12 rhs.
11 Caseas
30 Cases
3 Cases
4 Cases
3.Cases

1 Case
123
212
196
466
87
100
207
250
25
15
17
60
313
40
100
65
341
160
17

Cose
Cses
Ye.
Cases
Cases
Cases
Caes"
Co es
Cases
Cases
Cases
Cases
Cases
Caes
Cases
Cases
Cus"
Cases
C-ase

Part . of
Rn

tr.

York
te
o
to

to
to

to

0

to
to

,
is

Beltlmore
Los AnSgeles

N

3 to

V. a. xsating
Feso. & Co. IYC
Americae Exproess
Peesos & Co. NYC
Order
J.I. Bereard, Fbil..Chie..Y
Lssg & Marshall, NYC
Order
Pioneer Mdee., INYC
C. Jensen. Misnepolis
Fuller Orient Corp.,
Fuller Orent Corp.
0. Jesse',
ioeespolils
Pioneer Mde., NC
Victor Machinery lUxksege
Order
SULAko8saogw Trads. , rYC
Lag 4 Marshall., NYC
Broebser Brea.. INY
Arrow Metal Prod.
irectwer Stes., IC
I. Nilteberg, NYC
Pioneer dsoe., IM
Norma 0. je-ses. Nismspolts
Coodkin Rardare

MaT 15. 1962

Screwdrivers (1.558 11be.)
NowdYork
New
Fliers (1,961 lbs.)
r
FLie
Cutting
DtAVQ&L
(4,050 tbs.)
Frsto
Had Tools (1,484 lbe
Gee
n
.
Uand Toole (827 lbs.)
Fockst Red Tool Set
Conway
"
(343 lbs.)
re
Carving Tools & Ie
Italy
(537 lbs.)
to t
J,)ra
Used Tools (7,414 lbs
Tools (14 576 IN
eed Tools (13.125 1N
Usd Tools (24,68
Lk
o
Need Toole (3,629 Ike,
to,
Swe & Fliers (4 740 Lbs.)
1
Uead Tools (13,h 11H
to
1 .
Used Tools (15,000 IN
to
to
Read Toole (725 lbs.)
Used Tools (1.215 lbs
Ueed Tools (2,732 lbe )
imers A:es Pliers
(31.614 lbs.)
Used Tools (4.160 lbs,
UsNd Tools (8.467 lbs,
Screwdrivers (3 990 11
Ised Tools (13.481 1b4
Tools (6,720 lbe
Tod
Vices, Screwdrivers, IOut
Driver Sets (2.605

. Coo ieLoe

No

"'to
" 11

Rosenberg Bros.. S Uittsm,WT
F. W. Woolvorth
Llod Asoc. Ltd., NYC
C. . Osborn
Romel Ilsloder, NYC
9quipuent Distr. Corp.
Sculpture Assoc.
Lang G& rsball, NYC
Stealcraft Tool
J. a. Greh,-, YC
Stelcraft Tool
Lan Kats
& Marshall
NYC in
idland Trust.
Order
Order
PW.Voworth
loyal Mde.,

LIC. NY

Puller Orent Corp.,
Marne Mdled Truet. NYC
. 1. & Co.
Maneso Midland Trust. NYC
Roal Mae., LIC. NY
F. V. Woolworth
press ftd.,

1979

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1.962

Week .ndisn Key 15. 1962 - contisd
Quantity
130 Ctan.
S0 Ctan.
135 Cta.
9 Caes
225 Cases
35 Cases
250 Cases
334 Ctas.
5" Cta.
40 Ctns.
USC t".

Country

Product
"and Tools
Hand Tools
Hand Tools
Hand Tools
Hand & Nechantcal Tools
Hand Tools
Rand Tools
Hand Tools
Hand Tools
Homers
Hand Tools

- Port of Rntry

Cossiiaee

Ja

Boston
Norfolk

American
Ixpres Fhil.
Jas
S. Maker,

Hong
Jag" 1ou.

Los
1It Angeles
"

Coast Mercantile
Vest
tadard
Jaes
S. Brand
Baker, Pet
Phil.

Si

Sollyood Acees.
Order
Jaies S. Baker. Phil.
Y Ndse., NTC
t
Lefco International
San Francisco banner Industris, St. Loums
Philadelphia
Portland

ft

Week 9ndinx May 22nd. 1962
25
1
13
50
33

Cases
Cases
Cases
Cases
Cases

196 Cases
63 Cases
50 Cases
70 Cases
186 Coaes
40 Cases
53 Cases
110 Cases
85 Cases
136 Pkgs.
317 Cases
23 Cases
10 Cases
40 Cases
6 CaSes
59 Cases
35 Cases
20 Cases
70 Cases
30 Cases
66 Cases
17 Cases
96 Case
10 Cases
10 Cues
12 Cases
291 Cos"
67 Cases
129 Cases
74 Cases
8 Caes
8 Cas
"M

Pliers (4,812 lbs.)
Pliers (293 lbs.)
Pliers (2,708 lbs.)
Hammers
Screodrivors. Pliers
(2,605 lbs.)
Rand Tools (7,150 lbs.)
Rand Tools (9,776 lbs.)
Hand Tools (2,975 lbs.)
Hand Tools (3,375 lbs.)
Hand Tools (13,376 Iba.)
Carded Slip Joint Pliers
(6,2H 2
(.)
Rand Tools (3,775 lbs.)
Hand
Hand Tools
Tools (3,775
(12,"Sb lb.)
lbs.)
Rand Tools (9,882 lbe.)
Hand Tools (12,153 lbs.)
Grip Wrench Pliers
Tinser Snips
Hand Tools (1,800 lbs.)
Hand Tools (3,374 lbs.)
Hand Tools (3,733 lbs.)
Hand Tools (2,393 lbs.
Rand Tools (1.453 lbs.)
Hand Tools (3,991 lbs.)
end Tools (5,623 lbs.)
Hand Tools (3,420 lbs.)
Hand Tools (2,291 lbs.)
Rand Tools (1,571 lbs.)

egaland
Germany
Italy
Japan

Hand Tools (960 lbs.)
Hand Tools (372 lbs.)
Rand Tools (12,778 lbs.)
Wrenches (3,032 lbs.)
Haire & Wrenches
(7,193 lbs.)
Pocket Too. Cutters
(5,838 lb.1.) a
Screwdrivers
Vre.chea
Rand Tools

"
It"
"
"

"
I

New York

of
"

"

"1
"
"
to1 "
"

"

?Saoa & Co.. NYC
V. Dixon, Newark, NJ
J.I.lBernard. Phil. ,Chic.,NYC
Tempo Products, NTC
Pentapco Inc.
Royal Hdse., LIC, NY
Shinko Sangyo Trdg., OTC
F. V. Woolworth
Americen Express, Boston
G. Jens, Minneapolis
Fuller Orient Corp.
Hagemeyer Trds. NTC
Anglo-Affiliated Corp. ,NTC
Academ
Import
J. H. Crhan,NY
Royal MdO., LIC, NY
Anglo Affiliated Corp.,NTC
Anglo Affiliated Corp..lNYC
J. H. Grahm, NYC
T
Products. STC
Anglo Affiliated Corp.,NTC
Banner Ind.'St. Loui
Tempo Products. NYC
TC
Tempo Products,
reliance Made., Chic.
Anglo Affiliated Ceep.,NTC
Tempo Products, NTC
Pioneer dase., NYC

"

Re"|sliance
Mae., Chic.
Seaway Import
ongLang
&Marsbll, NYC
Order - Chicago

Baltimore
Cleveland
Loas Angeles

American Knife Co.
G. Jsneen, Minneapolis
Harrold Tool
Frank P. Do, NYC

"

Iateral Expaditer, NYCChic.
Italy
Germay
Japan

1980

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

Week EndiApMay

QuantLty

Country

Product

P1tiers
Pliers (216 lbs.)
Pliers (2,798 lbs.)
Plier9 (1,575 tbs.)
Hand Tools (9,272 tbs.)
Hand Tools (4,798 Ibs.)
Head Tools (2,471 lbs.)
Hand Tools (320 lbs.)
10
Hand Tools (3,315 lbs.)
37
Hand Tools (7,197 lbs.)
342
Head Tools (21,949 lbs.)
407
Hand Tools (4,376 Ibs.)
80
Pliers (2,316 lbs.)
12
Comb. Box Open End
72
renches (4,846 1bs.)
Hand Tools
43 Case
12 Caes Hand Tools
373 'ks. 1;.' d Tools
12 Cises Hand Tools
338 Ciess Hand Tools
154 Comes Heand Tools
Hand Tools
1S Cease Hand Tools 5 4 0
lbs.)
Hand Tools ( 49
20 Cases
Hand Tools
472 Ctas.
30 Cases
Pliers (6,088 0bs.)
16 Cases Screw Drivers
Hand Tools
257 Ctae
It Cases Wrenckes
185 Ctns. Hand Tools
so etas. Hand Tools
2 Cases Steel Wrenches
25 qftes Hand Tools & Bags
Hand Tools
177 caase
Hand Tools
445 case
15 Cases Hand Tools
278 Cases Hand Tools
33 Cases Hand Tools (1,570 lbs.)
Hach. Hand Tools
26 Cases
r w1i
e
(1,683 lbs.)
70 Cases Hsre
16 Cases Hand Tools
47 Cases Hand Tools
l14
I
12
8
115
34
25

Cases
Case
Cases
Cases
Cases
Cases
Pkgs.
Cases
Psgs.
Cases
Cases
Cases
Cases
Cases

t

0

0

29, 1962
Consipne

Port of Entry
Hew York

Enstand
Germany

John H. Graham, NYC
W. Dixon, Newark, NJ
N.G. Jensen, Hinneapoll
J.E.Bernsrd,PhtIl. ,Ch c.,NYC
Tempo Prod.. NYC
Academy Import
Lexnternational, NYC
Viking Isportrads
Lefco international. NYC
H. I. & Co.
Pioneer Mds.. NYC
Henry C. Schaerf, IM
Fuller Orient

Italy

Japan
'

'*

Fuller Orient

Academy Iort
Anglo Affi I lted5 WKC
N.G. Jenes, Nimeapolis
P. A. Msrnacht
loyal Mde., 1AC.. OFY
Z. Mtltenbeig 14m., NYC
AnSlo Affillsted, NYC
P. A. Bernadki

'

Order
Ens and
Italy
Japan
Speda
Japan

Boston

Amer.

Chicago

I. W. Woolworth

Express

N.G. Jansen, Minneapolis
Pap Boys
Lace Supply
James G. Wiley
". P. Dow., NYC
Philadelphia Standard Pressed Steel, Pa.
San Francisco Reliance Mdee.. NYC, Chic.
Order
Seattle
Jame S. Baker, Phtla,
Seaway Import
Order
Jams S. Baker, PaUfs.
Houston
Los Angles

England
ist"

James S. Baker, Phila.
B. 1. Anderaon
Order
Order

#

0

t#

C

1981

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

IMPORTS
Of HECHANICS' HANDSERVICETOOLSINTO U.S.A.
Week Ending Jume 5. 1962
Quantity
3 Cases
12 Cases
12 Cases
60 Cases
42 Cases
30 Cases
62 Cases
72 Cases
60 Cases
40 Came*
304 Cases
427 Caoes
182 Cases
81 Caes
51 Cases
372 Cases
19 Cases
103 Cases
80 Case@
536 Pkgs.
10 Ceaes
410 Cas$
4 Cases
56 Cto.
4 Cases

Country
Pliers (44 lbs.)
Egland
Pliers (1,579 lbs.)
Japan
Hand Tools (852 lbs.)
Hand Tools (3.300 lbs.)
Hand Tools (2,525 lbs.)
Hand Tools (1,460 lbs.)
Hand Tools (11,780 lbs.)
Flex Screwdriver Sets
lbs.)
Hand Tools (i1,100
Hand Tools
Hand Tools (L4,172 Ibs.)
lbs.)
(20,936
Hand Tools
Hand Tools (12,512 lbs.)
Randy Tool Cutters
(9.842 lbe.)
Hand Tools (5,449 lbs.)
Hand Tools (19,869 lbs.)
Hand Tools (2,547 lbs.)
Hand Tools (4,425 lbs.)
Hand Tools (7,100 lbs.)
Hand Tools
Hut Driver Sets
Wrench Sets
Pliers & Hippers (779 Lbs.)Sveden
Hand Tools
Japn
Hand Tools (19,166 lbs.)

Port of Entry

Constene
Pennon & Co., ETC
Lloyd Assoc., NYC
Tempo Prod., VTC
Mego Corp.
Waltham tool. Waltbaw,Ma s.
Anlo Affiliated Corp. NrC
de., Chic. .
Relanc
Nors&* . JensanMin
H I & .0.
erda:"
Eo;al Mdse., LIC, NT
'rder
Order

Baltimore
Seattle

American Knife. Jacksonville
Order
loyal Mdee., LIC, MY
Peter A. lerncki,
Angtlo Affiliated Corp. NYC
M. I. & CO.
Pioneer Mdse.. ITC
Lang & Marshall, NYC
Lang & Mreall, ETC
RmAl Riglander, IC
N. G. Jensen, Minneapolis
Order

Week Iodine June 12. 1962
Rngland
Pliers (1336 lbs.)
Pipe Wrenches (2420 tbs.) Germany
Pliers (242 lbs.)
Slip Joint Pliers (18481b)Italy
Water Pump Pliers (1551 Ro) "
Japan
Hand Tools (8368 lbs.)
Hand Tools (32,386 lb..)
Hand Tools (1500 lbe.)
Hand Toole (7178 lbs.)
Hmer, Pliers, Adjustable
'drenches
kqandTools (13977 Ib.)
219 PKSa.
Piers &
20 Cases
Wr, noh Sets
150 Cases
4 PkSB.
Hand Tools (2116 lbs.)
Water Pump Pliers
12 Cases
76 Plgs. Hand Tools
Hand Tools
22 Pikg.
Hand Tools
86 Cases
Hand Tools
128 Cases
Hand Toole
195 Cases
49 Cases
Hand Tools
105 Pkse. Dunlap Wrenches
Hand Tools
125 Casas
Hand Tools (527 lbs.)
17 Cases
Hand Tools (745 lbs.)
10 Cases
Hand Tools (3969 lbs.)
100 Cases
Adjustable Wrenches (977311)
56 Cases
Hand Tools (2240 lbs.)
40 Cases
Hand Tools (5173 lbs.)
34 Cases
Hand Tools (6940 lbs.)
120 Cases
Hand Tools (12,375 lbs.)
255 Cases
Hand Tools
507 Cases
Hand Tools (2536 lbs.)
50 Cases
45 Cases
8 Cases
I Case
12 Cases
14 Cases
126 Coms
606 CaseS
r6 Cases
IC5 Cases
155 Cases

York

Order
Durat Mfg.
William Dixon, Newark, N.J.
Henry C. Schaerf Co., ETC
leary C. Scbaerf Co., NYC
Order
Pioneer Mdae., IT
Order
Order
Intl. lved., NYC, Chic.
Horman G. Jensen, Mine.
Marine Midland Trust

Nor an G. Jansen, Minm.
Marine Midland Trust
Norman G. Jensen, Minn.
Z. Miltenberg. Inc., NTC
Shinko Sangyo TrdZ., ETC
Order
Norman G. Jensen, Minn.
Pioneer Mdes. Co., NTC
Puller Orient Corp.
Anilo Affiliated Corp., NYC
Order
J. H. Grahm, NYC
TC
Tempo Prod.,
Puller Orient Corp.
Tempo Prod., ETC

Acd

po

NY

Pioneer Mde., NC
ROyal Mme., LIC, NY
Mar ne Midland Trust

1982
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Quantity

Country

Product

60 Sd1g. So
118
Files, Pliers, Wrenches
Cases
(9 tons)
257 Cases
Hand Tools
76 Ctns.
Hand Tools
Hand Toole
52 Caes
248 Ctoar Hand Tools
Hand Tools
38 Ctne
Hand Tools
19 Cases
Mechanical Tools
77 Ctns
Mechanica' Tools
85 Cases
48 Ctns
Hand Tools
13 Ctna.
Hand Tools
Hand Tools
1,940 Cases
202 Caes
Hand Tool.
Hand Tools
63 Cases
94 Coame
Hand Tools
222 Cases
Hand Tools
Hand Tools
97 Cases

Poland
Japan

"f

Port of sntry

New York
saltimore
I"
Galvestoo
Anselsai
Los
"
"
Philadelphia
PortlaodOre.
t"
to"
San Francisco
Seattle
"

"
n

COlSIGN

Lang & Marshall,
YC
Norman G. Jensen, Minn.
m
Norman 0. Jenen, Mir .
N. Y. 1doe., NYC
G L Co.
C onet Store.
Order
Joe. S. Baker,NTC,Balt.
Fritz
Jas. S. Saker,NTC,Salt.
V. England Agency
Jos. S. Esker,ETC,Balt.
Order
Order
Ja. S. laker,NYC,Salt.
Order
First Matt. City Bank

T.37
Week Ending June 19,
5 Cases
5 Cases
16 Cases
27 Cases
259 Cases
175 Pkgs.
41 Cases
506 Cases
40 Cases
34 Cases
160 Cases
89 Cases
343 Cases
50 Cases
55 Cases
222 Cases
114 Cases
L46 Cases
L69 Cases
134 Cases
61 Pkgs.
80 Cas
591 Pkgs
67 Ct-s
20
31
792
420

Cases
Cases
Pkgs.
Cases

68 fkgs.
110 Cases
70 Fkgs
60 C-.lee
260 Cases
147
100
70
288

Cases
Cases
Cases
Cases

20 Cases
548 fkgs

island
Pliers (699 tbs.)
ong Kong
Screw Drivers
Pliers (3,546 lbe.)
Japan
Fliers (1,377 lbs.)
Hand Tools (15,306 lbs.)
Hand Tools (4,210 lbs.)
Hand Tools (2,269 lbs.)
Hand Tool. (15,877 lbs.)
Hand Tools (3,360 lbs.)
Hand Tools (23,521 lbs.)
Had Tools (7,410 tbs.)
Hand Tools (6,436 lb,.)
and Tools (9,411 lbs.)
Hand Tools (5,770 lba,)
Hand Tools (2,225 lbs.)
Hand Tools (11,673 lbs.)
Hand Tools (5,460 lbs.)
Hend Tools (8,219 lbs.)
Comb Wrench Sets (8,649 1bW.)"
Hand Tools (6,400 lbs.)
Band Tools (3.281 lbs.)
Himers
Hand Tools (26,440 lb.)
Combo lox-Open End
"
Wrenches (4,499 lbs.)
Eylot Pliers (4,300 lbs.)
rs
Tublalr Claw |;F
Sand Tools (16,021 lbs.)
Sledge Siners
(25,920 lbs.)
Hand Tools (8,530 lbs.)
Hand Tools (7,355 lbs.)
Mech. Sand Tools(3,317 lbs.)
Hand Tools (3,958 lbs.)
Poer uts, Circle Cutter
& wrench Sets (6,620 1bW.)
Rand Tools (7,541 lbs.)
Sand Tools (3 635 lbs.)
socket Sets (4,762 lbs.)
amrs & Pliers
(29,213 lbs.)
socket Wrench Sets
(3,616 lbs.)
Hand Tools (17,876 lbs.)

1962
New

Penson & Co., ETC
Reliance Mdee. Co. Chic.
J.3.lernsrd,Phil. ,Chic. ,UTC
Intern. Expediters. Chic.
Normn G. Jense, Nina.
Lans & Marshall, NYC
9. Miltenberg, NTC
Lang & Marshall, NYC
Lang & Marshall, YC
Marine Midland Trust
Lei% & Marshall, ETC
Order
Lang & Marshall, NTC
Tompf Prod., NTC
nglo Affiliated, NYC
lasarin STm., NYC
Or
An to Affiliated, ETYC
loyal Mdae., LIC, IY
Waltham Tool Mfg.
Lang & Marshall, EYC
Pioneer Mdse., ETC
Fuller Orient
Sac-A-Brand Prod.
Anglo Affiliated, ETC
Lang & Marahall, UTC •
Ataka NY Inc., NTC
Tempo Prod., NTC
Victro Machinery Exchange'
J.H. Grohm , NYC
J.H. Crahm, ETC
Long & Marshall, ETC
Order
loyal Kdes., LIC, NY
Lang G Marshall, ETC
Puller Orient
Terra International
loyal Mdse., LIC, NY

1983
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Week IndimtJaes 19. 1962 - Co@Sttm#d

Part of eLtmu
20
69
2
91
4
6
45

Ceas
Cases
Cuses
Cts.
Cases
Ctns.
Cases

MPkgs.

le

Japes
lNd Tools (970 lbs.)
Pliers & Vises (5,687 lbs.)Pelsm
Pliers (704 lbs.)
Japan
Rand Tools
Englad
land Tools
ode
imers
Jaa
lend Tools
JPanm
Read Tools
Week BdaLJAne

Baltimere
bottom
portland,Ore.
Ian Frmoctsoo

a

a

a

Cousinem.

Order
Lane 6 Marsall,

T

orman 0. J6eee, Kim.
T. D. Dorst
mar Stonl Fred.
Jae S. Dkear, Phil&.
F. N. laping

6. 1962

Pllirs
1ailead
pl irs
Fane
Rand Tools (1 214 lb.)
Pliers (427 lt;.)
Janeu
Screw Drivers (1 680 Iba.)
and Tools (42,Wo lube.)
land Tools ( 1,239 lbs.
Wrenches, Pliers
(19,679 lbs.)
Hand Tools (29,560 lbs.)
456 Fke
21 d as. Hand Tools (2,915 bs.)
Rand Tools (5,116 lbs.)
60 Cases
126 Cases &
528 Cass & Nd Tool. (13.404 lbs.)
18 Cases
"
laed Tools (20.252 lbs.)
312 Cases
Wrecbes (6,870 lbs.)
57 Woo.
pkam
land Tools
6 Cus.
0d81
lad Tools
118 Cases
Japea
land Tools
350 Ctn.
man
5 Cases
Lock Pliers
JeAre
lend Tools
155 Ctam.
2 Cases Tools, Mechanic (311 lbs.) 3'
igland
Hand Tools
15 Cases
is epan
Rand Tools
409 Ctse.
land Tools
50 Ctne.
Rand Tools
38 Cases
Rend Toole
58 Ctm.
Screw Driver Sets
15 Ctns.
Hand Tools
20 Ctes.
Pliers
7 Ctns.
117 Fkg2. Hand Tools
Hand Tools
9 Cases
4.466
21 Cases
209 Cases
4 Cans
2 Cases
40 Cases
941 Cases
21 Case
226 Coes

a

York

*

New

Tork

Lloyd Aasociats, Ltd.,SUTO
Jobe I. Gramm, IYC
Mel iglmader. NTC
V. Dion, ewerk, 1J
MerinsMidland
cechmer Iroe., ETC
Wll Trading, IC
Fller Ornset,
T
FPioeer des.,
Astra Trading, TO
Tempo Prod.4 ITC
Lamg 6 Marshall, ETC

"

"

It "
Bosm

"
Detroit
Los nGeles
I
"
lew Orleans
Fortlend,Ore.

San Francisco
Seattle

a

Order
J. Pascal, Wotreal
American Import
Order
Waltham Tool Mfg.
CoerciaI Electric
gs Gabriel Sursery Ilorist
Jame S. taker,salt.Yeil.1T
T. 2. Freoch
Frank P. Dow, ETC
Coodkia Rardeares
Jame S. Daker,Zalt.ftil.VT
I Kda., IT
IT Wdse., IMV
Y
ads., NYC
Dooadd Importers
Noran G. JenseaHinn.
Order

1984

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

EXHIBIT 3-B,

IMPORTS OF ALL SCREW PRODUCTS INTO U.S.A.
(Annual Total Case Qumtities, Lots, Packages, Trays, etc.)
From Shivs' Manifests Data - Jwort BulletLn - N. Y. journal of Commerce
WOOD,MACHIN E, TAPPING, CAP & SET SCREWS, STOVE BOLTS, NJTS
,--21,TRBW & SPIT WILS
TS C (Show on attached weekly report sheets.

C"98
"

CutsJ~4

, 1951
I..

700 -

19521 1953 1954 19551 19561 1957 1958

1959 1960

1961

1962

700

--

-

-650

650
600

'.600

550

-550

500
450

-

-

-

-500

-50
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-50

300

-

250
200
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50

250

-

--

-

--

200
150

----

150

300

_

.

...
1

1962 Estimated
Based on Average
let 6 Months
--

100
50
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IMPORTATIONS OF SCREWSBOLTS , NUTS &RVET.S
INTO .3.
162
a
DURING WEEK ENDING:

g
1,

OATADIIVlD r2ttM SNIPS' RMIFETS AT VAIiOMS V. S. PETS OF
STyAS IF RPRJCEDFtO IMPOtT SULETIN OF N. T. JOOS10AI.
Of C(NOES1W
(Co.fted bv Ceorge P. Sim., 53 Park Place, flow Tar 1, N. 1.)

/
-4afnt lIIt
155 Kegs
4 Cases
30 Kegs
22
194
29
22

Keas
KegS
Cases
Cases

126 Cases
87
49
12
248
37
69
6
3
as
101
3
10
53
43
689

,JUAVMTF
I'tfC4.orI

NUGHT IN 8Y [WOST ACEKYS
OR CON GNUS
p.., *t
countryy

Steel Bolts (I5 tocks)
Belgium
Braes Wood Screws
(779 lb..)
Machine Bolts & Nuts
(6,732 lbs.)
Carrie
bolts less Nuts &
Bolts (19 tons)
Flaig Bolts (5.364 lbs.)
Stainless Steel Hex auts
(6,444 lbs.)
nlwnd
Heavy Barrel Bolts
(6,613 lbs.)

Cases &
Drum
Steel uts (21,488 lbs.)
Steel & Brass Wood Screw&
Cases
france
Cals Bolts (47,740 lbs.)
Orums
Steel Wing, Nuts (7,676 lbs.) Ge,,any
Screws (6 tons)
Cases
Iron Rivets (1,335 lbs.)
Cases
Cases
Iron Nuts (7,317 lbs.)
Steel uts (8 tons)
Netherlands
Kegs
puts &
Kegs
Kegs
Bolts (10 tons)
Nuts (1,991 lbs.)
Cases
Screws & bolts (7,765 tbe.)ikes Ko0g
Cases
Bolts (3 tons)
Italy
Cases
Cases Square Head Steel bolts
(52 tons)
BrassScrews (5,755 lbs.)
24 Cases
95 Csets
Brass Screws &
3 Coes
Silicon Bronze Screws
(6 tons)
Bronze Vood Screws &
26 Cases
rSassWood Screws
12 Cases
(4,897lbs.)
Steel Sciews (9,040 lbs.) Japan.
60 Cases
85 Cases
Steel WocdScrews
(9,960 lbs.)
30 Cases Steel WoodScrews
(3,970 lbs.)
15 Cases
Split Rivets (1,980 lbs.)
Bolts (3,730 lbs.)
23 Caes
30 Cases
Bolts & Puts (4,521 lbs.)
72 Cases
Steel Machine Scrae
(13,671lbs.)
10 Cases
Slotted Steel Machine
Screws (7.640 lbs.)
Carriage Bolt^ &
99 Cases
39 Comes
Bolts & Nuts &
17 Cost#
Stove Bolts & Nuts
(24,219 lbs.)
21 Cases
Bolts (2,983 lbs.)
87 Cases
Black Lag Bolts
"
(14,246lbs.)
olts & Nuts (32,561 lbs.)
217 Cases

Fa.n ry

New York

rats Ijulep

Winter Wolff, NT, Charleatos
Amer. Dolt. & Scnees
H. Paquet. NYC
Order
Order
H. T. Kaudy.

MC

Farm Importing, NTC

H

to

"9
".

Aero Stop Nut Co .Newrk,1J
Nt. I. Kemedy,
Order
Order
Coetinental Fwdg.
. NYC
111
H Jordae
lnter-Maritimei
Fds., 11C
Reynolds Fasteners, klMys.
Chemical Bank of NY
"-"Ids Fasteners, bly*.
SyLmr Co., Boston
Rooi Corp.
Iater-Maritime Fwd., NYC
LaborAssoc., TC
Amer. Global Co., NYC
"Chemical Bank of NY
Dorf Overseas, Phil*.

to i

-Sylmar
Co., Boston
Chemical Bank of NY
larko lc., NYC, Boston
Anchor gxpasmion Bolt, NYC
Delta Overseas, Boston
L. Schiffer, Bklyn.
80O Fasteners, NYC

Clobe Mtachine Co., F ile.
Atoka NT Ise., rYC
lcO fasteners, RTC
Ateka IY Inc.,NYC

1986
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Week Ifdiman June 19. 1962 - Continued
0Maatity
53 Cases
20 Cases
51 Cases
84 Cases
70 Cases
495 Kegs
20 Cases
31 Kegs
34 Comes
159 hes.
39 Kegs
92 Kes
512 Pkgs.
14 Kegs
16 Kegs
100 Kegs
80 Kegs
327 Cease
19 Kegs
158 Kegs
113 Cases
50 Cases
55 Cases
610 Cases
450 Cases
25 Cases
90 Costs
50 Cases
115 Cases
114 Cases
67 Cases
139 Cases i
34 Ibls.
78 Ibls.
49 Kegs
109 Cases
160 Cases
58 Cases
10 Cases
Is Kegs
27 Cases
108 1kge.
520 Coke.
617 Kegs
65 Kegs
20 Kegd
74 Kegs
23 Cases
81 Kegs
30 Ciks
128 Kegs

Product

Cotr

Jag
bolts (9,369 lbs.)
Iron bots (2,4. lbs.)
Bolts &
Steel Screws (18.506 lbi.)
Screws (9,730 lbs.)
Nuts & bolts (63,040 lbs.)
Iron olts (2,340 lbs.)
Slotted Steel Stove Bolts
No Nuts (6,414 lbs.)
Slotted Steel Machine
Screws (4.817 lbs.)
steel bolts & Nuts
(87,876 lbs.)
Hex Head bolts less Nuts
(1,201 lb..)
Steel Dolts (16.63 the.)
Steel Screws, Bolts
(93,902 lbe.)
Bolts (1855 lbe.)
Steel uts (2,948 lbe.)
Machine Screw Puts
(26.200 lbs.)
Wood Screws (14,960 lbs.)
Steel Screws (46,490 lbs.)
Slotted Steel WoodScrews
(4,034 tbe.)
Steel Screws, uts & olts
(29.4 2 lbs.)
Steel Machine Screws
(18,320 lbs.)
Machine Bolts (9.03 lbs.)
Screws
Screws. uts & Bolts
(120.089 lbs.)
Foundation olts, Nuts,
Washers
Nuts (2,175 lbs.)
Steel Wing Puts
(9,813 lbs &
Stove Bolts & Nuts
(9,261 lb..)
Steel Stove bolts
(14,264 lbs.)
Machine Screws (18,264lbs.)
Steel Machine Screws
(7,602 lbe.)
Iron bolts &
Spain
Iron Nuts (24 tons)
Steel Bolts (7,700 Lbe.) Sweden
Bolts& Nuts (21,804lbs.)Japan
Netherlands
Steel Nuts (to tons)
Washers & Bolts
Japan
(111588 lbs.)
Netherlands
Steel Nuts (I ton)
gngland
Steel Nuts
Pop Rivets & Tools
Japan
machine Bolts
France
Bolts
Sweden
Screws, Nuts
Selilm
Nuts, Blk lex
Steel Nuts
Steel Bolts
Germany
Steel Nuts
Belgium
Steel Nuts
Italy
Steel Wing Nuts
Bolts
Steel

Consaimee

Port of gort
Now
a York
"

•

$wvring,6 Co.
Nrrc
Blank
David Knluear, NYC
MeadowBrook Natl Sank
Michael Co. of Amer. LA
Karv-2llis Cos NfYC
Order
leco Fastenrs, NYC
Order
Order
1. 3. Lamon
C 8 Cleveland
Order
a. a. Lamoon
Order
Order
Order
Order
Order

1eco Fasteners, NrC
D 9 Kasseler. NYC
Pastpak lIc.

L. Schilfer, 3lyll.
Fekr Br.s., NYC
northern Screw, NYC
Delta Overseas, Phila.
D. 1. Kessler. NYC
L. Schiffer, Sklya.
L. Schiffer, $Ilyn.

Baltimore

Boston
Chicago

Northern Screw, NYC
Order
r. P. askell
Order
Borneo Sumatra Tradies, NY
Reynolds Fasteners, Skly.
H. T. Kennedy, NYC
United Shoe Machy.,
Sumitomo Shoji, NYC
Order
Order
Reynolds fasteners. Sklyn'
Order
J. 1. Bernard, Vtl&,ChicN
Chase Manhattan Bank
J.S. Bernard, lhIlsCbIcNM
Order
Order

1987
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Week EndmA& Jve 19. 1962 - Cosgimmed
Quantity

470 Casks
433 Cases
28 Ebts.
25 Cases
879 K es
30 Kegs
40 Cases
60 Caes
245 Cases
127 Cases
157 Cases
94 Kegs
79 Kegs
950 Cases
20 Cases
37 Cases
17 1kgs.
220 Pkgs.
5 Cases
60 Cases
544 1kSs.
153 Caes
143 Cases
99 Drums
t Case
35 Drums
101 Kegs
28 Cases
10 Casks
42 Cases
62 Cases

Product

Contt

Bolts
Puts

France
Belgium

Iron Bolts
Steel outs

Ger
BeI ium

Steelnuts
Socket Head Cap Screws
Wing Nuts
Bolts, Nuts & Screws
Bolts, Nuts & Screws
Machine Nuts
Bolts
Nuts & Bolts
Nuts & Bolts
Screws
Screws

Germany
Japan

bolt.
nuts, Bolts& Weshers

Netherlands
Japan

Belgium
Sweden
Beltium
Japan

Port of

gt3

.

Cons iaee

Chicago

Order

Clewqlend

A. W. Fentor, NYC
A. W. restoa, NYC
K. Orba,
. Fhila.
A
Bolt d Screw, Detroit
Ajax Bolt & Screw Detroit

Detroit

International Bolt Products
Ajax Bolt & Screw, Detroit
Ajax Bolt & Screw, Detroit
International Bolt Products

Houston

Order

Los Angeles

James G. Wiley

Order
Prestige Hardware
United Industrial Hardware
Frank P. Dow, NYC
Bruce Duncan
Mattoon & Co.

Nuts & Bolts (908 lbs.)
Screws
Bolts
Nuta & Bolts

Carmichael ForwardLaS Service

Nuts & Bolts (28,619 tbe.)

"

I

to

Michael Co. of Amer.,
JOBes J. WIley
Furr Bolt & Scrw
Order

LA

Nuts, Bolts & Washers
Steel Nuts & Bolts

Germany

Steel Bolts
Steel Nuts
Screws
Carries
Bolts

Japan
Netherlands
BeIlium

New Orleans
"
"
"
"

Nisaho Amer. Corp. NYC
Chemical Bank NY Trust
Fisher Hardware

Japan

Philadelphia

Globe Nachinery, Phila.
Order
Globe Machinery Phila.
Order
Order
Order
Reynolds Fasteners, Bklyn.

"F.
P. Dow, NYC
Netherlands
"
1. P. Dow, NYC
t
Morehead City Frank P. Dow' NYC

(176 Ibe.)
Nuts & Bolts
Nuts & Bolts

(12,119 tbe.)
Bolts, Huts & Screws
Machine Screws
Steel Socket Head Cap
Screws
8 Cass
Nuts & Screws
18 Cases
Sc~rews
14 Cases
Steel Nuts
20 Drums Wood Screws &
2 Drums
Brass Wood Screws
76 Cases
Steel Bolts (15,219 lbs.)
Steel Nuts & Bolts(3 tons)
30 Cases
15 Cases
Nuts (2,886 lbs.)
Steel Nuts (12,520 lbs.)
63 Cases
Steel Nuts (1,621 lbs.)
9 Csets
294 Bass
Bolts
80 Base
Anchor Bolts
192 Caoes
Bolts
174 Ceses
Bolts
SteelWood Screws
37 Drums
t7 Cases Tubular .eBifurcated
Rivets (4,191 lbu)
17 Cases
SteelBifurcated Rivets
(2,866 lbs.)
t82 Cases
15 Cases
30 Cases

*

England
Japan
1
Netherlands
Scotland
Japan
England
Japan
England
Netherlands
Japan
Belgium
Gemany
England

Wilmington

H.1. Kennedy, NYC
Misnho Pacific
H. T. Kennedy, NYC
Ace Engineering
Northern Screw, NYC
Mercer Chemical
Lindo'ey lp.
& Exp.
Pan Amer. Trading
1. Orban. NY, Phila.
Siddle Purchase
H. To Kennedy, NYC

New York

Argus Shipping

Portland
San Francisco
"
"1
Savannah
Seattle
Tsmpa

Inter-Maritime Pwds.,

aa

A,

NYC
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TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 19 6 2

IMPORTATIONS OF SCREWS, .BOLTS, NUTS &IVET INT
DURING WEEK ENENNG: J. 2. 1962

..

A§

DAIA DE4lVtO FROMSHIPS' KANIISTS AT VARIOUSU. S. FnRTS OF
rFtN
11PO)T SULUIEN OF N. Y. J IURAL.OF COMMERCE
ENTRYAS RIPRODIUCED
(Cneq' lsd 6" CeerlP P. Syrue., 53 Park Place. New York 1. N. Y.)
,

-

(pl, n~tttry.

UIIANTITIF.S
(Jusocity~I

29 Kegs
9 Cases

BROUGHT

prod~
'It

PortS OR

IN IV IMPORT
3yaiw
IMF~l

Hexagon Nuts (6,536 Ibe.)

England

Mem York

Steel Wood Scrte

25 Caes
2 Cases

(1,625 lbs.)
Steel Rivets
Stainless Steel Hex Mute

40 druims

(538 lbs.)
Steel Machine Screws

27 Drums

Steel Bolts &

85 Druma

breel 'echins Screws
(12,030 ibs.)

2 Casee
2 Cases

Steel Bolts, Nuts
(19,096 lbs.)
Iron Rivets (2 tone)
Iron Rivets (277 lbs.)

"

screvq (11,733 1".P)

10 Casee

Nickel Plated Steel Muts
(1,826 lbs.)
Tooth Lockushere &
Steel Wing Nuts(3,130 lbs.)
bs.)
Steal Mute (13,664
Screws (11,733 lbs.)
lbs.)
Iron Nuts (1043
Iron Rivets (2.785 Ibs.)
Steel Wood Screwas & Stov
Hong Kong
Bolts (2.951 lbs.)
Italy
Steel Nuts (14,280 lbs.)
Steel Wing ute
Hexagon Mute (10 tone)
Bolts (30-1/2 tone)
Steel Mute (22,818 lbs.)
Japan
Bolts & Nuts (9,094 lbs.)
Screw uts (2,404 lbs.)
achins Steel Screw Nuts
(14,443 lbs.)
Carriage Bolts (2,811 lbs.)
Square Nute (9,923 lba.)
Bolts. Nuts, Screws
(6,130 lbs.)
Machine Screw* (13,279 lbs.)
Machine Screws (8,732 lbe.)
Machine olte(25,303 lbs.)

Drume
Case
Drums
Caes
Cases
Cases
Cases

84
17
142
385
241
42
15
50

Cases
Case@
Cases
Cases
Cases
Kegs
Cases
Kegs

15 Kegs
50 Kegs
50 Cases
88
60
130
112
25
126

1

Bolts & Puts (12,698 lbs.)
Bolts & Mute (38,096 lbs.)
Tubular Rivets (781 lbs.)
Screws & Muts (39 tons)
Iron Rivets
Steel Nuts (7 tons)
Steel Nuts
Steel Wood Screws
Screwas

H. T. Kennedy.

NYC

H.T. Kennedy,

NYC

Trust

Jg.
Bernard, Chicago
Northern Trading Corp.
a. H. Newuark, NYC
Sobel Shipping, NYC
Commonwealth Edison Co.
Sobel Shipping, NYC
leynolds Fasteners, Skiyn.
Kid-Continent Screw Prod.
Jacobson Kfg. ,KailworthMJ
Reynolds Fasteners, Sklyn.
Reynolde Fasteners, Sklyn.
Mfrs. Trust
Esco Pasteners, NYC
loco Fasteners, NYC
Reynolde Fasteners, Sklyn.
Atoka NY Inc.,

Sweden
"
Cerum7
Netherands
England
Japan
Germany

YC

Order
nrder
Costimental Fdg. , NYC
Northern Treding Corp.
Paul Rose, NYC

Cases
Cases
Kegs
Cases &
Bolts & Huts (15,054 lbs.)
Cases
Casee
Steel Stove Bolts
Kegs
Kegs
Case
Kae
Cases
Kegs
keso
Cases
able.

NYC

Mariz

NYC

D. 1. Kessler, NYC
Nichiman Co. ,NYC, Chic.
Nichimen Co.,NYC, Chic.
Mayfab Inc.

(15,959 lbs.)
60
180
4
520
16
85
15
14
84

H. T. Kennedy,

H. T. Kennedy. NYC
Shelley Prod., Huntiagton,Ll
kly
Columbian Metal Frem,
, NYC
Continental rdg.

Germany

63 Ctss
70
I
89
63
47
14
27

Order
H. T. Kennedy, NYC
later Maritime Pwd. ,

(13.758 lbs.)

48 Kges &
38 Cases

CONS IGNEES

Port nt
Ent t

Cou nl ry

Order
Baltimore
Boston
Cica
Chicago

Paul Rose
Reynolds fasteners, BkLyn.
H. T. Kennedy, NYC
I, H. Tate
Order

TRADE EXPANSION

Week EDdina
Quantity
6 Pkgs.

159 Caes
500 agsa
108 Kegs

17 Cass
'8 Drums

-

400 Sase
188 Cases
45 Fka.
204 Cask
42 Kegs
56 Ctia.
51 Cases
452 Kegs
213 Kess
80 Kegs
68 Pkgse.
142 Caes
20 Came.
934 las
328 lkSs.
35 Kes
204 Kes
168 Kes
106 kSe.
233 Drue@
10 Cagea
19 Caaa
608 Bass
517 Base
105 Bags
50 Cases
151 Kegs
40 Cases
6 Cases
35 Case
240 Cases
410 Bags
14 Casee
3 Cases
50 Caeas
40 Cases
266 Drum.

Jme 26,

Product

ACT OF 1982

1962 - Continsted

Country

Screws
Bolts, Nuta

Germany

Foundation Bolts
Bolts

Begium
Japa

Port of Entry

Cleveland
Houston

Wood Screws
Bolts, Nuts
Nuta
Bolts
Bolts

t.W. Suith
Maysood Furniture

labrandten
Tuteur
Miteubishi, NYC

Japan

Lo. Angelee

France
England
Japan

Nuts & Bolts
Nuts & Bolts
Scream, Bolt.
Screws
Bolts & Washer.
Boltt & Washers
Nuts & Bolts

Nuts, Bolts

Screwa
8cr.a & Nuts
Screws & Huat
Screwas & Nuts
Bolts
Bolts & Puts
Bolts & Nuts
Screws
Nuts & Bolts
Sc cc,.
Nuts & Bolts
Bolts & Puts
Bolts & Nut
Screws
Steel Huts (5 tons)
Steel Nuts

Trance
Japan
Netherlands
Japan

Sgium

eatherland.
Belgium
Machine Bolta (1.166 lbs.) England
Steel Bolts (8,053 lbs.)
Screwas, Nuts. & Bolt.
Belgium
Bolts & Mute (52,938 lbs.) Japan
Steel Screws ( 2,684 lbs.) Hong Koeg
Germany
Rivets
Steel Machine screws
(5 tons)
Japan
Steel Wood Screws
(4 tons)
Steel Wood Screws
England

*

*

*A,

*

Atoka NY Lne.,NrC
Order
Order
Clear Beo Import-Export
Northern Screw, NYC
Order
2. Ward
Order
Bruce Duncan
Preatige Hardware
C. Itoh, NYC
Ataka Calif. Ltd.. Calif.
Citizen National Bank
Frank P. Dow, NYC
Order
B. Ward
Bruce Duncan
Order
7.rcaL lulL & Nut
Frank P. Dow, NYC
Winter Wolff, NrY,Cbgrleatm
Atoka Calif. Ltd., Calif.
Bruce Duncan

Motherland*
Japan

Steel Screws & Braea

87'270 O-62-pt. 4-----23

Consiznoe
laser
& Mr/clen
Mitsubishi, NYC
L. B. Canton

Milwaukee
Now Orleans

Ka or 6 Co.

Order
H. Y. Kennedy, NYC
H. T. Knedy, NYC
Trans-Atlantic, Plhila.
San Franciaco
ohns Comercial
J. L. Westland
W. 0. Carroll
Savannah

Philadelphia

Tacoma

Takahashi, NYC

Wilmington

J. T.
H. T.

Or *

*

tseb
Kmnedy,

NM
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TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

IMPORTATIONS OF SCREWS,BOLTS. NUTS &RIVETS INTQ U.S.&,
DURING WEEK ENDING: July 3. 1962
AT VARIOUSU. %. PORTS 0F
VAIA OF.IVED YNO5SHIPS' MANIFESTS
Fgtoo IMPORTSUI,tATIN OF N. Y. JOI1RNAOF COwiEtCK
F.NY A; RF,PRnMCFDI1
(CNo. ied by Ceorge P. Syro. 53)Park Place. Now Trk I. N. V.)

L
',ii5flhltV

S0 Cases

trod''-?

XID
CO',nI

155 Kegs

Flange bolts (70 tons)
Machine bolts 6 Nuts

3 Cases
101 Bags
32 Cases
7 Cases
65 Kegs
206 Kegs
217 Cases
321 Cases
65 Cases
146 Cases
37 Cases
57 Case$
10 Cases
30 Kegs
70 Kegs
13 Cases
10 Cases
127 Cases
72 Cases
40 i kg.

Steel Rex Nuts (804 lbs.)
Steel Rivets (11.531 lbs.)
Steel Nuts (6,240 lbS.)
Rivets (786 lbs.)
Steel Nuts (7 tons)
Steel Nuts (18 tons)
Bolts (19 tons)
Bolts (30 tons)
Bolta, Nuts (1019 lbs.)
Iron Nuts (22,704 lbs.)
Bolts, Nuts (3 tons)
Steel Nuts (9472 lbs.)
Steel Wood Screw@ (22001bs.)
Bolts Lese Nuts (5570 lbs.)
Steel Bolts (6 tons)
Nuts (1 ton)
Steel Wing Nuts (I ton)
Bolts (18,939 lbs.)
Lag Bolts
Wood Screws, Stove Bolts

100 Crte.
269 Cases
20 Cases
100 Kegs
130 Cases

Bolts. Nuts (21900 lbs.)
Machine Screws (39.799 lbs.)
Machine Screws (3616 lbs.)
Machine Screw Nuts (25,578 lbs.)
Steel Machine Screws
(21,653 lbs.)
Steel Screws & Nut (4985 lbs.)"
Steel Screws (27.034 lbs.)
Bolts, Steel Screws (1909 lbs.)"
"
Segmented Screws (3080 lbs.)
Steelacrews, Bolts (15330 lbs.)"
Steel Wood Screws (3525 lbs.)
Steel Screws &
Poland
Brass Screws (4897 lbs.)
Drilled Rivets (1188 lbs.)
Iron Rivets (14 tons)
Wood Screws (12 tons)
Tubular Rivets (781 lbS.)
Split Rivets
Machine Screws (7484 lbs.)
Japan
Bolts (11,400 lbs.)

ry

Belgium

MEWS£ OR CONSIGNEES,
POT! t0
Fri
try
Con IItnep
Order
New Yoirk
Piquet & Co., NYC
H.T.Kennedy & Co., NYC
Epstein Cooperage. NYC
Aero Stop Nut, NJ
Alltreneport, Inc., NYrC
Order
Order
Order
Order
American Global Co.. NYC
InteraritiLe Ndg., NYC
Order
Reynolds Fasteners, skn.
isk.
Reynolds Fasteners,
Order
Order
Mfrs. Tr. Co.
R.H.Newmark, NYC
John Schadler
Ataka NY, Inc., TC

(iS tons)
England

Francs

Germany
Netherl ads
Hong Kot
Italy

,l

Japan

Windsor Trd 8 . Co., Toronto
toh & Co., NYC
C.
Marine Midland
L. Schiffer & Co.. Sko.
Reynolds Fasteners,Ikn

Tools (4511 lba.)

30 Cases
149 Cases
155 Cases
20 Cases
107 Cases
25 Cases
28 Drums
16 Drums
4 Cases
247 Cases
164 Cases
4 Cases
4 Cases
99 Kegs
56 Cases
lag Ctas. &
Screws (14 t one)
123 Cwses
Steel Nuts ( 9 tons)
95 Kegs
Steel WoodScrews, Stove
62 Cases
bolts & HUIto
985 Cases
Foundation 6olts & Nuts
Steel Bolts
25 Kegs
156 Kegs &
12 Cases Steel Bolts

,| ti

L. Schiffer & Co.. Bkm.
Kenneth Byron, 5km.
ZSco Fasteners Co.: NYC
Dorf Overseas, Phila.
f" tpsk, Inc.
David Komlear & Sons, NYC
Fastpak, Inc.

more

H.T.Kennedy & Co., NYC
Lispenard Mfg.
C & L Prelsner. NYC
Im
H. T. Kennedy & Co.,
Mayfab, Inc.
Who.. Rivet & Mtl. Prod.
Order
Kurt Orban, NYC, Phila.

"
I

Fred P. Gekell, Norfolk
Reynolds FastenersBkn.

Belgium
Bostona
Hong Kong
'
Japan
Netherlands
Belgium

Chartseaton

Sylmar Co., baton
Fehr Bros., NYC
Reynolds Fasteoenes.kn.
Northern Trading

1991

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

Weak godia2 July 3. 1962 -oOtimJed
%1INHs,

65 Cases
40
115
100
5
28
S0
862
60
12
42

Cases
Cases
Csks.
Kegs
Cases
Cases
BSas
lase
Case
ags

14 Cases
165 Kegs
6 Cases

119 Kegs
51
50
515
13
283
1,621
45
24
29
167
50
153
81
235
21
165
60
5
15
196
122
10
400
550
33
120

•kg.
Klegs
legs
Drums
Casks
fkp.
Cases
less
Kegs
Drums
Cases
Cesa
Cases
Coaes
Drums
s
Pka .
Pkgs.
Bags
Cases
Ca.
Cases
Bags
Cases
K:gs
Bags

128 C::::
16 Case

Bolts

Produce t

Co&tiZr
Italy

Steel Screws.

France4

Steel Puts
Steel Bolts
Bolts
Steal Hut
Machine Bolts
Steel Nuts
Foundation olts
Nuts
Iron Rivets
Foundation Bolts

Germany
Italy
France
gngland
*'
Italy
Belim
.
Netherlands
German
Netherlands

niat
CblcaS

_o*oeet sa

3me
Ils

J.I.lernard Chic. .FkiI.'m
Cleveland
Detroit
"

J.I.BerardChic.,bfil..Yr
Order
Order
H.Y.lomemdy & Co..

NYC

"ineo
Houston
I
Jacksonville

Northern ?radia
Sk of the Sosleet
Reynolds FaetmerotD
Mercu
Luggage
N. U.
oller

.

Steel Nuts &
Screws
Screws

Japan
Italy

Nuts 4 Bolts

Los Angel"a

Jaa

Bolts & Nuts
Steel Nut
Nuts & olts
Nuts & Bolts
Nuts & Bolts
olts
Screws
Hex Steel Mschipe Screw
Nuts
Steel Machine Screw Nuts
Machine Screws
Steel Nuts
Bolts, NPuts & Screws
Bolts & uts
Bolts
Screws, Steel & gras
Wood
Steel Nuts
bolts
olts & Nuts
Bolts & Nuts (31,720 1b.)
b'ees
olts & Nuts (39,070 lbs.)
Steel Nuts (21,072 lbs.)
Wood Screws (990 lbs.)
Steal Bolts (43,388 lbs.)
bolts 4 Nuts (55 tons)
Steel Nuts
Foundation Bolts
(13,228 lb..)
Toaste Dolts
Steel Bifurcated Rivets
(3,172 lbs.)

6,

Ntherlands
Sweden
France
Gerny
France
Italy
Kong Kong
Japan
"
Ingland
Netherlands
Japan

"
.
'

"
"
New Orleans

Pan Amer. Iuze
Ilabor Aseoc.
Bruce Duncan & Co.
F. P. Dow
F
J. 0. Viley
American Express
Order
Order
Stone Webster Ingrg.
Alpine Jil

Philadelphia

Belgium
ESnlend

Order
Order
N.
. Kennedy, NYC
Reynolds Fasteners,
sk.
Order
"
Globe Machine, fhila.
"
Reynolds Fasteners, Ika.
H.
. Kannedy. NYC
San Francisco J. Louds*
"
J. L. Wstland
"
PrkSr Yrading
Tho.
D. Stevenson
B. 1. Edgar
"
Mercer Chemical
"
V.J. Byrnes
Nisslo Pacific
Tricoo Inc.
Savannah
H. T. Kennedy, NYC

Japan
Japan

Seattle
Wilmington

C. T. Takahashi, NYC
Jordan Ind.

Ingland

New York

Inter Maritime

France
Scotland
England
Japan
"
Netherlands
Japan

a

"

aIt

Mdg..

NYC
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TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

IMPORTATIONS OF SCREWS BOLTS, NUTS &VETS INT V.&A.
DURING WEEK ENDING: JULY 10, 1962
DATADrRIVtD FR(MSNIPS' WAIV951S AT VAIOI U . SI. PORTSOf
ENTYr AS REPRODUCED
VlIM IMPOIT BULLETINOF N. T. J"uRPAl. Of CCMIRCE
(Compiled by George P. yrnes,53 Fark Place. Now Ynrb 1, N. Y.)
j.tYAN[Tl)S BROUGHTIN IY
jrant tIp

promrt

180 Cessa Bolts.& Nuts (17 tons)
166 Cases
Bolta & Nuts (17 tons)
68 Cases
Bolts (12,027 lbe.)
Nuts (8,628 lbs.)
53 Bags
Steel Nuts (94,180 lbs.)
343 Cases
10 Kegs &
Steel Puts (12,812 lbs.)
30 Cases
73 Drums &
40 Cases Steel Nuts (17,153 lbs.)
34 Cases Rivets (8,244 Lbs.)
246 Cases Steel Wood Screws
(13,416 lbs.)
99 Cases
Bolts (10 tons)
620 Casks
Bolts (128.722 lbs.)
126 Drums
Bolts GoNuts (9 tona)
Riveted(3,828 lbs.)
20 Cases
50 Cases
Screws (8,822 lba.)
33 Cases Iron Rivets (5,100 lbe.)
Steel Wood Screws
71 Casks
(13,449 lbs.)
Steel Nuts & Steel Bolts
108 Kegs
(a tons)
50 Kegs
Steal Nuts (6,765 lbs.)
78 Cases
Steel & Brass Wood Screws
Steel WoodScrews
59 Kegs
(11,209 lb.)
Brass Screws (16,819 lbs.)
118 Cases
2 Cases
Steel Screws (418 lbs.)
140 Cases Bex Nuts (10 tons)
10 Case$
Carriage Bolts &
30 Caseb
Steel Machine Screws
(5,634 lbs.)
Steel machine Screws
212 Cases
(12,036 lbs.)
40 Cases
Plow Dolts (7,879 lbs.)
201 fkgs.
Screws ( 7,829 lbs.)
Iron Bolts (2,320 lbs.)
20 Coses
25 Cases Lag Bolts (3,206 lbe.)
16 Cases
Screws (2,433 Lbs.)
20 Cases Iron olts
Steel Mchine Screw Nuts
123 Cses
(19,364 tba.)
67 Kegs
Steel Bolts (11,44 lbs.)
11 Kes
Steel Nuts (1,908 lbs.)
590 Cases
olts, Nuts & Machine
Scres (93,694 lbs.)
Carriage bolts less Nuts
4 Kegs
(8,993 lbs.)
Steel Stove olts, Lag
75 Kegs
Bolts (12,681 lbs.)
309 Kegs
Steel Screws, Bolts & Nuts
(53,617 lbs.)
25 gegs
Nuts (5,800 lbe.)
Carries Bolts Lass Nuts
16 Kegs
(3,280 lbs.)

I4PORT A

NTS OR CONSIGNEES

rouft ry

bel,-um

NewYork

Denmark
England

,,,

Cons I gIe

Entr

W. J. Byrnes
Order
Order
Hoboken Dolt & Screw, NJ
Northern Trading Corp.
H. T. Kennedy, NYC
AeRo Stop Nut Corp. NJ
Argue Shipping, NYC

Formosa
France
Germany

,

Northern Screw Corp.. NYC
Sterliug Dolt, Chicago
Order
Order
Order
Continental wdg, NYC
Order
Order, Chicago

Netherlands
!
Eong Kong

ReYwlA. Fasteners, Bklyn.
aeyi'old, fasteners, Sklyn.
Ataka, NY, NYC

Italy

C S Cleveland
America Global Co., WK
Pension & Co., NTC
Sobel Shipping, NYC

Japan

manufacturer Trust
L. Schiffer, Bklyn.
Delta Overseas, Bonto
David Allison , NY
Karr-Eois, NYC
Globe Machite, Phils.
Ateka NY Inc., NYC
Kerr-Ellis, NYC
American Clobal, NYC
t. B. Lameon
3. B. Lameon
David Kostar & Son, NYC
Order
Order, Chicago
C S Cleveland
Order, Chicago
Order
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TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962,

Week Endint July 10. 1962 - continued
Quantity

Pr >duct

t26 Kes
99 Cases

Bolts (24,394 lbs.)

391 ?kg.

Ste'l bolts & Nuts

_ Country

Port of gutry

Japan

New York

Steel machine Screws
(13,325 lbs.)

Cons inee

Order, Chicago
isco Pasteners, NYC

(6',610 lbe.)

C S Cleveland

17C Pkgo.

Steel Lockwashers
(19.$27 tbs.)

300
12
5
98

Bolts i.Nuts (64,733 lbs.)

Order, Chicago
Nichimen Co., NTC, Chicago

Bolts I Nuts (3,523 lbs.)

Nichimen Co., Chicago, NYC

Kegs
Cases
Kegs
Cases

29 Cases
254 Cases
482 Cases
40 Cases
2 Cases
175 Kegs

50 Cases
100 Comes
244
85
65
30
5
1,322
205
24
6
Ill
24

Kegs
Kegs
Cases
Cases
Cases
les
Pkgs
Cases
Came@
Kegs
Cases

16 Cases
31 Cases
70 Cases
120 Cases
25 Cases
150 Cals
15 Cases
194 Cases
34 KeS
6 Cast
84 Cas
Is Cos
75 Cast
14 Cases
65 Ceas
34 Cases
40
134
17
50
200
134

Kegs
Cane.
Cases
Cases
bags
Drums

7 Cases
30 Cases

Steel Machine Screws
(16,958 lb..)
Bolts & Nuts (5.728 lbs.)
Bolts (31.200 lbs.)
Steel Bolts & Nuts
(72,656 lbs.)
Iron Bolts (4,763 lbs.)
Tubular Rivets
(378 lbs.) Swede
Screws & Nuts (12 tons)
Steel Hanger Bolts
(9,570 tbe.)
Yugos1 avis
Reg. Squars Nuts
"
(19,536 lbs.)
as
Steel Nuts (22 tons)
Nethsr lands
"
Steel Nuts (7 tons)
Pop Rivets
Inglan d
Pop Rivets

Screws
Bolts
olts & Screws
Bolts & Screws
Screws
Nuts & Bolts
Nuts & olts
(13,580 lbs.)
Screws
Nuts & Bolts
Nuts & Bolts

Machine Screws

Germn y
Japan
Italy

L. Schiffer, Sklyn.
Souring & Co., NYC
D. Z. Kessler, NYC
Northern Trading
Karr-Ellis, NYC
Acme Brief Case Corp.
F. Henjes. Jr.. NYC
Kenneth Byron, Dklys.
It

Baltimore
Doston
Chsrleston
Houston
LAO Angeles

Nethar lands
Japan
Dou
s
Italy
"

It

Reynolds Fasteners, Bklym.
Leynolds Fasteners. skly.
itynolds Faetenere, Rkly.
United Shoe Machinery
United Shoe machinery
F. 'Dougherty
Mitsui
Frank P. Dow
The Bolt King
Harold Leonard
Frank P. Dow
Tokyo Intern. Commerce
John L. Westland
Northern Trading
Reynolds Fastenere, Bklys.
F. P. Gaskell
Snyder Mfg.
eynolds Fasteners, lklym.
Adeco
Reynolds Fasteners, ilp..
H. T. Kenedy, NYC
Standard Pressed steel
Globe Machine, ftile.
Snyder HfS.
Globe Machine, ftile.
Nisaho Pacific
Winter Mfg.

Japa
Newport News
Philadelphia
1
Steel Nuts
Notherl ends
Steel Wood Screws
Kong Ko
1E
Steel Dolts (20 tone)
France
qteel Nuts
England
-eel Screws
Germany
crisge olts(12.322 lboaJspan
eel Machine Screws
Aite & Huts
"
Steel Dolts (2.820 tbs.)
Portland
machine Screws(s, 758 tbs.)
Steel Foundation Bolts
(6.885 lbs.)
Frank P. Dow
Steel Nuts
Prance
San Francisco J. L. Westland
Nuts
Japan
Ace [egineering
Iron Rivets
Germany
Partrad a
savannah
Steel Wood Screws
Japan m
Seattle
C. T. Takashi
Foundation bolts
Belgiu
Mercantile Nat Bk, Misal Beach
Tacomas
Steel Wood Screws
(14.952 lbs.)
inland
Wilmington
H. T. K"edy, ETC
Iron livets
Japan
Fartrede Co.
bolts
Partrade Co.
Carriage Bolts
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E X H I B I T

A.

4

Photograph Showing How Low Labor Cost Imported Hand
Tools Injure Domestic Industry and Cause Unemployment.

B.

Photograph Illustrating Impact of Imported Hand Tools
Upon U. S. Industry and Labor.

C.

Photograph Illustrating How Foreign Importers Deliberately
Misrepresent Their Products to the American Consumers.
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TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

EXHIBIT A
SERVIa TOOLS NSTITUTE

5.

PM PLAE__
NWVOK 7. N.,

FOREIGN COMPETION WITH ITS jW LABOR g MATERIALS
PRODUCTION COST CONINUES SERIOUSLY)
INdURE
DOMESTIC PRODUCERS AND CAUSE LOSS OF JOBS IN
THE MECHANICS' HAND SERVICE TOOLS INDUSTRY
IN PROTECTIVE SELF INTEREST YOU ARE tRGED TO Pl~R*
MECHANICS' HAND SERVICE TOOLS MADE

ONLY

BY AMERICAN LAOR ( V H64 QIMTY

WE URGE THAT YOU WRITE YOUR CONGRESSM"N, SENATORS
AND THE WHRIE HOUSE ASKIN6 FOR TARIFF PROTECTION
AGAINST TKIS UNFAIR AND DANGROUS FO. N COEITION
--.low
t2

L

S35o

PLIES
77

PEAS
IEMAN.

emLI

NOm P1m

1300

AOJSALE

.7

I ECES

OUommN.PLIS
?170
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TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

EXHIBIT 8

HOW LOW LABOR COST IMPORTED
HAND TOOLS INJURE

DOMESTIC HAND -TOOL ALeS
AND AMERICAN LABOR

HOW FOREIGN IMPORTERS INJURE AMERICAN MANUFACTURERS BY
DELIBERATELY MISREPRESENTING THEIR PRODUCTS TO THE AMERICAN CONSUMING PUBLIC
I

SIDE CUTTING DIAGONAl PUERS-7'

FRONT SIDE

I

.

REVESE S1D

END VIEW

I
1IIIFldll

(D

al..m."
.uOS6 .t

4,

I

4m1

. 0l

-

M,
Samar lbas

bnwm. m mm ftAm.

Yom 7- Kv

hs
Pls
ipslfla .r sh In 5a
Ua) " (U--a.) s fv
a1deor pump -d ma" in Japm p-poo.l7 £vro4t ts
stmna on rt15tj. m soe tem.1 GSA" of 01gbl.

e
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TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF THE ANTI-FRIarIoN BEARING MANUFACTURERS Associ-

ATION, INC., ON II.R. 11970
INTRODUCTION

No product is more vital to national security than ball and roller bearings,
and maximum domestic bearing capacity must be constantly maintained in order
that this country will have the necessary is)tentlal for emergency or war.
It is the position of the Anti-Friction Bearing Manufacturers Association1
that I.R. 11970 does not provide adequate safeguards for such highly critical
industries.
TIE VITAL IMPORTANCE OF THE U.S. BEARING INDUSTRY

The material essential to survival will not be available unless the U.S. bearing
industry is capable of supplying the ball and roller bearings required for such materials. They include motor vehicles, machine tools, farm machinery, locomotives, tanks, guns, aircraft, ships, and missiles. A modern jet engine as used
In military aircraft contains approximately 150 ball and roller bearings. A
complete airplane such as a 1)ouglas I)C-8 or a Boeing 707 uses not less than
3,000 ball and roller bearings in critical locations.
It is easy to see why the bearings manufacturing plants In the Axis countries
were the prime targets of air raids in World War II 2 and why the bearing
plants in England and France were the first Allied industrial plants to be
bombed.
Various plans for wartime mobilization of the bearings Industry have counted
on and assumed U.S. self-sufficiency as to ball and roller bearing supply.
It is obvious that imports and foreign facilities cannot be considered as an
available source of bearings in time of war. In this connection, it is interesting
to note that in World War II Imports of ball and roller bearings fell to $27,896
in 1943 from a prewar peak of $1,162,566 In 1937.
The simple and undisputed fact Is that the U.S. domestic bearings factories
are the only reliable sources in time of war.
II.R.

11970

DOES

NOT

PROVIDE ADEQUATE SAFEGUARDS
INDUSTRY

FOR

A CRITICAL

DEFENSE

Although I.R. 11970 includes several industry safeguards that were not originally in H.R. ,9900,there are still lacking provisions that are vitally necessary in
the Interest of national defense.
What we are asking for amounts to assuring defense Industries the same sort
of consideration and Op)portunity to be heard that they have had in the past.
While several provisions for hearings have been incorporated in I.R. 11970,
it falls to provide an opportunity for presentation and consideration of facts
and argument showing that the national security would be impaired by a proposed
tariff reduction.
Section 232(b) of H.R. 11970 provides for a hearing on the issue of whether
the national security is being impaired as the result of a tariff reduction that
has been effected. A similarly clear-cut statement of procedure is called for so
that there may be an advance determination regarding a proposed reduction.
We should not attempt to go to the brink of national security In our tariff
cutting. National defense industries are not the place for trial and error.
A defense Industry has in the past had an opportunity to be heard under
Executive Order No. 10082. That order provided for the Committee for Recipro(-ity Information and for the Inclusion on that Committee of a representttive of the Secretary of I)efense. The coordinating of the trade agreements
program with national security was an expressed purpose of the Executive order,
and it placed upon the various Committee members responsibility for coordination of the trade agreements program with the particular Interests they
represented.
While certain changes to II.R. 9900 made in the House were based upon Execu.
tive Order 10082, as stated In the committee report, the national defense safeguards furnished by that order have been lost.
While section 222 provides that the President shall seek the advice of the'
I)epartment of I)efense before entering into a trade agreement, and section 223
The members of the Anti-Friction Bearing Manufacturers Association, who are listed
in exhibit A. Include the manufacturers of more than 90 percent of the atifriction bearings

and component balls and rollers made In the United States.
2 Described in "Black Thursday," by Martin Caidin. Dutton & Co.
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provides for public hearings before a committee, there is no provision that the
Department of Defense must be represented on that Committee. Furthermore,
it is not provided that national security will be a consideration of the Committee
under section 223. Moreover, if the Committee under section 223 is to provide
a safeguard for national defense industries, the results of this deliberations
should be something more than a "summary of such hearings" as stated in H.R.
11970.
In summary, It Is our proposal that It be specifically stated in section 223 that
the Department of Defense shall be represented on the Hearing Committee, that
the coordination of the trade agreements program with national security be a
consideration for the determination of that Committee, and that the Committee's
report to the President specifically find whether, in the opinion of the Committee,
any proposed tariff reduction will Impair the national security.
There follows a discussion of the bearings industry showing the reasons for
that industry's deep concern regarding tariff rates.
TH1E U.S. BEARINGS INDUSTRY IS THREATENED BY

IMPORTS FROM LOW-WAGE AREAS

Because of greatly lower wage rates in Germany, England, France, Italy, and
Japan, and because of the installation in recent years of Improved machinery,
.similar to the best U.S. equipment in efficiency, foreign manufacturers are able
to, and do, take business away from the U.S. makers.
There Is no room for question that foreign manufacturers enjoy manufacturing
costs that are far less than those prevailing in the domestic industry. Such Is
the only possible consequence of the vastly lower wage rates and high productivity of foreign plants.
According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics figures, straight-time hourly earnigs, including fringe benefits, for manufacturing industries in the United States
and five European nations, in November 1961, were as shown in the following
table:
United States ------------------------------------------------------$2.84
Sweden (adult male) -----------------------------------------------1.18
United Kingdom ---------------------------------------------------1.00
France ---------------------------------------------------------------.
82
Germany (adult male) ----------------------------------------------.82
Italy ----------------------------------------------------------------.49
Department of Labor figures for 1961 show the hourly wage cost in Japan for
manufacturing Industries to be 33 cents, including certain fringe benefits.
While hourly wage rates have long been greatly less in European nations and
Japan than in the United States, the situation as to productivity has changed
greatly in recent years. The degree of increase In productivity in the foreign
bearings factories has been unique. This has been because of the extraordinary
extent to which the most modern equipment has been installed in bearings plants.
The fact noted above that the enemy bearing plants constituted the No. 1 objective
of Allied bombing missions has directly resulted In such plants being foremost in
the installation of modern machinery, much of which has been made possible
under the Marshall plan and other aid programs. The result is that total production costs for bearings in many foreign plants are much less than those for
efficient domestic plants using modern machinery and processes.
Superiority of U.S. labor can no longer be relied upon to offset the lower wage
rates of oter countries. The difference in productivity per employee has been
wholly eliminated, or so far lessened as to fall far short of balancing the wage
advantage enjoyed by foreign manufacturers.
Available figures for the Japanese bearing industry show the rate of production per employee to be in line with U.S. experience. With wages less than onethird the U.S. rate, it is easy to understand how Japanese bearings are marketed
in this country at prices which are generally from 20 to 40 percent under the
U.S. price level.
While It Is obviously Impossible to compile comparative total cost studies,
the advantage enjoyed by a number of foreign manufacturers is substantiated
by stateztients made by domestic producers which have foreign branches. One
of the largest and most efficient of the U.S. manufacturers stated in a letter
to the Committee for Reciprocity Information in July 1960 that its U.S. manufacturing costs, plus a reasonable manufacturing administration charge, were
higher than the prices of imported foreign bearings. This company also pointed
out that In a number of instances, foreign manufacturers had so far under-
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priced it in bidding for U.S. Government business that such business went
to foreign suppliers in spite of the Buy American Act.
An important factor in increasing the productivity of hearings factories in
the Common Market area is the rapidly expanding market available for such
manufacturers. The emergence of such plants from the constrictions of their
former limited markets has resulted in unusual opportunities to increase volume
sharply with consequent cost savings. European manufacturers are now at
the threshold of a new industrial era resulting from the Common Market.
Their competitive advantage may be expected to increase as they benefit more
fully from the new-born mass production coupled with traditionally lower wage
rates.
T . U.S. bearings industry Is especially vulnerable to foreign competition for
a number of reasons. In the first place, many bearings, including the most
important commercial types, are made to standards that are International in
scope. For example, a bearing manufacturer In Osaka, Schweinfurt, or Connecticut may be relied upon by a customer In Detroit to furnish a 203 double-sealed
generator bearing.
Such international standardization has been, and continues to be, fostered by
customers who are engaged in business on an international scale. The large
automotive and industrial customers of the U.S. bearing manufacturers may be
expected to turn to local suppliers of bearings to fill the needs of foreign plants.
To the extent that standard bearings are required, they are already available.
To the extent that specials are called for, they also can be readily produced
abroad and such large automotive and Industrial customers are able to assist
by spreading the necessary know-how.
Another important consideration Is that in the case of bearings labor cost
Is exceptionally high in proportion to total manufacturing cost. Thus, the
advantage of utilizing low cost foreign labor is especially great.
ADVANTAGES OTHER THAN LOW WAGES THAT ARE AVAILABLE TO FOREIGN MANUFACTURERS
Foreign competitors have a further advantage over U.S. bearing manufacturers because of various concessions and benefits provided for them by their
governments. Such benefits take many forms. Some of the concessions apply
only to export business, as, for example, exemption from income taxes of export
sales by manufacturers. The exemption from the 4-percent transaction tax
provided by West Germany before the formation of EEC is another example.
Foreign competitors have many advantages which are available as to both their
export and Import sales, including governmental grants for the Installation of
manufacturing equipment, abatement of local taxes, and rent reduction or
abatement.
There is reason to believe that Japanese bearings manufacturers have a type
of cartel system under which they pool their production efforts. This enables
the participating manufacturers to concentrate upon "long production runs."
By so doing, they avoid the scrap losses, setup-time losses, etc., that are unavoidable in mixed "short." and "long" production runs. The result, of course, is a
more efficient, more profitable operation, and lower selling prices.
The existence of sucb practices in Japan was recently indicated by an article
in the October 16, 1961, issue of Yomiuri, a Japanese newspaper, which described
a proposed new company, under the sponsorship of major bearing manufacturers,
for the mass production of standardized bearings parts. The article states that
the Ministry of International Trade and Industry has expressed its intention to
extend positive assistance in the formation of the new company and that the proposal would be taken up for thorough study by Jiku-Kai, a club composed of the
executives of major bearing manufacturers, including Nihon Seiko, Toyo Bearing, Koyo Seiko, Fujikoshi Kozai, Asahi Seiko, Osaka Bearing, and Amatsuji
Kokyu.
Collaboration of Japanese bearings manufacturers also extends apparently
to such matters as the pricing of export bearings, the allocation of export business to respective manufacturers, and inspection of bearings, in a manner that
would not be lawful in the United States. Numerous references to the allocation
of business and the setting of prices through the Japan Bearing Export Association have come to the attention of U.S. manufacturers as have frequent references to an inspection office, which apparently is sponsored by the Japanese
Government.
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"A Preliminary Survey of the Impact of Japanese Goods on British Industry,"
published in London in August 1959 by the Economic Research Council, describes
five types of Government assistance to Japanese exports, as follows:
1. Link trade-a system of offsetting losses on exported machinery items by the
sale of imported goods at high prices on the home market.
2. Export credits-credits available from the National Bank of Japan and the
state-owned Export-Import Bank, available for long terms with lower rates
applicable to export business.
3. Export bonuses.
4. Dual price systems-pernitting the balancing of low-priced exports against
high home prices.
5. Tax rebates.
THE THREATENING INCREASE IN IMPORTS

Manufacturers of ball bearings In this country have been affected most by
the sharp increase in the import rate. Imports of ball bearings and parts for
the years 1954 through 1960 were as follows (foreign value)
$1,528,596
$576, 383 1958 -------------------1954 ---------------------1955 --------------------2, 346, 333 1959 ----------------------- 5,124,085
1956 --------------------1,056,664 1960--------------------6,713,486
1,173,560
1957 --------------------During the same period, Imports of roller bearings and parts increased by
about 400 percent.
Most spectacular was the increase in Imports from Japan in the period 1954610. Imports of ball bearings and parts from Japan increased from $763 to
$2,313,561 (foreign value) and imports of ball and roller bearings, balls and
rollers from Japan, from $1,559 to $2,813,431.'
During the same period there were large Increases in imports of bearings-balls
and rollers-from other countries, although far less percentagewise than in
the case of Japan, as follows:
1954
West Germany -------------------------------------------------------------United Kingdom ...........................................Canada
-------------------------------------------------------

While U.S. exports continue to exceed
from effective price competition, because
disadvantage as to comparative costs, but
special bearings, which are not produced in
facturers do not want to produce.

$487, 421
121,473
125,126

1960
$2,395,346
1,233,428
1,528,865

imports, the export sales result, not
U.S. manufacturers are at a distinct
because the experts consist mostly of
large volume, and which foreign manu-

THE IMPORTS THREATEN THE INDUSTRY'S RESEARCH PROGRAMS

A further respect In which increasing imports threaten the national security concerns the very extensive research programs being conducted by individual comluanues and through industry sponsorship. A review of the new uses to which
bearings are being put in modern military equipment is enough to Cemonstrate
the importance of constant research and improvement.
The bearing industry has spent millions of dollars on the problem of prolonging
the life of a bearing by overcoming the factor of fatigue. Study of the causes of
fatigue and overcoming them are of vital importance to success in the missile and
spacecraft fields. A great amount of time and money has also been spent to improve bearing performance through Improving their lubrication.
The above are merely examples of the great amount of research activity which
Is expected of the domestic industry and which the domestic industry Is willing
and ready to perform. The ability of the domestic companies to continue and exliand such research activity will, at the least, be placed in doubt by a continuance
of the increasing rate of imports.
'U.S.

Department of Commerce figures.
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ExniBrr A

MNEMIERS OF TilE ANTIFRICTION

BEARING

MANUFACTURERs

ASSOCIATION,

INC.

1. The Abbott Ball Co., Railroad Place, Ilartford, Conn.
2. Aetna Ball & Roller Bearing Co., I)ivIF,.on of Park-ertsburg-Aetna Corp.,
4600 Schubert Avenue, Chicago, Ill.
3. American Roller Bearing Co., 416 MeIwood Avenue, Pittsburgh, Pa.
4. Andrews Bearing Co., Post Office Box 570, Spartanl)urg, S.1'.
5. The Barden Corp., 200 Park Avenue, l)anbury, Conn.
6. Brenco, Inc., 316 East Main Street, Richmond, Va.
7. The Fafnir Bearing Co., Post Office Box 1325, New Britain. Conn.
8. The Federal Bearings Co., Inc., Poughkeepsie, N.Y.
9. Federal-Mogul-Bower Bearings, Inc., 11031 Shoemaker Avenue, Detroit,
Mich.
Bearings Co. of America I)ivision, 501 Harrisburg Avenue, Lancaster, Pa.
Microtech Division, 1201 North Arden I)rive, El Monte, Calif.
10. General Bearing Co., Inc., High Street, West Nyack, N.Y.
11. Hartford Steel Ball Co., Inc., Drawer Q, Station A, Hartford, Conn.
12. Hoover Bearing Division, Hoover Ball & Bearing Co., 5400 South State
Road, Ann Arbor, Mich.
Hoover Ball I)ivlslon, Post Office Box 381, Mlddletown, Ohio.
13. Hyatt Bearings I)lvision, General Motors Corp., Harrison, N.J.
14. Industrial Tectonics, Inc., 3686 Jackson Road, Ann Arbor, Mich.
15. Keystone Engineering ('o., 1444 South San Pedro Street, Los Angeles, C-tlif.
16. Killan Manufacturing Corp., 1728 Burnet Avenue, Syracuse, N.Y.
17. Link-Belt Co., Bearing Plant, Post Office Box 8.5, Indianapolis, Ind.
18. Marlin-Rockwell Corp., Jamestown, N.Y.
19. McGill Manufacturing Co., Post Office Box 351, Valparaiso, Ind.
20. Messinger Bearings, Inc., Post Office Box 7256, Philadelphia, Pa.
21. Miniature Precision Bearings, Inc., Precision Park, Keene, N.H.
Split Ballbearing Division, Lebanon, N.l.
22. Mono-Race Division, The Thew Shovel Co., 20800 Center Ridge Road,
Cleveland, Ohio.
2.3. National Bearing Co., Flory Mill Road & Manhelin Pike, Lancaster, Pa.
24. New I)eparture Division, General Motors Corp., Bristol, Conn.
25. New Hampshire Ball Bearings, Inc., Peterborough, N.H.
Micro Ball Co., Division of New Hampshire Ball Bearings, Inc., Box 214,
Winsted, Conn.
26. Nice Ball Bearing Co., 30th and Hunting Park Avenue, Philadelphia, Pa.
27. Norlna-lloffian Bearings Corp., Hamilton Avenue, Stamford, Conn.
28. Orange Roller Bearing Co., Inc., 557 Main Street, Orange, N.J.
91.Pioneer Steel Ball Co. Inc., 37 Mill Street, Unionville, Conn.
'30. Rollway Bearing Co., Inc., 541 Seymour Street, Syracuse, N.Y.
31. Shafer Bearing Division, the Chain Belt Co., Post Offie Box 57, Downers
Grove, Ill.
32. SKF Industries, Inc., Post Offlice Box 6731, Philadelphia, 1'a.
Bremen Bearings, Inc., Bremen, Ind.
33. The Smith Bearing Co., Division Accurate Bushing Co., 443 North Avenue,
Garwood, N.J.
.4. Sterling Commercial Steel Ball Corp., Post Office Box 401, Sterling, Ill.
35. The Superior Steel Ball Co., 20 Lake Street, New Britain, Conn.
36. The Timken Roller Bearing Co., Canton, Ohio
37. The Torrington Co. Torrington, Conn.
Bantam Bearings Division, South Bend, Ind.
38. Tyson Bearing Co., Division of SKF Industries, Inc., Massillon, Ohio.
39. Universal Ball Co., Willow Grove, Pa.
40. Winsted Precision Ball Corp., 249 Rockwell Street, Winsted, Conn.
THE AMERICAN

BANKERS

ASSOCIATION,

New York, N.Y., August 14, 1962.
Hon. HARRY F. BYRD,
Cl airman,,cnate Finance Committce,
U.S. S nate, Washington, D.C.
IWAR CHAIRMAN BYRD: On behalf of the American Bankers Association, I wish
to submit the following statement of views of the association on I.R. 11970, the
Trade Expansion Act of 1962.
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The American Bankers Association, in common with many other groups and
individuals in the United States, is deeply concerned over several major
challenges which it sees as confronting our Nation now. These are: (1) a
slowing of the rate of growth In our domestic economy which has not completely
dispelled the lingering threat of inflationary pressures, (2) a deficit in our
overall balance of payments, which despite a favorable trade balance, has not
been overcome, (3) the emergence of regional trading areas, particularly the
European Economic Community, which threaten the exports of our farms and
factaorles, (4) the continuation of Soviet economic imperialism with its threat
of world domination.
It is the firm conviction of the American Bankers Association that the Trade
Expansion Act of 1962, though certainly not a panacea for these problems,
nevertheless constitutes a major contribution to their solution.
By opening foreign markets to American exports it will stimulate economic
growth and will lead us to channel our resources into their most efficient employment. By opening our markets to the keen edge of foreign competition it will
restrain inflationary pricing by American business and labor.
By expanding proportionately the volume of both our exports and imports, it
will widen the margin of our presently favorable trade balance. This will enable
us to offset a larger portion of the deficits arising in other sectors of our total
international payments position.
It is absolutely essential that if American farmers, workers, and businessmen
are to benefit from the expanding export opportunities provided by the rapid
growth of world population and income, they not suffer exclusion from regional
trading areas such as the Common Market. That American agriculture and
American Industry are among the most efficient in the world is attested by
our high standards of living, but even our productive superiority is not so great
as to enable our goods to vault over the external tariff walls now being erected
against them.
. Expanded output and increased economic stability is necessary for the economies of the less industrialized nations if their incomes and living standards
are to rise. For most such nations, this will require enhanced export opportunities and improved access to world markets to absorb their increased output
of primary products. I)enial of these opportunities to trade with the free
world will add the cruel force of necessity to the blandishments of communistic
persuasion, and these nations may well find themselves forced, albeit reluctantly,
into the Soviet orbit.
It would be naive to believe that any single policy or any single act could
cope with these challenges; rather a whole structure of policies will be needed.
Nor can these challenges be met now and for all time; only an effort sustained
over many years will show progress In any of them. However, the American
Hankers Association regards the Trade Expansion Act of 1962 as a major building block in the structure of policies needed to meet the challenges of our time.
In the light of these considerations, the American Bankers Association endorses
particularly those provisions of the Trade Expansion Act which grant general
authority to reduce U.S. tariffs up to 50 percent and which provide special
authority to eliminate tarfiTs on broad categories of goods in which United
States and European Economic Community trade is dominant. The association also supports the provisions for reduction or elimination of tariffs on products of tropical nations, for Tariff Commission investigation of the probable Impact of proposed tariff reductions, for the use of the escape clause for temporary relief only, and for retention of the most-favored-nation principle.
The American Bankers Association strongly supported H.R. 9900 when it was
before the House Ways and Means Committee. It is the association's belief that
the bill has been strengthened by the amendments adopted by that committee.
We regard as particularly salutary the provisions which (1) require the appointment of an Interagency committee to advise the President and to afford
interested parties an opportunity to present their views, (2) call for the appointment of a special representative for trade negotiations, (3) require the
President to work for the elimination of nontariff import restrictions, and (4)
expand the role of the Tariff Commission in the implementation of trade policy.
The American Banker- Association recognizes that the use of the additional
authority provided by this bill may result in injury to some business firms and
their workers. We wish particularly to emphasis reaffirmation of our support of
the trade adjustment assistance feature. The fundamental assumption underlying trade liberalization is that its benefits will spread throughout the Nation and
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that the adverse effect uIKn the minority will be more than offset by the beneficial effects for the majority. We believe that the general public has the responsibility to share the burden which adjustment imposes upon particular business firms and individuals. We regard trade adjustment assistance, therefore,
as a necessary and desirable feature to facilitate the transfer of labor and capital out of industries that are unable to meet foreign competition. Such assist.
ance will accelerate the shifts of resources out of lines of activity which are uneconomic, in direct contrast to other Government programs, such as in agriculture, which have impeded rather tlan enhanced adjustment, thus perpetuating
rather than mitigating economic problems.
A more liberal trade policy and the eotinued growth of international trade
can make an important contribtulon to meeting the challenges which confront
the United States. We would emphasize, however, that adoption of a Ishlicy
of working toward freer trade will not be an end but merely a beginning, not a
solution, but an opportunity. It will not solve out problems but simply make
possible and, indeed, will help force a solution of them. If -we recognize and
meet these challenges-if we are willing to submit to the disciplines and sacrifices they require-such legislation, vigorously and effectively administered, can
make an Important contribution to building the unity and solidarity of the free
world and to achieving our common objectives of sustained economic growth and
a rising standard of living.
We strongly believe that the enactment of the Trade Expansion Act of 1962
would contribute to these goals.
Sincerely,
CHARLES E.

WALKER.

STATEMENT PREPARED FOR SUBMISSION TO THE COMMITrrEE ON FINANCE OF THE
T.S. SENATE AT WASHINGTON. D.C., BY THE U.S. COUNCIL OF THE INTERNATIONAL
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, INC., IN SUPPORT OF H.R. 11970, THE TRADE EXPANSION
ACT OF 1962

My name is Harvey Williams. I am chairman of the Committee on Commercial Policy of the U.S. Council of the International Chamber of Commerce
and submit to you today in that capacity this statement in favor of the passage
of H.R. 11970, the Trade Expansion Act of 1962. Also, I am assistant to the
president, international operations, in PhIlco Corp. of Philadelphia.
The opinions and recommendations in this statement are those of the U.S.
council, and do not presume to be the views of the International Chamber of
Commerce, itself, or Its headquarters staff at Paris, France, or its other commissions or national committees.
More than a year ago, the committeee on commercial policy of the U.S. council
recognized that another extension of the Reciprocal Trade Act would be Inadequate to meet the changed international economic circumstances which would
confront the United States when the present 11th extension of the act expired
at June 30, 1962. Consequently, the committee underook to anticipate domestic
and international economic conditions and the circumstances in whlch the
United States might find itself vis-a-vis the rest of the world In the immediate
future. It recommended some basic principles which it believes are desirable
in a new trade policy for the United States with the hope that these might be
helpful to the Congress in framing a new trade legislation. These observations and recommendations were published in May 1961, in a pamphlet entitled
"Principles of an International Trade Policy for the United States." A copy
Is submitted with this statement because our committee believes that the basic
facts and principles stated therein are timely and applicable to consideration
of the Trade Expansion Act of 1962, by the Committee on Finance of the U.S.
Senate and by the Congress.
(The booklet referred to is reproduced on pp. 1409 through 1427 of the
hearings on this legislation held by the House Ways and Means Committee.)
The Trade Expansion Act of 1962, as originally proposed in F.R. 9900, contains such a broad delegation of pov ers by the Congress to the (Tlef Executive
that our committee felt it desirable. In testifying before the Committee on
Ways and Means of the House of Pepresentatives on March 20, 1962, to define
swome of the fundamental and rapidly changing political and economic circumstances which give a particular urgency to the enactment of this legislation
and to the broad authorities sought by the President. The Trade Expansion
Act of 1962, now embodied in H.R. 11970, contains an equally broad delegation
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of authority. Therefore, we submit with this statement, a copy of our committee's statement to the Committee on Ways and Means of the House of Representatives of March 20, 1962, and commend it to your attention.
(The statement of Mr. Williams before the House Ways and Means Committee appears on pp. 1393-1407 of the printed hearings.)
Since I.R. 9900 was introduced into the House of Representatives on January
25, 1962, much publIcity has been given to this proposed legislation. Much testimony has been taken with respect to it. There has come to be unusually complete
and widespread knowledge concerning the legislation itself, its objectives, and
many of the background facts against which it has been conceived. Conse-.
quently, we believe it would be repetitious to burden your committee with statistical presentations and similar details which are already in the record. We
believe it may be more helpful to summarize the essential factors in the situation which confronts the United States today and which make urgent the formation and implementation of a new foreign trade policy for the United States.
In the last 7 or 8 years the relative economic position of the United States has
undergone drastic (hange. The oversea "dollar gap" has become an "oversea dollar surplus." A large amount of the dollars which we spend abroad for imports,
for defense and military aid, for economic aid and other purposes, no longer flow
back to us for American exports, services, or investment in American securities
and business enterprises. Our gold reserves have dropped sharply. We continue
to have worrisome deficits in our balance of international payments. The strength
and stability of the dollar as an international currency has become clouded.
There has been concern abroad about our handling of our internal economic
affairs.
We have seen our efforts to rehabilitate war-torn Europe and Japan develop
into huge successes, politically and economically. The Western movement of
communism has been checked In Western Europe. The economic resurgence of
Japan and the Western European countries. as free enterprise societies, including
the formation of the European Economic Community, speaks for itself. These
developments are so well known as to require no further comment here. In
European areas, where the creation of employment was the problem 10 years ago,
overemployment and rising wages are the problems today. A New York Times
dispatch from Bonn dated August 7 reports that West Germqny has 630,000 jobs
open, with only 97,500 persons unemployed and already 670,000 foreigners working within that country. An official of the German Economic Ministry is quoted
as saying, "We are stuck with a labor shortage and It looks now as though we
will be for some years to come."
Britain probably will become associated with the European Economic Community and will be followed by several other European nations. The prospect of
additional Western European countries becoming associated with the Community
within the next few years seems likely.
The Western European Community has nearly 350 million inhabitants, living
in a relatively comiiact area where literacy is high. where artistic, technical, commercial, and financial competence is well developed: and where demand for many
pr4luctR, and services is as unsaturated as in the United States 20 to 30 years ago.
The total foreign trade of the IS Europeean members of the OECD is now approximately three times the annual size of that of the United States ($100 billion compared with our $35 billion) : and this area can be regarded as the most promising
for industrial and commercial growth over the next decade or two.
Western Europe is already the largest export customer of the United States
for both agricultural and industrial products, but Its present annual per capita
income is far below our own.
We have enjoyed a rising gross national product but our economic growth
rate has lessened. We have diminishing Industrial profits. Capital investment
is lower as a percent of GNP. We have persistent unemployment. While our
exports are rising in healthy fashion-even during the first half of 1962--our
deficit In international payments continues. We seem in need of some opportunity for stimulating economic expansion. This opportunity can be found in
the unsaturated markets of Western Europe, and on a longer range basis in
raising the standards of living and the consumption of the 50 percent of the
world's population in the less developed areas. The enclosures with this statement develop the various aspects of these possibilities in more detail.
On the other hand. Western Eu~rope is an economy of such size and sophistication that it could turn Inward to concentrate upon its own self-development
rather than looking outward to a general liberalization and enlargement of
87270 0-62-pt. 4-24
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world trade in collaboration with the United States. The need for well-conceived,
proluit, and energetic action to improve the accessibility of the expanding
European market for American agricultural and industrial products is a fundamental reason justifying the delegation of broad authority by the Congress to
the Chief Executive, with provision for appropriate annual review.
It Is well recognized by Members of the Congress and by the public that the
economic warfare which the Soviet leadership has declared upon the free
world is being. and will be fought most aggressively In southeast Asia, India,
the Middle East. Africa, and Latin America. The success of the free world in
this contest will lie dependent upon the productivity and soundness of wellcoordinated. well-planned, joint programs to assist development of the new nations and the less developed areas. This longer range opportunity needs the
collaboration of the other advanced nations In planning and providing Joint
economic assistance. This is an additional reason for the broad grant of authority contemplated by H.R. 11070.
Finally, the collaboration in enlarging international trade which is sought
with the nations of Western Europe-particularly those of the European Economic Community-can readily be the foundation for the development of an
Atlantic economic partnership of such strength and competence as to assure the
free world of the human, industrial, and financial resources necessary to meet the
Soviet economic threat c,;ntinuously and successfully.
Let us remember that in 1947-52, we were the only major industrial country
which was not ravaged by World War II. We were the sole source of supply
for many manufactured products. We were benefiting by the abnormal postwar
demand, created by the shortages of supply in wartime and by the rebuilding
of Western Europe and Japan. In 1953-58, production in Japan and Western
Europe grew more and more adequate to care for local needs, particularly In
the types of industrial products which could be relatively easily manufactured.
We began to encounter greater competition in world markets.
In more recent years our exports to Western Europe have shown a healthy
growth. In fact, an examination of our exports will show that the more advanced economies have become our best customers, as their own prosperity and
development have progressed. Our strongest exports are often sophisticated
nonagricultural products. In addition, conimmoditie , such as wheat and coal
which, because of mechanization and production on a huge scale, can be supplied
efficiently.
When we become concerned about the increased competition from other Industrial nations, let us ask ourselves what our position would be had our efforts
to rehabilitate Japan and Western Europe failed to succeed. Now that these
countries, with our help, have rehabilitated themselves economically and financially, should the United States abrogate its leadership? Or should we provide
the inspiration, initiative, and guidance which can bring the advanced nations
closer together, to develop the greater opportunities which lie ahead?
It seems to our committee that these are the fundamental issues to which
the present legislation is addressed. To deal effectively with these issues a
grant of broad authority by the Congress to the Chief Executive is required.
Our committee believes that it will be unwise for the Congress to debate the
advantages of individual trade agreements as these may be transmitted to it
under section 226 of H.R. 11970. However, we do recommend that the Congress
provide procedures under which it can review annually the actions of the
executive branch, not only with respect to specific trade negotiations, but also
with respect to the overall international economic position of the United States.
We recommend that in such annual reviews particular attention be given to the
effects of domestic policies and programs upon the progress of the United States
in reaching Its international objectives. There is a close and intimate relationship between our international economic position and our domestic policies. This
all-important fact will have greater and greater significance for the future
successful development of our foreign policies.
Our committee believes that the Congress should be provided with an annual
review of the total position of the United States in world trade. This should
include the overall participation of the United States in the economic development of the free world, the progress of the foreign trade.expansion program and
alo the interrelationships of domestic policies and programs with our international economic objectives. Such a broadening of the annual report to be
made by the President to the Congress under section 402 of IH.R. 11970 can be
of equal value to the executive branch as well as to the Congress. In addition,
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such a broadened report can be effective in enlarging public knowledge of the
rapidly changing international circumstances and in gaining public support for
constructive policies and appropriate legislation.
Your committee will recognize that H.R. 11970 will not, of itself, establish a
new foreign trade policy. Such a policy will evolve over the next several years
tinder the new authorities included in the bill. Our committee believes that a
foreign trade policy to be beneficial to.the welfare of the United States must be
expansionist. It must seek maximum participation in the further development
of the advanced nations of Western Europe and achieve fruitful coordination
with these and other advanced nations of the world in providing sound and
productive economic assistance to the less developed areas. Trade between the
less developed areas and the advanced nations must be promoted vigorously as
an alternative for economic aid.
The urgency for initiating negotiations with the European Economic Community is made clear by the following factors. The internal tariffs between
these nations have been reduced by 50 percent. By the end of 1966, such internal tariffs could substantially disappear. On important nonagricultural products the common external tariffs of the European Economic Community seem
likely to range from 12 to 24 percent. This barrier to trade needs to be reduced
by negotiation before it becomes firmly established. When it is remembered
that approximately 20 percent of our total exports are bought by the nations
now in the European Economic Community and that approximately 35 percent
are purchased by those nations plus the additional nations in the European Free
Trade Association, the desirability of improving our trade potential with this
growing Western European market is obvious.
To this same end, it is equally important that substantial reductions or the
elimination should be sought in the quotas, excise taxes, fees, and other barriers
which restrict and in some cases exclude some American products from important European markets. It is essential that American goods have as easy access
to the markets of the other advanced nations as their products have to our
market.
One of the important advances in national foreign trade policy which is incorporated in the Trade Expansion A.t of 1.962 (H.R. 11970) is the concept and
provision of adjustment assistance as an alternative to tariff action against
imports. Our committee endorses the principle of adjustment assistance so
administered that it will not encourage to maintenance of inefficient or obsolescent business activities.
We suggest for the consideration of your committee the possibility that adjustment assistance be used as an alternative'to including Items on the reserve
list (sec. 225, H.R. 11970).
We further suggest for the consideration of your committee that the weekly
amounts payable to workers under section 323, H.R. 11970, whose unemployment is caused by foreign competition, be the same as the weekly amounts
payable to workers whose unemployment is due to domestic causes. Such
equality in unemployment compensation, without regard to cause, could simplify administration of these provisions.
For the same reason, we recommend to your committee consideration of the
desirability for full Federal payment of adjustment allowances to workers eligible for adjustment assistance under section 323, H.R. 11970, rather than having
such workers partially compensated by a State. A separate single compensation program. even if administered through State agencies for the Federal Government would make it possible to account specifically for this element of cost
in a new national program and thus make it easier to answer various objections to the trade readjustment allowances.
Our committee considers section 241, providing for the appointment of a
special representative for trade negotiations, and section 242 providing for
the Interagency Trade Organization, to be improvements in the proposed legislation. We suggest the desirability of having the special representative act
as the Chairman of the Interagency Trade Organization and of broadening his
responsibilities to enable him to coordinate and administer c,ll
of the powers
delegated to the Chief Executive in H.R. 11970 other than those related to
adjustment assistance and the escape clause.
In view of the increasingly close interrelationship between our domestic
economic policies and our international trade objectives, your committee may
find It desirable for the seclal representative to be empowered to advise the
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President and( the executive delartments concerning the impact (of doiesti
policlem and programs upon our International ecoiomtic objet4Nives.
Although our total l exports are it sinalall~rt of our gross national pr(lii.t,
it must be considered that apljroxiniately olle-sixth of ou1' farii 1mrketing iiisour
ilnhsconto Is received from exports and froit 10 to 40 ioer,*eIt of nia:lny of
trial prohucts are sold in overseas n111rkets. Therefore it cimiclusion, hilly \\
emphasize respectfully to your committee the vital iliortanv
to the' economy of the ITniied States.

(of foreign trade

The deficit in Interlnational payments with which thle 1'tited States has lfcWn1
confronte4d for the last sevvril1 years ham liecolmie i 11tter ,if lorlimary concern.
This deficit Is not due to iiin unfauvoralle balohtic' in outr Internitional cotinierclal
trading acctiullts. In fact, we are currently expjort iu allit $5 million more goods
and comniidtles than we are' i1por1ing. The deficit in oiur Ilance of interniitional payments is primarily attributahlo to iWl elpenditures for m1utul1 111111tary defense abroad and foreign evoniontic aid.
We can re cleeour International payilents dliieit lby nitiklig the unitedd
States an attractive area for the investment of foreig capital, by encouraging
greater expendliturtes by foreign tourists in the I'nited States. by restrh(iug oair
own exlpnditure.s abroad, or by further increasing our favoraible trade Ilaiince.
Of these alternatives. increasing our opportunities to export and ouir export
shipments, stimulating a higher rate (if industrial and coniniervial ability
both at home and abroad, is the itost important and Iroiniig.
It must be noted that donlestih policies strongly influence the (eoliluetitliveness
of IT.S. Industry and agricullture in world markets. Taxes. fatan policies, wage
Isulcles. and welfare and social programs are examples of the factors In our
domestic economy which have an Inliportant Inipact on our International (,o01petitiveness and on our success in grasping the opportunities currently offered
by world markets.
To maintain our International solvency, to build increasingly sold confidence
in the dollar, and to take full advantage of our econonl. opportunities in
Western Europe and in the less developed areas, the United States must have
a strongly expansionist trade policy properly coordinated with our domestic
and foreign policies. This can le achieved tinder the authorities an(d provisioni of I.R. 11970. The committee en commercial policy of the U.S. council
therefore urges your committee to recotlnleld favorably on the Trade Expnslon
Act of 1962 (H.R. 11970) and urged its passage at the present session of the
Congress.
HaRt
OF COMMERCE, INC.,
iInl ington,
tc.,A uqust 13, 1962.

DEAWARE STATrE ('t

Hon. HARRY F. BYRD,
Chairman , Committce on Pinaiicc.
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
IDEAR SENAToR BYRD: in view of the consideration now being given by the
senatee Finance Committee to II.R. 11970. the Trade Expansion Act of 1962, it
Is appropriate that the Delaware State ('hanier of Commerce communicate Its
concerns over this imlportant legislation.
Because Its membership Interests are as diversitfied as their businesses, the
Delaware chamber has been unable to establish any clearly definable position on
the tariff features on the subject bill. Accordingly, the chamber does not offer
any opinion in this area.
On the other hand, the adjustment assistance features of the legislation as
contained in chapters 2 and 3 of title Il1, largely, do provide an area on which the
chamber imembership feels it must comment. The V.S. Departments of Labor
and Commerce have indicated that they regard the adjustment assIstance progran as necessary to cope with an exp-xted loss of 90,000 jobs over 5 years
to Import competition and likewise wito the failure of some 700 to Q0 firms,
These numbers appear a rather poor excuse for the establishment of an elaborate
prograin of federalized assistance. The firms failing and the Jobs lost represent
but a drop in the bucket itn comparison to the dislocations deriving from the
17,000 normal annual business failures. Such problems currently are being
met successfully through State unemployment compensation programs, operations of the Small Business Administration, and the programs of the Area Redevelopment Act and the Manpower and Training Act. In the light of these
already established programs. and in the light of the relatively small indicated
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additional burden, the creation of a new program of subsidy is totally unwarranted and unnecessary.
Should the proposals outlined In II.R. 11970 go into effect, the features contalned are unfair and discriminatory. Since the unemployment allowances
and adjustments exceed State programs, both as to allowable income and duralion of time over which such Income is available, the automatically discriminates
between categories of unemployed. Those unemployed because of import displacements thus Ibecome treated far more liberally and handsomely than those
unemployed displaced for any other reason.
Even the prescribed aid to firms Is injected with an aura of unfairness Firms
anid b'inesses whose operations are multiple In character could not possibly
qualify for assistance even though one of their major operations suffers total displacement by import competition. On the other hand, single-operation firms
suffering import displacement may qualify for aid.
Our fMoat concern over the establishment of any such adjustment program is
for the priwedents established. Firstly, it would provide precedent for developing Federal standards for all State unemployment programs, with the added
deleterious effect that the more generous benefits of Federal law would reduce
considerably any incentives which idled employees might have for seeking out
more proluctive and more fruitful compensation through regular employment.
Secondly, we are alarmed that this type of program may also provide precedent
for the establishment of other special Government subsidy programs designed to
coelnsate for the dislocations from other Government policy changes no matter
how trivial.
It is our earnest recommendation that any trade expansion bill passed in this
Congress not contain an adjustment assistance program.
Sincerely,
Ross E. ANDrFSoN, Jr.,
Exceitve Vire President.
VINYL FABRICS INSTITUTE,

August 15. 1962.
Hon. HARRY F. BYRD,
Chairman, Senate Finance Caommitttce,
New Sena te Oiee Bitilding. Washington, D.C.
DEAR CHAIRMAN BYRD: The Vinyl Fabrics Institute, located at 6.5 East ,55th
Street, New York 22, N.Y., is a trade association composed of 15 members who
produce the major proportion of the U.S. production Is supported vinyl materials,
unsupported vinyl sheeting, and pyroxylin coated materials.
The principal Industries which are served by these products are the automotive, furniture, shoe, luggage, wearing apparel, bookbinding, and in addition
are used extensively for wallcovering applications.
We are writing to express our concern about the broad scope of the authority
which would be delegated by Congress In H.R. 11970. Ours iN a highly cornpetitive Industry and like the textile Industry it Is traditionally a low-profit
one. It is also a highly efiient Industry with production methods that vary
little from plant to plant whether in the United States or abroad. Imports of
these vinyl materials originate in numerous countries but with tho great bulk
coming from West Germany and Japan.
For some years, we have been concerned with the Increasing volume of imported materials wbich not only compete directly with our own products., but
which are Iyopoitdl in fabricated forms which in turn compete with our
customers' products. Import statistics available covering materials produced
by our industry are vague due to the fact that they are primarily classified for
customs purposes by similitude. To get fismuch base information as was
available, the Department of Commerce was requested to undertake a special
study covering the years 1958 through 1960. This study showed that the dollar
value of imports increased over 50 percent durhr g this period and certain
published figures show that in 1961 there was an additional 25- to 30-percent
increase over 1960. Department of Commerce import statistics (FTv-I10 monthly
reports) are presently available for only the first 4 months of 1962. These show
that we can expect as much as a 200 percent or more increase in Identifiable
iniport., over the year 1.960. These figures are calculated on a dollar-value basis.
but, when converted into yardage, they will represent substantially more of
the domestic market because of the lower selling prices of Imported material.

2010

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

It is inmpossible to determine the volume of products in finished form, but the
effect of this overall volume, of course is reflected In los,, of sales and corregsponding curtailment of production and employment.
This is not a situation which can be met with advanced technology and mass
production. Our foreign competitors are as well or even better equipped than our
American counterparts, and the production methods are either the same or at
least very similar. The difference lies in lower productl(n costs and resulting
lower prices. Further tariff reductions can only aggravate an already serious
problem. Under the circumstances, we feel compelled to express our opposition
to the sweeping authority provided In H.R. 11970 which frankly anticipates
serious adverse effects.
We respectfully suggest that the bill be amended to provide for only a
3-year extension with authority to negotiate under the same terms and conditions provided in the Trade Agreement Extension Act of 195--with appropriate
perfecting amendments as to timing and effective dates.
The growth and acceptance of vinyl materials has not only been due to the
base important characteristics of long wear and economy, but largely in
recent years to the expanding range of styles, designs, and colors. The industry
in its beginning made and produced purely a utilitarian product of very limited
patterns and colors. However, today these are almost unlimited and, because of
this ar, specifically adaptable to the requirements of the many end uses
served. The development of styling and new designs by the industry is becoming
increasingly important and the investment in research, market testing, production, and promotion of a single design runs into the tens of thousands of dollars,
These designs can be quickly reproduced abroad and in the past imported materials have capitalized on currently popular domestic designs to gain entrance
into the domestic market.
Design piracy as a problem exists in both the domestic market and in the
foreign market. It is by no means confined to our own industry. The problem
has become so serious that a number of industries have combined to plead for
more adequate design protection and a bill, S. 1884, toward this end has passed
the Senate and is now pending In the House Judiciary Committee. This legislation if enacted into law will clarify many of the problems insofar as domestic
producers are concerned. It will, however, give little or no protection against
hit-and-run import infringement to which the vinyl materials industry and others
are exposed. Under the present laws, copyrights and designs may be regulated
at the various ports, but this does not bar importation. It merely provides the
U.S. patent owner with an opportunity to be informed after the fact that infringement or possible infringement may occur as a result of the use of the imported material. The patent owner is then faced with the problem of trying to
locate the principals in the import transaction to call attention to the infringement.
Patent litigation is both long drawn out and very expensive. Smaller companies with limited resources are unable to indulge In such luxuries as patent
litigation and imports continue during the course of the legislative action.
Under the circumstances, our industry feels that legislative action is necessary
to remove this ever-present threat of a most unfair method of import competition, It is our suggestion that specific legislative provision be made which would
permit not only the registration of a design patent at the various customs ports
of entry, but that the Bureau of Customs be authorized to bar all imports which
directly infringe or which closely simulate patented designs so registered. This
type of operation is already provided for and works very effectively with respect to registered trademarks. There appears to be no logical reason why the
same operation cannot be applied to registered copyrights and design patents.
The customs entry procedures and mechanics of inspection are already such that
the same personnel could police design and copyright piracy just as effectively
as they now police and bar trademark infringement. To prevent abuse of the
privilege, nominal fees within the reach of even small business, could be provided
to take care of any possible administrative expenses. Such an arrangement
would offer no protection against the sale of pirated designs in foreign markets,
it would however, not only give protection in our home market but it would
probably tend to deter piracy by eliminating a substantial sales potential in the
United States and leaving the more limited foreign market open.
The legislation which we propose would complement but not duplicate the
legislation pending in the House of Representatives. Since there would be no
adverse effect on any legitimate U.S. producer or seller, such legislation should
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present no economic or political problems. The amendment to existing statutes
is relatively simple and a suggested draft of such an amendment is attached for
your consideration.
Respectfully submitted.
PAUL F. JOhtNsoN, Executive Secretary.
AMENDED SECTION 1526
MIerclandise bearing American trademark or copying American patented design-Importation prohibited.
(a) It shall be unlawful to import into the United States any merchandise of
foreign manufacture If such merchandise, or the label, sign, print, package,
wrapper, or receptacle, bears a trademark owned by a citizen of, or by a corporation or association created or organized within, the United States, and registered
in the Patent Office by a person domiciled in the United States, under the provisions of sections 81-109 of title 15, and if a copy of the certificate of registration of such trademark Is filed with the Secretary of the Treasury, in the manner provided in section 106 of said title 15, unless written consent of the owner
of such trademark is produced at the tLme of making entry.
* (b) It shall be unlawful to import into the United States any merchandise of
foreign manufacture If such merchandise copies or simulates any merchandise
covered by a valid copyright or design patent if copies of such copyright or design patent are filed with the Secretary of the Treasury in accordance with published regulations unless written consent of the owner of such copyright or
patented design is produced at the tlm of making custom entry.
(e) Any such merchandise imported Into the United States in violation of the
provisions of this section shall be subject to seizure and forfeiture for violation of
the customs laws.
(d) Any person dealing in any such merchandise may be enjoined from dealing therein within the United States or may be required to export or destroy such
merchandise or to remove or obliterate such trademark and shall be liable for
the same damages and profits provided for wrongful use of a trademark, copyright or design patent.
TEXAs EMtPLOYMENT COMMISSION,
Austin, Tex., August 10, 1902.
Senator HARRY BYRD,
Chairman, Senate FinsCe Committee,
Senate Office BRilding, Washington, D.C.
DEAR SENATOR BYRD: This letter is directed to the hearings before your conmittee regarding the provisions of the so-called Common Market proposed legislation. Those of us serving in the employment security program are concerned
with a part of this bill which makes a considerable change In payments to certain employees who have lost their jobs through no fault of their own. Attached
to this letter Is a letter a(jlressed to your conunittee, which letter has been
signed by the employer representative of the Commission and his Advisory Committee as well as the public representative of the Commission and his Advisory
Committee.
All signers of the letter strongly urge your committee to make changes in the
hill to reflect the opinions expressed. These opinions are the result of experience gained in the administration of the program of employment security as well
as in the field of business and general economy.
We are aware of your interest In the program of employment security as well
as the burden of responsibility which is yours as members of the key committee
of the Senate. We are also mindful of your desire to gain the reactions and the
expressions of opinion of persons who would deal directly with this legislation
if enacted. It is indeed fortunate that we have such a knowledgeable person as
you as chairman of this vital committee.
With kindest of personal regards, I am,
Sincerely yours,
S. PERRY BROWN.
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TEXAS EMPLOYMENT COMMISSION,
Austin, Tex., August 10, 1962.

Hon. HARRY F. BYRD,
U.S. Senator, Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR SENATOR BYRD: We wish to add our voice to the many strong objections
your committee has already heard against the so-called trade readjustment allowance program for workers displaced by foreign competition resulting from
actions taken under the trade bill.
For emphasis we wish to point out the following bases for our position:
1. The program would set up a privileged class of unemployed persons. This
special class would be eligible for benefits of over $60 a week for up to 52 weeks,
compared with the recently enacted maximum in Texas of $37 a week for a
maximum period of 26 weeks. There Is no justification for granting such higher
and longer lasting unemployment compensation benefits to those whose jobs are
affected by the trade bill compared with benefits available to those disemployed
for a myriad of other reasons, including competition from other products, technological change, or business failures.
The person who Is unemployed Is not concerned with the reason for his unemployment; his condition exists regardless of its reason. Hence, his benefits
should be geared to his wage credits and not to the cause of unemployment.
If this program is accepted as a basis for higher benefits, we can expect that
the cancellation of a Government contract will be advanced as a proper cause for
federally supplemented benefits.
2. The determination of whether unemployment is caused by the effects of
the trade bill or other causes would introduce a vague new area of decisionmaking Into the administration of unemploymefit compensation. We quote from
a recent Labor Department study of 27 Import-competing industries entitled,
"The Relationship Between Imports and Employment" (April 1962) :
"Despite an Increase In total employment between 19-54 and 1951) of 5 percent
for the 27 Industries combined, total employment declined in 9 of these industries. These nine industries were examined in some detail with results as described below. * * * The aggregate 1954-59 employment drop for the 9 Industries
was 11 percent, of 19,271 workers (an average of 2,141 per industry).
"* * * It is significant that only two of the nine Industries with employment
decreases also had decreases in output * * *. Employment declined in the seven
other industries, evidently for reasons other than production cutbacks. These
reasons may include increases in output per worker resulting from technological
c-hange and changes in the composition of an industry's output" (pp. 12-14). * * *
This indicates clearly the difficulty of determining whether unemployment
is caused by imports or some other reason. But the higher benefits for unemployment alleged to result from imports will generate pressures ot give the unemployed worker the benefit of the doubt-with consequent distortion of the unemployment Insurance system.
3. The provision of special benefits under Federal law is directly contrary to
the basic provisions of the unemployment insurance system under which benefits
are determined by the respective States. The committee will recognize that this
Is part ot the long and highly controversial dispute over "Federal standards,"
and we will not, therefore, burden this committee with a repetition of the arguments against "Federal standards."
Sincerely yours,
Dr. W. E. Moreland, Ex-Superintendent of Schools for Harris County,
Tex.; T. T. Hunt, Managing- Editor, Beaumont Enterprise:
Thomas J. McHale, Advertising Manager, Dallas Chamber of
Commerce; Joe K. Wells, Vice President, Austin National Bank;
S. Perry Brown, Public Rrepresentative, Texas Employment Commission; Charles E. Simons, Executive Vice President, Texas
Mid-Continent Oil & Gas Association; Ed C. Burris, Executive
Vice President, Texas Manufacturers Association; John McKee.
Regional Manager, Ford Motor Co.; James E. Taylor, Executive
Director, Texas Motor Transportation Association: Orval A.
Slater, President, Slater-White Laundries, Inc.; J. 3. Pickle, Employer Representative, Texas Employment Commission.
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CABRETTA & COUNIHAN,

Washington, D.C., August 14, 196,.
Mrs. ELIZABETH SPRINGER,

Chief Clerk, Senate FinanceCommittee,
Senate Office Building, Wa8hington, D.C.
" DEAR MRS. SPRINGER: Attached hereto are three copies of the statement
of the Bicycle Manufacturers Association of America on H.R. 11970.
Please file this statement for the record on the hearings on H.R. 11970.
Thank you.
Sincerely,
DONALD M. COUNIHAN,

generall Counscl, Bicycle Alanufact,:rers Asociation of America.
STATEMENT

OF WILLIAM

F.

STOEFFHAAS

INTRODUCTION

May It please this honorable committee, my name is, William.F. Stoeffbaas.
I am executive vice president of Arnold, Schwinn & Co., 1718 North Kildare
Avenue, Chicago, Ill., and I am chairman of the Tariff Committee of the Bicycle
Manufacturers Association of America. As this committee may know, our
association Is composed of American bicycle manufacturers who account for
more than 90 percent of the bicycles produced in the United States.
Our association is pleased to have this opportunity to present Its statement
with respect to H.R. 11970 to this honorable committee. May we say at the
outset that the American bicycle industry is not opposed to International trade
provided adequate safeguards are maintained for the protection of affected
industries. In fact, as this committee may know, our Industry has had much
practical experience in this area with 18 nations now sending bicycles to the
United States for sale on the American market.
We also have had considerable experience with American tariff machinery,
and particularly with the operation of the escape clause. As the committee may
know, bike imports to the United States accounted for less than 1 percent of
domestic sales prior to World War II but rose to over 40 percent of the domestic
market in 1955. Accordingly, faced with this tremendous loss of market, our
industry became involved In three separate escape clause actions. Although
we were granted escape clause relief In 19---at a time when bike imports accounted for more than 40 percent of the domestic market-it was not really
relief. Thus we have ever since been forced to suffer the loss of approximately
one-third of our domestic market.
Needless to say, employment in the bicycle industry has been adversely and
seriously affected as a result of the heavy influx of low-cdst bicycle Imports.
During the 1950's alone, over 11,500 Jobs were lost to individual American workers
who would have been employed by our Industry. Wages lost to these workers
were in excess of $50 million.
But rather than recite tlje problems our industry, and our workers, have
faced and continue to face, In connection with the importation of great quantities
of low-cost bike imports (made possible by extremely low foreign wage scales),
may we now share our views with you in connection with some of the specific
sections contained in H.R. 11970.
RESERVATION OF ESCAPE ARTICLES

First of all, may we say that we fully support that portion of section 225(b) (1)
which reserves from negotiation any article to which "the Tariff Commission
found by a majority of the Commissioners voting that such article was being
imported in such increased quantities as to cause or threaten serious Injury to
an industry." Thus we note that this reservation takes Into account two very
important factors. First, it recognizes the demonstrated inclination toward
serious injury of those articles which were subject to a complete and detailed
escape-clause investigation by the U.S. Tariff Commission, culminating in a
finding of "serious injury" by the Commission.
Second, the reservation recognizes that a high proportion of future tariff
reductions will be made not on an article-by-article basis but instead will be
negotiated on an across-the-board "category" basis.
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As the bill contemplates simultaneous reductions on whole groups (ofarticles,
as such blanket reductions will wreak havoc on escape articles which have
already proven themselves to be injury prone as a result of tariff cuts, the need
for the above reservation is clear and obvious. It Is well deserving of the support of every member of the Senate Finance Committee, and we urge its con.
tinued inclusion in the bill with the following Improvement.
RESERVATION

SHOULD COVER 5-YEAR PERIOD

As the President's basic negotiation authority extends over a period of 5 years,
the section 225(b) reservation should cover a similar 5-year period rather than
only 4 years as provided for in the bill as now drafted. We believe that this wis
an unintended oversight by the House Committee on Ways and Means which
should be corrected to give effect to the committee's intent.
Thus the House committee placed this section in the bill to )rovide procedural
protection for escape articles which had already demonstrated their inclination
toward serious injury as a result of tariff reduction. If the reservation lPriod
were not coextensive with the negotiation authority period, the President could
defeat the House committee's intent to l)rovide procedural protection by merely
deferring negotiation on escape items until the 5th year.
In view of the foregoing, may we respectfully request that this honorable
ommittee correct the above anomaly so as io preclude the inadvertent nullification of this important and needed reservation .
Turning now from our consideration of section 225 (b) of the bill, may we convey
to the committee our comments with respect to another facet of the bill; namely,
that dealing with the treatment to be accorded to the products of Communist
countries or areas.
MOST-FAVORED-NATION PRINCIPLE SHOULD NOT BE EXTENDED TO COMMUNIST
COUNTRIES INCLUDING POLAND AND YUGOSLAVIA

May the committee please, the American bicycle industry has been the Innocent victim of some vicious trading practices perpetrated by the Communist
bloc. While harmful to our Industry, we are happy to be in a position to relate
these experiences to the committee as them emphatically point up the wisdom of
section 231 of the bill, the section which would deny most-favored-nation trade
benefits to Communist countries, including Poland and Yugoslavia.
Mr. Chairman, our experience with the Soviet Union and its satellites in cOnnection with bicycles teaches us that these countries act in economic concert with
one another. Based on that experience, we believe that it is impossible to grant
trade concessions to one satellite without immediately aiding the entire Coinmunist system.
Consider for a moment the following chains of events. From 1945 to 190 one
Communist satellite, Czechoslovakia, was the leader of the Communist bloc in
the mission of exporting bicycles to the United States for hard currency dollars.
During that period, approximately 135,000 bicycles were sold on the American
market at approximately one-half their foreign unit value.
These bicycles were sold in the United States at below cost- for the obvious
purpose of generating U.S. currency. What actually was done with the currency obtained is not publicly known. However, the interlocking economic
arrangement of Russia w.th its satellites indicates that the currency may have
been channeled back to ioscow for use in Soviet espionage and other subversive
activities.
The American bicycle industry protested the dumping of these bicycles on the
American market, but to no avail. Soon, the mass selling of thousands of Communist bicycles in this country had triggered a bicycle price war in the United
States, as a result of which domestic bicycle prices toppled to an all-time low.
In desperation our industry instituted an antidumping action, pursuant to the
Antidumping Act of 1921. Foreign (non-Communist) bicycle importers who
also had been injured in the general price decline were in full support of our
petition.
As this committee may know, it Is very difficult to obtain relief under the antidumping statute. Under the two-step procedure inaugurated in 1954, an industry must fIrst convince the Treasury Department that an Imported article is
selling at less than its fair value (dumping) and then satisfy the Tariff Cominmission that the related domestic industry has been Injured. Nevertheless, in
1960 the American bicycle industry was able to establish dumping and injury
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and become the second successful petitioner out of the approximately 186 applications filed up to that time. The Czechoslovakian satellite thus had 5 good
years in which to dump Communist bikes on the U.S. market.
When Russia in 196) saw that the United States intended to invoke dumping
penalties against Czechoslovakia, it appears to have immediately ordered another
of its satellites, Poland, to start producing bicycles for export to the United
States. Also, it would appear that It may have ordered Poland to transship
Soviet bicycles to the United States, as these bicycles were the commodity in
greatest oversupply in Russia at that time (see app. I). In any case, Poland
signed a contract in 1960 to deliver $14 million worth of bicycles over the 5-year
period 1961-65 (see app. II). This is fantastic when we consider that Poland
delivered only 17 bicycles to the United States in 1960. Iow could a country
which had no 1.S. bicycle background or experience suddenly almost overnight
deem itself to le equipped to handle such a huge order? While we cannot prove
that the resultant, tremendous influx of bicycles came from the U.S.S.R., may
we suggest that it would be a simple matter to mask Russian bicycles with
Polish markings so that they would appear to have been produced in Poland.
At the same time bicycle production anol transshipment arrangements were being worked out with Poland, it would appear that the Soviet' Union encouraged
that satellite to seek trade c acesslons from the United States. Poland did seek
concessions, and, on November 18, 1960, the United States granted Poland mostfavored-nation status.
As a result of the foregoing, Czech bike Imports to the United States dropped
from 84,927 bicycles in 1960 to 14,869 bicycles in 1961, a decline of 83 percent. At
the same time, Polish bike imports to the United States rose from 17 bicycles In
1960 to 49,214 blcyles in 1961, an increase of 2,895 percent. Poland, which
ranked 14th in total imports Into the United States in 1960 and 7th In 1961 was
5th during the first quarter of 192. She now ranks behind only such big bike
exporting countries as the United Kingdom, West Germany, Japan, and Austria.
In a few years, Poland can be exlcted, at the present rate of increase, to be the
largest Importer of bicycles to the United States.
Based on the foregoing, and upon our experiences generally with Communist
bicycle imports, we conclude the following:
1. The satellite countries are nothing more than economic puppets manipulated by, and for the benefit of, the Soviet Union.
2. The Soviet Union will dump any item which is in oversupply In Communist
bloc countries, on the American market to obtain hard currency dollars.
3. If the United States extends trade concessions to one Communist country
while denying them to others, the Soviet Union will order the exportation of
oversupply items through that country which is granted the concessions.
In view of the foregoing, may we once again urge this honorable committee to
accept the judgment of the House Ways and Means Committee aiwl the House of
Representatives, that trade concessions should be denied to p:-oducts, of Communist countries or areas in accordance with the provisions of section 231 of H.R.
11970.
NEED FOR FURTHER STREAG-THENING

OF THE ESCAPE CLAUSE OF THE BILL

Turning now from our discussion of trade with Communist countries, may we
now discuss with the committee our views In connection with the bill's escape
clause provisions.
Mr. Chairman, in our judgment H.R. 11970 Is an improvement over the
original administration bill (H.R. 9100). Nevertheless, it still falls short of
providing the necessary minimum safeguards to protect domestic industries from
injurious imports. Our primary objections to the bill's present escape clause
provisions are as follows:
1. No definition of the term "industry," similar to that found in section 7(e)
of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951. as amended, is provided.
2. To be eligible for tariff adjustment relief, in connection wilh increased imports, the concomitant injury must result solely from tariff concessions. Thus
the words "in part" are omittd from the bill although they are in section 7(a)
of the existing law (Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951, as amended).
3. The trade adjustment provisions do not recognize that an increase of imports relative to domestic production of an article may seriously injure an
industry. The word "relative" was added to section 7(a) of the existing law
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by the Senate Finance Committee in 1955 and should be retained In the instant
bill.
4. They fail to include in the tests for relief those items set forth in section
7(b) of the existing law including the downward trend of production, employmenat, prices, profits, or wages in the domestic industry con(erned, or a decline
in sales, an increase in imports, either actual or relative to domestic production,
a higher or growing inventory, or a decline in the proportion of the domestic
market supplied by domestic l)rtxlucers.
The inclusion (of the abovc-needed additions will aid in strengthening the es('ape clause provisions of the bill.
We hope the foregoing is helpful to you.
Thank you.
[From the New York Times, Aug. 3, 19601
EcoNOcMIc SWITCH: SOVIET SURPLUSES-"CAPITALIST" PROBLEM FORCEq CUTBACK
IN BICYCLES AND OTHER GOODS
(By Harry Schwartz)
Soviet planners have begun struggling with the problem of overproduction, a
problem they used to think troubled only capitalist economies.
Wrestling with the new problem of unsold and unneeded surpluses of some
kinds of goods, Soviet authorities have ordered production cutbacks for some
commodities and rigid output limitations for others. Their most radical step,
P1ravda reported late last month, has been to i,ue a list of about 1,000 articles
that factory managers may not produce in excess of planned amounts.
The new order prohibiting such output is a radical departure for Soviet economic behavior, since maximum production has been the Soviet rule.
The present problem is one of surpluses of some goods that have piled up in
Soviet warehouses, while other commodities are still in short supply. Before
the present move to limit production of surplus goods, the Soviet Government
tried to solve the problem by cutting prices on some of the surplus commodities
and through a limited form of installment credit for some of these goods.
Judging from available data, bicycles make up the commodity in greatest
oversupply In the Soviet Union, as far as consumer goods go. Price reductions
for bicycles apparently did not stimulate sufficient demand. As a result, bicycle
production during the first half of this year had to be cut 21 percent below the
output in the like period of last year. Other goods that have been in oversupply recently and whose prices and production have been reduced Include
watches and silk textiles.
Meanwhile the Soviet Government still is trying energetically to increase the
production of most manufacturer goods. During the first half of this year, for
example, the Soviet Union produced 36 percent more television sets, 36 percent
more washing machines and 19 percent more household refrigerators than had
been produced In the corresponding period of last year.
I1-,. far the Soviet Government has to go in satisfying demand for such goods
seei, .ndi(ated by the fact that for its population of more than 210 million
persons this year's record production of television sets still will be well under
2 million.
[From the Journal of Commerce and Commercial, New York, July 27, 1960:
POLAND TO EXPORT ICwYCiES To UNITED STATES

(Special to Journal of Commerce)
WVAsAw.-Poland has signed a $14 million contract to export bicycles to the
United States, the Polish news agency I'ap said.
Pap said the 5-year agreement was signed by an American firm, named as
Kerliss, Ltd., and the Polish foreign trade organization Universal.
Under the cor ract, Poland will ship almost 120,000 bicycles to the United
States next yea,. Pap said the number of bikes exported to the United States
under the contract gradually will increase, reaching 200,000 in 1965.
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ANCHORAoE, ALASKA, August 14, 1962.
Hon. HARRY FLOOD BYRD,

Chairman, Committee on Finance,
U.S. Senate, Washiogton, D.C.:
Strongly urge favorable action by Senate Finance Committee and the Congress
to amend Trade Expansion Act of 1962 as provided in amendment itroduced
August 3 by Senators Bartlett and Magnuson. Foreign trade policy must give
recognition to urgency of problems faced by American fishing industry if industry
Is to survive pressures arising from harassment and unsound conservation
practices by foreign fishermen. Urgently request your favorable consideration
of proposed amendment.
WILLIAM A. EGAN, Governor.
STATEMENT OF HON. CLAiR ENGLE, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

(a) The proposed amendment is noL esgne&4oqWlude or even reduce current Imports of products includd- Ithin the amendmhtf.i
It would preclude,
in the absence of a multilate_,
agreement, changes in exist it.,duties and other
import restrictions. HowoVer, the fact Is that even with exlsting"cuties, imports
of most of the relevant
mmodIties have increased, as shown on eMhbit No. 1.
Substantial reducti
or elimination of taog-,o.n these proutfrom the
EEC, enlargement o the EEC itself )Rio extePslon o-tariff adJustmes under
lhe most-favored-n tion principle . upld with rising wbrld productlof could
result In substan al increases
importls with consequep serious price a d Incomle effects on t' e domestic
dustries.In assessing tji e probable effects of the ropQ.4d ,Trade Exlmaision Act of 962
on these Industies, their pos'iflnbfin -w'*1d trade'sjnd in the domestic econ6 ny
must be analyze.
17/
These sign]iant aspects are immfjIately apparent; namely:
1. All of th4 industrlesxepresente[ #r6 almost solely dependent on the domistic market for their sales!
,
2. Foreign production bf each-ot their 'cropa amd, produ0Ns.1* far greater th4n
U.S. production, and is tMaded in the world market at ,prices significantly lower
than U.S. prlc's.
3. Marketing programs Includink VoIume controls, rfgiW grade and sanitary
standards. an product iproxelnent,' are financed aind operated by domestic
growers and h idlers to avzufe adequafe,4ppjhg, orderly marketing, and seasonable prices.
4. There is comluslve evidence that ai'lnctease in the volume of Impoits at
the time of normAj supply-demap conditions results In a disproportionate depressing of prices to\.domestic protpcers.
(fb) II.R. 11970 pivides no specfltr -and adequate means by whl'eythe ecominic interests of inditries, falling within the purview of the ameROlment, can
he adequately i)rovided for,
(r) Section 212 of H.R. -1970
Is clearly designed to promote the Interests of
agricultural industries export ibg or expecting to export to-fhe EEC. On the
other hand, IH.R. 11970 contalns'ihio,,-such adequate _aaftguards fdustres
which conceivably might suffer substantliAii"i
e from imports fl-(tme EEC.
In fact, section 212 would make possible the elimination of U.S. ;_.
on imported EEC agricultural products whenever such action would assure the maintenance or expansion of U.S. agricultural exports. Because EEC agricultural
exports to the United States are likely to be composed, in large part, of products such as filberts, walnuts, cherries, wine, olives, figs, lemon concentrate, a9%d
other specialty products included within the purview of this amendment, it can
be argued that these commodities might likely become the "pawns" by which
agricultural export Interests are promoted.
(d) Extension of the EEC to Include countries such as Spain and others of
the Middle and Near East, either as full or associate members, and t.,e use of
section 251 (most-favored-nation principle) could, as H.R. 11970 is now drafted,
result in very substantial increases In U.S. imports of products included within
the scope of the proposed amendment.
(e) An indicated, the amendment would not preclude continued or even increased imports. In emphasizing and encouraging development of international
commodity agreements, the amendment recognizes the need for programed,
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equitable, and orderly conditions in world markets. Furthermore, this emphasis
seems compatible with current proposals of the EEC itself. Thus, the amendment should not Inhibit the ability of the United States to negotiate with the
Common Market. In fact, in clearly emphasizing the development of Interna.
tonal commodity agreements, the amendment might hasten and even facilitate
negotiations with the Common Market.
Last March, President Kennedy acted under the escape clause of the Reciprocal Trade Act to raise tariffs on imports of glass products and carpets, because American producers were suffering serious injury from Imports. The
action was felt mainly in Belgium, from where both products were imported.
Belgium is part of the Common Market, and here retaliation was a Joint action by the whole EEC, in the form of a raise In tariffs on Imports of five commodities coming chiefly from the United States, namely, two types of plastics,
synthetic cloth, varnishes, and water paints.
This miniature trade war should be a lesson to us in regard to our trade with
Europe. It not only emphasizes the inevitability of retaliation in trade policies
but the fact that we no longer deal with individual countries there.
It is believed that this amendment proposes a much sounder approach to the
whole matter of imports, because it directs the President to seek voluntary
agreements with other nations, instead of resorting to one-sided protection
for one commodity which will certainly mean retaliation against some other
commodity.
(f) As Indicated previously, the crops and products within the purview of the
proposed amendment are primarily dependent upon the domestic market for sales
of their products. Historically, exports of these commodities have been nominal.
Their dependence on the domestic market and the nature of their domestic demand makes it necessary for these Industries to have reasonable insulation from
the Impacts of excessive imports if the industries are to achieve the orderly
marketing conditions which State and Federal marketing programs are designed
to provide.
The high and fixed investments required and the lengthy production cycle of
perennial crops makes the adjustments to lower prices, which could accompany increased imports if U.S. tariffs are lowered or eliminated without concurrent
agreements to provide for orderly world marketing, very difficult If not impossible to achieve in the short run.
In most years, large, exportable surpluses of these commodities are available
in foreign countries. There is conclusive evidence that when U.S. tariffs are
reduced substantially, foreign suppliers react by increasing the volume of their
exports to the United States. In the case of most of these products, without
commodity agreements, imports could be readily increased to the point where
drastic price effects could emerge very quickly.
Large, exportable surpluses of several of these commodities already exist in
EEC member countries and in countries now associated with or contemplating
union with the EEC. As indicated above, U.S. producers of these products
could suffer severe economic effects if our tariffs are lowered or eliminated.
In addition, large quantities of many of these specialty crops are produced
outside the EEC, and are frequently processed and packed under unsanitary
conditions. The Trade Expansion Act provides that any reduction In tariffs
on these products granted to the EEC countries would be extended to other nations under the most-favored-nation principle. Extension of those concessions
could have far-reaching impacts on the domestic industries. It seems reasonable that t.S. industries should, under these circumstances, have the protection which EEC countries will themselves have as their common fruit and
vegetable policies are implemented.
The adopted fruit and vegetable policies of the EEC contain a variety of
devices designed to provide protection to producers in the member countries.
Should those policies be administered In a discriminating manner to limit substantiplly or preclude shipment from their countries to the EEC, it might mean
diversion of products to other countries, including the United States. Again,
there would be the need for adequate safeguards for the domestic industries
against such possibilttes.
Several of these products are produced in Communist countries, where trade
and price policies are highly unpredictable and need bear no relation to policies
and practices in the free world. Should these countries choose to disrupt normal world trading patterns, there could again be the indirect effect of diverting
supplies from other countries into the U.S. market.
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Adverse econozwic conditions in one or a few of these industries does, over
time, tend to generate adverse economic -effects In other agricultural industries
and in the economy of the United States generally.
For these reasons, it is necessary that orderly procedures be provided to prevent unregulated and unrestricted imports from disrupting the economy of
these industries.
U.S. imports for conaumpton, fiscal year '
[In thousands
Product

195-6

pounds..
Cherries, natural state .---------Cherries, maraschino ------------- do....
Cherries, sulfured or brine .......... do ....
gallons..
Citrus Juice, wncentrated ------Dates, fresh, dried, prepared or preserved
pounds..

Figs, fresh, dried, brine, prepared orpreserved .........................

pounds..

Fig, paste .......................

do....

Olive oli .......................

pounds..
do....

d.
do....
Filberts, shelled ..............
stuffed
Olives, brine, green, ripe, pitted,

Brandy .......................... gallons_
Dessert wine ........................ do....
Sparkling wine and champagne ..... do....

Table wine ........................ do ....
Vermouth .......................... do...
Walnuts, shelled ............

pounds..

93
3,059
1,780

195-57
378
5,05
2,916

1957-58

19"-

1959-0
616
7, 54
3,324

(1,742)
2,919
(2,.654)

(2,872)
2,318
(2,
175)

(4,45)
3
(211)

2,596
6,594
3,163
(2,939)
895
(645)

40,953

44,194

47,765

35,724

33, 60

4,858
(54)
6, 596

6,112
(331)
15, 645

4,049
(42
16,554

6.075
(3) (708)
11,654
10,162
5433

4,912
(384),

13,178
52,431

(14,726)
1,273
(1,032)
738
(31)
729

3,541
(3,072)
2,288
(2,27)
12, (
(3,045)

5,848
(32)

9,754
44,704

(10,610)
1,436
(1,169)
778
(45)
759
(675
4,065
(3,633)
2,202
(2,189)
4.171
(831)

196 01
766
6.WS
9,060

1,419
5,868
4,523

(2, 861)
2,696
(1.021)

(7,123)
2,459
(5)

38,8

4,074
(382)
11, 636
48,730

(14.282)
1,482
(1.140)
765
(61)
772
(679)
4,253
(3,821)
2,504
(2 488)
3,299
(3

6,260
(820)

12,887
83,264

(18, 207)
1,642
(1,315)
747
(63)
808
(60)
4.640
(4,120)
2,873
(2,80)
3,316
(400)

6,499
(56)

14,032
3,3909

5,200
(72)

26,333
5,337
(9)
15,169
51,129

(18,028)
1,823
(1,473)
76
(61)

(14,354)
1,786
(1,420)
802
(71)

(775)
5,377
(4.79)
3,012
(3,001)
5.191
(594)

(755)
5,807
(5,102)
3,241
(3,215)
7,108
(8o0)

927

913

I Data in parentheses are Imports from EEC.
2 Almost exclusively France.
3Data on Imports from EEC not available.
4 Calendar year.
[From the Congressional Record, Aug. 3, 19621
FAILURE OF THE COTTON TEXILE ARRANGEMENTS DUE TO FALLACIES IN CONCEPT

AND ADMINISTRATION : NEED FOR CONGRESSIONAL GUIDELINES-SPEECH OF HON.
STROM THURMOND OF SOUTH CAROLINA, IN TILE UNITED STATES SENATE

Mr. TIIURMOND. Mr. President, leaders of the textile industry have recently
announced that the Geneva Agreement for the control of cotton textile imports
is working very badly and that the Government is failing to achieve Its announced goal of effective import limits.
When such statements are made by leaders of the industry; It appears to be
appropriate to examine the provisions of the short-term cotton textile agreement,
the actions taken thereunder, and the provisions of the long-term cotton textile
arrangement and the actions which may possibly be taken thereunder.
I have, therefore, examined these documents and have, most regretfully, come
to the conclusion that the preesnt problems of market disruption arising on
increased imports of cotton yarns and cotton textile products will not be
alleviated but will rather be aggravated if the long-term cotton textile arrangement becomes effective on October 1, 1962.
The statements of spokesmen of the cotton textile Industry are, Indeed, supported by the Government import statistics. Imports of cotton yarn in the
first half of 1962 established a record of 11,749,382 pounds. This 6-month volume of Imports surpasses the record of cotton yarn Imports for any entire year
In the past.
Imports of cotton cloth for the 8 months commencing on the effective date
of the short-term agreement, excluding Imports from Japan, reached 87 percent
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of the fiscal 1901 base on which the short-term cotton textile arrangement was
supposed to be effective in the limitation of imports for the period from October
1, 1961, to sReptember 30, 1962. Imports from Japan which, under a bilateral
agreement n4otttttL4 by our State Department, are limited to 275 million square
yards for the calendar year 1962 had, by the end of May, already exceeded
the expected 5-month level by 41 million square yards.
Acting under the short-term cotton textile agreements, our Government
has successively Initiated actions with seven or eight foreign countries to restrain and limit the imports coming into this country in excess of the level
established in the short-term agreement.
But the short-term agreement expires September 30, 1962, and the excessive
Imports of cotton textiles, against which our Government Is now taking action
against various countries successively will become the base or the floor for
cotton Imports on October 1, 1962, if the long-term arrangement becomes effective.
This situation prompts me to present a review here of some of the steps
which have been taken by Members of Congress and leaders of the Industry in
bringing the problems of the textile Industry on Imports to the attention of
the administration and a further review of the actions taken by the administration In recognition of the urgent need to correct these problems.
Misconceptions concerning the effectiveness of the short-term cotton textile
agreement and the long-term cotton textile arrangement have, unfortunately,
been current in the industry, and, Indeed, among some Members of the Congress
because of exaggerated reports as to the effectiveness of the purported controls
on cotton textile imports established by international trade negotiations.
We are now at a time when the Congress has before it a Trade Expansion
Act which bnsically accepts the theory that international trade can best be
governed by international trade agreements. It, therefore, is extremely important now to consider the degree to which our State Department has been
effective In negotiating international trade agreements relating to cotton textile
imports.
Early In 1961, a number of Members of the House of Representatives and a
group of Senators, with whom I was pleased to associate myself addressed communications to the President calling attention to the long-continued distress
of our domestic textile industry which In recent years has resulted in a tremendous liquidation of textile mills and the loss of several hundred thousand
Jobs in such mills.
Thereafter, the President appointed, on February 16, 1961, a committee of
Cabinet members headed by Secretary of Commerce Luther H. Hodges which,
in due course, made a study of the textile Import problem and reported to the
President. On May 2, 1962, the President announced a 7-point program for the
alleviation of the serious problems of the textile Industry. At that time the
President stated:
"The problems of the textile industry are serious and deep rooted. They
have been the subject of investigation at least as far back as 1935, when a
Cabinet committee was appointed by President Roosevelt to investigate the
conditions in this industry. Most recently these problems were the subject of
a special study by the Interdepartmental Committee headed by Secretary of
Commerce Luther H. Hodges. I believe it is time for action.
"It is our second largest employer. Some 2 million workers are directly
affected by conditions In the Industry. There are another 2 million persons
employed In furnishing requirements of the industry at Its present level of
production. Two years ago, the Office of Dofense Mobilization testified that It
was one of the Industries essential to our national security. It is of vital importance In peacetime and it has a direct effect upon our total economy. All the
studies have shown that unemployment In textile mills strikes hardest at those
communities suffering most from depressed conditions."
In the sixth point of the President's program he directed the Secretary of
State to call a conference of principal textile exporting and importing countries
to seek an international understanding to provide a basis for trade which would
avoid undue disruption of established Industries. 'Thereafter, Under Secretary
of State George W. Ball proceeded to arrange an international trade conference
restricted entirely to cotton textiles.
Members of the House and Senate addressed a further communication to the
President stating the unanimous opinion of themselves and the industry that
the Secretary was proceeding under an erroneous understanding of the nature
of the Industry and the gravity of the problem. They pointed out particularly
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that his plan was restricted to cotton textiles' excluding wool, silk, manmade
textiles and apparel and was oil a basis which would increase exports of cotton
textiles from Japan to the United States and would assure every country of an
automatic annual Increase of textile exports to the United States.
Nevertheless, the Department of State proceeded with an International conference In Geneva which, In July 1961, brought forth the short-term cotton
textile arrangement which was duly ratified by the participating nations.
This agreement became effective October 1, 1961, for a period of 1 year. It
provided, among other things, that in the event unrestricted Imports of cotton
textiles were causing, or threatening to cause, disruption of the domestic market
of an Importing nation, that nation might request the exporting nation to restrain
"at a specified level not lower than the level prevailing for the 12-month period
endJng 30 June 1961" its total exports of any category of cotton textiles and
further provided that, in the event no agreement was reached within 30 days,
the requesting country could decline to accept Imports from such exporting na.
tion at a level higher than the level of the said 12-month period. Thus there
was Introduced into the control of Imports of cotton textiles Into the United
States the base period which has come to be known as the level of fiscal 1961.
Since the short-term agreement became effective, the United States has been
compelled to request restraint of exports to the United States by several nations
which were exporting goods to this country In excess of the prescribed level.
Such restraintson
rfhKorts
are, of course, effective only for the life of the shortterm agreement.
As one country was restrained in its exports, It became successively necessary
for the United States to apply the restraint to exports from other countries,
some of which were undoubtedly increasing their exports to the United States
to replace the exports of the restrained country.
The rate of these excessive Imports during the term of the short-term cotton
textile agreement has already ranged in various categories of cotton textile products from 10 to 1,000 percent above the prescribed level. In one or more cases
countries exporting to the United States have shipped cotton textiles Into the
United States although the country had no record of previous shipments of
the commodity which would establish the base level during fiscal 1961. For example, exports of cotton textiles from Mexico to the United States have reached
npproxinaely 1.50 percent of the base level and Mexico has exported to the
United States 897,979 pounds of carded yarn singles for which the country had
no base level,
Although the domestic industry did not propose that the 12-month period ending June 30, 1961, be established as the level to which imports could be restrained,
that period was fixed In the short-term agreement and the thought has erroneously become prevalent that this base period of fiscal 1961 is also applicable to
restraints on cotton textile imports under the long-term arrangement.
The international trade conference which brought forth the short-term cotton
textile agreement arranged for the creation of a provisional cotton textile commnittee to undertake the work of establishing a long-term cotton textile arrangement. This committee conclutled its negotiations on February 9, 1962.
The long-term cotton textile arrangement was annomced In a press release
from the White House press secretary, ader date of February 15, 1962. On that
date, the chairman of the House textile conference group, Hon. Carl Vinson of
Georgia, addressed a communication to the President in behalf of that group in
which he stated:
"Although we have not yet seen the actual text of the International cotton
textile arrangement concluded at Geneva on February 9,1962, we understand that
the United States will hold the level of nipm 'of cotton textile produce for a
5-year term at virtually the present leveL"
This communication also expressed the hope that the administration would
move promptly on wool, manmade fiber, silk, and other textile fibers, and requested confirmation of the understanding of the arrangement expressed In the
first paragraph of the letter which is above quoted.
The communication quoted above was, as noted therein, written without the
benefit of detailed examination of the text of the long-term cotton textile arrangement but was based on reports made by representatives of the State Department.
In repVly to this letter the President, Auder date of February 26, 1962, addressed
a communication to the Honorable Carl Vinson in 7hleh he said, among other
things:
87270-62-pt. 4-
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"All cotton textile products are now covered by a special International agree.
ment reached at Geneva on July 17, 1901, authorizing the limitation of imports
to the level of the 12 months ending June 30, 1961. This agreement expires
September 80, 1002. The long-term agreement which was just negotiated,
will continue the same level of imports, with minor adjustments, for an addi.
tional 5 years."
The hnpression given to the President and to the Members of Congress as
stated In these communications has prevailed In the industry, but Is not borne
out by the provisions of the long-term cotton textile arrangement which defnitely does not establish the fiscal year eided Tune 30, 1901, as a base period
level to which total cotton textile Imports Into this country may be restrained.
On the cottrary, It provides, in annex 13, that :

"The level below which imports or oxpoitts of cotton textile preoducts causing or
threatening, tto catie market disruption may not be restrained under the provisions of article 3 shall be the level of actual Imports or, exports of such prodnots during the 12-month period terrminatig 3 months preceding the month In

which the request for conskiltation Is annde."
In other words, if the United States acted at the earliest possible moment
under the long-term arrangement---namely, on the day on which it may become
effective, October 1, 1962-then the level elow which imports of cotton textiles
front any country in any category could not be restrained would be the volume
of such imports for the year which ended June 30, 1002. tinder this formula
there Is no possibility that the volume of imports In the year ending June 30,
1961, may be establied as the limit of such Imports into the United Stntes.
This Is not, as apparently represented to the President, to the Congress and to
the industry, the same level of imports which is established in the short-term
cotton textile agreement.
The result is that the exporting nations which have, during the period of
the operation of the short-term cotton textile agreement, shipped excessive
quantities of cotton textiles Into the United States have estnl)lished for the
period ending June 30, 1962, a higher base level below which their Imports may
not be restrained under the long-term cotton textile arrangement.
Thus, the long-term cotton textile arrangement gives the benefit of a premium of increased allowable imports to the nations which have shipped excessive exports to the United States during the short-term cotton textile agreement.
In the foregoing discussion, October 1, 1902, has been considered as the effective date of the long-term cotton textile arrangement. It Is of utmost Importance now to realize that this arrngement has not yet been executed and that
it will not become effective unless the participating nations ratify it before
October 1, 1962, and may not become then effective.
Under the provisions of article 12, a majority of the ratifying nations at a
meeting called I week prior to October 1, 1902, may postpone the effective date.
Such postponement may be for a definite or Indefinite period. A majority of the
participating nations, by postponing the effective date for any reason satisfactory to them. may force renegotiation of the arrangement. Thus, If a mapority
of the nations are dl&atisfied! because of any action which may be taken on the
section 22 case to Impose an equalization fee to offset the cost to the U.S. mills
of the differential in raw cotton costs adverse to domestic mills, on the OEP
application under the national security provisions of the Trade Agreements Extension Act, on HR. 11970, or any escape-clause case, or for any other reason,
they may nullify the arrangement by postponing indefinitely the effective date.
There have been some indications of reluctance on the part of some nations to
ratify the long-term cotton textile arrangement. M. Maurice Brasseur,
Foreign Trade Minister of Belgium, In a public statement made In connection
with the action of the President in restoring certain duties on glass and carpet
products, has rather pointedly noted that Belgium has not ratified either the
results of recent GATTI negotiations or the long-term cotton textile arrangement
Various Interests of Japan have been quoted In the press indicating that Japan
may not ratify the long-term cotton textile arrangement if this country takes
action eliminating or reducing the dual price system on cotton which establishes
a differential for the benefit of foreign producers.
Even after ratification of the long-term cotton textile arrangement, any participating nation may withdraw on 60 days' notice for any reason satIsfa'ctory
to itself.
After the United States has taken action, under the long-term cotton textile
arrangement, to restrain exports to the Unled States of cotton textiles in any
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category from another participating nation to the level of the first 12 inonths of

the V5 months preceding such request by the United States, the exporting nation

remains unrestrained on its exports of cotton textiles In other categorils. The
exporting nation may thus Increase the total volume of its exports of cotton
textiles to the United States although restrained to a degree on exports of the
eommoditleo In one or more categorles
Restraint on the export of cotton textiles In any category by one exporting
nation has no effect whatsoever on the exports of other nations shipping the same
commodities to the United States. Thus, if country A Is restrained in shipping
Its production of commodity X Into the United States, tben country H may ship
without restraint any quantity of commodity X until the United States takes
action to restrain It to the prescribed level. The result In that there Ii' no
practical control on the total volume of cotton, Imports Into the United Statee.
Only by ut"coive actilonm based on excesive lImports in each category can
the, titnl volume of exports from any single country to the United States be
restrained. Only by successive actions against every exporting country on every
eafegtory can the total volume of cotton textile Imports Into the United States be
remtralIned. A more Impractical method of restrain wold be diffielt to 4magfne.
EVen after restraint has been Impowed on exports of certain cotton textile covnmislities by a participating nation to the United States, that nation may, after
the exiration of 2 years, Increase Its exports to the United States in sech commodities by 5 percent annually. Thus, the volume of exports which may have
eaued disruption of our domestic market becomes the basis after 2 years for
n 5-percent annual Increase in Imports into the United States, notwithstanding
the cotdItIon of our domestiemarket.,
One of the avowed purposes of the State Department in entering Into International trade conferences for the control of trade In cotton textiles was to secure
access to European markets for Japan and the lesw-developed nations. Many of
the participating nations still maintain quotas, require licenses, and otherwise
restrict or prohibit exports from Japan am] legdeveloped nations int,, their
innrkcets.
In the short-teri cotton textile arrangement, paragraphs E and F of article I
provide that countries maintaining quantitative restrictions on cotton textile
ITnportR shall, as from January 1, 1962, significantly Increase access to their markets by countries, the imports of which were restricted when the arrangement
became effective. Paragraph E provides "A specific statement of the new acces
will be forthcoming."
No stirh action signiflantly Increasing access to their markets for Japanese
cotton textiles has yet been taken by European nations.
In the long-term cotton textile arrangement, article 2 provides that countries"
applying Import restrictions to cotton textiles from other participating nations
shall increase access to their markets for such cotton textiles by percentages
applied to their 1962 quotas to be set forth in annex A to the arrangement.
Annex A to the long-term cotton textile arrangement as published by our Government on February 15, 1902, contains only the statement:
"The perentages In this anneA will be communicated in duecourse."
So far as Is known, such percentages of increased access to the restricted
European markets have not yet been published.
It is significant that, notwithstanding the percentages by which volume of imports to such European markets may be Increased over their 1962 quotas, there
will, nevertheless, remain quota limitations on the total volume of Imports from
Japan and less-developed nations to such Europeaoin markets.
The United States operates under the most-favored-nation clause and extends
to Japan and, Indeed, to all countries of the world except those dominated by
International communism, the same rates of duty and the same freedom of
access to its markets which it extends to European nations.
The exclusion of textile products from 'Asia by European nations increased
the pressure on the United States to absorb the exportable surpluses of such
low-wage countries. This is a burden which the textile industry of the United
States cannot indefinitely endure and survive.
A subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Interstate and Porelgn Commerce, now the Committee on Commerce, after extensive bearings and study
of the textile problem, has recommended that the survival of the domestic
industry depends upon the establishment of flexible quotas on textile Imports.
It is a serious question whether the United tatMs can continue t avoid the
establishment of quotas on Imports so long as European nations maintain quotas
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against Asiatic textiles, even though such quotas may be increased by some
percentages.
Mr. President, let me point out the situation in which the United States will
find itself in the weeks from now to October 1, 1962.
First. The pending case under section 22 for the establishment of an equal.
ization fee to remove from domestic producers the burden of the dual-price
system on cotton may remain undecided, as it has remained for more than 6
monthsSecond. The application to the Office of Emergency Planning under the national security provisions of the Trade Agreements Extension Act which has
been pending for more than a year may remain undecided.
Roth of these cases are still pending, although the President In his letter of
February 26, 1962, stated that he had already requested the Tariff Commission
to complete its investigation on the section 22 case and to report as soon as
practical, and was requesting the Office of Emergency Planning to make its
recommendation without any unnecessary delay.
Third. The U.S. Government, particularly the Members of Congress, will not
know until the last week of September 1902 what nations will ratify the longterm cotton textile arrangement and whether the nations which may ratify It
will, by a majority vote, determine to postpone the effective date.
Fourth. The Congress will, In this period of time, take final action on H.R.
11970.
In view of the ineffectiveness of the negotiations to control cotton textile imports by International trade agreements, there is a serious question as to the
extent to which Congress should, in the Trade Expansion Act, authorize the
President, acting through the State Department, to negotiate international
trade agreements governing imports into the United States, without clearly
established criteria, guidelines, and safeguards for Amevican Industry.
The short-term and the long-term cotton textile arrangements emphasize the
need for the establishment by the Congress of a measure of control over international trade agreements, in order that the purpose and the intent of Congress
may be respected and the industries and labor of this country may be safeguarded.
On August 2, a number of amendments to H.R. 11970 were submitted to the
Senate by a group of Senators with whom I had the privilege of joining. These
amendments would provide the guideline for trade policy, the lack of which has
so often proved the undoing of American workers and industries. These amendments would accomplish the retention of the peril-point procedure and the
escape-clause procedure. I commend these amendments to the careful study and
-onsideration of Members of the Senate and to all other persons who have an
interest in accomplishing an effective trade program.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that 9 series of documents identified
as exhibits, A-L, to which I have made reference, be printed in the Record at
the conclusion of my remarks.
(There being no objection, the documents were ordered to be printed in the
Record, as follows:)
EXHIBIT A
THE AMEnxOAN CorroN MANUFACTURERS INSTITUTE, INC.,
CHARLOTT, N.C., July 25, 1962.
To AGMI Members.
GETLEmEN: Official U.S. Government Import statistics now show clearly
that the Geneva arrangements for the control of cotton textile imports is working very badly. Furthermore, because current imports under the 1-year arrangement which ends September 30 will enter into the rolling base level for the
5-year arrangement which begins in October, it Is clear that Nur Government
must take strong and prompt action if its announced intention to effectively limit
cotton products imports is to be achieved.
In recent weeks, your officers, staff, and a number of industry executives have
been in virtually constant contact with pollcymaking officials in the White House
and the executive departments concerned as well as with textile leaders in the
Congress on this matter; and these activities are continuing.

LARGE VX ESS KM
PORTS UNDA OENEVA ARRA NOEM NT#
'The short-term Geneva arrangement limiting cotton textile imports covers the
period October 1, 1961-September 30, 192.' Import statistics are now available
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on the first 8 months of the arrangement-that is, through May 31. Imlrts
from all countries (excluding Japan, which is separately calculated) in the first
8 months of the Geneva short-term arrangement reached 91 percent of the annual base. Put another way, imports by the end of May under the arrangement
were already as high as they should have been by the end of August. Clearly,
therefore, the Government is failing in its objective to hold imports during the
short-term arrangement year "at or about the level reached' in the 12 months
ending June 30, 1961," the base period for the short-term arrangement.
Imports of cotton textiles from Japan are governed by the United States-Japan
bilateral arrangement for the calendar year 1962. Under this arrangement,
Japan is limited to 275 million square yards for the present calendar year. By
the end of May, Japan had already exceeded the expected 5-month import level
by 41 million square yards. Obviously here, too, the Government is failing to
achieve its announced goal of effective Import limits.
Examination of the detailed import data figures shows clearly that the worst
violations of the import arrangements are occurring in those categories of products like yarn and heavy fabrics where the cotton cost differential Is most
important.
This makes it all the more difficult to, understand why the Tariff Commission
decision In our section 22 case has been so long delayed. The record on this case
closed in March. Imposition of the offset import fee on cotton textiles equivalent
to the raw cotton export subsidy rate would cut back imports substantially and
make it much easier to administer the Geneva and Japanese arrangements.
It is even more difficult to understand why the Office of Emergency Planning
continues to delay a decision in our national security case, which has been pending since last October. If the Office of Emergency Planning found that the level
of imports is threatening our national security-and the textile case Is the most
thoroughly documented ever presented under this provision of the trade agreements law-the President would immediately have the authority to impose import quotas on cotton products, without regard to the Geneva long-term arrangement, which has not yet been ratified. Furthermore, such a finding by the Office
of Emergency Planning would Immediately clothe the President with the power
to cut back the excessive Imports of woolens, manmade fiber and silk textiles,
which are currently completely uncontrolled.
Meanwhile the Congress continues to grapple with the question of foreign
trade policy. The scene of activity has now shifted from the House to the Senate,
particularly to the Senate Finance Committee of which Senator Byrd of Virigina
is chairman.
The committee began hearings on the House-approved trade expansion bill on
Monday with Secretary of Commerce Luther H. Hodges as the leadoff witness.
Other Cabinet officers are among about 100 witnesses scheduled to be heard by
mid-August. Under Secretary of State George BaIl, reportedly will appear on
behalf of Secretary Dean Rusk.
Textile industry representatives are In Washington this week for a series of
conferences with Senate leaders and executive department officials regarding the
textile import situation in relation to trade legislation.
Every step open to the industry Is being explored in the continuing effort to
obtain a successful solution to the textile import problem.
Sincerely,
R. DAvE HALL,
FTreiden t.

ExHrnrT B
(From the Daily News Record. July 23. 19623
NEW BASE LEVELS Fo

IMPORTS DUE IN LONG-RANGE PACT

(By Dick Gorrell)
WASHNGTONq.-Exlsting restraints on seven countries exporting textiles to the
United States and the import base levels established under the short-term International textile and apparel arrangement will be scrapped when the long-term
arrangement takes effect.
Furthermore, the provisions of the long-term arrangement are such that
imports in excess of the present short-term base level will build bigger import
quotas under the long-term arrangement.
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The arrangement sets the base at the level of imports reached during the
first 12 of the 15 months preceding the date of call for restraints.
Thus, a call for restraint on the first day of the long-term arrangement
(scheduled to go into effect October 1) would make the base July 1, 1961June 30, 1962.
Twenty-two of the sixty-four categories in the short-term arrangement were
over base level at the end of May.
These 22 categories, therefore, already have larger base levels under the
long-term arrangements than they have under the short-term arrangement.
The current 1-year arrangement fixed the base of imports at the level they
achieved in fiscal year 1961.
The higher base level already achieved by the 22 categories are in addition
to the 5-percent yearly increase built Into the long-term arrangement.
The categories in excess, quantity of imports through May, and percentage of
base, areCarded yarn, singles: 17,028,820, pounds, 196 percent.
Combed yarn, piled: 582,979 pounds, 270 percent.
Corduroy: 28,153 square yards, 168 percent.
Carded sheeting: 97,829,752 square yards, 104 percent.
Poplin and broadcloth, combed: 2,234,931 square yards, 140 percent.
Other printcloths, shirting, carded: 790,778 square yards, 532 percent.
Shirting not otherwise speclfied, carded: 333,480 square yards, 133 percent.
Twill and sateen, carded: 18,872,720 square yards, 105 percent.
Pillowcases, plain, carded: 1,223,W68 units, 404 percent.
Pillowcases, plain, combed: 26,830 units, 117 percent.
Towels other than dish towels: 29,011,247 units, 112 percent.
Sheets, carded: 36,351 units, 651 percent.
Braided and woven elastics: 79,621 pounds, 107 percent.
- Knitshirts, except T-shirts and sweatshirts: 516,996 dozens, 125 percent.
Men's and boys' dress shirts, not knit: 363,185 dozens, 119 percent.
Men's and boys' workshirts, not knit: 16,065 dozens, 252 percent.
Raincoats, three-quarter length or over: 55,384 dozens, 104 percent.
Men's and boys' trousers, outer: 850,496 dozens, 111 percent.
Women's, misses', and children's trousers: 760,150 dozens, 181 percent..
Men's and boys' briefs and undershorts: 102,589 dozens, 147 percent.
Drawers, shorts, briefs, except men's and boys': 244,733 dozens, 1,042 percent.
Other knit or crocheted clothing: 497,185 pounds, 114 percent.
Total imports of cotton textiles and apparel through May were 91 percent of
base.
Commerce Department officials say that imports have slowed down since then
because of restraints imposed on seven countries-Israel, Hong Kong, Portugal,
Colombia, Egypt, Spain, and Taiwan.
These seven countries accounted for about 70 percent of the 514 million square
yards shipped in by all countries, excluding Japan, through May. Hong Kong
alone sent in 221 million square yards to hit 109 percent of its base.
The restraints were imposed on these categories:
Carded yarn, singles (Egypt, Colombia, Taiwan, Israel, Portugal).
Carded ginghams (Hong Kong).
Combined ginghams (Portugal).
Carded sheetings (Hong Kong and Portugal).
Carded twill and sateen (Hong Kong).
Yarn-dyed fabrics, except ginghams combed (Portugal).
Carded fabrics not otherwise specified, carded, (Hong Kong).
Knitshirts, except T-shirts and sweatshirts (Hong Kong).
Sweaters and cardigans (Hong Kong).
Raincoats, three-quarter length or over (Hong Kong).
Men's and boys' briefs and undershorts (Spain).
Drawers, shorts, and briefs, except metz's and boys' (Spain).

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

2027

These restraints will have to be renewed if they are to be effective under the
long-term arrangement, and thereby hangs another problem: Restraints cannot
be imposed at a moments' notice. Consultations can run up to 60 days. "Critical
circumstances" such as acute market disruption can bring the time down to about
3 to 10 days.
Commerce officials, however, are concerned about the possibility that some
restrained goods are poised to come flooding into the United States as soon
as the long-term agreement takes effect.
Considerable time would elapse before Government officials could find out
about such a surge because there is a statistical reporting lag on Imports.
The lag, at the extreme, could be 4 to 8 weeks, and this is the hole in the
dike through which some countries may try to pass a flood of imports.
The United States, however, can avoid such a sudden surge of imports from
the base because of the 3 months' difference between the date of a call for
restraints and the end of the 12-month base such a call would create.
For example, if a country had sent in 10 units each month of its 12-month
base, its quota would be 120 units.
Should the country tlica dramatically increase Its imports and send in 270
units in the next 3 months, the United States could call for restraints and
exclude the 270 units from the base.
Thus, the 120-unit base would apply and the exporting country's 8 months'
shipments would have filled Its quote for 27 months.

EXHIBIT C
[From the Daily News Record, July 27, 1962]
COTTON YARN IMPORTS IN HALF Top ANY YEAR-17,497,382 POUNDS COME INTO
COUNTRY DURING FIRST 6 MONTHS, TOPPING 1960 12-MOxrN

RECORD OF 15,-

140,680 POUNDS-VALUE, AT $9,015,578, ALSO Tops ANY YEAR
(By Michael Lipman)
YoRK.-U.S. cotton yarn imports for the first half of 1962 established a
record of 17,497,382 pounds surpassing any yearly imports in the past, according to figures compiled from Department of Commerce reports.
The latest mark eclipses the former record set in 1960 for 15,140,680 pounds.
Last year imports fell to 13,904,620 pounds.
The volume mark comes Just 1 month after a dollar value for a yearly period
was established at $7,631,284, topping the 1960 record of $7,426,471.
Imports in June accounted for 2,831,535 pounds worth $1,384,294, raising the
latter total for 1962 to $9,015,578.
Statistics list import totals for Immediate consumption or for entry into
bonded warehouses, according to two major categories: (1) Noncolored, noncombed, nonplied, and (2) bleached or dyed, single or plied, carded and combed.
The bulk of volume-1,961,277 pounds and better than half the import value
in June, $881,299, came under the former category, as has been the case since
Imports became so prominent.
Portugal alone shipped almost 8,500,000 pounds of yarn for the first 6
months, worth $3,937,398. In the noncolored, noncombed, nonplled category,
Portugal accounted for about 6.75 million pounds, worth slightly over $3 million.
.NEW
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Yarn imports for June 1962
Pounds

Worth

Nonbleached, noncolored, noncombed, or nonplied:

Mexico ..................................................................
100,394
$41,501
Colombia ...............................................................
446,20
183,349

France ---------------------------------------------------------------19M,6
73,701
Portugal .....................................................
..
227,724
106,020
Lebanon .....................................................6,979
2,'9

Israel
....................................................................
239,419
108, 235
Taiwan ----------------------------------------------------------------310,000 137,687

Egypt -------------------------------------------------------------------

493,278

227,897

Total ------------------------------------------------------------------

1,916, 277

881,299

7,225

3,786

7,225

3,786

Bleached or dyed, single and carded: Israel ---------------------------------

Total ----------------------------------------------------------------Bleached or dyed, single and combed:
Colombia --------------------------------------------------------------

7,114
9,408
88
751
Belgium ---------------------------------------------------------------4,101
4,93
France ----------------------------------------------------------------1 ,000
1,319
Switzerland .............................................................
1,497
23,132
Portugal ----------------------------------------------------------179,405
9, 204
Greece -----------------------------------------------------------------110,368
61,589
Israel -------------------------------------------------------------------7,885
3, 944
Egypt ------------------------------------------------------------------211,402
123,717
Total -----------------------------------------------------------------544, 260
324,987

United Kingdom -------------------------------------------------------

Bleached or dyed, plied and carded:

Mexico .............................................................
22,872
8,941
Colombia -------------------------------------------------------------1,571
723
East Germany ..........................................................
19, 60
8,132
Portugal ---------------------------------------------------------------72,047
10,430
Egypt ...................................................................
17, 502
81,845

Total ------------------------------------------------------------------

290, 598

130,121

Bleached or dyed, plied and combed:
Colombia --------..---------------------------------------------------15, 401
9,532
United Kingdom ........................................................
3,578
13,641
France ----------------------------------------------------------------124
284

Switzerland ---------------------------------------------------------Italy ------------.---------------------------------------------------Total ----

------------------------------------------------------

8,752
320

20, 390
274

28,175

44,101

Cumulative total ......................................................
2,831,535
1,384,294
EXHIBIT D
[From the Daily News Record, July 16, 1962]
THE PULSE OF THE MARKET-COTTON CLOTH IMPORTS HIT 87 PERCENT OF GENEVA

QUOTAS IN 9 'MONTHS
(By Sig Scheler)
NEW YORK.-U.S. imports of cotton fabrics during the first 8 months of the
Geneva short-tem quota agreements reached 87 percent of the total recorded
during fiscal year 1961, according to figures compiled from Commerce Department
reports.
Total yardage of cottons received by the United States from the nations covered
by the Geneva agreement is 211.6 million yards from October 1, 1961, through
May 31, 1962. This compares with 243.3 million yards imported from these
nations during the base period July 1, 1960, through June 30, 1961.
These figures are exclusive of imports from Japan, which are covered in a
separate agreement with the United States. Imports from Colombia, totaling
723,000 yards during the 8-month period, are also not included in the overall total
because base year figures are unavailable.
Imports during May from the countries covered by the base year quotas totaled
26.3 million yards. Hong Kong continued as the leading shipper with 9.6 million
yards in the latest month, followed by Taiwan with 3.7 million. Portugal with
3.5 million, and France with 2.4 million yards.
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Three nations with substantial quotas have already exceeded their base year
figures: Hong Kong with an excess of 76 percent to date, Portugal up 17 percent
over the base, and Belgium-Luxembourg up 15 percent. In addition, Yugoslavia
has already exceeded its base period tenfold, but the original figure was
insignificant.
The Hong Kong overfulfillment included 63.1 million yards of carded sheetings
in 8 months, against 34.3 million yards during fiscal 1961. Other categories which
have been heavily exceeded by that country are carded twills and sateens, with
15.2 million yards against 13.7 million base, and miscellaneous carded fabrics
imports at 30.4 million against 10.5 million base.
Fabric categories exceeded thus far by Portugal are combed ginghams with
3.7 million yards, compared with 1.7 million imported in the base period; carded
sheetings with 5.3 million, up from 4 million; combed yarn-dyed cloths other than
ginghams, with 1.7 million against 510,000, and miscellaneous carded fabrics
with 1.7 million yards, against 1 million. However, carded ginghams and other
yarn-dyed cloths are substantially off from the base period, so that the rise in
combed colored yarn goods mostly represents a shift from carded to combed
types.
Excess shipments from Belgium and Luxembourg result in a cumulative total
of 3.2 million yards of miscellaneous carded cottons, up from 1.9 minion in the
base period. Yugoslav sblpments consisted of 262,000 yards of carded sheetings,
against none in the base period, and 316,000 yards of miscellaneous carded cloths,
against 55,000 base.
All figures in the accompanying table are general imports by the United States,
which includes all goods received, whether for consumption here, warehousing,
or reexport. Other Imports previously reported for May comprised only cottons
for domestic consumption.
U.S. general imports of cotton fabrics, square yards, under short-term Geneva
agreement
Fiscal 1961

Country oforigin

quota base

Hong Kong -------------------------------------------------64.88, 178
United Arab Republic, Egypt--------------------------26,007,235

May 1962
9,59 490
869,272

India -----------------------------------------------------23,450,070
1,201,821
France ........................................................
.22,321,719
2,37&778
Spain-------------------------------------------------19,239,648
268,628
Taiwan-----------------------------------------------14, 817,857
3,878, 571
Portugal -----------------------------------------------------14, 096, 894
3,466,150
Pakistan -----------------------------------------------------13,129,368
1,082,840

Republic of Korea---------------.-------------------------Italy ---------------------------------------------------------West Germany ----------------------------------------------

Switzerland -------------------------------------------------United Ktngd'm---------------.-------------------------Belgium and Luxembourg ----------------------------------Netherlands -------------------------- 4P---------- - --...Austria ------------------------------------------------------

10,316, 813 -------------7,189,020
569,968
5,803,692
948,074
3,752,926
3, 098, 041
3,489,847
3,234,552
2, 03,373

269,923
279,261
683,167
640,778
252, 536

Cumulative

October 1961
to May 1962
114,272,027
5,624,382

12,403,929
17,507, 908
4,619,159
12,004,814
16, 440, 968
4,332,764

1,596, 459
4,717,471
3,545, 284
2,129,75
2,141,674
4,015,596
2,824,947
1,630, 536

Mexico .......................................................
1,456,095
33,841
431,629
Brazil -------------------------------------------------------1,323,739
2,847
135,464
Canada ----------.----------------------------------------1,025,622
12, 969
329,046
Trinidad and Tobago --------------- --------------------8,570,463
18,921
137,241
Yugoslavia --------------------------------------------------55,4,39
51, 3W
577,740
All others ------------------------------.--------------------1,035,80
6,351
135,797
Grand total .............................................
243,251,019
26,320,151
211,544,699
IEHIMT F)

(From the Daily News Record, July 81, 1962]

MExico-Acrol Is AsKED O
SOME CATJMORIC OF COTN GOODS IMPORTED INTO UNITED STAT9--MzXICO
Sun's 15T PERCENT Or' BAsEi LaVEL BEMrO]E MOVE BY WASHINGTON

UNITED STWTEs ASKS SoME EXPORT RESTRAINTS BY

(By Dick Gorrell)
WASHINGTON.-Mexico has been asked to restrain certain categories of Imports to the United States, it was learned here Monday.
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The Mexican Embassy confirmed the report. "There is something to it," a
spokesman said.
Mexico had shipped in at least 5,667,409 square yard equivalents of cotton
goods, or 157 percent of its base level under the international short-term arrangement, before the United States acted.
U.S. officials charged with administering the agreement, which milimen say
Is working very badly, refused to confirm or deny the report.
The Mexican Embassy would not say what categocles the United States had
asked to be restrained.
Mexico exports to this country 7 of the 22 categories which had exceeded base
level at the end of May.
Two of these categories, carded yarn singles and carded sheetings, had reached
significant levels at the end of May. Carded yarn singles Imports from Mexico,
for which the country has no base, had reached 897,979 pounds. Carded yarn
sheetings had reached 319,740 square yards, or 78 percent of base.
Mexico is the eighth country asked to restrain imports under the short-term
agreement.
Hickman Price, Jr., the Commerce Department's Assistant Secretary for Domestic Affairs and chairman of the Interagency Textile Administrative Committee, was in an interdepartmental meeting and unavailable for comment. He
turned aside a reporter's attempt to question him before the session started.
Reports that France, too, had been asked to restrain her Imports and that
Jr.malca had been warned, were not confirmed.
The French Embassy said that If the United States has plans to ask for restraints, it was unknown to Embassy officials, and it doubted the report.
An Embassy spokesman said that as a practical matter U.S. officials were
watching, with both eyes the levels of imports from Hong Kong, India, Spain,
Portugal, and other low-wage areas. All the countries mentioned, except India,
have been placed under restraint.
France had reached 77 percent of her base level at the end of May. France's
cotton textile exports to the United States amounted to 22,238,013 squard yard
equivalent.
A British Embassy official said that he had heard of no U.S. action toward
Jamaica, since Government officials visited the island in June.
The official, who said he had been in frequent contact with the State Department since then, was asked about the report of restraints on Mexico and France.
"Until the official list is published, one doesn't know who has been asked, one
Just knows that people are being asked," he said.
Wroshington sources said after the Jamaica visit that there was little likelihood of Jamaica being asked to restrain cotton textile imports unless the May
figures showed a variance of trend. From April to May Jamaica had gone from
58 percent of its base to 67 percent. Through the first 8 months of the shortterm agreement Jamaica had sent In 5,658,987 square yard equivalent.

EXHIBIT F
U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,

June 22, 1961.
THE PRESIDENT,

The White House.
Mn. PRESIDENT: On Monday Members of Congress met with Mr. Ball and
received their first information on the details of the Under Secretary of State's
proposed International negotiations on certain textile products. Our feeling Is
unanimous that the Under Secretary is proceeding on the basis of an erroneous
understanding as to the nature of the industry, and of the gravity of the textile
and apparel Import problem. It is the considered opinion of all of us in the
deteriInsure the -continued
Senate and House alike that Mr. Ball's program will
to alloom1
d f ."
oration of the U.S. industry.
The State Department's plan has several basic defects which doom It to failure. These are (a) it pertains solely to cotton textiles, and excludes wool, silk.
and manmade fiber textiles and apparel; and (b) it is built on the 1960 level of
Imports except for a possible 30-percent rollback for Hong Kong; would increase
Japan's exports to the United States, and assure every country an automatic
annual increase in export potential of all textiles and'apparel to the' United
States.
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Your seven-point program for the textile industry, as we understood it here
in the Congress, was forthright and included all of the industry's products.
Mr. Ball has indicated that he considers it impossible to negotiate an International understanding on that basis. In effect, Mr. Ball has come to the conclusion that he cannot discharge the directive contained in point 6 of your May 2
announcement. We in the Congress prefer your program to the Under
Secretary's.
Members of Congress in both Houses have followed carefully your public statements concerning your Intentions in behalf of the textile industry. We understood you to mean that you were determined to achieve an overall solution of
the industry's problems. In all candor, Mr. President, we must respectfully
advise you of our considered opinion that Mr. Ball has devised a piecemeal and
entirely inadequate program which is not in accord with your own pronouncements, and which can succeed only in embarrassing the administration in its
programs relating to trade.
If you are convinced, Mr. President, that Mr. ball's program is the only one
that can be attempted, it is our advice that it would be better to abandon the
effort now. His program leads to no real solution and will only compound the
injury which we in the Congress feel must be remedied. We know that this Is
also your objective.
Sincerely and respectfully,
John J. Sparkman, Lister Hill, Alabama; John L. McClellan, Arkansas; Prescott Bush, Connecticut; Herman E. Talmadge, Richard
B. Russell, Georgia; Everett M. Dirksen, Illinois; Homer E.
Capehart, Indiana; Frank Carlson, Kansas; Edmund S. Muskie,
Maine; J. Glenn Beall, John Marshall Butler, Maryland; Leverett
Saltonstall, Benjamin A. Smith, Jr., Massachusetts; James 0.
Eastland, John Stennis, Mississippi; Lee Metcalf, Montana;
Styles Bridges, Norris Cotton, New Hampshire; Clifford P. Case,
New Jersey; Kenneth B. Keating, New York; B. Everett Jordan,
Sam J. Ervin, Jr., North Dakota; Milton R. Young, North Dakota;
Hugh Scott, Pennsylvania; John 0. Pastore, Claiborne Pell,
Rhode Island; Strom Thurmond, Olin D. Johnston, South Carolina; Karl E. Mundt, South Dalkota; George D. Aiken, Winston L.
Prouty, Vermont; A. Willis Robertson, Virginia.

ExHiBIr G
PRESIDENT'S SEVEN-POINT PROGRAM OF MAY 2, 1961
OFFICE OF THE WHITE HOUSE
PRESS SECRETARY,

The White House,
The President today annWjnced a program of assistance to the U.S. textile
industry, designed to meet a wide range of the problems it faces as a result of
rapid technological change, shifts in consumer preference, and increasing International competition. The program was developed by the Cabinet Conmmittee,
heade(I by Secretary of Commerce Luther H. Hedges, which was formed by the
President on February 16, 1961.
In announcing the program, the President said: "The problems of the textile
industry are serious and deeprooted. They have been the subject of Investigation at least as far back as 1935, when a Cabinet committee was appointed by
President Roosevelt to investigate the conditions in this industry. Most recently
these problems were the subject of a special study by the interdepartmental
committee headed by Secretary of Commerce Luther H. Hodges. I believe it Is
time for action.
"It is our second largest employer. Some 2 million workers are directly
affected by 'conditions in the industry. There are another 2 million 'perifdns
employed in furnishing requirements of the industry at its present level of production. Two years ago, the Office of Defense Mobilization testified that it was
one of the industries essential to our national security. It Is of vital importance
In peacetime and it has a direct eff et upon our total economy. All the studies
have shown that unemployment in textile mills strikes hardest at those commu*
nities suffering most from depressed conditions.
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"I propose to initiate the following measures :
"First, I have directed the Department of Commerce to launch an expanded
program of research, covering new products, processes, and markets. This
should be done in cooperation with both union and management groups.
"Second, I have asked the Treasury Department to review existing depreciation allowances on textile machinery. Revision of these allowances, together
with adoption of the investment incentive credit proposals contained in my
message to the Congress of April 20, 1961, should assist in the modernization of
the industry.
"Third, I have directed the Small Business Association to assist the cotton
textile industry to obtain the necessary financing for modernization of its
equipment.
"Fourth, I have directed the Department of Agriculture to explore and make
recommendations to eliminate or offset the cost to the U.S. mills of the adverse
differential in raw cotton costs between domestic and foreign textile producers.
"Fifth, I will shortly send to the Congress a proposal to permit Industries
seriously injured or threatened with serious Injury as a result of increased
imports to be eligible for assistance from the Federal Government.
"Sixth, I have directed the Department of State to arrange for calling an
early conference of the principal textile exporting and importing countries.
This conference will seek an international understanding which will provide a
basis for trade that will avoid undue disruption of established industries.
"Seventh, in addition to this program, an application by the textile industry
for action under existing statutes, such as the escape clause or the national
security provision of the Trade Agreements Extension Act, will be carefully
considered on its merits.
"I believe this program will assist our textile industry to meet its basic
problems, while at the same time recognizing the national Interest in expansion
of world trade and the successful development of less-developed nations. It
takes into account the dispersion of the industry, the range of its products, and
its highly competitive character. It Is my hope that these measures will
strengthen the industry and expand consumption of its products without disrupting international trade and without disruption of the markets of any
country."
ExiBrr H
GENERAL AGREEMENT ON TARIFFS AND TRADE-ARRANGEMENTS

REGARDING

INTERNATIONAL TRADE IN COTTON TEXTILES
The participating countries recognize the need to take cooperative and c-onstructive action with a view to the development of world trade and that such
acclon should be designed to facilitate economic expansion and in particular to
promote the development of the less developed countries by providing Increasing
access for their exports of manufactured products.
They take note, however, that in some countries situations have arisen which.
in view of these countries, cause or threaten to cause "disruption" of the
market for cotton textiles. In using the expression "disruption" the countries
concerned have In mind situations of the kind described in the "Decision of the
Contracting Parties" of November 19, 1960, the relevant extract from which is
annexed as appendix A to this agreement.
The participating countries desire to deal with these problems in such a way
as to provide growing opportunities for exports of these products provided that
the development of this trade proceeds in a reasonable and orderly manner so
as to avoid disruptive effects in Individual markets and on individual lines of
production.
I. SHORT-TERM ARRANGEMENT

Pending a long-term solution the participating countries agree to deal with
immediate problems relating to cotton textiles through international action designed, at the same time: (I) to significantly increase access to markets where
Imports are at present subject to restriction; (ii) to maintain orderly access to
markets where restrictions are not at present maintained; and (ifl) to secure
from exporting countries, where necessary, a measure of restraint in their
export policy so as to avoid disruptive effects in import markets.
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Accordingly the participating countries agree to adopt the following short-tern
arrangement for the 12-month period beginning October 1, 196L A. A participating country, if unrestricted imports of cotton textiles are
causing or threatening to cause disruption of its domestic market, may request
any participating country to restrain, at a specified level not lower than the
level prevailing for the 12-month period ending June 30, 1961, its total exports
of any category (see appendix B) of cotton textiles causing or threatening to
cause such disruption, and failing agreement within 80 days,, the requesting
country may decline to accept imports at a level higher than the specified
level.' dn critical circumstances, action may be taken provislohally by either
country involved while the request is under discussion. Nothing In this arrangement shall prevent the negotiation of mutually acceptable bilateral arrangenients on other terms.
It is intended by the participating countries that this procedure will be used
sparingly, with full regard for their agreed objective of attaining and safeguarding maximum freedom of trade, and only to avoid disruption of domestic
industry resulting from an abnormal Increase in import&
B. A country requested to restrain its exports to a specified level may exceed
the specified level for any category by 5 percent provided that its total exports
to the requesting country of the categories of products subject to restraint do
not exceed the aggregate for all the categories.
C. If a requesting country determines that a shift in the pattern of imports
within any category is producing undue concentration of imports of any particular item and that such concentration is causing or threatening disruption
the requesting country way, under the procedure set forth in paragraph A
above, request the producing country to restrain its total exports of the said item
during 12 months beginning October 1, 1961, to a prescribed level not lower
than that which prevailed during the year ending June 30, 1961.
D. Participants agree to tAke action tc prevent circumvention or frustration
of this short-term arrangement by nonparticipants, or by transshipment, or by
substitution of directly competitive textiles. In particular, if the purposes
of this arrangement are being frustrated or are in danger of being frustrated
through the substitution of directly competitive textiles, the provisions of
paragraph A above shall apply to such goods, to the extent necessary to prevent
such frustration.
E. Participatin countries presently maintaining quantitative restrictions on
cotton textile imports shall, as from January 1, 1962, significantly increase
access to their markets by countries, the imports of which are now restricted. A
specific statement of the new access will be forthcoming.
F. This short-term arrangement shall be valid for a period of 12 months, beginning on October 1, 1961; however, the provisions of section E above shall
enter into force not later than January 1, 1962.
G. In accordance with GATT provisions for joint consultations the parties
to thts arrangement shall meet as necessary to consider any problems arising
out of the application of this agreement. Such consultations could, in particular, take place in the event that a country, the exports of which are under
restraint as a result of action taken under paragraph A above, considers that
experience shows that the level of restraint is inequitable.
11; LONG-TERM ARRANGEMENT

A. Participating countries agree to create a Provisional Cotton Textile Committee and to request the contracting parties to confirm the esablishment of the
Committee at the 19th session.
The committee shall: (1) Undertake work looking toward. a long-term solution to the problems In the field of cotton textiles on the basis of the guiding
principles set out in the preamble to this agreement; (2) collect all useful data
for this purpose; (3) at an early date, not later than April 30, 1962, make recommendations for such long-term solution.
In Canada, there Is no legislation whereby 1mworts ipay be limited in a precise quantitative manner as envisaged in this paragraph. Ihe 'provision available for limiting Imports In order to avoid Injury or a threat of injury to a domestic industry Is contained In
see. 40A(7) (c) of the Customs Act which authors the apUttion of special vOlues for
dty purposes. Those special values cannot be used to aebieve a precise level of Imports.
Accordingly, the participating countries recognize that, should Cinadtp find It necessary
to take action to limit imports pursuant to this arrangement, it would hot be In a poIdtion
to Insure that Imports would not fall below the minimum level as defined in this paragraph.
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B. The discussions and consultations to be undertaken by the Committee on
the long-term problem shall be of the kind provided for by the Market Disruption Committee at the 17th session of the contracting, parties. The Committee
shall, as appropriate, from time to time report to this Committee and to Committee III of the Expansion of Trade Programme on progress made and on its
findings.
C. The Provisional Cotton Textile Committee referred to in this article shall
meet on Oe'ober 9 1961, to initiate consideration of this long-term problem.
Appendi A-Ragrao# from the Contracting Portiee De
1960

ion of Novembcr 19,

These situations (market disruption) generally contain the following elements
in cemblnation: (I) A sharp and substantial increase or potential increase of
imports of particular products from particular sources; (i) these products are
offered at prices which are substantially below those prevailing for similar
goods of comparable quality in the market of the importing county (sic) ; (iii)
there is serious damage to domestic producers or threat thereof; (Iv) the price
differentials referred to in paragraph (ii) above do not arise from governmental
intervention in the fixing or formation of prices or from dumping practices.
In some situations other elements are also present and the enumeration above
is not, therefore, intended as in exhaustive definition of market disruption.
Appendix B-0cton Textile Categories
List of categories and units of amount
1. Cotton yarn, carded, singles, not ornamented, etc. (pounds).
2. Cotton yarn, plied, carded, not ornamented, etc. (pounds).
3. Cotton yarn, singles, combed, not ornamented, etc. (pounds).
4. Cotton yarn, pied, combed, not ornamented, etc. (pounds).
5. Ginghams, carded yarn (square yards).
0. Ginghams, combed yarn (square yards).
7. Velveteens (square yards).
& Corduroy (square yards).
9. Sheeting, carded yarn (square yards).
10. Sheeting, combed yarn (square yards).
11. Lawns, carded yarn (square yards).
12. Lawns, combed yarns (square yards).
13. Volles, carded yarn (sqaure yards).
14. Voiles, combed yarn (squareyards),
15. Poplin and broadcloth carded yarn (square yards).
16. Poplin and broadcloth, combed yarn (square yards).
17. Typewriter ribbon cloth (square yards).
1& Print cloth type shirting, 80 by 80 type, carded yarn (square yards).
19. Print cloth type shirting, other than 80 by 80 type, carded yarn (square
.yards).
20. Shirting, carded yarn (square yards).
21. Shirting, combed yarn (square yards).
22. Twill and sateen, carded yarn (square yards).
23. Twill and sateen, combed yarn (square yards).
24. Yarn-dyed fabrics, except ginghams, carded yarn (square yards).
25. Yarn-dyed fabrics, except ginghams, combed yarn (square yards).
26. Fabrics, nme.s., carded yarn (square yards).
27. Fabrics, n.e.s., combed yarn (square yar"')."
28. Pillowcases, plain, carded yarn (numbers).
29. Pillowcases, plain, combed yarn (numbers).
30. Dish towels (numbers).
31. Towels, other than dish towels (numbers).
32. Handkerchiefs (dozen).
33. Table damasks and manufactures of (pounds).
34. Sheets, carded yarn (numbers).
35. Sheets, combed yarn (numbers).
8., Bedspreads (numbers).
87. Braided and woven elastics (pounds).
38. Fishing nets (pounds).
89. Gloves and mittens (dozen).
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40. 16he and half hose'(dozen pals).,
: .....
41. Men's and boys' till white T shirts, knit or crocheted (dozen).
42. Other T shirts (dozen).
43. Knltahirts, other than T. shirts and 'sweatshirts (lncludfliJ infants')
(dozen).
44. Sweaters and cardigans (dozen).
45. Men's and boys' shirts, dress, not knit or crocheted (dozen).
40. Meu's and boys' shirts, sport, not knit or crocheted (dozen).
47. Men's and boys' shirts, Work, not knit or crocheted (dozen).
48. Raincoats, three-quarter length or over (dozen).
49. All other coats (dozen).
50. Men's and boys' trousers, slacks and shorts (outer), not knit or crocheted
(dozen).
51. Women's, misses', and children's trousers, slacks, and shorts (outer), not
knit or crocheted (dozen).
52. Blouses, and blouses combined with skirts, trousers, or shorts (dozen).
53. Women's, misses', children's, and Infants' dresses (including nurses' and
other uniform dresses), not knit or crocheted (dozen).
54. Playsuits, sunsuits, washsults, creepers, rompers, etc. (except blouse and
shorts; blouse and trousers; or blouse, shorts, and skirt sets) (dozen).
55. Dressing gowns, Including bathrobes and beachrobes, lounging gowns,
dusters and housecoats, not knit or crocheted (dozen).
56. Men's and boys' undershirts (not Tshirts) (dozen).
57. Alen's and boys' briefs and undershorts (dozen).
58. Drawers, shorts, and briefs (except men's and boys' briefs), knit or crocheted (dozen'.
59. All other underwear, not knit or crocheted (dozen).
60. Nightwear rind pajamas (dozen).
61. Brassieres and other body-supporting garmenqts (dozen).
62. Other knitted or crocheted clothing (units cr pounds).
63. Other clothing, not knit or crocheted (units or pounds).
64. All other cotton-textile items (units or pounds).
To whatever extent this list of categories may present questions in the light
of established listing practices of any participating country, such questions shall
be resolved by consultation between the countries concerned or by the process
of Joint consultation referred to In paragraph G of the short-term arrangement.

EXHIBIT I
LONG-TERM COTTON TEXTILE ARRANGEMENT
THE WHITE HousE.
The President today released the text of the long-term cotton textile arrangement concluded at a meeting of the Cotton Textile Committee of the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Tade held in Geneva, Switzerland, January 29February 9, 1902.
Nineteen nations, representing the principal cotton textile exporting and Importing nations of the free world participated in drafting the arrangements.
The arrangement is for a period of 5 years beginning October 1, 1962. It is
similar to an earlier agreement covering a period between October 1. 1961, and
October 1, 1962, which has enabled importing countries threatened by or subjected to market disruption in any of 64 categories of cotton textiles to restrain
Imports to the level of fiscal year 1961.
Under the terms of the new arrangement, an importing nation threatened by
or subjected to market disruption on any item or category of cotton textiles may
freeze imports for 1 year to the level of the first 12 of the preceding 15 months.
If this market condition persists, the freeze may be extended for yet another
year. Following that, increases may be limited to 5 percent a year. In all
cases the decision is made unilaterally by the importing nation.
Accompanying the agreement will he an undertaking by those nations which
have maintained quantitative restraints on cotton. textile Imports to expand
access r their markets in order to relieve pressures elsewhere.
-The,6Jears during whiCh the current agreement and the proposed agreement
will be in force will permit the American cotton textile industry to plan their
production and 't sharpen their competitive position with the confidence that
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foret3n imports will not disrupt their activities. It marks the conclusion of
another step In the seven step program announced by the President on May 2,
1961, for assistance to the American textile industry.
Both industry and labor advisers to the U.S. delegation in Geneva expressed
satisfaction with the terms of the agreement. Aktext is attached.
LONZI-TEIRM COTTON TEXTILE ARRANGEMENT'

Recognizing the need to take cooperative and costructve action with a view
to the development of word trade;
Recognizing further tb it su(,b action should be designed to facilitate economic
expansion and promote 'ho development of less-developed countries possessing
the necessary resources, such as raw materials and technical skills, by providing
larger opportunities for increasing their exchange earnings from the sale in
world markets of products which they can efficiently manufacture;
Noting, however, that in some countries situations have arisen which, in the
view of these countries, cause or threaten to cause "disruption" of the market
for cotton textiles;
Desiring to deal with these problems In such a way as to provide gTowing
opportunities for exports of these products, provided that the de, elopmnent of
this trade proceeds in a reasonable and orderly manner so as to avoid disruptive
effects in individual markets and on Individual lines of production in both
importing and exporting countries;
Determined, in carrying out these objectives, to have regard to the Declaration on Promotion of the Trade of Less-developed Countries adopted by niuisters at their meeting during the 19th session of the contracting parties in
November 1961;
The participating countries have agreed as follows:
Article 1
In order to assist in the solution of the problems referred to In the preamble
to this arrangement, the participating countries are of the opinion that it may
be desirable to apply, during the next few years, special practical measures of
international cooperation which will assist in any adjustment that may be
required by changes in the pattern of world trade in cotton textiles. They recognize, however, that the measures referred to above do not affect their rights
and obligations under the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (hereinafter
referred to as the GATT). They also recognize that, since these measures are
intended to deal with the special problems of cotton textiles, they are not to be
considered as lending themselves to application in other fields.
Artile 2
1. Those participating countries still maintaining restrictions inconsistent
with the provisions of the GATT on imports of cotton textiles from other participating countries agree to relax those restrictions progressively each year with
a view to their elimination as soon as possible.
2. Without prejudice to the provisions of paragraphs 2 and 3 of article 3, no
participating country shall introduce new import restrictions, or intensify existing import restrictions on cotton textiles, insofar as this would be inconsistent
with its obligations under the GATT.
3. The participating countries at present applying import restrictions to cottoir
textiles Imported from other participating countries undertake to expand access
to their markets for such cotton textiles so as to reach, by the end of the period
of validity of the present arrangement, for the products remaining subject to
restrictions at that date, taken as a whole, a level corresponding to the quotas
opened in 1962, for such products, as Increased by the percentage mentioned in
annex A.
Where bilateral arrangements exist, annual Increases shall be determined
within the framework of bilateral negotiations. It would, however, be desirable
that each annual increase should correspond as closely as possible to bie-fifth of
the overall Increase.
s The negotiation of this arrangement was concluded in Geneva on an ad retere d~m basis
on Feb. 9, 1982. by representatives of the following governments: Mistral a. Austria,
Canada, Denmark, India Japen Norway, Pakistan, Portugal, Spain., Sweden, United Kingdom (also representing Wong Kong), United States, and the member states of Epropean
Economic Community (Belgium, France, Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, Luxembourg,
and Netherlands).
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4. The participating countries concerned shall administer their remaining
restrictions on imports of cotton textiles from participating countries in an
equitable manner and with due regard to the special needs and situation of the
less-developed countries.
5. Notwithstanding the provilions of paragraph 3 above, if, during the licensing period preceding the entry Into force of this arrangement, a specific basic
quota Is nil or negligible, the quota for the succeeding licensing period will be
established at a reasonable level by the participating importing country concerned in consultation with the participating, exporting country or countries
concerned,. Such consultation would normally take place within the framework of the bilateral negotiations referred to in paragraph 8 above.
6. Participating countries shall, as far as possible, eliminate import restrictions on the importation, under a system of temporary importation for re-export
after processing, of cotton textiles originating in other participating countries.
7. The participating countries shall notify the Cotton Textiles Committee as
early as possible, and in any cAse -hot less than 1 month before the beginning
of the licensing period, of the details of any quota or import restriction referred
to in this article.
Article 8
1. If imports fi m a participating country or countries into another participating country of certain cotton textile products not subject to import restrictions should cause or threaten to cause disruption In the market of the importing
countr,'tha country may request the participating country or countries whose
exports of such products are, in the judgment of the importing country, causing
or threatening to cause market disruption to consult with a view to removing
or avoiding such disruption. In its request the importing country will, at its
discretion, Indicate the specific level at whibh it considers that exports of such
products should be restrained, a level which shall not be lower than the one
indicated in annex B. The request shall be accompanied by a detailed, factual
statement of the reasons and justification for the request; the requesting country
shall communicate the same information to the Cotton Textiles Committee at
the same time.
2. In critical circumstances, where an undue concentration of imports during
the period specified in paragraph 3 below would cause damage difficult to repair,
the requesting participating country may, until the end of the period, take the
necessary temporary measures to limit the imports referred to in paragraph I
above from the country or countries concerned.
3. If, within a period of 60 -days after the request has been received by the
participaUng exporting country or countries, there has been no agreement either
on the request for export restraint or on any alternative solution, the requesting
participating country may decline to accept imports for retention from the
participating country or countries referred to in paragraph 1 above of the cotton
textile products causing or threatening to cause market disruption, at a level
higher than that specified in annex B, in respect of the period starting on the
day when the request wasreceived by the participating exporting country.
4. In order to avoid administrative difficulties in enforcing a given level of
restraint on cotton textiles subject to measures taken under this article, the
participating countries agree that there should be a reasonable degree of flexibility
in the administration of these measures. Where restralt is exercised for more
than one product the participating countries agree that the agreed level for
any one product may be exceeded by 5 percent provided that the total exports
subject to restraint do not ex'aed the aggregate level for all products so restrained on the basis of a common unit of measurement to be determined by
the participating countries concerned.
I& If participating countries have recourse t6o ie measures envisaged Pd this
article, they gball, in Introducing auch measures, se: to. avoid damage to the
production and marketing of the exporting country and* shall cooperate with
a view to agreeing on suitable procedures, particularly as regards goods which
have been, or which are about to be, shipped.
6. A participating country having recourse to the provisions of this article
sIall keep under review the measures taken under this article with a view to
their relaxation and elimination as soon as possible. ' It will report from time
tp time, and in any case once a ydar,. to the Cotton Textile Committee on the
progress made in the relaxation or elimination of such measures. Any participating country maintaining measures under this article shall afford adequate
6
87270--62- pt. 4-
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opportunity tot constitation to any participating country *oi-dou t ibs affected
by such measures.
, 7. Participat ing importing countries may report the groups or categories to
be used for statistical purposes to the Cotton Textiles Cowmittee.j The participating countries agree that measures envisaged in this article should only
b resorted to sparingly, and shold be limited to the precise products or precise
groups or categories of products causing or threatening to cause market -lisruption, taking full account of the agreed objectives set out in the preamble to this
arrangement. Participating countries shaliseek to preserve a iiroper measure of
equity where market disruption is caused or threatend by Imports from more than
one participating country and when resort to the measures enviuag~d in this
article is unavoidable.

Article 4

Nothing in this arrangement shall prevent the application of mutually acceptable arrangements on other terms not Inconsistent with the basic objectives
of this arrangement. (Whe participating countries shall keep the Cotton Textile
Committee fully informed on such arrangements, or the parts thereof, which
have a bearing on the operation of this arrangement.
Ar clt 5
The participating countries shall take steps to insure, by the exchange of
Information, including statistics on imports and exports when requested, and
by other practical means, the effective operation of this arrangement.
Article 6
The participating countries agree to avoid circumvention of this arrangement
by transshipment or rerouting, substitution of directly competitive textiles
and actions by nonparticipants. In particular, they agree on the following
measures:
(a) Transshipment: The participating Importing and 'exporting countries
agree to collaborate with a view to preventing circumvention of this arrangement by transshipment or rerouting and'to take appropriate administrative
action to avoid such circumvention. In cases where a participating country
has reason to believe that imports shipped to it from another participating
country and purporting to have originated in that country did not originate
there, it may request that country to consult with it With a view to assisting
In the determination of the real origin of the goods.
(b) Substitution of directly competitive textiles: It is not the intention of
the participating countries to broaden the scope of this arrangement beyond
cotton textiles but, when there exists a situation or threat of market disruption
in an Importing country In terms of article 3, to prevent the circumvention
of this arrangement by the deliberate substitution for cotton of directly competitive fibers. Accordingly, if the importing participating country concerned
has reason to believe that imports of products in which this substitution has
taken place have increased abnormally,' that Is that this substitution has taken
place solely in order to circumvent the provisions of this arrangement, that country may request the exporting country concerned to Investigate the matter and
to consult with it with a view to reaching agreement upon measures designed
to prevent such circumvention. Such request shall be accompanied by a detailed, factual statement of the reasons and Justification for the request. Failing agreement in the consultation within 60 days of such request, the importing
participating country may decline to accept imports of the products concerned
as provided for in article 3 and, at the same time, any of the 'participating
countries concerned may refer the matter to the Cotton Text4les Committee
which shall make such recommendations to the parties concerned aS may be
appropriate.
(c) Nonparticipants: The participating countries agree that, if it proved
necessary to resort to the measures envisaged in article 3 above, the participating importing country or countries concerned shall take step to Instirp that
the participating country's exports against which such zeisures are taken
shall not be restrained more severely than the exports of any country .:ot
participating in this arrangement which are causing, or threatening to cause,
market disruption. The participating importing country or countries concerned
will give sympathetic consideration to any representation from partiipatilg
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exporting countries to the effect that, this *principleis not being adhered to or
that the operation of this arrangement Is frustrated by, trade wih countries
not party to this arrangemenL If such trade is frustrating the operation of
this arrangement, the participating countries shall consider taking such action
as may be consistent with their law to prevent such frustration.
,
Article 7
1. In view of the safeguards provided for in this arrangement the padlcipating countries shall, as far as possible, refrain from taking measures which may
have the effect of nullifying the objectives of this arrangement.
2. If a participating country finds that Its interests are being seriously affected
by any such measure taken by another participating country, that country may
request the country applying such measure to consult with a view to remedying
the situation.
3. If the participating country so requested fails to takc appropriate remedial
action within a reasonable length of time the requesting participating country
may refer the matter to the Cotton Texi 'les Committee which shall promptly
discuss such matter and make such comments to the participating countries as
it considers appropriate. Such comments would be taken into account should
the matter subsequently be brought before the contracting parties under the
procedures of article XXIII of the GATT.
Article 8
The Cotton Textiles Committee, as established by the contracting parties at
their 19th session, shall be composed of representatives of the countries party
to this arrangement and shall fulfill the responsibilities provided for it in thli
arrangement.
(a) The committee shall meet from time to time to discharge Its functions.
It will undertake studies on trade in cotton textiles as the participating countries
may decide. It will collect the statistical and other information necessary for
the discharge of its functions and will be empowered to request the participating countries to furnish such information.
(b) Any case of divergence of view between the participating countries as to
the interpretation or application of this arrangement may be referred to the committee for discussion.
(c) The committee shall review the operation of this arrangement once a year
and report to the contracting parties. The review during the third year shall
be a major review of the arrangement In the light of its operation in the preceding years.
(d) The committee shall meet not later than 1 year before the expiry of this
ment should be extended,
arrangement, In order to consider whether the arrr
modified, or discontinued.
Article 9
For purposes of this arrangement the expression "cotton textiles" Include
yarns, piecegoods, madeup articles, garments, and other textile manufactured
products, in which cotton represents more than 50 percent (by weight) of the
fiber content, with the exception of handloom fabrics of the cottage industry.
Article 10
For the purposes of this arrangement, the term "disruption" refers to situations of the kind described in the decision of the contracting parties of November 19, 1960, the relevant extract from which is reproduced in annex C.
Article 11
1. This arrangement is open for acceptance, by signature or otherwise, to
governments parties to the GATT or'having provisionally acceded to that agreement, provided that if any such government maintains restrictions on the Import
of cotton textiles from other participating countries, that government shall, prior
tt, its accepting this arrangement, agree with the Cotton Textiles Commitee on
the percentage by which It will undertitke to Increase the quotas other than those
maintained under article XII or article XVIII of the GATT.
2. Any government which is not party to the GATT or has not acceded provisionally to the GATT may accede to this arrangement on terms to be agreed
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between that government and the participating countries. These terms would
include a provision that any government which is not a party to the GATT must
undertake, on acceding to this arrangement, not to introduce new import restrictions or intensify existing import restrictions, on cotton textiles, insofar as such
action would, if that government had been a party to the GATT, be inconsistent
with its obligations thereunder.
Article 12
1. This arrangement shall enter into force on October 1, 1902, subject to the
provisions of paragraph 2 below.
2. The countries which have accepted this arrangement shall, upon the request
of one or more of them, meet within 1 week prior to October 1, 1962, and, at that
meeting, if a majority of these countries so decide, the provisions of paragraph 1
above may be modified.
Article 13
Any participating country may withdraw from this arrangement upon the
expiration of 60 days from the day on which written notice of such withdrawal
is received by the executive secretary of GATT.
Article 14
This arrangement shall remain in force for 5 years.
Article 15
The annexes to this arrangement constitute an Integral part of this arrange-

ment.
ANNEXES

Annex A
The percentages in this annex will be communicated in due course.
Annex B
1. (a) The level below which imports or exports of cotton textile products
causing or threatening to cause market disruption may not be restrained under
the provisions of article 3 shall be the level of actual imports or exports of such
products during the 12-month period terminating 3 months preceding the month
in which the request for consultation is made.
(b) Where a bilateral agreement on the yearly level of restraint exists between participating countries concerned covering the 12-mouth period referred
to in paragraph (a), the level below which imports of cotton textile products
causing or threatening to cause market disruption may not be restrained under
the provisions of article 3 shall be the level provided for in the bilateral agreement in lieu of the level of actual imports or exports during the 12-month period
referred to in paragraph (a).
Where the 12-month period referred to in paragraph (a) overlaps in part with
the period covered by the bilateral agreement, the level shall be: (I) the level
provided for in the bilateral agreement, or the level of actual imports or exports,
whichever is higher, for the months where the period covered by the bilateral
agreement and the 12-month period referred to in paragraph (a) overlap; and
(ii) the level of actual imports or exports for the months where no overlap
occurs.

A'

2. Should the restraint measures remain in force for another 12-month period,
the level for that period shall not be lower than the level specified for the
preceding 12-month period, increased by 5 percent. In exceptional cases, where
it is extremely difficult to apply the level referred to above, a percentage between 5 and 0 may be applied in the light of market conditions in the Importing
country and other relevant factors after consultation with the exporting country concerned.
3. Should the restraining measures remain in force for further periods, the
level for each subsequent 12-month period hall not be lower than the level
"necified for the preceding 12-Month period, increased by 5 percent.
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Annex 0

Extract From the Contracting Parties' Decision of November 19, 1960
These situations (market disruption) generally contain the following elenients in combination: (1) A sharp and substantial increase or potential increase of imports of particular products from particular sources (ii) these
products are offered at prices which are substantially below those prevailing for
similar goods of comparable quality In the market of the importing country;
(Iii) there is serious damage to domestic producers or threat thereof; (iv) the
price differentials referred to in paragraph (it) above do not arise from governmental intervention in the fixing or formation of prices or from dumping practices.
In some situations other elements are also present and the enumeration above
is not, therefore, intended as an exhaustive definition of market disruption.
Annex D
For the purposes of applying article 9, the following list of the groups or subgroups of the S.I.T.C. is suggested. This list is illustrative and should not be
considered as being exhaustive.
SITC Rev.

I. Cotton yarns and fabrics -------------------------------------------

1.3
652

ex
ex
ex
ex

65
6M
656
657

ex 81

85.05

.4

II. Cotton made-up articles and special fabrics ............................
ex 653.7

fit. Cotton clothing ------------------------------------------------------

BTN

.06

ex
ex
ex
ex
ex
ex
ex
ex
ex
ex

.07
.08
.09
5& 04A
46.02
58. 01-03
58. 05-10
59.01-17
60-01
62. 01-05
65.01--2
60. 02-06
61. 01-11
6.0M-07

Annex E
Interpretative Notes
1. Ad. article 3, paragraph 3: In Canada, there is no legislation whereby import.s may be limited in a precise quantitative manner as envisaged in this paragraph. The provision available for limiting Imports in order to avoid injury or
a threat of injury to a domestic industry is contained in section 40A(7) (c) of
the Customs Act which authorizes the application of special values for duty
purposes. These special values cannot be used to achieve a precise level of imports. Accordingly, the participating countries recognize that, should Canada
find it necessary to take action to limit imports pursuant to this arrangement, it
would not be in a position to insure that imports would not fall below the mnilmum level as defined in this paragraph.
2. Ad. article 9: Notwithstanding the provisions of article 9, any country which
is applying a criterion based on value will be free to continue to use that riterlon for the purposes of article 9.
ExH
Lmm

T J

Fom REPRESENTATIVE CARL VINSON TO P"SIDENT KENNEDY
'

Houst Or REPkEENTATIVEMC,
CoMMi'ri ON ARMED SERvIcES,
Wahington, D.C., February 15, 196t.

The PRaSDNT,

The Wite House,
Wafshington, D.C.
DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Although we have not yet seen the actual text of the
International Cotton Textile Arrangement concluded at Geneva on February 9,
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1962, we understand that the United States will hold the level of imports of cotton textile products for a 5-year term at virtually the present level.
As you know, we have been gravely alarmed by the erosion of the American
textile industry. We have been distressed by American workers being thrown
out of their Jobs as a result of the flood of foreign textile Imports.
It was therefore with great pleasure, Mr. President that we learned of your
program of May 2, 1961, for assistance to the U.S. textile indust ry.
We now wlh to take this opportunity to congratulate you upon the noteworthy
step which you have taken, as part of your program, in negotiating a long-term
arrangement at Geneve bet-veen tb United Ststes and the 13 other principal
cotton textile countries of the free world. This is, indeed, an important move in
the right direction for cotton textiles, and we would hope that the administration would now promptly move on wool, manmade flb~r, silk, aud other textile
fibers, which are in an even worse position, but which understendably could not
be dealt with on this part'oular occasion.
Your confirmation that our understanding of the arrangement expressed in
the first paragraph above is correct would be immensely gratifying to us and
would act as a great stimulus to the American textile industry in modernization
and advancement as a driving and fundamental force in our national economy.
Last, we sincerely hope that the operation of the long-term arrangement will be
carried out in such a way that its force Is not modified or diluted by administrative Judgment or action.
Respectfully yoirs,
CARL VINSON,

Chairman,House Textile Conference Group.
EXHIBIT K
LETTER FROM PRESIDENT KENNEDY TO REPRESENTATIVE CARL VINSON
THE WHITE HOUSE,

Washington, February26, 1962.
Hon. CARL VINSON,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR CARL: As you know, I have long shared the concern over the textile in
dustry expressed by you and the other Congressmen who signed the letter of Feb.
ruary 15. Every segment of our economy must prosper if we are to achieve satisfactory growth rates and satisfactory employment levels.
Nine months ago I proposed seven measures to help overcome the handicaps
faced by the industry.
First, I directed the Department of Commerce to launch an expanded program
of research, covering new products, processes, and markets. I understand that
the National Academy of Sciences was asked by the Department of Commerce to
help explore this whole broad area and to report its findings and recommendations. A labor-management committee appointed by the Secretary of Commerce
is advising and assisting in the development of recommendations and a report Is
scheduled for completion on March 5.
Second, existing depreciation allowances on textile machinery have been revised to permit more rapid replacement and to take Into account obsolescence.
This action is already proving helpful in speeding Modernization of textile equipment.
Third, in accordance with my direction, the Small Business Admintstration has
made available necessary financing for modernization of textile machinery, lending over $6 million since this program was initiated.
Fourth, the Department of Agriculture submitted to me, and I transmitted to
the Tariff Commission, a proposal for the imposition of an equalization fee to
offset the cost to the U.S. mills of the adverse differential In raw cotton costs
between domestic and foreign textile producers. The Tariff Commission has Just
concluded hearings upon this ,matter and I have already requested them to complete their investigation and report as soon as practicable.
Fifth, I have submitted to the Congress a trade expansion bill, which includes
a proposal to permit plants and workers seriously injured or threatened with
serious injury as a result of increased imports to receive assistance from the
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Federal Government. Hearings upon this legislation are scheduled to begin
March 12.
Sixth, all cotton textile products are now covered by a special international
agreement reached at Geneva on July 17, 1931, authorizing the limitation of
imports to the level of the 12 months ending June 30i 1961. This agreement expires September 30, 1962. The long-term agreement, which was Just negotiated,
will continue the same level of imports, with minor adjustments, for an additional 5 years. It provides the tools with which we can prevent adverse effects
upon the cotton textile industry from imports, and the tools will be used.
I concur in your evaluation of the importance of the long-term arrangement.
Of course, adherence by the 19 governments involved must still be obtained, and
and the United States will exert every effort to obtain this adherence.
The rights of the United States under both the short-ternm arraugenient and
the long-term arrangement will be exercised in such a manner that their force
will not be modified or diluted by administrative judgment or action. Representatives of the departments involved have explained to you and the others the
way the arrangements will be administered and I assure you and your colleagues
of my continuing interest. Under our plans for administering the arrangements
the Industry can plan production with complete confidence that Its markets will
not be disrupted by imports.
Finally, there Is now pending before the Office of Emergency Planning an
application by the textile industry for relief under the national security provisions of the Trade Agreements Extension Act. Consideration of this case
upon its merits is being expedited and I am requesting the Office of Emergency
Planning to make a recommendation to me without any unnecessary delay.
I have also requested the departments involved to implement my program
for the wool, manmade fiber and silk divisions of the industry. Almost all of the
points In the program announced on May 2, 1961, apply equally to each of these.
I appreciate very much your warm expressions of support.
Sincerely,
JOHN KENNEDY.

EXHIBIT L
LETTER

FROM REPRESENTATIVE

CARL VINSON TO MEMBERS OF THE TEXTILE CONFERENCE GROUP

HousE

OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON ARMzD SERVICES,

Washington, D.C., February27, 1962.
For Members of the Textile Committee:
You will recall that on February 15, 1962, we addressed a letter to the Presldent of the United States with regard to the textile industry.
I enclose the reply I have received from the President which explains every
step that has been taken and will be taken insofar as the textile industry is
concerned.
There is no compromise or equivocation in this reply. It is straightforward
and contains every assurance that our textile industry will be adequately pro.
tested.
Let me call your attention to the last sentence of the sixth point wherein the
President, in discussing the long-terta agreement that Is now being submitted to
the 19 participating countries, states: "It provides the tools with which we can
prevent adverse effects upon the cotton textile industry from imports, and the
tools will be used." There is no equivocation in this phrase.
Let me also call your attention to the last sentence of the fifth paragraph of
tile second page, wherein the President states: "Under our plans for adndnistering the arrangements the industry can plan production with complete confidence that its markets will not be disrupted by Imports. '
And finally, let me call your attention to the last page of the President's
letter, in which he states that almost all of the points in the program announced
on May 2, 1961, apply equally to wool manmade fiber and silk divisions of the
industry.
CARL VINSON,

Chairman, 11ouc Te,:tile Conference Group.
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington,D.C., July 30, 1962.
Hon. HARRY F. BYRD,

Chairman, Senate Finrnce Committee,
New Senate Offce Building,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR CHAIRMAN BYRD AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE: I am writing to express my concern for employees of industries in my area who would be adversely
affected by provisions of the trade expansion bill now being considered by your
committee, and request that you consider amendments to the legislation that
would protect these industries against a further influx of foreign made products.
I have received thousands of letters from management and employees of Buxton, Inc., manufacturers of finished leather accessories; the Monsanto Chemical
Co.; Savage Arms Corp., manufacturer of sporting rifles; and A. 0. Spalding
Bros., Inc., manufacturer of sporting goods, all expressing concern over threats
to their Jobs because of foreign competition.
These are key industries in my congressional district. I would not want to
see them seriously injured because of an uncontrolled influx of foreign made
leather goods, plastics, sporting rifles, and sporting goods.
I- am enclosing, for your perusal, and ask that you note for the record and
return to my office, a petition signed by the employees of the Savage Arms Corp.
The American firearms industry is a vital factor in the national defense, even
in this age of nuclear warfare. It Is expected to provide the bulk of military
small arms in time of emergency. In the past, this industry has met this demand
most effectively.
Duties on Imported firearms have been reduced sharply over the past 25 years
or so. Further reductions are scheduled to take place this year and next. The
number of imported firearms grew from 130,000 in 1956 to over 520,000 in 1960a fourfold increase.
A great source of damage to the firearms industry has been the unrestricted
importation of surplus military rifles at low prices. An industry petition, filed
with the Director of the Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization (now the
Office of Emergency Planning) on June 29, 1959, under section 8 (the national
security clause) of the 1958 Trade Agreements Extension Act, for relief in this
matter was turned down by the Office of Emergency Planning on June 5, 1962.
The Trade Expansion Act of 1962, In Its present fori, would give the President authority to reduce the present low duty by another 50 percent. One provision, if It were found to apply, would permit the duty to be eliminated entirely.
The proposed reduction or abolition of duty is supposedly on a reciprocal basis.
In the case of sporting firearms, however, there is little or no reciprocity involved.
We would be trading free access to the world's largest market for such goods
in return for limited access to a very small market. Limited, because the importation and use of firearms is severely restricted by most European countries.
I am also enclosing, for the committee's information, a fact sheet on "Imports-Comparative Reports of Some Sporting Goods Items" compiled by the Athletic
Goods Manufacturers Association. The items listed are produced at A. G.
Spalding Bros., Inc. which has lost much of its market to foreign competition.
We in Springfield are proud of the Springfield Plastics Division of Monsanto
which has produced 1 billion pounds of polystyrene, used In the manufacture of
plastic toys, containers, and appliances. The Savage sports rifles and Spalding
sporting goods are known to hunters and athletes the world over, and thousands
of Americans carry Buxton wallets and leather key chains on their pl-rson.
I sincerely trust members of the Senate Finant-e Committee will consider these
industries in your deliberations as you write a trade expansion bill.
Please consider the probable economic effects of proposed tariff reductions on
the items and categories I have mentioned. Please make sure that safeguards
for these industries will be written into the legislation.
Sincerely yours,
EDWARD P. BOLAND,
Member of Congress.
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Import -Comparative report of some sporting goods items
1958

1959

1960

Golf balls:
2,704,8423,104,115
_quantity ...................
----------1,532,142
$726,023
value ........
- ...........
W,020
$$...........
390
Tennis balls:
4,092,709
1,850,070
3,196,109
u antlty ----------------------------------$767,784
$422,816
alue
......................................
$510,337
Baseballs:
958, 635
973,144
913,010
quantlty ----------------------------------alue
-------------------------.....
--------$71,321
$173,457
$175,091
Tennis rackets:
884, 744
48K, 973
722,409
quantity.....................
$421,983
$7M.434
$804,617
u.n...t....-"..".
ue ......................
Badminton rackets:
7,969,791
5,239,128
7,979,878
quantity
.....................
$7,238,169
$2,049,091
Vae......................
"."".."
..
" " 61,840,882
Baseball and softball gloves and mitts:
55, 527
1,209,429
2,411,806
uantity--------------------------$2,484,110
$4,84, 740
Value --------------------------------.
--$86, 103

Only 1st
10 months
of 1961 to
October 31
3, 584,73
$676,862
3,719,797
$661,717
2,087,128
$309,348
649,186
$55, 75
6,386,66
$1,518,007
2,2KMW0
$, 852, s

STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN ARCH A. MOORE, J., OF THE FIRST CONGRESSIONAL
DIrSRcT OF WEST VIRGINIA, IN OPPOSITION TO H.R. 11970
My purpose in appearing before you is to express my deep concern over the
effect that passage of H.R. 11970 would have upon Industry and employment in
my district in West Virginia.
I may say that I voted against the bill when it came before the House but
the bill pgssec, as you know. Were my concern less than It is I would rest
on the reflection that in casting my vote against the bill I had done enough or
all that an elected representative need do.
However, I do not feel that I should let it go at that. I feel that I should do
all I possibly can to prevent enactment of the bill and that I would not in fact
be doing my duty If I rested on my vote in the House.
My district has several industries that are exposed to the sharp edge of import competition that cuts deeply and at once in several directions. It cuts into
our employment and payrolls and undercuts our labor standards. At the same
time this low-cost import competition reduces profits earned by our industries
and darkens their future. We cannot and will not have the industrial expansion we need in order to employ those who are out of work let alone the
new workers who are added to our work force each year.
Mr. Chairman, there is nothing in our peacetime economy any worse than
the Inability to employ our workers. They need Jobs and should have them and
there Is no satisfactory substitute for this. We cannot dedicate ourselve" to a
program that admittedly wotaid throw more people out of work and into the arms
of the Government for retraining and possibly relocation.
The present bill, H.R. 11970, is made to order to aggravate the difficulties that
we already experience to an unacceptable degree, namely unemployment, in West
Virginia, and may I add that the industries of West Virginia are not alone
in their plight. They have a lot of company in other States.
The proposal to cut our tariffs another 50 percent and to place a great many
items on the free list In a few years is the same as serving notice that the import-assaulted industries have no future, that they must retreat and be taken out
of the mainstream of American industrial life. If they cannot meet import
competition, regardless of the built-in handicaps they suffer by reason of the
low-wrge advantage of their competitors, they are to be branded as inefficient
or obsolete and made ready for governmental dependence and paternal rescue.
This is offensive to the very marrow of the principle of self-reliance, provided fair ground rules prevail. Let these rules be fair, so that the cost burdens
borne by our' industries as a result of our higher standard of living and our
very high public obligations, including the high public debt and high defense
outlays, will be offset, and there will be no need' to ball out these industries,
with all that this Implies. Give tfiese industries a tariff or a quota that will
offset the handicap they suffer and they will not only make their way but will
expand step in step with the country and absorb their share of new workers.
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That is the sort of policy we need today, and not one that will cause our Industr.es to draw in their heads and adopt a defensive position. They need a
brighter rather than a darker and receding market outlook. Bring them the
assurance that their market will not be taken away from them Ly low-cost
imports if they expand but rather that it will respond with sufficient purchasing
power to buy the additional output resulting from expamslon and there will be
no reluctance to expand. On the other hand, confront them with the opposite
or with deep uncertainty over the future and we invite stagnation and growing
unemployment. To a considerable degree present unemployment is attributable
to this very reluctance to expand In the face of mounting Import competition.
The proposed new trade policy could perhaps be Justified if the damage would
be confined to a few areas in a few States; but that would not be the case.
Already In the past 6 or 7 years industry after industry that previously had
been immune to Import competition has felt the knife. If we now extend onr
tariff reductions, Industries that are already vulnerable will see their market
more disastrously overrun and ruined while many of the previously immune
industries will find themselves invaded. Their accustomed immunity will be
of no avail. It will be breached despite their efficiency by the products of low.
wage foreign competition even as the immunity of other Industries was broken
in the past 6 or 7 years
There is not a State In the Union that does not already have industries that
are being hurt by imports. The encounter Is very widespread. The tendency
to minimize the impact of Imports does us a great disservice. New and drastic
tariff cuts would expose so large a part of our whole industrial complex that
our employment problem would be aggravated.
The theoretical offset to this, supposedly coming from Increasing exports,
would not materialize. About the only way in which we can hope to Increase
our exports materially is through further subsidization, as some 20 percent of
our exports are already subsidized. In any case exports represent less than
4 percent of our total national product. A 10 percent increase in exports, i.e.,
an increase of $2 billion, would add only 250,000 workers to our payrolls, while
the blight caused by Imports of an equal magnitude would do much worse by
discouraging the Industrial expansion that otherwise would take place.
Last April the OECD (Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development) of which this country has been a member since last September, issued a
report. It noted that economic growth In the United States had lagged behind
Western Europe. It offered this comment:
"Rapid economic growth will not take place unless an adequate pressure of
demand on productive services is maintained."
Then It added:
"Maintenance of such a pressure is within the control of governments, at least
in the larger countries."
Before long they will be telling us what kind of pressures our Government
should exert. Perhaps they are already telling us.
Then came a very enlightening statement. It is not only worth quoting but
should be taken seriously. This is what it said:
"The first and basic condition for growth is that private firms should want to
grow, and this in turn, depends on their having confidence, which Is later Justified
by events, that certain conditions will be satisfied."
Now please note this, continuing:
"They need to be confident that they will be able to dispose of Increase in output at a profit and that they will be able to find the means, particularly labor,
which are required for growth. And if such cofifidence Is to be maintained, they
need to be successful in the event "z both respects."
Now I would like to say "amen" to that and then to ask how this needed confidence can be generated when scores of our industries and thousands of our
firms are already faced with crippling import competition or are threatened
with it ?
The present bill would greatly extend the kind of apprehension that dissipates
confidence instead of Inspiring it. That this is an important consideration in
pondering the trade bill can hardly be questioned. The matter o business confidence Is agaln much unCer discussion and it would seem Imprudent if not foolhardy to pitch this unsettling proposal upon the stage at present by passing the
bill.
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I can see no really solid or irrefutable argument in favor of the bill. It flies
in the face of most of the substantial facts. We should ask that other countries
match our trade liberalizing steps before offering more while they hold back.
When other countries have torn away 80 percent of their tariffs without replacing them with other import restrictions we might be justified in offering to bargain some more; but not as matters stand today.
This bill assumes that we are overprotected and that our industries will have
little difficulty in adjusting. I think this represents a woeful and dangerous misreading of the facts.
We must not be hypnotized by repetition of the fallacy that we are evidently
competitive In the world because we have a $5 billion merchandise export surplus. This surplus is spurious, as everyone should know, but it continues to be
repeated. Let us not be deceived by it.
I think, Mr. Chairman, that this, on top of everything else that is objectionable
in the bill, would deliver too much power into the hands of the executive. There
are few guidelines. The escape clause would be retained in a wholly inadequate
form and the peril point guide would be discarded.
The bill in effect represents the abdictatlon of Congress where it should be
supreme under the Constitution.
I would like to see the bill put over until next year, when we will know more
about the Common Market and when other assessments can be made with greater
confidence than at the present time.

(Whereupon, at 4:15 p.m. the committee adjourned, to reconvene at

10 a.m., Tuesday, August 14, 1962.)
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1.S.

SENATE,

COMMITTEE ON FNrANcE,

Washington, D.C.

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

presiding.

Present: Senators Byrd Smathers, Douglas, Talmadge, Williams,
Carlson, Butler, Curtis and Morton.
Aiso present: Elizabeth B. Springer, chief clerk, and Serge N. Benson, -rofessional staff member.
Tne CHAIRMAi. The committee will come to order.
Senator CARMLON. Mr. Chairman, before we call the first witness, I
would like to place in the record a statement from the president of the
Seymour Fo s, Inc., at Topeka, Kans., in regard to the imports and
exports of eggs.
Also, a statement from the American Bakers Association in regard
to the importation of bread.
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection the insertions will be made.
(The letter and statement referred to follow :)
TOPEKA, KANS., August 13, 1962.
Hon. FRANK CARLSON,
Senate FinanceCommittee,
Washington,D.C.
DEAR SENATOR CaLSON: I would like to call your attention to the statement of
the International Trade Development Committee for the U.S. poultry and egg
industry before the Committee on Finance, U.S. Senate, on H.R. 11970, August 1,
1962.
This statement was matte by Mr. Vie Pringle of Harrlsonburg, Va. Mr.
Prh gle is general manager and treasurer of the Rockingham Poultry Marketing
Cooperative at Broadway, Va.
While Mr. Pringle's statement had particularly to do with the poultry industry,
my support of the statement observes this fact and includes the egg products
Industry in the United States. The problem exists for both Industries and the
points made In the statement are the same for both Industries.
I appreciate very much your interest In this matter.
Sincerely yours,
H. A. PERR II,

President,Seymour Foods, Inc.
STATEMENT OF THE AMwxcAN BAxnS AssO cATION ON H.R. 11970, THE TRADE
EXPANSION Acr OF 1962

This statement is submitted to the Senate Finance Committee to bring to its
attention connection with the pending HAL 11970, the proposed Trade Expanslop Act of 1962, a serious econonfic situation of long standing which has continuously and adversely affected certain members of the American baking industry whose operations are conducted in the geographic areas contiguous to the
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Canadian border. The situation has to deal with the ever-increasing flow of
bread to the border States and, Indeed, to States beyond the border, from our
good Canadian neighbor to the north.
The situation has existed for many years and has always been a difficult one
for American bakeries operating close to the border. In more recent years,
however, with the improvement of transportation by better highways-and we
emphasize the lipportance of this' fact-the situation has become seriously aggravated by ever-increasing'bread mports and -a continuous enlargement of the
areas of the United States which must now compete with these imports.
The essence of the problem derives from the fact that bakeries in Canada are
able to manufacture commercial white pan bread, which constitutes approximately 90 percent of all the bread sold in the United States, at lower costs than
can bakeries in the United States. To these lower production costs have been
added lower distribution costs, which have enabled Canadian bakeries to sell
bread in this country for as much as 5 cents per 20-ounce loaf less than similar
bread manufactured in the United States.
For example, a recent tabulation of comparable costs in Windsor, Canada, as
against those in Detroit, Mich. (and these are typical of other arsas), gives the
following breakdown:
White bread shipped from the city of Windsor, Canada, to the city of Detroit
and the marketing area for many miles around, is sold in Detroit at wholesale
prices raging from 14 cents to 17 cents for a 20-ounce loaf, and retailed at prices
ranging from 2 loaves for 35 cents to 2 loaves for 39 cents, compared with
20-ounce loaves of American-manufactured bread which wholesales for either
19 cents a loaf, retailing 2 for 43 cents; or 21% cents a loaf, retailing for 26
cents.
This substantial difference in the selling prices of the American and Canadian
breads does not mean the American baker is making more money on his product
than his Canadian counterpart, or that he is less efficient in his operations:
rather, it is caused by lower ingredient costs for the Canadian baker as well
as lower wage and distribution costs. For example. In July 1962, the price for
flour used by bakers In Detroit was $6.50 per hundredweight. Canadian flour
purchased by the Canadian baker in Canada was $5.25 per hundredweight.
This Is a 24 percent higher price paid by the American baker for his major
ingredient alone.
The American baker currently is paying $9.76 per hundredweight for sugar
as against $8.10 per hundredweight paid by the Canadian baker. or 20 percent
more. Dried milk in Detroit is 15 cents per pound as against 10 cents in Canada,
or 50 percent more.
Wage rates for production workers show an even greater disparity. Dough
mixers in Windsor, Canada, currently are paid $1.70 per hour: those in Detroit,
$2.68, or 5S percent more. Oven men, $1.64 an hour in Canada, $2.65 in Detroit,
or 62 percent more. Bread wrapper operators, $1.54 per hour in Canada versus
$2.48 in Detroit, equivalent to 61 percent more. General bakery workers, $1.43
in Canada; $2.38 In Detroit, or 66 percent more. Driver-salesmen in Detroit
average $140 weekly, plus many fringe benefits, as against $95 weekly, with
limited fringe benefits, in Canada.
It can readily be seen that with such differences in ingredient costs and wage
rates for identical products and work, the American manufacturer of bread is at a
decided disadvantage regardless of how efficiently he may operate.
Under the Tariff Act of 1930, bread is on the "free" list, which means that no
duty or import quotas whatsoever may be imposed on bread of any description.
Nor can any arrangements be worked out under the General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade to control such imports, because the United States negotiators
have no leverage for bargaining purposes and no statutory basis for action.
Canada, on the other hand, imposes a 15 percent ad valorem tariff on bread which
moves from the United States into Canada. Although we are here primarily
concerned with bread, it should be noted that Canada has a tariff on cakes (as
we do in the United States) which it has increased within the last few months
in connection with its adverse balance-of-payments situation. This, we understand, has effectively limited the export of sweet goods from the United States
into Canada.
Although Canada imposes a tariff on bread, it is doubtful that eve without
such a tariff there would be a Canadian market for American bread, because
of the extreme cost differentials existing in favor of the Canadian bread manu-I
facturer.
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Imports of,Canadian bread have become so extensive In recent years, and the
potentials'for the future so serious that we find ourselves compelled to seek what
we consider to be minimal action to have bread placed on the 'dutiable" list under
the Tariff Act of 1930.
We have reviewed the problem on several occaslons with various executive
agencies, including the State Department, Department of Agricplture, Department of Commerce, and the Tariff Corpmission, with a view to obtaining a solution to the problem. Although all departments expressed sympathy, it was made
quite clear in every Instance that there exists no statutory basis for relief to
the baking Industry.
Because bread is not on the "dultable" lAst, it may be brought across the border
in limitless quantities and without restriction. Indeed, one of our difficulties
In making a complete statistical case arises from the fact that becausebread is
on the "free" list, records of imports under $250 are not required by customs,
which means that tremendous quantities of bread move into the U.S. markets
without any record being shown as far as customs records disclose. Consequently, the State Department In opposing our request for legislative action is
able to state that on the basis of the records, an insubstantial amount of bread
comes Into the United Staes. Unforunately, however, the recorded figures show
but a small part of the overall picture.
The bread-baking industry is one of the baslc food industries in the United
States, composed principally of independent operators. It Is primarily an industry of small, local operations, beset with many economic problems today, including high ingredient and distribution costs, and inadequate prices for its
products to recoup its costs. Many of these high costs are the direct result of
Government programs designed to bolster farm prices and wage rates. But this
same endeavor on the part of our Government enables competitors on the other
side of the Canadian border to take advantage of the situation and move their
products, manufactured with lower ingredient and labor costs, Into the market
areas of the United States with considerable profit to themselves at lower prices
than American bakers can possibly sell.
Equity and justice suggest: that if our Government intends to pursue programs which establish higher cost bases In the manufacture of our products,
by the same token it should provide at least a minimum amount of protection
from products imported from countries which do not have such government programs In operation.
We urge upon this committee, therefore, that bread be transferred from the
"free" list under the Tariff Act and placed on the "dutiable" list at whatever
rate the committee might consider appropriate; although in that connection we
direct the committee's attention to paragraph 733 of the Tariff Act of 1930 which
establishes a 30-percent ad valorem tariff for other bakery products. This
could be an appropriate paragraph to which bread might be added.
Even with a tariff at this level, the disparity in costs is still of such magnitude
in favor of Canadian bakers that they could export to the United States at a
price below the domestic product. Howev-"r, the inclusion of bread on the "dutiable" list, would enable our negotiators to iiave some leverage to seek some agreement with Canada to controls the flow of these products into this country. At
the same time, it would enable more agriculture products such as wheat, shortening, milk, and sugar, produced by farmers in this country, to be consumed here,
and thereby assist our farmers, the Government, and the taxpayer.
It is appropriate to point out that one of the objections which the State Department makes to this proposal to place bread on the "dutiable" list Is the fact
that the United States is bound by agreement with Norway not to impose a tariff
on "bread" for the duration of that agreement. However, the Norwegian bread
in question Is a specialty type of bread with which we are not here concerned.
We are concerned primarily with commercial pan-type bread. It would be a
relatively simple matter to exclude specialty type breads in whatever language
the committee drafts, so that the integrity of our international commitments
would be preserved.
It is also argued by departmental opponents to this measure that the quantity
of such Imports is relatively small In comparison with the total quantity of
bred sold throughout the country. Statistically, this statement Is correct, but
it overlooks the immense economic leverage that goes far beyond areas where
the bread may be immediately sol, which a relatively small amount of cutl)rice products can exert on the price structure of the product.
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Also, because most of these imports are sold primarily in the border States,
the local bakers in such areas suffer severely. These Imports represent a substantial and significant percentage of bread sold In such areas even though
not such a percentage of national production. It is certainly not "insignificant"
as the State Department on various occasions has alleged. Because bread is
perishable, It has no national market; it must be produced and consumed In
relatively small areas geographically. Therefore, the proper relationship to be
considered Is the relation of imports to production In the market areas where
both domestic and Imported products are sold. This, we submit, is the proper
criterion to consider.
It is a myopic point of view to Insist that the only factor to be taken into
account Is 'the arithmetical relationship between total imports and total domestic
production.
Our proposal is not contrary to the principles of free trade which this bill
espouses. Rather, It is an equalization of competitive conditions-and a Ilinited equalization, at that-by providing for American bread bakers a minimum
amount of tariff protection against a situation over which they have absolutely
no control, because of the effect of other Government programs which are the
dominant factor In setting their costs.
It is rather ironic, as well as Inconsistent, that wheat flour, the major Ingredient In bread, accounting for about two-thirds of Its physical volume, is subject to a tariff of $1.04 per hundred pounds when Imported into the United
States; but when converted into the product In which it is principally consumed, It carries no tariff whatsoever.
It is our hope that this committee in its deliberations on H.R. 11970 will
take into account this serious problem of the many small bakers who are today
feeling the pressure of these Imports In Increasing measure, and will take this
opportunity-which is probably the only opportunity available to us for many
year--to correct this situation and equalize the competitive factors as between
our domestic and foreign bakers by transferring bread from the "free" list to
the "dutiable" list of the Tariff Act.
Respectfully submitted.
JOSEPu M. CREF, , Counsel.

The CHAIRMAN. Our first witness this morning is the distinguished
Senator from Maine, Edmund S. Muskie. We are very happy to have
you before the committee.
STATEMENT OF HON. EDMUND S. MUSKIE, U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF MAINE
Senator MAUSKIE. Thank you, sir.
I would like at the outset to express my appreciation to the chairman and to the members of the committee for arranging this opportunity at my convenience. I know your sessions have been long and
grueling ones, and I know you still have the h-ard job of drafting aid
reporting this important legislation.

On Thursday, August 2, Iintroduced an amendment to H.R. 11970,
the Trade Expansion Act of 1962, which would give the President
specific authority to enter into orderly marketing agreements with
foreign countries, where such agreements would serve to protect domestic manufacturers from disastrous increase in imports from foreign
industries producing articles under substandard wages and working
conditions.
This proposal, in my opinion, is consistent with the objectives of

the President's program for expanded trade; it is in line with his
"adjustment assistance" program for workers and industries injured
as a result of our trade policies; and it would provide meaningful
protection for a substantial group of industries confronted with lowwage competition from highly industrialized and efficient operations
overseas.
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At the same time, it would not shut the door to foreign trade, but
would assure foreign manufacturers an opportunity to share in the
orderly growth of our domestic market.
It would provide a tool for the President to use, in those cases where
the tool is practicable, in halting market chaos and in giving domestic
manufacturers a "breathing space" in which to adjust to changing
competitive conditions.
My recommendations can be considered in two part.
The first is an examination of the special problems of low-wage competition, and the second is the specific remedy which I propose as an
addition to those already specifically provided to the President.
The essence of the free-trade argument is that competition is good
for everyone. It, encourages efficiency, economical allotion of resources, better quality, and-lower prices. These are the ingredients of
the free-enterprise system in our domestic economy. What is often
overlooked is the fa7et that the free-enterprise system succeeds only
where one has a more or less homogeneous community, where there is
mobility of capital and labor, and where certain minimum standards
are maintained with respect to wages and working conditions, trade
practices, and so forth.
The Fair Labor Stand.wkds Act is first and foremost a humanitarian
document., designed to insure a decent standard of living for each person willing and able to work. It is also a device for protecting employers who pay their workers decent wages, from unfair competition
by those who pay substandard wages and impose poor working conditions on their employees.
In the arena of international trade we cannot impose an international fair labor standards law. But -e can recognize that the problem of wage cost differentials does exist.
The European Common Market has recognized this factor, and
has taken steps to minimize the problems it creates, within the Comnion Market, as did the earlier Benelux Economic Union formed by
Belgium, Luxembourg, and the Netherlands.
In creating the Benelux Union, difficulties were encountered in
reconciling the economies of Belgium and the Netherlands. In many
instances, wages in the Netherlands were considerably lower than
wages in Belgium and, in consequence, money costs of production in
the Netherlands tended to be lower than costs in Belgium.
The agreement of July 1953, establishing the Benelux Union, recognized these differences, and measures were adopted to raise the general level of wages in the Netherlands. At the time, this was not too
difficult because of the favorable balance-of-payments position of the
Netherlands.
Under articles 48-51 of the December 1957, Treaty of Rome. establishing the European Economic Community, it is provided that all
restrictions on the movement of labor, capital, and enterprises within
the Community are to be abolished by the end of the transition period,
together with the gradual abolition of tariffs and other restrictions on
commerce among the member states. All discrimination based on
nationality regarding employment, wages, and other working condi0
tions is to be eliminated.
The Treaty of Rome recogizes that it will not be easy to allow
labor, and capital, particularly labor, to move freely among the mm872 70-62-pt. 4-27
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ber states. Accordingly, it provides for a European Social Fund that
is intended to improve the possibilities of employment and to increase
the geographic and occupational mobility of labor within the Community.
Thus, there is precedent for recognizing that commerce between
countries with widely disparate levels of living presents problems of
adjustment that cannot be solved overnight.
The idea of "adjustment assistance" through the Social Fund is an
attempt by the member states to work with, rather than against, the
forces of economic adjustment.
This is the underlying argument for the adjustment assistance provisions of H.R. 11970. It is also an argument for additional tools in
the control of the pattern of trade to help us work with those forces
which will encourage a healthy growth in trade patterns.
I recognize that differences in wage rates, by themselves, do not
constitute an adequate yardstick for judging the degree of competi.
tiveness between U.S. producers of a given product and their foreign
competitors.
To be meaningful, wages must be related to the productivity of
labor and to other costs of production, including the cost of raw
materials.
Highly paid labor that is highly productive is low-cost labor, in
terms of the unit of product, as compared with low-paid labor that
is relatively unproductive. The test of unfairness of competition
is whether the labor involved receives wages and fringe benefits, per
unit of output, that are substantially lower than wages and fringe
benefits received for comparable labor in this country.
There can be little doubt that a country in which wages are generally low, relative to labor's productivity, is enabled to compete
abroad in certain lines of production in which it would not be able
to compete in the absence of this advantage.
Competition of this kind is particularly troublesome in lines of
production in which it is relatively easy to transfer from one product
ine to another.
Soft consumer goods, such as textiles and shoes, are particularly
vulnerable. Other industries facing comparable problems include
electronic components and the wood-turning industries.
On August 2, this committee heard testimony by Mr. Harold Toor,
treasurer of the National Shoe Manufacturers Association, illustrating the problem which arises when an efficient, highly competitive
domestic industry is hit by efficient, highly competitive imports from
cowtries where labor output is high and wages are low.
Imports of footwear, leather and nonleather types, have increased
234.5 percent since 1957-from 11 million pairs in 1957 to 36.8
million pairs in 1961. For the first 6 months of 1962 they have more
than doubled the rate of the comparable period of 1 year ago. They
were 6.1 percent of domestic production in 1961 10.3 percent of
domestic production in the first half of 1962, and 15.4 percent of
domestic production in June 1962.
While imports have been increasing, our exports have dropped
from 4.4 million pairs in 1957 to 3 million pairs in 1961.
The impact of such competition as this must be measured not only
in terms of the volume of imports, but also in the rate of expansion
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and the ability of the foreign competitor to concentrate on certain
lines of production and to shift rapidly from one l;ne to another.
They key to the problem is market disruption.
Tariffs do not provide an adequate answer to this problem since
the difference in foreign and domestic costs allows foreign exporters
to land their product in the United States at 15 to 26 percent less
than the price of the domestic product.
Some other technique must be found to slow down this disruptive
change if we are to protect the jobs of the 350 000 to 400,000 workers
in the 1 300 factories in 650 communities in 38 of our States.
Another technique is available, and has been used by this administration in the case of the Geneva Textile Agreements. This is the
technique of orderly marketing agreements. Such agreements offer
to domestic manufacturers the assurance that their markets will not
be taken away from them suddenly, in a situation wb-rs they cannot
possibly compete.
At the same time, the arrangements for such restrictions on imports
as are necessary are carried out in a spirit of cooperation between the
exporting country and this Nation.
Foreign exporters are told that they will not be shut out of the
domestic market, but that they will have an opportunity to share in
the American market as it grows. They will
giv3n the chance to
compete on a fair basis for a fair share of that market.
Last year, I introduced S. 1735, the Orderly Marketing Act of
1961. This legislation spelled out the procedures and the formula
which would be applicable in the establishment of orderly marketing
agreements. My amendment, which I advocate today, carries out the
intent of S. 1735, within the framework of the general trade bill.
Under the amendment the President is given the specific authority
to enter into orderly marketing agreements with other countries, to
arrange for such import restrictions as are necessary to protect domestic industries struggling against a sudden flood of low-wage
imports.
Such authority is not contained in the legislation, as written. I believe it should be included.
The amendment does not tie the President's hands. It does not say
that this is the only technique of adjustment assistance or trade protection. It says only that is is one useful device, the merit of which
the President has recognized, the use of which is entirely in his discretion, and which should be available to him in his implementation of
our trade policy.
I urge the members of this committee to include this proposal in the
Trade Expansion Act.
I have had distributed copies of my amendments which I have introduced and which has the support of Senators Bartlett, Chavez, Cotton, Dodd, Murphy, Pastore, Pell, Wiley, Long, and Randolph.
In addition there have been other Senators who have indicated a
policy of noncosponsoring, who have indicated their support of this
principle and their probable support of the amendment at the proper
time.
So there is a widespread recognition not only in the Senate, but
among industries, as to the need for some kind of remedy of this
sort. So I urge the committee to consider it seriously, and I thank
the committee for the opportunity.
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Thank you, Senator Muskie.
You mentioned the differential in wages as between this country
and other countries that are likely to import into this country. Have
you got any definite figures on the hourly rate, the difference in the
hourly rate of wages?
Senator MrSKu:. I put such a table into the record on August 2,
Mr. Chairman, and I would be happy to include the table here. These
differentials on total labor costs. Here are some of them that suggest
the differences. The United Kingdom, the hourly earnings and fringe
benefits in the leather footware industry, 97.4 cents an hour.
France, $0.939, Italy, which is one o four strong competitors, $0.451,
Japan, $0.317.
The to
United
$1.946.
These
are illustrative and I would be
hpy
includeStates
the full
table in
the record.
Th3
CHAIRMAN. I don't exactly understand one point.
Senator MVSKIE. $1.94 an hour.
The CHAIRMAN. What?
Senator MUSKIE. $1.94 an hour is the average.
The CHAIRMAN. $1.84?
Senator MUSKIE. $1.94.
The CHAIRMAAN. Are the wages in this country?
Senator MUSKIE. And in Japan it isThe CIAIRMAN. You are speaking of all industries or just this particular one.
Senator MUSKIE. This is the leather footware industry alone.
The CHAIRM.1A . Say that again, please.
Senator MrSKIE. The United States, rounding out the third figure,
the United States, $1.95 an hour; Japan, $0.32 an hour; Italy, $0.45
an hour. Including some of the Common Market countries, here is
the Netherlands with $0.57 an hour; Beligum $0.69 an hour; West
Germany, $0.83 an hour; Switzerland, $0.86 an hour; France, $0.94
an hour; the United Kingdom, $0.97 an hour.
The sources of these figures are the U.S. Department of Labor and
the British Ministry of Labor Gazette.
The CIIAIRTIiAN. Do they include the fringe benefits?
Senator MutsKr. Insofar as they can be estimated they do.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Muskie.
Any questions?
Senator S-MATHERS. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the able Senatorfirst I apologize. I did not get to hear his total statement. But as I
understand the amendment, what the Senator seeks to do, he and his
cosponsors, is in effect to establish or determine marketing negotiating procedures in your subparagraph (5), and then you call for
the Tariff Commission-is that what you do--to determine whether or
not injury is resulting to domestic industry by virtue of these trade
agreements that the President has worked out?
Senator MUsKIE. Yes.
The first amendment, Senator, is simply an addition to the statement
of purposes of the act.
The, key amendment is the one on page 2, and this would give the
President another tool. It would require a finding by the Tariff
Commission, which already under the act has authority to make findings bearing upon the injury to domestic industries. This amendThe CHAIRMAN.
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inent would pinpoint the injury which flows from wage differentials.
There are three key factors introduced by the amendment in the
process of injury finding.
One, the existence ofa wage differential which, two, sets up conditions of unfair competitive advantage to foreign manufacturers
of a competing product, and, three, which produces substantial injury.
The three must coincide. Existence of a wage differential alone
under the amendment. would not trigger any relief.
The existence of a wage differential which produces unfair competitive disadvantage would not trigger relief but it would if it produces substantial injury to a domestic industry.
Then the remedy or relief provided in the amendment is entirely
discretionary with the President, nothing that forces him to take
action.
Senator S.MATIMRS. You say the Tariff Commission shall as a result
of such investigation, I am reading on top of page 3, has found that
injury is caused or threatened, the President "may" rather than
"shall."
Senator M[USKIE. Negotiate.
Senator S-MATIIERS. Negotiate such agreement and provide such
foreign competition-in other words, you are merely asking that in
each one of these instances that the Tariff Commission make a study
and if they conclude there is injury to the domestic industry then the
iPresident apparently will be so notified and lie may make such further agreement with that country as would protect the domestic
industry.
Senator MUSKIE. That is it exactly, Senator. That is it exactly.
The industry, which I think is taking a very liberal view of the trade
policy considering its problems and the fact it has no export market
that is meaningful, recognizes that the President in the whole tone
of the Trade Expansion Act understands the need for adjustment
assistance so they are willing to give this to him as a tool entirely
within his discretion. They feel lie understands the need for adjustment. and lie would recognize injury if it were spelled out by appropriate findings of the Tariff Commission and would act accordingly.
So it is a discretionary rather than a mandatory tool which is
recommended.
Senator SMATHEBS. iOW, the machinery of the Tariff Commission
gets underway when, say, upon application of the interested party.
That would mean ordinarily, of course, that party or that corporation, or that industry representative which is being injured, felt they
were being injured.
Senator MUSKrE. That is right.
It might be labor or it, might be management and, of course, the
President, and the Tariff Commission themselves upon request of the
injured parties or considering themselves injured may act on their
own motion.
Senator SM51ArHERS. I have no further questions.
The CHAIRMAN. Any further questions?
Senator WILLIAMS. Senator Muskie, what would be the difference
between your proposed amendment and the peril point as it is under
existing law, in its application?
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Senator MUSKIE. In the peril point proceeding, the objective, as I
understand it, is to establish a tariff below which or a point in the
tariff schedule below which we ought not to move without risking peril
to an industry.
This amendment, although it does not restrict itself to tariffs as a
remedy, is based upon the assumption that tariffs would not be an adequate remedy in situations that would be anticipated by it. So this
relies on the orderly marketing or some people refer to it as "quotas."
I don't think this is a quota in the strict sense of the word, and also
it doesn't establish any specific point below which there is danger.
It simply says that under a given situation or under given situations of
import competition there is risk of substantial injury to a domestic
industry.
Senator WILLIAM3S. Does he not already have the authority to negotiate these agreements with other nations'to limit the importation into
this country ?
Senator MfUSKIE. Under the Agricultural Act which we amended
earlier this year in order to give the President authority to implement
the textile agreements fully, there is such authority when we are dealing with an agricultural product or a manufactured product thereof.
There is some question as to whether leather shoes come under that
authority, but in addition, of course, a great many shoes, and the bulk
of the shoes produced in this country, are not leather and would not
come under that provision of the Agriculture Act.
Senator WILLIAmS. Your amendment would extend the same provisions to all leather commodities or just toSen ator M[USKIE. To everything.
This is not limited to any product or commodity.
The CHAIR-MAN. Other questions?
Senator Muskie. would you desire your address to the Senate of
August "2inserted in the record?
Seniator MUSKW. I have it here. I would be very happy to have it.
The CHAIR-MAN. I think it contains a good deal of information just
in glancing over it. So we will insert it in the record.
Senator M[L7SI-sF. I thank the chairman and the members of this
committee for this hearing.
The ('rr. inr\x. Thanik you, Senator Muskie.
(The information referred to follows:)
[H.R. 11970. 8Tth Cong., 2d sess.]

AMEN)MENTS Intended to be proposed by Mr. ,MUSKIE (for himself, Mr. BArTMr. CIAVFZ. 'Mr. CnTON, .Mr. Doon. Mr.
Mr-T.

rnPuv, Mr. PASTORE, Mr. IPr.L.,

Mr. W
VxY, Mr. Loxo of Missouri. fnd Mr. RANDof.en) to the bill (II.R. 11970)
to promote the general welfare, foreign policy, and security of the United
States through international trade agreements and through adjustment assistance to domestic industry, agriculture, and labor. and for other purposes, viz:
On page 2, between lines 13 and 14, insert the following:
"(5) to establish orderly marketing negotiating procedures which will
offer nations In which wages or working standards are significantly lower
than in the United States a fiir share in the growth or change in the domestle consumption In such manner as will also prevent unfair competitive
advantage over United States manufacturers or producers."
On page .. between lines 20 and 21, Insert the following:
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'"SEC.203. SPECIAL AUTHORITY FOR IMPORTS FROM NATIONS WITH
LOW WAGES OR WORKING STANDARDS.
"In the case of trade with any nation or nations in which wages, including
fringe benefits, and working standards with respect to manufacturing industries
are substantially lower than such wages, including fringe benefits, and working
standards in the United States, the Tariff Commission shall, upon request of the
President, or upon its own motion, or upon application of an interested party,
conduct a public hearing and investigation to determine whether or not as to
any article or articles imported into the United States from such nation or nations there exists a differential between domestic and foreign costs of production which Is due primarily to such lower wages, including fringe benefits, and
working standards and which gives foreign manufacturers and producers of
such article or articles an unfair competitive advantage over domestic manufacturers or producers of like or competitive articles such as to cause or threaten
substantial injury to such domestimaa ufacturers or producers in the United
mission shall,-a-esult of such investigation,
States market. If the Tari
dent may, pursuant to
find that injury is souEesed or threatened, the Pi
section 201(a), negotite with such nation or nations ana-proclaim such import
restrictions as arelippropriate to provide such foreign comjlition and domestic
manufacturers 9r producers with an opportiity for a fair shie in the growth
or change in tjie domestic make.for such arti eor articles. Aieements, nego.
tiated under this section maybe Without regard to the provisions'qf section 251
N
i
or title IIL'
[From- the Congre,%sional

/

B ord, Aug. 2, 10f21

AcT oF"1962--AMENDMENT
TimE TRADE EXPA- ()is6i

Mr. 31uxKrE. Mr, President, 'I submit, for appropriate reference, anamendnient to H.R. 119M0, tha, Trade Expansion Act of 1962. I do so on behalf of
myself, he distinguished Spator from Alaska [Mr., Bartlett], the distiguished
Senatorifrom New Mexico [Mr. Chavez], the distinguished Senators from New
IIampsh re [Mr. Cotton and Mr. Murphy], the distinguished Senator frbm Connecticut,[Mr. oddlyl , the distinguished Senators from Rhode Island [FIr. Pastore and Mr. Pell], And th distinguished Sepdtor from Wisconsin [MrZ Wiley].
I ask i nnimous Posent that this amendment remafn at the desk through
Friday, A gust 10, o give other Senaiors an opportunity to join me 4n cosponsoring the i proposal.
The PaEsixo OFICER. The amendment will be received, printed, and referred
to the ('onminttee on Finaice: without objection, the amendment will lie on the
desk as req ncstwl by the Senatorfrom Maine.
Mr. MusKxi.
r. President, I offer this amendment as a constructive effort
to provide improved protection for those industries faced with disruptive
increases in imports from low-wage industries in foreign countries, without frustrating the basic Intent"k4he trade expansion progralh. Briefly, my amendment would give the Presidebt the authority to-negotiate slpIal agreements
re of our dowith low-wage countries to allow sneh-colhtries an order '.
,,Iof the unfair
mestic market, without destroying our own Industry be
advantage enjoyed by those foreign industries paying substaninird wages. This
will carry out the intent of S. 1735, the Orderly Marketing Act, which I introduced last year.
I ask unanimous consent that my amendment may be printed at thipoint In
the Record.
There being no objection, the amendment was ordered to be printed in the
Record, as follows:
On page 2. between lines 13 and 14, insert the following:
"(5) to establish orderly marketing negotiating procedures which will offer
nations in which wages or working standards are significantly lower than in
the United States a fair share in the growth or change in the domestic consumption in such manner as will also prevent unfair competitive advantage
over United States manufacturers or producers."
On page 3, between lines 20 and 21, insert the following:
"See. 203. Special authority for Imports from nations with low wages or working standards.
"In the case of trade with any nation or nations In which wages, including
fringe benefits, and working standards with respect to manufacturing industries
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are substantially lower than such wages, including fringe benefits, and working
standards in the United States, the Tariff Commission shall, upon request of
the President, t r upon its own motion, or upon application of an Interested party,
conduct a public hearing and investigation to determine whether or not as to any
article or articles imported into the United States from such nation or nations
there exists a differential between domestic and foreign costs of production
which is due primarily to such lower wages, including fringe benefits, and
working standards and which gives foreign manufacturers and producers of such
article or articles an unfair competitive advantage over domestic manufacturers
or producers of like or competitive articles such as to cause or threaten substantial Injury to such domestic manufacturers or producers in the U.S. market. If
the Tariff Commission shall, as a result of such investigation, find that injury
Is so caused or threatened, the President may, pursuant ro section 201(a),
negotiate with such nation or nations and proclaim such import restrictions as
are appropriate to provide such foreign competition and domestic manufacturers
or producers with an opportunity for a fair share in the growth or change in the
domestic market for such article or articles. Agreements negotiated under this
section may be without regard to the provisions of section 251 or title III."
Mr. MUSKiE. Mr. President, I am not opposed to expanded trade. I come
from a State with a rich heritage in foreign trade. I know that our Nation
must trade if it is to grow, and we cannot export to other nations unless we buy
from them. But I am not willing to ignore the fact that a number of domestic
industries--particularly those requiring large labor Inputs--are faced with a
tremendous volume of imports from countries which have reached a high level
of mechanization, without a corresponding increase in the wages pail to their
workers.
The State of Maine, for example, has several kinds of manufacturing enterprises in this category, including shoes and leather footwear, woodworking, and
textiles. The cotton textile industry has benefited from an import agreement
negotiated between our country and 19 others at Geneva. The authority for tih
cotton textile negotiations is found under the Agriculture Act. There is no
specific authority for such negotiations in the existing Trade Agreements Act, or
In the legislation proposed by the Pres'z..ent (.ras passed by the House of
Representatives.
The whole thrust of the proposed trade billis to expand trade opportunities, particularly between the United States LLd the Common Market. It assumes that we are talking about roughly compa -able, mature industrial economies. It assumes that In such a trade expansion program, desirable as it may
be, there are bound to be injuries to certain segments of our own economy. And
so, it provides for certain protections, including the escape clause proccedin-s
and adjustment assistance.
Both of these provisions are good, but they do not have a direct or sufficiently
Immediate relationship to the sudden flood of imports which threaten to engulf certain of our domestic industries.
What these industries need Is prompt, and realistic relief. They need breathing space, a time in which to adjust the changing competitive conditions. Tbis
would be true In any case, but in the case of those industries where increased
efficiency, added capital investment, and improved marketing are not sufficient to
overcome the wide differential in wages between domestic and foreign nianufacturers, they are entitled to special consideration.
Within our own Nation we have made it illegal to transport goods across State
lines when such goods are manufacturer under low wages and substandard
working conditions. The treaty of Rome, which formed the foundation for
the Common Market, recognized that true free trade between the Common
Market countries could not be achieved until the separate nations had reached a
certain parity in wages. We cannot enforce Fair Labor Standards Act on other
nations, but we can insist on reasonable safeguards for our workers who must
compete with workers in other nations receiving abnormally low wages and
working under substandard conditions.
Today, Mr. President, Mr. Harold Toor, treasurer of the National Shoe Manufacturers Association, testified before the Senate Committee on Finance. He
represents an Important American industry which has been threatened by imports, and which is feeling the pinch of rapidly expanding imports from lowwage countries. Now, frankly, I would not have been surprised if the shoeindustry had taken a rigidly protectionist attitude on the trade bill. To their
credit, they have not. They have come out for expanded trade, in a rational
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framework; This amendment is one pert of the framework they support. It is a
reasonable request, which I hope wlU receive the favorable action of this body.
Mr. Toor's presentation provides such an excellent outline of the general trade
problem confronting such industries, and underscores the need of my amendment
so forcefully, I ask unanimous consent that it be printed In the Record at this
point.
There being no objection, the testimony was ordered to be printed in the
Record, as follows:
"TESTIMONY OF HAROLo 0. Toon FOR THE U.S. SHOE MANUFAoruiNG INDUSTRY

BEFORE THE SENATE FINANCE CoMMrrTE AUGUST 1, 1962

"My name is Harold 0. Toor. I am treasurer of the National Shoe Manufacturers Association, president of the H. 0. Toor Shoe Corp., and chairman of
the board of the Freeman Shoe Corp. I am representing the National Shoe Mtnufacturers Association, the New England Shoe & Leather Association, and the
St. Louis Shoe Manufacturers Association, which together include over 500 manufacturers producing at least 90 percent of all the footwear made in the United
States.
"INDUSTRY LOCATION AND PLACE IN THE ECONOMY
"The leather shoe manufacturing industry is an essential industry whose
products were rationed in World War II. It is made up of approximately 850
companies with over 1,300 factories in counties represented by 262 congressional
districts In 38 States. These factories are in over 650 communities. In many
cases, they provide the major economic support of the community. In certain
States, for example, such as Maine, New Hampshire, and Massachusetts, shoe
manufacturing, according to the three-digit Standard Industrial Classification of
Manufacturing for 1959, was the largest manufacturing industry employer; in
Missouri it was the second largest; and In Wisconsin and Pennsylvania it was
the 11th.
"We generate a payroll in the United States, if we include suppliers of
materials, equipment, and machinery, at somewhere between 350,000 and 400,000
employees. In certain cases where our manufacturers have opened new factories, the community has estimated that a 500-person payroll affects the economic welfare of 1,500 to 2,000 people. On the basis of this assumption, the
activities of shoe manufacturing In the United States affect the economic
welfare of a million to a million-and-a-half citizens. The shoe industry is vitally
important to hundreds of small communities throughout the Nation.
"A

HIGHLY

COMPETITIVE INDUSTRY

"The shoe manufacturing industry is one of the most competitive in the
Nation. Concentration in shoe manufacturing in the United States Is minimal.
The first 4 companies, according to the Census Bureau, in 1961 produced 23.4
percent and the first 50 companies, 51.6 percent of total output In 1939, the
first 4 produced 23.3 percent and the top 50 produced 51.3 percent, or about the
same as today. The shoe industry remains for the most part in the hands of
the small entrepreneur or businessman.
"Exit and entry in the shoe manufacturing industry is relatively easy. Buildings and machinery may be leased, and production undertaken with a relatively
small amount of capital as compared with the investment required to enter
manufacturing industry generally. Conditions in the industry are relatively
fluid: Over the last 11 years 603 factories have ceased operation, while around
445 factories have begun shoe manufacturing.
"An index of the intensive competition prevailing In shoe manufacturing is
provided by the Department of Commerce figures for average factory value of
all ,:hoes produced. The average factory value was only $3.80 per pair in 1961,
as compared with $3.44 in 1950. This rather amazing picture is confirmed at
retail where over 58 percent of the women's shoes sell at $6 a pair, or below;
over 60 percent of all men's shoes at $10, or below; and over 72 percent of all
children's shoes at or below $6 a pair.
"The intense conflict prevailing in shoe manufacturing is further illustrated by
the fact that of the approximately 8 companies in the industry, around a third
report losses to the Internal Revenue Service each year. The earnings of the
entire industry average about 2 percent on sales, after taxes; the middle 50
percent of the companies, from 0.9 to 2.7 percent
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MANUFAOTURXNG

1nDUSTY

ROOGNIIES THE NECE SITY Of TRADE WITH
NATIONS

"The shoe manufacturing industry of the United States recognizes the necessity of a policy and program of trade expansion as a national objective. We
endorsed and supported the proposed Orderly Marketing Act of 1961, under which
foreign manufacturers would share In the growth of our domestic market.
"We would like to support the proposed trade expansion bill, H.R. 11970. We
have grave doubts, however, that we can survive as a healthy Industry under
this legislation unless there is an improved safeguard for busiresws such as
ours which face increasingly severe competition from imports.
"RAPID GROWTH OF FOOTWEAR IMPORTS POSES AN INCREASING THE[AT T3 THT SHOE
MANUFACTURING INDUSTRY

"The table below reveals that over the past decade under the Trade Agree.
ments Act our markets have been opened to footwear products of the world and
a steady expansion has taken place in imports of footwear.
U.S. foreign trade in footwear (other than rubber footwear and alipper socka),
1951--6a
U.S.
domestic

produtios

Yeaw

1962 (6 months) ...........
.
1961 (6 months) ..........
.
1961 .......................................
190 ......................................
199 ......................................
198 .......................................
1957 ........................................
196 ......................................
195 ......................................
194
..............................

1953.................................

1952 .................................
1961 .......................................
Percent change, 1961 over 1967 ............

Percent change, 196 (6 months) over 1961
(6 months) ..............................

.

23.9
a9 8
6 .4
6382
587.1
97.6
.91.8
8 .4
630.4
632.0
304.3

633.2
481.9

Imports
____

Exports

____-____

Millo

pairs

Million

dollars

Million

pairs

33. 4
16.3
36.8
26.6
22.3
23.6

40.5
26.9
69.8
63.3
44.4
329

1.4
1.6
&0
3.2
&5
4.2

6.9
&3

12.7

&.2
4.8

11.0
10.0
7.8
&6

22.2
1&
18.6
10.4

Million

doUan

4.3
4.3
9.0
9.4
11.4
1&4

4.4
4.6
4.6
4.7

&4

11.1
11.0

-36

+234.5

+169.4

-31.8

+&4

+106.

+60.

-&7

13.9
14.1
14.4
14.6

16.2

1&6.
14.

4.2

-3
()

1No change.
"Since 1960 imports have expanded at an increasingly rapid rate. For the
first 6 months of 1962 they have more than doubled. At the present time,
imports are running at the rate of 10.3 percent of U.S. production. If the gain
continues for the year, which is likely, imports will exceed 70 million pairs
in 1962. If the gain In imports in 1963 is 50 percent, and in 1964 and 1965 only
25 percent, at the end of 1965 we shall be importing over 160 million pairs, or
24.6 percent of an estimated 1965 output of 650 million pairs. In summary, we
shall have exported in the first half of the sixties practically all of our potential
growth.
"IMPORTS THREATEN EMPLOYMENT IN SPVZ MANUFACTURING

'This flood of imports will have a marked effect on a<.ual and potential
employment In shoe manufacturing. It is not surpri-Ino .nat the president of
the AFL-CIO mentioned in his presentation before this committee the problems
of shoeworkers arising from the great Increase In Imports.
"On the average each 3,500 production workers In the shoe Industry working a
.35-40 hour week, 50 weeks a year, produces about 10 million pairs of shoes a year.
This output In turn provides employment for another estimated 1,200 workers in
the supplying trades. A total of 4,700 workers, therefore, are provided with
job opportunities in the manufacture of each 10 million pairs of shoes.
"This would mean that in 1961 at least 16,000 employment opportunities were
lost in the leather shoe and supplying industries through imports.. If Jm-
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ports reach 160 million pairs by the end of 1985, then another 58,000 employment,
opportunities will have been sacrificed in the leather shoe and supplying industries. The support the shoe and allied payrolls give in hundreds of small
communities through the Nation may well mean that directly or indirectly,
a total of anywhere from 75,000 to 100,000 additional people may be affected
by this trend.
"This flood of imports not only reduces eml loyment opportunities for shoeworkers, but it forces shoe manufacturers to make arrangements of one type
or another in foreign countries to produce shoes or shoe parts. A few manufacturers, thoroughly discouraged by the import flood, are investing in facilities
abroad or making other arrangements so that they may Import footwear or parts
and thus remain competitive. Unless some action is taken to adjust imports to
an orderly growth, this movement will grow apace, and we shall see dozens
of factories moved from this country to Europe. What will happen to the
workers in the small towns of Maine, Pennsylvania, Arkansas, and Missouri?
It is the height of sophistry to assume that the adjustment provision of this bill
will take care of all these people.
"The employment data that I have cited clearly indicate that at present
reduced tariff rates, imports of footwear have essentially free entry into the
United States. Further encouragement to imports is not needed. There is
positive evidence that at existing duty rates--5 percent and 10 percent through
20 percent-the United States has made a substantial contribution to the objective of trade expansion in footwear.
"In contrast, our export trade in footwear has not shared in this expansion,
principally because of higher costs here but also because of restrictions of one
type or another in foreign countries.
"SHOE MACHINERY AND MANUFACTURING METHODS SIMILAR THROUGHOUT TRADING
NATIONS

"The question may be asked: How can foreign shoe manufacturers make such
substantial inroads in U.S. markets if the domestic shoe industry is modern, has
built at least 80 new plants with over 3% million square feet of space since 1950, is
keenly competitive, alert to changes in markets, and possesses an excess capacity
of at least 100 million pairs per year? The answer is clear. Differences between
wage rates in the United States and shoe exporting countries are responsible for
the growth of imports.
"Shoe manufacturing in other countries is similar in character to our own. It
is relatively easy to enter, and there are hundreds of factories to supply the
domestic market as well as foreign demand. Because shoes are a necessity,
shoe factories in these countries were among the first to be reconstructed following the war. Many of these plants were rebuilt or modernized, with U.S. aid."
Shoe manufacturing is an assembling operation, and shoe machinery is of a
relatively simple nature to assist hand operators in stitching, cutting, trimming,
folding, smoothing, and so forth. Machinery and technology are universal, and
today no one industrial country enjoys any substantial advantages over the other
in machinery and methods.
"At the same time, it should be made clear that in general the productivity
of American shoe factories may on the average be as much as 25 percent greater
than in factories abroad although the productivity of a few of the larger factories
in England, Italy, and Japan may approximate that of American factories producing a comparable type of footwear. Our productivity, however, cannot offset
the substantial price advantage which exists today in favor of foreign shoe
manufacturers.
I In most cases the export demand is more important for foreign countries than it is for
U.S. producers.
Italy, for example, exported about 42 percent of leather footwear production of 59710,000a pairs prodnued in 1961. or around 25 million pairs. Of this 25 million,"
approximately 15 million go to the Common Market countries and 10,940,542 a to the
United States, or about 18 percent of her total output.
The United Kingdom, out of a total production of 161,120,000' pairs in 1961 exported
7.3 b million pairs, with 1,607,691 * million pairs coming to the United States.
France exported about 11 million' pairs of shoes out of a production of 96,600,0009
million pairs in 1961 Few come to America; 9 million pai-s.&
a U.S. Department of Coinmerce.
b Organization for Econo mic Cooperation & Development, France.
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"WIDE DIFFERENCE IN WAGE RATES ALONE RESPONSIBLE FOR FLOOD OF IMPORTS

"Wages in shoe manufacturing abroad range from a half to even a fifth of
wages in the United States as the following table will reveal:
Foreign versus U.S. average hourly earnings and fringe benefits in the leather
footwear industry
I
Country

I

I

Hourly

Fringe

Total

earnings

benefits
(percent)

labor
costs

12.0
45.0-50.0
15.0
30.0
35.0

$0. 974
.939
.863
.829
.689

United Kingdom.
$0.870
France-------------.
626
Switzerland -------.
750
West Germany --638
Belgium ............ 510

I

Hourly

Country

earnings

Netherlands ----- $0. 440
Italy -----------221
Japan -----------II6
United States...
1.630

Fringe

Total

benefits
labor
(percent) costs
30.0
75.0-80.0
15.0
19.4

$0. 572
.451
.317
1.946

NOTES

Fringe-benefit percentages are estimated by the U.S. Department of Labor. Period covered for each
country isas follows: France, October 1961; Switzerland, October 1960; West Germany, May 1961; Belgium,
April 1961; Netherlands, May-June 1959; Italy, June 1960; Japan, calendar 1960; and U.S. hourly earnings
and fringe benefits, May 1961.

United Kingdom: "Clothing and footwear" category, adult males, 21 and over. France: "Hides and
leather" category, skilled males, in Parts zone. the highest paid region in the country. Switzerland: Male
workers. Italy: Average hourly earnings and fringes in a related industry, "Leather and leather products,"

are follows: $0.219, 75 to 80 percent, $0.574. Japan: "Leather and leather products.'
Soi.rces: U.S. Department of Labor; British Ministry of Labor Gazette; NSM A (U.S. fringe benefits).

"Differences in wage rates here and abroad result in such price differences
between foreign and domestic footwear that foreign producers may land shoes
in this country at prices 15 to 25 percent lower than for equivalent items produced in the United States. In other words, this is the result of lower priced
labor in foreign countries competing against higher priced labor in America.
While some footwear designs from foreign countries have won for themselves
an accepted place in the American shoe market because of design alone, in the
great majority of cases foreign footwear has earned its place In the U.S. economy
solely because of differences in price. By far the greater part of the imports
today are styled in America and made in Europe or Japan for the U.S. market.
"It is easy to show in an example how imlortant these differences in prices
between foreign and domestic footwear bect-ee in the highly competitive footwear Industry. About 175 million pairs of women's shoes sell at $2.98, $3.98,
$4.98, and $5.98 a pair through the great mass shoe distributors of America.

These retailers provide consumers with amazing values in shoes. They are, however, in intensive competition with each other for a greater share of the market.

They, as well as shoe manufacturers, face a rising trend of costs. The cost
squeeze requires them to search continuously for ways and means to increase
markon in order to widen profit margins. In a $3.98 shoe, for example, as costs
inch up, the retailer is forced to shorten his markon or move from the $3.98 to the
$4.98 bracket. As there is a price elasticity in the demand for footwear, the
retailer realizes that a move to a higher bracket may curtail his market or place
him at a disadvantage against strong competition, or both.
"If, however, he can pm chase these shoes abroad wholesale at important savingqs, then he can maintain his $3.98 bracket and at the same time increase his
markon to meet heavier expenses. There Is every encouragement, therefore, buying more from lower wage countries to hold the price line and increase markon.
In a few cases, manufacturers of shoes who have been suppliers to large distrib-

utive outlets or who own distributive outlets, have been forced to curtail certain
domestic production and open up factories abroad, simply because they could not
meet Import competition and supply their customers, whether wholesale or
retail, with shoes at the right price.
"It is clear, too, from these comments why the shoe manufacturing Industry
is vitally concerned in maintaining even its present scale of low tariffs. Any
reductions, for example, In the present duty of 20 percent on women's cement
shoes would inevitably accelerate the growth rate of imports of these types in
the United States from still other countries. Some countries now very easily
Jump the hurdle of our tariffs. However, as these tariffs become lower, other
runners will also be able to Jump over them.
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"SHOE TARIFFS ALREADY THE LOWEST OF ANY TRADING NATION

-Shoe tariffs in the United States are the lowest of any important trading
country in the world, as the next table will show. In the United States, too,
there are no excise taxes or other restrictions which must be taken into consideration in calculating the final level of costs in certain countries.
Foreign duty-ta: rates on U.S. footwear versus actual 1960 duty paid on footwear
imported into United States
Duty, per- Other taxes 2
cent rate' (percent)

Country

Net duty
plus taxes
(percent)

Common Market:
Belgium ---------------------------------France ----------------------------------West Germany -------------------------Italy ------------------------------------Netherlands ------------------------------Luxembourg ----.-----------------------Japan ----------------------------------------Hong Kong ---------------------------------------United Kingdom --------------------------Canada -----------------------------------All countries --------------------------------

1. 0-21.6
16. 0-22.3
12.5-16.0
1&0
l1. 0-21.6
16.0-21.6
20.0-30.0
()
(7)

12
25.
0+2. 0
6.0
8.8
5.0
4.0
20.0
(-)

5.0
11.0

27

)

.

()

30. 0-36. 0
4&0-.O
19.0-23.0
2C 8
22.0-27.0
21.0-26.0
40.0-50.0
11.-36 5
41.5
()

U.S. duty,
percent
paid'
6,7
11.4
86
13. 8
16.6
)

18,3
16.3
7.2
9.7
118

NOTES

IBased on cost, insurance, and freight or landed cost values, except for Canada.
' Applied to duty paid value. This results in net duty plus taxes being greater than mere addition of
dty plus tax rates.
.Based on 1960 footwear imports, f.o.b. shipping point values. Duty actually paid.
SMaximum of 720 lire duty per pair.
Not available.
'Free port.
73 shillings per pair or 10 to 30 percent, whichever is
higher.
' Applied to U.S. market value or invoice, whichever Is higher.

Source: NSMA, based on customs schedules and reports from U.S. Embassies, U.S. Department of
Agriculture.
"LIITLE RECIPROCITY IN PAST NEGOTIATIONS

"This comparison of tariff schedules of the United States and foreign countries indicates further that there has been little reciprocity in previous trade
negotiations. This may have been all very well during the reconstruction stage
of European and Japanese industry. It throws the trading picture completely
out of balance today when the same technology and equipment are used in foreign
countries as in the United States, and these countries have the additional advantage of cheap labor.
"In Judging the various levels of tariffs and the question of reciprocity, moreover, we must not forget that some of our Common Market friends have not been
as generous as our negotiators. They have been discriminating against Japan
and under GATT have refused most-favored-nation treatment to Japan because of
low wage rates in that country. They do not hesitate to provide protection for
their manufacturers against imports from low-wage countries. These Common Market countries recognize what it means to compete with a low-wage country in the world's market.
"We believe at this stage of world industrial development that the United
States must Insist in its negotiations on real reciprocity. Business Week has
commented on this point as follows: 'It is essential, however, that we treat
this matter from the start on a business basis. The postwar period of European
weakness is over. We are now dealing with commercial equals from whom we
have every right to expect a quid pro quo--if not some credit for one-sided concessions we have made in the past. Our new trade policy should be shaped-and
used-accordingly. Even if we assume that this authority to wipe out certain
tariffs would be an advantage In getting Europe to bargain, some limits and safeguards need to be put on It. For example, the administration should not be
free to reduce U.S. tariffs to zero on several broad product categories while EEC
in return cuts its common tariff 20 percent overall: From the statistics, such a
swap might appear to be to our benefit. But chances are that the Europeans
would gain more. The absence of tariffs in the United States, even on a limited
number of categories, would enable them to penetrate our markets more deeply
than we could theirs, as long as they retained a tariff wall.'
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"RECOMMENDATIONS

"We recognize that Congress may pass a trade expansion program. We urge,
therefore, the inclusion of certain safeguards for domestic industry in the final
form of this trade legislation.
"1. We strongly endorse the principle embodied in the proposal which Senator
Muskie will introduce in the Senate and urge the trade bill be amended to provide
for the establishment of negotiating procedures for orderly marketing which will
offer a nation in which wages are significantly lower than in the United States
a fair share in the growth or change in domestic consumption in such manner as
will also prevent unfair competitive advantage over manufacturers and producers
in the United States.
"2. We also recommend that the Tariff Commission should, under section 221
of the proposed bill, after holding hearings, be directed to report to the President
in advance of negotiation the level of duty or import restriction on any article
or articles below which domestic producers of such articles would suffer serious
injury from importation. The President should inform Congress where reductions are made in tariff duties or restrictions below such levels.
"In conclusion: The American shoe industry asks this simple consideration-a
fair competitive chance of survival as an industry paying the world's highest
shoeworkers' wages."
Mr. Mus rE. We are talking here, Mr. President, about an industry which is
Important to hundreds of small communities throughout the Nation. It is made
up of approximately 850 companies with ovtor 1.350 plants in over 560 small
towns and cities, as well as in the major metropolitan areas of Boston, New
York, St. Louis, Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, Chicago, Milwaukee, Cincinnati, Newark, Jersey City, San Francisco, Oakland, Los Angeles, Providence, Baltimore,
and Seattle. These towas and cities are within over 260 congressional districts
in 38 States. Plants are also located in Puerto Rico.
I have here a report listing the towns and cities with shoe manufacturing
plants in 37 States. It reports employment data for shoe manufacturing and
related industries for 27 States for which such information was available. Total
employment for the shoe industry and related industries Is estimated at between 350,000 and 400,000 employees.
I ask unanimous consent that this report be printed in the Record at the
conclusion of my remarks.
Mr. President, the trade bill we enact this year will be of tremendous importance, not only in its immediate impact on our economy, but also in the direction
it establishes for the whole course of our future trade policy. I believe any
rational trade policy must include specific tools for dealing with imports from
low-wage countries. The trade bill, as of today, does not include such authority. My amendment would provide it.
To those Members of the Senate who wish to expand trade and provide reasonable protection to domestic industries I commend this amendment. It will
not shut the door to imports; it will give foreign manufacturers an opportunity
to share in the growth of the American market on an equitable basis. At the
same time domestic manufacturers will know that they have a remedy against
unfair competition, and the President will have a flexible tool in dealing with
troublesome import problems from those areas of the world where wages and
working conditions have not kept pace with industrialization.
I urge my colleagues to give serious consideration to cosponsorship of this
amendment. I hope it will be adopted.
The CHIAIRMAN. The next witness is the Secretary of Labor, Mr.
Goldberg.
Take a seat, sir, and proceed.

STATEMENT OF HON. ARTHUR I. GOLDBERG, SECRETARY OF LABOR;
ACCOMPANIED BY MRS. LOUISE FREEMAN, ASSISTANT SOLICITOR,
EMPLOYMENT SECURITY DIVISION, DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
Secretary GOLDBERG. MIr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the committee, with your permission, Mr. Chairman, I will file for the record
my prepared statement and will attempt to summarize its contents.
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The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, please proceed in that manner.
Secretary GOLDBERG. It is with great pleasure that I appear before
this distinguished committee again.
This committee has heard extensively from many witnesses about
the legislative matter which is the subject of its current inquiry
You have also heard from administration witnesses in support of
the Trade Expansion Act, and you had from them a description of
its various features.
I thought I could be most helpful to the committee today if I would
discuss those aspects of the program which directly concern American
workers and their jobs.
As this committee very well knows, it is the obligation of the Secretary of Labor under act of Congress under the basic charter of the
Department, to foster promote, and develop the welfare of the wage
earners of the United States, to improve their working conditions,
and to advance their opportunities for profitable employment.
I, of course, as I am sworn to do, am fully conscious of this conTressional mandate upon me in the conduct of the affairs of the
Department.
It is with full recognition of this obligation that I have reached
the conclusion that the proposed Trade Expansion Act, as passed by
the House, would help us achieve more and better employment for
American workers and would provide better assistance than is now
available for those workers who are adversely affected by imports.
As this committee very well knows from our hearings last year when
we considered the temporary Unemployment Extension Act, unemployment. is a matter of great concern to the administration and to
me, and I have carefully examined this legislation in terms of the
employment possibilities and the consequences to unemployment of
this particular program.
This committee has heard about the importance of international
trade to our economy, and you have heard from various witnesses
about its importance to employment.
Comprehensive studies by the Bureau of Labor Statistics which I
have distributed to the members of the committee in attachments to
my testimony, show that the equivalent of 4 million jobs for American workers were supported by the world trade of the United States
in 1960.
We can assume from the trade levels of 1961 that about the same
thing is true of 1961.
Now, of course, we all are very much interested in what were these
4 million jobs. Of the 4 million jobs, 3,100,000 were export supported.
They were required directly and indirectly to produce, to transport,
and market the nearly $21 million of merchandise exported by the
United States in 1960.
This estimate includes all American labor involved from the rawmaterial stage to delivery of the export to foreign port; while our
exports are not ordinarily regarded to be a substantially big part, of
our gross national product, unlike the situation in some European
countries, nevertheless the significance of our export trade is indicated when we look at the employment figures.
Almost 6 percent of total farm and private nonfarm employment
in 1.60 are attributable to our exports. When we break this down
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we find that in manufacturing 8 percent of all employment stems
.from activities associated with exports.
In mining it is almost 13 percent, and in agriculture-you have
had testimony about our agricultural economy-it is 13.2 percent.
Now, these are jobs throughout the United States. There is a
chart which is attached in the material I have given you, which shows
that export jobs are not concentrated in a few industrial or coastal
areas.
They, as I have indicated, are scattered throughout the length
and breadth of our great country.
In addition to that, of course, we derive jobs from imports. Imports supported the equivalent of 940,000 jobs in 1960, and I again
wish to repeat that about the same, thing is true in 1961.
They were jobs in connection with the transportation, handling,
processing, and distribution of products imported for American
markets.
I would not want this committee to believe that it is my view that
increases in imports may not cause job dislocations for some American workers. They do on occasion. And we shall talk about that
in a moment.
But, I think we must, recognize that trade must be, is, a two-way
street and I think we all recognize this, and we cannot have a flourishing export business which creates so many jobs of the magnitude that
I have indicated, without importing items that may displace some
American jobs.
The important question is not whether some displacement may
not occur, but the important question is what is the extent of the
disniacement, and how best to deal with it.
Now, when we examine the extent of the displacement, we have,
of course, to draw upon our experience. The 40 cases in which the
Tariff Commission has found injury to American producers since
1946 present a group of cases that have been studied carefully from
their impact upon employment and unemployment.
A study of those cases illustrates that the total net loss of employment from all causes in those cases was 28,000 people.
Now, I recognize that this statistic may not be wholly complete.
There are obviously other industries in which some firms have
claimed injury from'imports but have not filed for escape clause
relief; it must. also be remembered that while workers have been affected by job shifts due to imports, many job losses are absorbed
through attrition, shift of workers to other activities, getting new
jobs, and so forth.
So we have done a further study in the Labor Department through
our respected, properly respected, Bureau of Labor Statistics.
In this study, it is estimated, and the study is attached also for
your consideration, that a hypothetical employment of about 1 miliion workers would be required to produce in the United States the
substitute goods equivalent in value to those imports which are competitive with U.S. output.
When I mention competitive, I believe in prior testimony before
the committee, you have seen reference to the fact that 60 percent of
our imports are deemed in general to be noncompetitive. There are
many items which we need for our economy which we either do not
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Sp)roduce iii the United States, cannot produce in the United States for
lack of minera! resources, and so forth, or proper growing conditions.
Coffee would be a good illustration, and many important metals of
vital importance to our national security. In an approximation which
has been made by the Department of Commerce, about 40 percent of
our imports are competitive with U.S. output.
Senator DOTOLAS. Mr. Secretary, we could grow coffee and bananas
inl hot houses if that were to be advocated, could we not?
Secretary GOLDBERG. We could, but I think the housewives of this
country and some of their husbands would sge a revolt against the
hi gl cost, of producing coffee under those c:;.umstances.
Senator DouGLAs. I think if a strong protectionist movement resulted ingrowing bananas and coffee in hot houses that could be done,
couldn't it?
Secretary GOLDBERG. It would be done but at a great cost.
I want to make it clear that the I million persons I have mentioned
in no way represent jobs actually lost by American workers as a result
of imports. We could not expect employment in the United States
to rise by 1 million or even near it if all imports were terminated
and no one, I think, would propose that as a sensible method of handling our trade problems.
I don't believe, in all the testimony before the Ways and Means
Committee or this committee I have read any witness has proposed
a complete shutoff of all imports to the United States.
Many of these jobs never existed in this country. Many products
have traditionally been imported, and for a variety of reasons have no
true domestic counterpart.
Of course, if we summarily cut off what we call competitive imports
or imports that could be competitive, employment presently created
in our great transportation industry, the handling of imported articles in trade, in our wholesale and retail industries, would, of course,
be substantially curtailed.
3ore im porlant than that, of course, is that if we ever embarked
upon a road which I do not believe anybody advocates, of cutting off
our imports, we would do great harm to our export trade.
We could not expect our customers and friends overseas to remain
good customers for Amgrican exports if we decided to cut off their
exports to us.
senator DouoLAs. Mr. Secretary, forgive me for interrupting you,
but is it not true when in 1930 we passed the Smoot-Hawley tariff bill
this was followed within the next 2 or 3 years by a series of European
tariffs which iaised a levy against us?
Great Britain went on to Empire preference, European countries
raised their tariffs, and the net result was to reduce our exports, isn't
that true'?
Secretary GODBERG. That is correct, Senator, and to decrease our
employment as a consequence.
Now, also we, as was implied in the earlier question of Senator
Douglas, we would also lose efficiency in the economy by any such
procedure. And we would find, as I will illustrate in a few minutes
when I analyze the nature of, our exports, that we would be giving
u1) jobs in some of our most efficient and high-paid industries to gain
less efficient, and lower paid employment.
&7270-62-pt.4-28
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I have said I don't think anybody proposes this, and I am sure
that is right. From reading the record of your hearings in the
forms of the statements that have been made IwouM,4 not deem this
to be a realistic assumption.
Now, the more realistic approach is to estimate the employment
effects of the proposed trade program.
These are estimates, made by again our Bureau of Labor Statistics
economists, who converted into employment terms the Department of
Commerce forecasts of increases ;n the imports of sensitive commodities over the 5-year span of this program. This estimate is that during the 5-year span of this program a total of only about 90,000
workers might be eligible for the assistance to be offered to those
adversely affected by import competition.
This does not mean that all of the 90,000, though, will lose their
jobs, bece ise with the adjustment assistance contemplated by the bill
it is hoped that firms involved in this problem will be able to rationalize their production, and continue employment. Of course, it, is
hoped that workers will receive the benefit of the assistance so that
they can continue to be employed people.
Furthermore, our trading program, if it is to be a successful program, as we all hope it will be, and as I am convinced it will be, will
generate more exports, and the 90,000 figure that I have just given you,
in my opinion, will, under a liberal trade policy conducive to an expanding export trade, be far offset by the number of jobs which will
develop. We need those jobs created by an expanding export trade
vry badly in terms of our unemployment situation.
Our studies indicate that for each additional $1 billion of exports
there is generated about. 150,000 jobs. And while we cannot, of course,
because there are many factors that enter into trade--such as the
Common Market and other factors-while we cannot be precise about
what will happen in the next 5 years, I would certainly hope and
anticipate that we would generate several billion dollars increase in
our export trade, which, in turn, would generate jobs on the level of
half a million or more, so that our total gain in jobs would be several
hundred thousand from the operation of this program.
When I mention the jobs involved in exports, and the jobs involved
in imports, I refer to the direct, and indirect jobs involved in those
industries.
Definition of direct or indirect is contained in the technical notes
in the documents I have distributed. I do not want you to believe
when I say indirect that we include in that the income generated
jobs that go to service or feed or house the workers who are involved
in the export trade or in our import trade,
What we mean by indirect i,3 the supporting industrial, transportation, and other jobs'which en tr into export trade.
To give you an example--steel not only gets jobs from exporting
steel products and loses some jobs because steel is imported, but steel
gains jobs through the export of automobiles or refrigerators.
Those jobs are included in the definition. What is not included are
the jobs involved in growing the food, renting the houses, clothing,
and taking care of the goods and services required for people who work
in our export and import business.
You heard reference to a multiplying effect in this area. There is a
multiplying effect.
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It has been estimated that for every one job directly and indirectly
involved in our export and import trade, one and a half jobs are generated in these other areas, so that really we have a tremendous job
stake in our export trade.
If we take our total direct employment of 4 million, we would then
add about 6 million related and we would be talking in terms of 10
million jobs. •
Now, we still, whether it is 90,000 more or less, we still must be
concerned about the impact of imports upon our business about which
the Secretary of Commerce testified so well the other day, and also
upon our job opportunities. I am convinced that the best way to
deal with the job displacement caused by imports is the way proposed
in H.R. 11970, to take full advantage of the opportunity to increase
employment through expanded exports, and at the same time to provide direct assistance to those displaced by such a trade policy coupled
with tariff relief, where necessary.
That is proposed in the bill, and properly proposed in the bill.
This committee has properly devoted itself to a consideration of the
problem of whether our high wages have priced us out of competition
with low wage foreign producers.
We are very proud of the fact, I am sure all of us, that the United
States has the highest labor standards in the world, but significantly
along with the highest labor standard in the world which we want
to maintain and preserve, we also have the largest volume of exports
in the world.
The studies that you have before you of the BLS prove that it is
primarily from our high wage industries that exports have taken
place.
How can this be?
How can we compete so effectively if our wages are high, and how
do our high wage industries who, in my opinion, are entitled to some
of the tax relief that the President talked about last night for all
industries, and for individuals, how do these high paid industries
compete in the market, in the foreign market?
Sometimes a personal observation is better than all the statistics
in the world. Last year the President sent a Cabinet Committee to
Japan, and I happened to be a member of that Cabinet Committee,
and I visited Japan.
Now, you have heard a lot. of testimony about Japanese low wages,
and about the Japanese ability to compete adversely with our products.
I shared that common belief although the figures indicated that we
had a favorable balance of trade with Japan, and were shipping to
Japan, one of our best customers, $700 million more in goods last year
than we sent to them.
But sometimes you have to see with your own eyes what has happened. And I saw something which was reporteA very well in the
Wall Street Journal on August 10, 1961, in an article which I would
like, Mir. Chairman, to reproduce and offer for the record. It is
very interesting that the Japanese in Tokyo, when you go around
their department stores, are complaining about the competition from
the United States, and the fact that we in the United States produce
goods which they cannot compete with.
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I would like to read a few excerpts from this excellent report of
the Wall Street Journal which I verified with my own observation
when I was in Japan.
Here are some of the excerpts and I quote them and as I say, I
wioldl like to offer this article for the record:
A 9-cubic-foot Hitachi refrigerator sells for $385 iii Tokyo department storesclose to twice the retail price of a comparable American-madde unit In the
United States.
Engineers at Toyo Rayon, Japan's biggest producer of synthetic fibers, figure they can cut by 10 percent the production costs of Tetoron fiber, identical
to Dacron, once the necessary petrochemical raw materials are produced h:
Japan. But that would only lower Toyo's costs to the U.S. level.
Komatsu Manufacturing Co., a major producer of construction machinery,
finds its bulldozers and tractors can't compare abroad in price with U.S.
products.

And peculiarly enough even in the steel industry, which has been
complaining about Japanese imports.
And a Japanese comIpany's recent bid to sell 112 tons _f steel water pipe to
the Philippines was undercut by 15 percent by a distant British firm.

Why is that, iii light of what we have traditionally read about the
Japanese low labor costs?
There are several reasons. One reason is that the, and I am paraphrasing, I am not quoting exactly and it is in this article and our
own studies bear it out, one reason is that Japan's widely publicized
cheap labor isn't as much of an asset as it seems.
Because of sizable fringe benefits, total labor costs in big companies sometimes are more than double their wage payments, and
wage rates are rising fast.
Any remaining cost advantage of Japanese firms is more than
offset by inefficient production methods, high raw material costs,
heavy interest payments on loans, and the high cost of Japanesemade production equipment.
Now, this doesn't mean that there aren't cheap Japanese produets. This article correctly reports, as I also saw(The following was later received for the record:)
[From the Wall Street Journal, Aug. 10, 1901]
JAPAN FINDS Low PAY DOESN'T ALWAYS MEAN Low PRODUCTION COSTS--APPIANCE, SYNTHETIC PRICES TOP UNITED STATES; REASONS: COSTLY MATERIALS,
LIMITED OUTPUT

(By Igor Oganesoff)
ToKYo.-A 9-cubic-foot Hitachi refrigerator sells for $385 in Tokyo department
stores--close to twice the retail price of a comparable American-made unit in the
United States.
Engineers at Toyo Rayon, Japan's biggest producer of synthetic fibers, figure
they can cut by 10 percent the production costs of Teteron fiber, identical to
Dacron, once the necessary petrochemical raw materials are produced in Japan.
But that would only lower Toyo's costs to the U.S. level.
Komatsu Manufacturing Co., a major producer of construction machinery, finds
its bulldozers and tractors can't compare abroad in price with U.S. products.
And a Japanese company's recent bid to sell 112 tons of steel water pipe to the
Philippines was undercut by 15 percent by a distant British firm.
These examples illustrate a striking point about Japan's expanding economy.
Tlhugh the Nipponese can and do sell fabrics, transistor radios, cameras, chinaware, an(l other items at prices well below those of foreign competitors, many
lines suffer from serious problems of high production costs and prices. They
include most home appliances, synthetics, and machinery.
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BENEFITS RUN UP COSTS

One reason is that Japan's widely publicized cheap labor often isn't as much
of an asset as it seems. Because of sizable fringe benefits, total labor costs in big
companies sometimes are more than double their wage payments-and wage
rates are rising fast. Any remaining cost advantage of Japanese firms often is
more than offset by inefficient production methods, high raw material costs, heavy
interest payments on loans, and the high cost of Japanese-made production
pe.equipment
Japanese The
subsidiaries
of one
American
companieselectrical
aren't immune
to these cost
problems.
manager of
American-owned
equipment
plant says
he employs 30 percent more labor than his firm does In the United States to do
a given job, because his Japanese assistants insist it's necessary. "We're stuck
with the same fringe benefits and high raw materials costs as local firms," he
complains. "Instead of saving a lot of money on production in Japan, "a find
total costs are nearly the same as In the United States-even with our Ihtest
machines and methods."
"Our cheap picaducts are nearly all in the light industry field," observes Yasuo
Katoh, an official of the Japan Machinery Exporters Association. This includes
products such as fabrics, transistor radios, cameras, chinaware, and toys. The
low costs of such fields stem from several factors, some of which do not benefit
all light industries.
such industries are not significantly affected by
Japan's high raw materials costs. In some products, such as transistor radios,
raw materials account for only a tiny portion of the value of the finished item.
In some products, such as chinaware, the raw materials are inexpensive anyway.
A14any

TOYS AND FABRICS

A number of products, such as some types of toys, involve a good deal of handwork, whether they're made in Japan or the United States. So Japan is able
to benefit from Its relatively low labor costs. And many of Japan's light industry products, such as fabrics, have well-developed markets, both domestic and
foreign. Producers have been able to take full advantage of high output,
mechanized production methods.
Outside Japan's light industry, "very few kinds of industrial machinery or
heavier consumer items are cheap," says Mr. Katoh. For one thing, raw materials costs are a bigger part of the value of such products. Then, too, the
domestic market is limited for many heavier consumer items, such as refrigerators, and Japan's manufacturers thus haven't been able to take full advantage
of mass production methods.
In largely automatic manufacturing processes, such as petroleum refining, or
production of chemicals and synthetic fibers, the cost advantage of cheaper
Japanese labor almost disappears. Here, raw material prices are the determining
factor.
The fact that Japanese labor isn't as cheap as is generally believed, is emphasized by Chosaku Kono, assistant director of Hitachi's overseas business division.
Ie estimates that straight factory wages in big industrial firms average 22,000
yen or about $61 monthly. But another $30 is paid out in bonuses and credits
to employee retirement funds. And fringe benefits add an additional $50
monthly.
Even the young, unskilled girls hired for, say, Hitachi's washing machine factory at $25 monthly get similar benefits. One steel firm here pays Its unskilled
hell) the equivalent of $3T monthly-but "extra" jacks the total outgo to $128,
an extreme but not rare example.
Besides basic pay, figured automatically on the basis of senority and education. rather than skills or position, all Japanese workers receive summer pay and
yearend cash bonuses equivalent to between 1 and 2 months pay. Then the
fringe benefits begin.
A Toyo Rayon Co. production worker gets a roomy apartment in a company
house for the princely rent of $2.80 a month, though in some firms senior workers have to pay as much as $7. An employee of Toshiba Electric Co. can eat
three meals a day at the plant cafeteria for only $7 a month. Company retail
stores sell everything from food to electric refrigerators for up to 30 percent
below outside retail prices, and usually at a loss to the firm.
Nearly all large firms operate free medical facilities for workers and their
families. At Hitachi, a wage ,-arnor can be hospitalized for 2 years for tuberculosis and receive both free caie and his full salary for the entire period. Some
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firms operate cutrate housing and recreational facilities at hot springs or skiing
resorts for their employees. Many larger companies offer free, private schooling
for employees' children.
Finally, there's the company-financed retirement pension for every employee
at the compulsory quitting age of 55. Depending on his education, salary, and
position at the end, he will receive a sum between $5,000 and $17,000 in any major
firm he has served for 30 years. Nearly all these benefits are more the product of
traditional business paternalism than union pressure, though the unions are
adding more demands.
Automatic yearly wage increases for all workers are part of the system.
Last year, firms with more than 500 employees raised wages by an average of
6 percent. And because many enterprises were having difflculty recruiting young,
unskilled high school graduates, starting pay was boosted by up to 20 percent.
THE "HOME"

WORKSHOPS

Japan's ubiquitous "home" workshops, which employ up to a few dozen workera and turn out everything from sewing machine parts to complete tape recarders, are on the low end of the wage scale. Besides offering far less in the way
of fringe benefits-often none at all-basic wages are as little as half of those
In large enterprises. Balancing low costs for these factories, which employ
mostly hand labor, are wide fluctuations in quality and efficiency. And even their
wage advantage is vanishing; companies with less than 100 employees last year
raised wages an average of 11 percent to compete with bigger firms for Increasingly scarce labor. Some hiked $19 a month starting wages for unskilled girls
by as much as 50 percent.
All Japanese firms, big or small, suffer to some extent from the high cost of
Imported raw materials, which keep resource-starved Japan In business. Japan's
Machinery Export Association has figured that Japanese steel sheets, recently
quoted at around $133.30 a ton here, are 15 percent more costly than comparable
American steel in the United States. Iron ore Is imported at high cost from
India, Malaya, and even the United States, while coking coal, mostly from the
United States, costs Japanese steel producers nearly double what American
steelmakers pay.
Another example: Imported nickel costs over $3,000 a ton here, compared with
35 percent less in the United States. Nearly all cotton, wool, copper, and
petroleum is imported and hence expensive.
At the same time, It's true that some Japanese steel products are exported.
The United States, for example, regularly buys Japanese steel rods. Such cases
as Yawata Steel Co.'s recent successful bid to supply 9,400 tons of steel plates
and sheets to the Indian railway system are not uncommon. One reason:
Japanese steel producers are granted certain tax concessions on exports, allowing
a 3 to 4 percent reduction in price.
WINNING CONTRACT IN UNITED STATES

Japanese firms also do well on some machinery contracts that happen to hit
the right combination of low-cost elements. For example, Hitachi recently
won a contract to supply two 93,500-horsepower water turbines for a U.S. Department of Interior project in California for $700,000, or 15 percent under the next
lowest bid.
Some Japanese manufacturers, however, privately admit they disregard part
of their overhead costs in submitting foreign bids in order to generate prestige
and more orders abroad.
Another cost booster Is Interest on loans. Fully 60 percent of company capital,
on the average, is borrowed, mostly at short-term rates of 8 to 10 percent a year.
A Hitachi official figures such interest payments can run as high as 3 percent
of total production costs.
Manufacturing "prestige" items doesn't help, either. A moderately sized electrical firm, for instance, successful in the transistor radio and television set
field, feels its name will be sullied If it can't show prospective buyers a complete
range of electrical appliances. So it goes into small-scale, uneconomic production of air conditioners, washing machines, tape recorders, and vacuum cleaners.
And with so many firms producing the same lines, It's difficult for any maker,
even a major one, to boost output to optimum levels In the growing but still
limited Japanese market.
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Thus, one production line often must handle several models of an Item. Readjusting equipment for each model run naturally takes time and labor. Hitachi's
Taga factory, near Tokyo, until recently turned out some 20 different electric
fans because, the factor manager says, "buyers demanded them and we had to
display them in our showcases." Now the firm has trimmed the line to 10 models
and costs have dropped a bit.
In Hitachi's Tochigi plant, which produces refrigerators and air conditioners
just north of Tokyo, mustached manager Shinzo Hachinohe explains that some
machines In his factory run at only 60 percent of capacity, though others are
up to 90 percent. He points to one expensive rolling machine which forms refrigerator cabinets--and operates only half the time.
"If production were doubled, we could cut air conditioner costs by 20 percent,"
says Mr. Hachinohe. He watches as a worker changes a bit on a heavy multiple
drill. "See, if this drill were used for the same operation all the time, we
wouldn't lose time and money by resetting it all the time." He explains that at
current levels of production individual lathes and drills can't economically be
replaced by automatic machines. Most welding is done by hand, too, instead
of by automatic multiwelding equipment. Thus, the plant is stuck with relatively far more labor than its American counterparts.
STORING REFRIGERATORS

Other little factors play a role. Japan's newly developed electric refrigerator
market is still heavily seasonal, with most sales in summer. Hitachi produces
them all year around and then has to foot warehouse costs for the fall and
winter.
Most Japanese firms also farm out fabrication of small parts ,4o minor producers. This can often be a cost saving, compared with tooling up for small
quantities in a big factory. But many small producers, lacking modern methods,
are highly inefficient and can't sell cheaply. An official of Komatsn Manufacturing, which specializes in construction equipment, figures his firm's own manufacturing and assembly operations are efficient enough, but that expensive parts
supplied by outside makers push prices up.
Most Japanese firms admit, moreover, that their clerical and administrative
sections are inefficient and loaded with unneeded employees. Thousands of
young girls are employed in Japanese offices to do nothing more than bow visitors
in and out and serve them green tea.
"In our office, we can't Just pick up the telephone to ask another department an
Important question. We have to go around in person; it's a Japanese custom, and
it takes a lot of unnecessary time," comments an official of a big electrical
manufacturing firm.
And every Japanese businessman has had drummed into his ears for decades
that his country hasn't enough jobs for its people---despite recent statistics that
show practically full employment throughout the nation. "We can't just cut
our clerical staff, even if it would save money. We have to think of the social
problem," insisatq Kimio Kulabayashl, an assistant office manager of Mitsui
Bussan, Japga's biggest export-import house, with 5,500 employees. Unions,
of course, wo'ild block any actual staff trimming.

The C111 ERMAN. Mr. Secretary, I dislike interrupting you, but I
have recently been to Japan. ti went through the factories, and I
don't agrce that they are inefficient as you have just stated, and the
wages definitely are around 28 cents an hour, including the fringe
benefits.
I don't know where you got the information that they were very
inefficient. They are naturally very efficient people, and in manufacturing I think they are among the most efficient people in the world.
They have good up-to-date factories, that were built with American
money. Yet you say that they are so inefficient that. the nature of the
competition is greatly lessened. I can't agree with you because at my
own expense I went all through Japan, spent quite a time there, and I
got just the reverse of the impression that you have just stated.
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Secretary GOLDBERG. Senator, I would like to comment further on
that, and that is, and give you some additional figures to indicate some
of the factors which enter into this area which I think lead to this
result.
Take, for example, our great coal industry, which is a good case ill
point. We have the statistics there.
A Japanese-an American coal miner makes eight times as much in
wages as his Japanese coal miner counterpart. lie produces 14 times
as much coal. So you seeThe CHAIRNfAN. You are getting off the point.
I thought you were talking about textiles and things like that.
Secretary GOLDBERG. I am usingThe CHAIRM AN. Do the Japanese import coal from here?
Secretary GOLDBERG. They have been importing substantial quantities of coal.
The CHAIR.fAN. It isn't consequential. But their textiles exported
into the United States are very consequential. You are speaking of
the inefficiency ; do you refer to textiles or coal?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Well, I have talked about various plants. In
the heavy-goods industries, some of which I have cited, and in the
heavy appliances, their output per man-hour does not compare wtli
the T.S. output per man-hour.
Then you have another factor-if I may just finish--you have
another factor, and that is that I studied their labor relations a little
bit, Senator, when I was there. Senator, if I may make a statement
about that.
They are overstaffed in manpower tremendously. They have an
old systemTle CIIATIRMAN. I never saw any featherbedding oi er there.
Secretary GOLDBERG. Well, they work harder. They are hardworking people, but they are tremendously overstaffed.' They have
a custom which we do not have in the United States; many of our
labor unions would like to have it. Once you go on the payroll you
stay on the payroll until you retire whether there is work for youThe CHAMMAN. I wolld like, for you to discuss the textile business-you got into coal. We don't fear any impo ation from Japan
ott coal.

But we do in the textiles.

Do you contend that the textile plants are very inefficient?
Secretary GOLDBERG. No, they have very good textile plants. But
I mentioned this. I mentioned rayon and synthetic fibers, on the
basis they did not have the raw materials and that raises their costs
substantially.
The CHIAIRMAN. Well, you know they get the raw materials now

bv buying our cotton for 8 cents less than the American manufacturer of cotton goods and textiles can buy it.
You underst and that ?
Secretary G'mr,rDRG. Yes, I do. And the cost I gave you-I didn't
give it to you
The CHARMNA. They got the advantage of buying American cotton in Japan for 81/2 cents less than ant American manufacturing
plant can buy it, and that combined with a 28 cents per hour wage
makes a very formidable danger to this country, especially with
t heir efficiency.
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Have you been to Japan?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Yes; I was reporting the observation.
The ChI IRMAN. Iavo you seen the now factories that were built
with American money?
Secretary GOLDBERG. I have seen factories there; yes.
The CHAIRM AN. We gave it to them.
Secretary GOLDBERG. Yes.
The CHAIRmAN. We destroyed the factories there and then rebuilt
them.
Secretary GOLDBERG. Of course they are. rebuilding factories not
only with money that we gave them but from loans we make to them.
The CHAIRMAN. It is the first time I heard anybody say the Japanese are inefficient people.
Secretary GOLDB3ERG. I got just the reverse impression. They are
hard working, and hard working does not mean they have efficiency
of production.
The CHAIRMAN. If they have a little inefficiency they make up for
that by work. They have cots in the factories; you probably saw
them.
Secretary

GOLDBERG.

Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. And the women there will sleep a few hours, then
they will start to work again, and they get no overtime.
Secretary GOLDBERG. But, you know, Senator, I was going to finish
with this and then go to
The CHAIR-MAN. So that will make up for a good deal of this socalled inefficiency.
Secretary GOLDBERG. But when you analyze the best figures that
are available on what is the key to, as any businessman will know,
whether he can compete or not, the key is unit labor cost on his products. If you look at the unit labor costs, the best figures which are
available on unit labor costs, the unit labor costs in Japan and I will
give you a table on that and the source which I have here (see p.
2079), the unit labor cost in Japan per unit of output in manufacturing is not substantially different from the United States.
The unit labor cost per output in manufactlring in Japan in 1959
was 58 cents, this is in all manufacturing, and in the United States
was 67 cents.
o
That figure would surprise a lot of people.
The CHAIRMAN. Now, say that over again. I don't understand it.
Secretary GOLDBERG. The unit cost, the labc cost per unit of output.
The CHAIRMAN. In what?

Secretary GOLDBERG. In manufacturing.
The CHAIR-AN. What manufacturing ?
Secretary GOLDBERG. All manufacturincr.
The CHA-MI AN. Including the textiles?

Secretary GOLDBERG. All manufacturing-yes, textile is a manufacturing industry-was 58 cents in Japan, and 67 cents in the United
States.
The CH.\IREAN. What do you mean by unit cost?
Secretary GOLDBERG. What it costs to produce a unit of any particular article.
The CHAIR.*A.. Do you mean a yard of textiles or what?
Secretary GOLDBERG. That would be a unit in textiles.
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The ChAIRMAN. Well, did you ever buy anythingSecretary GOLDBERG. The ton of coal.

The CHAIRMAN. Did you ever buy anything in Hong Kong
Secretary GOLDB a. I have never been in Hong Kong.

The CHARMAN. You can buy the most beautiful silks there and
brocades, et cetera, for one-tenth of what you can buy them in this
-country.
Secretary GOLDBERG. I have no doubt Senator, as I have indicated
in this testimony that in certain areas that will be true. But looking
at the picture at large, in terms of the value of what is produced, and
,you have to take a total look, you have to look at the total result., here
is a more astonishing figure.
If you look at our output per man-hour in manufacturing in terms
of values, what we put out, and this relates to the type of goods we
produce, it is even, I think, more impressive.
In Japan, which produces these textiles, light goods, producing some
heavy goods, but at heavy costs, Japanese output in terms of value
per man-hour was 50 cents in 1959.
Our output per man-hour in manufacturing in 1959 in terms of
value was $3.66.
The point I am making is this, and then I would like to move on
if I may unless you have another question you would like to put to
me, you have to look at the type of goods the total output, efficiency,
raw materials, productivity, availability of capital.
For example, and that is an important element, the Japa -se manuf acturer who wants to put out goods, and this is true in many European countries as well, has to pay for his capital far more than our
manufacturers have to pay for their capital, and that is an element
of cost, what you have to pay for capital being, of course, an element
of great cost.
I do not say that this applies-I will supply these charts to your
committee, and the source--I do not say that on every item this is
so, I say overall it is so, and the proof ofthe pudding is the fact that
we are exporting, what we are exporting as against our imports, and
the further proof of the pudding is that we are exporting in the
high-wage industries, and obviously we could not be successful in that
if our employers weren't efficient producers, and our workers were
not efficient workers.
(The following was later received for the record:)
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Labor coat per unit of output in manufacturing, 1953 and 1959; and output per
man-hour in manufacturing, 1959
Labor cost per unit
of output
1953
$0.54
.
Belgium ..........................................

1959
$0.53

Output per
man-hour,
1959 (in

1953 dollars)

.4
.73
Canada......................................................-

.42
.55
France- ......................................................
.85
75
West Germany ................................................
.51
57
Italy..........................................................

$1.18

2.35

1.32
.83
1.01

.50
.58
. 72
Japan.........................................................
53
Netherlands--------------------------------------........
.72
Norway ......................................................
.82
.90
. 76
United Kingdom ............................................
3.66
.67
. 63
United States ................................................
' Wage rates (adjusted for supplementary benefits) were used instead of hourly earnings.
I Not available.
NOTE.-The figures represent the labor cost, In current dollars, of producing $1 of manufactured goods in
1953 prices. They were computed by dividing output per man-hourIn manufac turing by hourly labor costs
in manufacturing. It is assumed that supplementary benefits bore the same relationship to total labor costs
in 1953 as they did In 1959.
Figures for output per man-hour were computed by dividing value added In manufacturing, converted to
1953 dollars, by the product of persons engaged in manufacturing (employees, self-employed, and unpaid
family workers) and average hours worked. No account is taken of differences In prices of manufactured
products among countries.
Source: Cooper, Richard N. "The Competitive Position of the United States," "The Dollar in Crisis"
(edited by Seymour E. Harris) Harcourt, Brace & World, Inc., New York, 1961. 'Orlrnal source dotta, for
the table came from the united Nations, "Yearbook of National Accounts Statistics,' 1969; International
Labour Office, "Yearbook of Labour Statistics," 1959; Organization for European Economic Cooperation,
"General Statistics"; First National City Bank (New York), "Monthly Letter," December 1980; and the
U.S. Department of Labor (Bureau of Labor Statistics), "Trends in Output per Man-Hour in the Private
Economy, 1909-58."

The CHADMAN. As I understand it you say that it costs more to
manufacture certain articles in Japan than it costs in this country?

Secretary GOLDBERG. That is correct.

The CHArMAN. You are the first person I have ever heard say
that.
Secretary GOLDBERG. I am not the first, Senator, again I want to
remind youThe CHAnMAN. I would like for you to give me a report on the
textiles.

Secretary

GOLDBERG.

I will be glad to do that.

The CHAIMAN. Do yTouacontend that the textiles, that the cost of
textile manufacturing isas high, taking the whole, as it is in this
country?
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Secretary GOLDBERG. I will be glad to furnish the information we
have on textiles to you but I am giving you the figures that are available about manufacturing in general, and
(The information requested was under preparation at 6ime the
hearings were printed. When submitted it will be incorporated in
the committee files.)
The CHAIRMAN. Well, figures can be used all kinds of ways, I
found that out.
Secretary GOLDBERG. I hope that I am using them in an appropriate
wajj 10 CHArRMAN. I don't think you have used them in an appropriate way, with all courtesy to you. with respect to textiles because
have made a personal investigation of it and every textile manufacturer in this country knows that the Japanese can manufacture
and ship here cheaper than they can do here in this country.
Do you question that,?
Secretary GOLDBERG. I will give you the figures on textiles but at
the same time I do not yield the point I am making to you that the
statistics show that we can compete in the stuff we send to Japan
with Japanese production, and (1o compete and we sell them more
than we import.
The CHAIRMAN. The only reason we have survived is because we
made an agiement with Japan that the exports to this country of
textiles would be at a certain level. If we would permit Japan to
export all she pleases into this country, what, would happen then?
Secretary GOLDBERG. We have such an agreement with Japan
andThe CHAIRMAN. I say, if you say it costs them more to manufacture than it does here, suppose we lift all restrictions, let Japan import in here as much as she pleases what would happen to the textile
industry?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Again, Senator, you confine your question to
one industry. I have said that I have no doubt throughout that
industry that they are a lower cost-producer than we are but you
have got to look at the total picture.
You cannot just confine it to one particular industry. Because
after all, trade has to be a two-way street, and we have made agreements like those in textiles because we regard textiles to be a rather
special case.
The CHAIRMAN. Do you favor permitting Japan to export in this
country as much as she desires?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Depending upon the circumstances, no, depending upon some circumstances, yes. I do believe in the textile
thing that the agreement we made was a good agreement. I do believe that in total trade with Japan, we have been the beneficiary.
The figures show that in total trade. I think we will increase our
trade with Japan, and we will have the benefit, as we do now, of a
great surplus of trade with that country. I think Japan is one of
our best customers. We all want to keep it that way.
The CHAIRMAN. As I gather it, you wouldn't be disturbed if all
restrictions were removed?
Secretary GOLDBERG. I didn't say that.
The CHAMRMAN. What did you say?
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Secretary GOLDBERG. Oh, no. I am supporting this bill which contains escape provisions, and which contains other provisions designed
to safeguard our products.
The CHAIPMAN. I am going back to what I understood you tosay:
that articles manufactured in Japan are made at a higher cost than
in this country, is that what you said?
Secretary GOLDBERG. I said some, Senator.
First of all, let me put the posture of what I said. I was reading
from the Wall Street Journal, a reputable reporter, who had made a
survey. The Wall Street Journal is not notable in lacking for protection of the interests of the businessmen of the United States.
That journal, a very competei-,t reporter for that journal, made
observations, as he did about refrigerators. What I saw in the Japanese department stores bore out what he said about refrigerators.
fle made observations about heavy machinery.
What I saw bears out his observations.
You have made an observation about textiles. I agree with you
just as I have agreed with the reputable reporter for the Wall Street
.Journal. I have not said, and I hope, I don't want to imply it, that
I would agree that we ought to abandon all of these safeguards which
this bill contains.
I am supporting this bill.
The CHAIRMAN. You still contend, though, that the cost of manufacturing in Japan is higher than it is in this country?
Secretary GOLDBERG. In many articles, in many articles.
The CHAIR'MAN. What are some of the manufactured products that
we send to Japan which are cheaper than the Japanese can make them?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Well, we can provide a list of what our exports are to Japan which I would be glad to, but some of the articles
are mentioned here--bulldozers, tractors, refrigerators, coal. These
are some of the items we can produce much more efficiently than the
Japanese can.
Senator SMATHIERS. How much agricultural products do we export
to Japan?
Secretary GOLDBERG. We do a substantial amount of export of agriculture to Japan and we want to continue that.
The CHAMMAN. Outside of cotton which they get for 8 cents less,
what else do they export to Japan?
Secretary GOLDBERG. There is quite a list of agricultural products,
Senator.
The CHAIRMAN. Have you got the figures on cotton which they are
buying from us at 8 cents less than the American manufacturer
can buy?
Secretary GOLDBERG. I don't have it at hand but I am sure it can
be supplieA to the committee.
The CHAM AN. I wish you would supply it.
Secretary GOLDBERG. I will be glad to.
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(The information referred to follows:)
Leading commodities in U.S. exports to Japan, 1960 and January-June1961
[In millions]
Annual, 1960

$1, 330.4
Total, all commodities I ------------------------------------------Agricultural products ------------------------------------------------

------

Grains -----------------------------------------------------------------Oilseeds and vegetable oils --------------------------------------------Cotton ----------------------------------------------------------------All other agriculture ---------------------------------------------------Nonagricultural products --------------------------------------------------Coal and products.....----------------------------------------------Petroleum and products -----------------------------------------------"Steelmaking materials .-------------------------------------------------

Copper and alloys ------------------------------------------------------

Semiannual,
JanuaryJ'une 1961

$M. 2

485.2

323.&

71.3
106. 9
217.0
90.0

52.3
57.2
157.4
ft 4

845.2

676. 9

53.4
77.9
131.1

67.6

121.2
Industrial machinery I ---------------------------------------------------

Other machinery I ----------------------------------------------------Chemicals I------------------------------------------------------------All other t -------------------------------------------------------------

50.2
126. 9
21.9

30.2
43.3

139. 4

50.8
83.4

34.7
75.1
120.0

I Excludes "special category" (security) exports.
Source: U.8. Department of Commerce, World Trade Information Service Statistical Report, 62-4.

Senator CARLSON. Mr. Secretary, before you leave Japan, one thing
which has concerned me has been this: I believe the testimony shows
that the European Common Market countries, which we are trying
to and will associate more costly with under this proposal, do have
import, restrictions, and variable levies against the importation of
goods from Japan; is that not correct?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Yes, and I think they treat Japan very unfairly.
Senator CARLSON. But that is a fact; is it not?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Yes.
Senator CARLSON. That is one of the things which has concerned
me here is a great flock of trading countries that will not permit
Japanese goods in.
Secretary GOLDBERG. One of our goals in Japan is, as a friend in the
free world, to work together to eliminate those restrictions.
Senator CARLSON. Mr. Secretary, I have no quarrel with Japanese
trade but it is-but it has been one of the things which has concerned
me, we are a great country, trading bloc with them and they reduced
it and it has caused me some concern.
Secretary GOLDBERG. Yes; there is.
Senator CURTIS. Mr. Secretary, I don't want to ask my main questions now, but there was a statistic that you covered on page 2 of your
statement.
Secretary GOLDBERG. Yes, sir.
Senator CuRTs. That I can't understand.
Secretary GOLDBERG. Which one is that?
Senator CURTIS. Page 2, the last sentence in the first paragraph:
):n manufacturing, 8 percent of all employment stems from activities assoxiated with exports. Mining almost 13 percent, in farming it Is over 13.2
percent.

TRADE

2089

EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

Now, isn't it true that of our gross national product we only export
5 percent?
Secretary GOLDBERG. That is correct, sir.
Senator Cmrris. What is the explanation that we only export 5
percent of our gross national product but you contend that that 5
percent of exports is provided to make for 13 percent of the jobs?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Our gross national product, Senator Curtis,
as you know, consists of the total of goods and services.
Senator Cuirris. Yes.
Secretary GOLDBERG. In the United States. And we don't export
many services, so that the ratio, is a greater part of the nianufacturing, farming, and mining employment and very little in the service
airea.
Senator CuRirm. Well, I understand that. But if you take the
gross national product and compare it dollarwise with what we export
it is 5 percent.
Secretary GOLDBERG. That is correct.
Senator CuRTis. Now, the fact that some of that was for services,
I can't, I still can't accept that as a valid explanation of your contention that 8 to 13 percent of jobs come from exports when it is only
5 percent of the business?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Senator, it isn't my contention, it is a subject
of a very detailed report by the BLS, and the best statistical methods
available, checking all sources, and this is the document that we have
filed with you where the supporting data are indicated. Services
will have a very great impact because more and more we are--our
GNP is being affected by the growth in services. We are growing
in services more than we are in manufacturing and mining.
Senator CURTIS. What percent of the gross national product is
services?
Secretary GOLDBERG. I am looking for that figure. May I supply
it? I will check that figure. It is a high percentage. I don't have
it at hand at the moment but I can give you that figure.
(The information referred to follows:)
U.S. gross national product, 1961
a

Amount
(billion)

Percent
distribution

Total .................................................................

021.2

Goods output ...............................................................

258. 9

49.7

Durable ..............................................................
Nondurable .............................................................
Services .....................
Construction

8
1K O
203.5
58,8

17.8
31.9
39.0
11.3

1

Source: Economic Report of the President, January 1962, table B-4, p. 212.

Secretary GOLDBERG. I do not want to indicate by what I said when
we got into the discussion of Japan, I would like to leave Tapan for
a moment although I didn't like to leave it when I was there for just
a few days, it was a nice country to visit.
The CHArIRAN. I think it would be better to leave Japan until
we got a little more information.
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Secretary GOLDBERG. Yes.
The CHAIIIMAN. I was simply amazed to hear that it costs more
to manufacture good, ii Japan than here.
Secretary GOLDBERG. We, of course, trade with a lot of other countries and import from a lot of other countries, and one of the important things to remember about our general wage structure is that,
as You have indicated, and as we all know, the fringe benefits are
an important factor in determining wage scales and in determining
what an employee gets. We have reviewed those, and we have found
that, of course, that in our trading partners, and other areas, the
supplementary benefits which are paid abroad traditionally have
been much higher than supplementary benefits paid here in the United
States.
Now, we have been increasing the amount of our supplementary
benefits in recent years particularly since 1949. This has been a
big development in our country.
On the other hand, just to give vou some percentage figures, we
generally estimate, on the basis of our last study, that of total employee earnings in the United States, 16 percent are supplementary
benefits in the form of fringes.
In Belgium, it is 31 percent, in France, it is 50 percent, in Italy, it
is 74 percent, in the Netherlands, it is 30 percent, in West Germany
it is 44 percent. These are some of the figures which I think are interesting.
Senator SMATTIERS. Thirty percent of what now? What are those
figures?
Secretary GoLlnnrno. Belgium is 31 percent.
Senator SMATIwns. Thirty-one percent of what?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Estimated supplementary benefits as a percent
of earnings. of wages.

Senator

SMATHERS.

Percentage of wages?

Secretary GOLDBERG. That is correct.
Senator 'WLLTAMS. In dollar volume how does that compare?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Tin dollars we would be higher with 16 percent.
Senator'WTLLTAMS. Sixteen percent would be, higher than 70 per-

cent ?
Secretary GOLDTWRG. Tiat is correct. But it does illustrte that in
order to get a rounded-out figure of the total wage pattern you have
to include these other benefits.
Senator WVILLTAMS. Yes, butSecretary GOLDRERG. And I am merely citing it for that effect.
Senator WILLUMts. The cost of an item is figured on dollars and

cents and not percentages, isn't that correct,
Secretary GOLDBERG. That is correct.

But on the other hand in order to get the total costs you have to
look at these other items.
Senator WILLTAMNS. That is right.

Secretary GOLDBERG. You would agree with me, Senator, on that.
There is another aspect of this, and hopefully and fortunately the
rate of wage adjustment which is taking place in Europe, and even
in other countries, is increasing more rapidly now than in the United
States.
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They start from a much lower base, it is true, but the rate of increase has been much more substantial than the United States in
recent years.
This is a hopeful development. We hope it will continue.
If I may file with you, Mr. Chairman, a chart showing the rate of
these increases.
The CHAIRMAN. Do you desire to insert it in the record?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Pardon?
The CHAIRMAN. Do you desire to insert it in the record?
Secretary GOLDBERG. May I insert it in the record?
Tie CHAIRMAN. Without objection.
(The information referred to follows:)
Indexes of total labor cost per hour in manufacturing, 1953, 1957, 1961
(3951O
Year
Country and item

United States,
production workers: Labor cost per hour ------France,
al employees:
National currency basis: Labor cost per hour ------------U.S. dollar value basis: Labor cost per hour-------------Italy, production workers: Labor cost per hour--------------Japan, all employees: Labor cost per hour -------------------Netherlands all employees:
National currency basis: Labor cost per hour ------------U.S. dollar value basis: Labor cost per hour-------------Sweden, production workers: Labor cost per hour------------United Kingdom, production workers: Labor cost per hour ---West Germany, production workers:
National currency basis: Labor cost per hour ------------U.S. dollar value basis: Labor cost per hour--------------

1953

1957

Percent change
1961

1953 to 1957 to
1957
1961

100

120

136

20

14

100
100
100
1
100

152
141
124
122

1209
1149
'148
159

52
41
24
22

137
16
119
30

1100
100
100
100

150
150
131
133

179
186
168
166

50
50
31
33

19
24
28
25

1100
1100

134
134

189
197

34
34

41
47

I Preliminary.
NOTE- Total labor cost per hour Includes average earnings per hour and estimated supplementary
benefits per hour. Average earnings per hour comprise base piy, overtime pay, Incentive and premium
pay. Supplementary benefits comprise obligatory and nonobligatory social security payments.
Source: Data computed by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics.

Secretary GOLDBERG. I would like to talk now about the specific
provisions of the assistance program contemplated by the bill.
The philosophy of the present bill, as I think I tried to explain
when Senator Byrd asked me his questions, is that there ought to be in
addition and not in replacement, there ought to be in addition to the
traditional method of protecting injuries, other devices either to be
used as supplements or in some cases to be used as alternatives to
tariff protection, and the philosophy of the adjustment assistance
provisions is to )rovide those other devices.
Now, it seems to me, and this is one of the reasons I have felt
strongly from the standpoint of the employees involved, that this bill
contains better protections for workers than tie present programs.
This bill preserves the essence of present programs in terms of an
escape Provision which is written out in the bill, but at the same tine
contains provisions which give assistance where at the present time
no assistance is available.
Let n.e illustrate what I mean by that.
So 270--62-pt 4-

29
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At the present time if an application is filed under our present
legislation, it must be filed for an industry us a whole.
There may be in that industry a general level of noninjury from
trade, but partic~iar firms and particular workers may be injured by
the rise in imports due. to tariff concessions.
Today we have no method of dealing with that problem. This bill
provides a method of dealing with that problem because it provides
assistance both to individual firms and to groups of workers who may
be affected by that type of situation.
Senator WILLIAM1S. Mr. Secretary, who would make that determination as to whether X industry was affected?
Secretary GoLrB.no. The Tariff Commission when it is an industry
application, the Tariff Commission makes the determinationo, reports
to the President, who then is provided with a variety of methods by
which he can deal with this particular problem.
Then, of course, Congress in the event that the President does not
give effect to a proposed tariff adjustment that is contemplated by the
Tariff Commission, then Congress, of course, by vote in both Houses
may insist that that protection be given notwithstanding that the
President has not approved.
Senator WLLIAmS. And the would do that by naming a companyI
Secretary GOLDBERG. Well, Senator, can I explain-perhaps I could
do it better by discussing the workers adjustment provision and stating
how that would operate.
Senator WILLIAstS. All right.
Secretary GOLDBErO. Let's take two cases, and I think my two illustrations will show how that is done.
Let us assume that an industry files an application, a traditional
application. The Tariff Commission would hold hearings of all interested parties, and the Tariff Commission would make a determination
of injury and then would report it to the President.
At that point, the President can determine that tariff protection is
required or that the firms, various firms in the industry, he won't name
any specific firms or that firms in the industry, are entitled to help or
that workers in the industry are entitled to help, or a combination of
those devices.
Then in determining the particular firms entitled to assistance, the
Secretary of Commerce would then, ,fter the President makes his
determination, as Secreary Hodges has testified before you he would
then be charged with the obligation of determining whether or not
the firms meet the standards in this bill.
In terms of the workers involved I would be vested with the responsibility of then determining whether in particular firms unemployment has resulted from that tariff concession.
After I make that determination, then the worker would have to
apply to a regular state employment agency for a determination to
be made whether he was a worker in that firm who lost his job because
of the injury and who meets the qualifications provided in the bill.
Now, there is a second method, if I can finish both examples, I think
that by using both examples we can get the whole picture.
A 'roip of workers, this is what's not present now in the law, this
isa defect, if I may say so, in present law, a group of workers or their
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representatives, or a firm or group of firms they may file a petition,
and they may say that they have been injured.
The Tariff Commission does two things. The Tariff Commission
conducts a determination on the individual firms and the group of
workers involved, as the case may be, and it must make a finding in
both of those cases, and then the law requires that it go beyond that,
even though no industry determination has been requested, it must go
on and make an industry determination.
Senator WILLIAMS. n this second instance would that determination be made on a specific industry, I mean a specific company in an
industry?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Yes, sir; or a group of workers, and also on the
industry itself.
Senator WILLIAfs. And you would make the final determination
under the first phase as to which company in the group of industries
was eligible for these payments, that is, the workers.
Secretary GOLDBERG. Only after there has been a determination by
the Tariff Commission.
Senator WILLIAMS. I understand that.
Secretary GOLDBERG. In both cases, there must be a Tariff Commission determination.
Senator WILLIAMS. I understand that. But then at that point it
would be your responsibility to examine this and to select from this
finding those particular companies in that industry which were
affected ?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Yes.
Senator WILLIAMS. And establish the eligibility for the workers
thereof?

Secretary

GOLDBERG.

In that particular one?

Senator WiLIA3MS. Yes.
Secretary GOLDBERG. However, in all probability under the procedures that lave been established here, notice having been given by the
Tariff Commission and a period of time being permitted for applications to be filed for particular firms there would be determinations
about firms and workers, which would be a guide to me.
Senator WILLIAs. I understand that.
Now, there would be in that determination some close decisions
where it would be borderline cases as to whether you decided X company should beSecretary GOLDBERG. I would be dealing with workers in this instance?
Senator WILLAMS. Yes; you would be dealing with the workers but
at some point there could be some borderline decisions; could there
not?
Secretary GOLDBERG. I think whenever you make a decision you are
always confronted with the possibility that there might be.
Senator WmLAms. I understand that.
Now, the point that bothers me is, as you make these borderline decisions you decide that X company is not., the workers of X company
are not eligible but you decide the workers of A company are.
They are very closely related, both are borderline decisions but
the workers of the latter company would be drawing twice the enefits of the first company. Yet they would all, that is, from the work-
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ers' standpoint, each man would feel, "Well, I am unemployed because of the imports and just because the Secretary said it hadn't
hurt. the company for which I worked as bad"-he only gets half as
much.
l\ould that, be some problem?
Secretary GOLDBERG. I would hope, and all I can express is the hope,
whether it is the Tariff Commission in one instance or myself in the
other, based upon what general material the Tariff Commission has
found, that we would try to (0d equal justice and equal equity to
everybody under the standards prescribed by tHs bill and by the
Congress.
Senator WILLIAMS. I appreciate and do not question that. But
the niet effect would be, though, from the workers' standpoint that one
worker would be drawing, could be drawing double what the other
neighbor is drawing?
Secretary GOLDBERG. It would not. I don't think generally it would
be double l6ut he would he drawing more.
Senator WILLIAMS. More, that could be.
Secretary GOLDBERG. Yes, it could be. But that would be based
upon a finding that the unemployment, in one case was not due to an
increase in imports and I would have to make that finding and in
another case, that the unemployment was due to an increase in imports.
Sen ator WrLT,mS. I understand that but I just wondered if you
wouldn't have quite a controversy there and some dissatisfaction.
Secretary GOLDBERG. There might have been some problems but we
administer programs and we will try to do, as I have said, equity
on the subject.
Senator BUTLER. Mr. Secretary, at that point the petition can be
filed by a group of workers under the bill.
Secretary GOLDBERG. Yes.
Senator "BUTER. What constitutes a group of workers?
Secretary GOLDBERG. It may be filed by a worker, a group of worker,.
Senator BTLER. Any worker?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Yes.
Senator 'BuTLEr. Even though the company itself may feel it has
not been injured by importations. A worker in a companySecretary GOLDBERG. Yes.
Senator BUTLER (continuing). Can make that petition subjectSecretary GOLDBERG. He may file a petition.
Senator BuTLEr. Yes.
Secretary GOLDBERG. But I would have to find or the Tariff Commission would have to find that it is more than one worker who has
been injured. It has got to be a substantial number in the firm or
in a subdivision of the frm.
Senator BrTER. What is a substantial number?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Well, you would have toSenator BuTLER. What would you consider to be a substantial number? I have difficulty in getting my hands on a thing which is a
substantial number.
What does it mean?

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

2089

Secretary GOLDBERG. When you deal always with questions of that
type you have to refine it, we would have to issue rules and regulations.
It could not be-it would depend upon the circumstances.
If an individual-obviously where a single employee is involved
it's not a substantial number. If a production line is shut down and
the people in a production line have lost their jobs that would obviously be a substantial number of a subdivision of a firm.
Senator BUTLnR. All right.
Now, then after a substantial number of persons have filed this
petition, is it then the duty of the employer to bring in his books and
records and have them examined to see whether or not injury has
really been done?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Let me distinguish, if I may, Senator Butler,
between two things: First, the worker cannot instigate a petition
for relief of the employer.
Senator BUTLER. But anything the worker does necessarily involves
the employer, and the workers' case is dependent upon the records of
the employer, and the cooperation of the employer.
Now, suppose the employer says, "Well, I have not been injured
in any way and I don't think there is anybody whose substantial interest has been injured here and I won't cooperate."
What would you do with such an employer? What would you do
with him?
Secretary GOLDBERG. In the legislation drafted here he would have
to appear basically before the Tariff Commission.
Senator BUTLER. Is he subject to subpena, is he subject to legal
process?
Secretary GOLDBERG. The Tariff Commission does have now subpena powers.
Senator BUTLER. It has subpena powers.
Secretary GOLDBERG. Yes, under the present law.
Senator BuTLR . An, the subpena powers go to his records?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Subject to all constitutional limitations.
Senator Buma A subpena dues tecum could be issued and he
would have to produce all of his records.
Secretary GOLDBERG. Subject to constitutional limitations, but I
am advisedSenator BUTLER. Who would see those records?
Secretary GOLDBERG. The Tariff Commission.
Senator BUTLER. Would those records be put in the hands of his
employees so they would Know his secret operations of business?

Secretary GOLDBERG. No. They would not.

Senator Buz, They would not.
How would you protect against that?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Well, I think you might, I don't know whether

the Tariff Commission has testified be fore you, but the Tariff Comimission has a notably good record of protecting the confidential character of communications and I believe-I may be mistaken, and the
chairman could correct me--I believe resorts to subpenas very infrequentl~y. In almost every case, an employer in this category is a cooperative employer.
Senator WmLiAs. Would it be possible, Mr. Secretary, for the
Secretary of Commerce to rule that a specific industry or company
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was not affected adversely, and for you to rule that a specific industry
or company was not affected adversely, and for you to rule that they
were or must you and the Secretary agree on thatI
Secretary GOLDBERG. We administer different concepts.
Senator Bu
. I appreciab3 that.
But could one of you rule -that X company was adversely affected
and thereby the workers were eligible, and could the Secretary rule
that X company was not affected and, therefore, the company would
not be eligible?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Yes.
Senator BUTR. Yes, the answer is "Yes."
Senator WnArs. Or vice versa?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Yes, this could happen with a good basis.
Let me point out the basis.
Snppo'q that as the result of imports a production line were shut
down, and the men in that line were thrown out of work, and we find,
the Tariff Commission finds, that this was due to the increase in
imprts.
'lTe employer, however gets out and gets other business, and restores his production quickly, but he never puts back that line snd it
is a substantial production line.
I could make a finding then-and the Secretary of Commerce would
make a finding-for the worker, the Secretary of Commerce could
make a finding the other way.
He might lose business but he might by attrition or other devices
replace those employees so they donit lose employment but he could
give assistance to the firm and the workers would not be entitled lo
assistance.
Senator WniaxAMs. One further question: Could you, under any
circumstances, render a favorable decision to X company or to P.n
industry when the Tariff Commission had not made its similar
mendations earlier?
Secretary GoDBERG. No.
Senator WILLIAMS. You could not override it. I see. Thank you.

Secietary

GOLDBERG.

No.

Senator BuT3m. Mr. Secretary, answer this question: In connection

with Senator Williams' question. Under the bill as it is drawn, the
President of the United States can reduce a tariff or modify a tariff
or completely wipe out a tariff, abolish a tariff, without having a report from the Tariff Commission?
Secretary GOLDBERG. NO.

Senator Bu-rLRa. Yes, he can under section 224 of this bill if the
Tariff Commission for some reason or other hasn't reported within the
6-month period then the President can do as he wishes in connection
with the tariff that he has listed-in connection with the tariff on an
article that he has listed.
Secretary GOLDBERG. Senator BtlerSenator BmuLzR. If that is so the industry could be very badly hurt.
and have no relief 'Under this bill at all.
Secretary GOLDBERG. Oh no. they could never under whatever procedures there were in the bill, affect the industry's right to file its
petition for either escape relief or adjustment assistance. That right
is a solid right protected by the bill.
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Senator BuTmR. All right.
Bu you will admit that under the bill as it is drawn, it is perfectly
possible to abolish or reduce a tariff or to modify a tariff or to even
mcrcase a tariff without a report, a peril-point report from the Tariff
Commission.
Secretary GOLDBERG. If the industry files, and the industry has the
power to file.
Senator BurLER. I am not talking about the industry filing but
talking about the President of the United States listing a number of
articles and he says, "I am going to make an offer to the Common
Market" or some other agency to reduce these tariffs.
The industry is then put on notice that the article they manufacture is-the tariff on it is-going to be reduced.
Now, the bill says they shall have a hearing before the Tariff
Commission. But if within 6 months that hearing and report has
not been had, the President can go ahead and do what he wants to do
anihow.
Secretary GOLDBERG. Senator, that would not be in keeping with
the intention of the bill, as I read it.
Senator BUT=ER. I am not talking about what is in keeping with
it. I am talkingabout the law. I am talking about when the courts
get hold of this ill, and this bill plainly says on its face that a tariff
can be reduced or indeed abolished without having any peril-point
report from the Tariff Commission, I believe what the law says.
Secretary GOLDBERG. As I recall that provision of the billSenator BUTLER. Well, it is section 224; it is a very short section.
Secretary GOLDBERG. There must be a public hearing before the
President can enter upon negotiations.
Senator BUTLER. There must be a public hearing before a Presidential Board, yes, an interagency board but the Tariff Commission
itself doesn't have to report on it.
SecretaryGOLDBERG. You are reading 224.
Senator BUTRr
. I am reading 224, yes:
The President may make an offer for the modification or continuance of any
duty or other import restriction or continuance of duty-free or excise treatment
with respect to any article onlV after-

I interpolate "one"he has received advice concerning such article froan the Tariff Commission under
section 221 (b) or-

Not "and," but "or"after the expiration of the relevant six months' period provided in that section, whichever first occurs.
Secretary GOLDBERG. Yes, but SenatorSenator BUTLER. But suppose the Tariff Commission gets bogged

down and can't make the report, or suppose somebody reaches the
Tariff Commission and says, "If you make the report the next time
you won't get appointed."
What do you do? The industry gets wiped out and has no treatment at all from the Tariff Commission.
Secretary GOLDBERG. I would not make the asumption that the
President would proceed under this bill in this fashion.
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Senator BUTER. Well, I pick up a newspaper every day and see
where people say, "You do this or this is going to happen to you," and
I don't see why we should have the practice under this bill any differ:it fror anything else.
Secretary GOLDBER(I. The purpose of this bill is to make sure so that
the Tariff Commission proceeds promptly so that the President in the
conduct of his responsibilities can go ahead and conduct-Senator BUTLER. For your infonat ion, Mr. Secretary, I have written the Secretary of Commerce and asked them if they would agree to
an amendment in this section to make it mandatory that the President have that peril-point information in his hands before he makes
a finding and the Secretary of Commerce has told me, "No."
Secretary GOLDBERG. I am not aware of that correspondence.
Senator BUTLER. I am aware of it and I have had corr-spondence
with him about it and I think it is one of the very bad weaknesses in
this bill.
Secretary GOLDBERG. Senator, if I may just make this observation:
The intention of this bill is for the President to receive the advice of
the Tariff Commission.
Senator BUT7LER. I know. But you know what place is paved with
intentions. All these good intentions, it has got to be written into
the law, Mr. Secretary.
Secretary GOLDBERG. I do not believe, Senator Butler, that the
President of the United States trying to discharge his responsibilities
will not try to carry out the--what Congress has written.
Senator BUTLER. If he can carry out what Congress has written lie
will never hear from the Tariff Commission but you.
Secretary GOLDBERG. But you have to rely upon the history in the
past. There always has been a time limit.
Wouldn't it be easy to write that into the bill?
Senator BumnL.
Secretary GOLDBERG. But I also think we have to give a little prod
to the Tariff Commission. We have had time limits in legislation
that Congress traditionally wrote, and at no point I think before
you or any other committee has the Tariff Commission come in and
complained that the President has abused his authorities and disregarded the Tariff Commission.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Secretary, at this point, I would like to bring
in a matter that is very important, too, I think.
This bill places a great additional burden upon the Tariff CommissionSecretary GOLDBERG. Yes, it does.
The CHAIRMAN. Does it not?
As to ascertaining Nxhiat individuals and industries are entitled
to assist ance.
On November 21, 1961, the President of the United States asked
the Tariff Commission to investigate the cotton products especially
with respect to selling cotton in Japan at 81/ cents less than in this
country. There was delay in making the report. The hearings ended
6 months ago. The Finance Committee directed the chairman on
August 10, 1962, to write to the Tariff Commission and ask why a
decision had not been rendered. That decision is pertinent, I think
you will agree, to the legislation that is pending before the committee.
IHere is the reply:
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Let me say I have respect for the Tariff Commission. I have dealt
with it for many years, and I think they are honest, absolutely honest,
and they are doing the best they can. But I question the wisdom
of putting great additional burden on them when they are not performing promptly the functions they now have.
Here is the letter from the Chairman of the Tariff Commission addressed to the chairman of this committee:
I have your letter of August 10, 1962, requesting an explanation for the
"delay" in the Tariff Commission's completion of the investigation under section
22 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, as amended, with respect to cotton
I)roducts. * * *

I am sure that by now you have received my letter, which reported as
follows:
The cotton study is on the Commission's agenda for consideration at its
next meeting which is scheduled for August 15. Immediately after the Commission arrives at its decision, it will complete the report. Until the Coinmission's decision is reached, I hesitate to give you a precise date for completion
of the report and its publication. Because of the length of the report, however,
I would expect that at least 2 weeks' time would be required after the Commission reaches its decision-

and that would be approximately September 1.
Remember, that this investigation was asked by the President
nearly 9 months ago, and the hearings were closed 6 months ago.
Now the letter continues:
For some time now the Commission has been inundated with Inquiries charging undue delay in completing the investigation. We do not agree that there,
In fact, has been any delay; on the contrary we believe that, considering the
many other pressing matters that the Commission has had to attend to In
recent months, the cotton products investigation---one of the most complex that
has ever come before the Commission-has progressed with commendable speed.
The Commission has zecognized from the outset the urgency of the cotton
products investigation. This recognition, however, did not absolve the Commission from performing other functions imposed upon it, such as the completion
of projects within fixed time limits. In the course of the cotton products investigation, the Commission has had to give attention, among other things, to
several escape-clause investigations (vanillin, hatters fur, chinaware, earthenware) which must be completed within statutory time limits; several reports to
the President under Executive Order 10401 reviewig developments In the trade
in various products covered by outstanding escape-clause actions (watch movements, dried figs, linen toweling, and clinical thermometers) ; several "general"
investigations extensive in niure pursuant to Senate Resolution 206 with fixed
time limits for reporting the results to the Congress; the request by the House
Ways and Means Committee for reports on many bills, including H.R. 9900 (the
administration trade bill) ; and your committee's request for reports on many
bills, Including H.R. 11970 (the proposed Trade Expansion Act of 1962).

Now, I simply bring that to your attention and for the record because already the Tariff Commission appears to be tremendously
overburdened. I think it is one of the most important matters they
have ever had. They have had 9 months and they haven't made a decision yet. And I think you will agree that this pending legislation
places a lot of additional work upon the Tariff Commission?
Secretary GOLDBER. Mr. Chairman, I don't think it appropriate
for me to report on the Chairman's letter, on the letter of the Chairman of the Tariff Commission. I have enough problems explaining
the administration of my own Department without intruding upon the
jurisdiction of another.
So I hope you will-
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The CHAIRMAN. Don't misunderstand me. The point I am making
is that the Tariff Commission cannot perform promptly the functions
that are put upon them now and I am not criticizing them.
What will happen if they have to decide when all these applications
are made alleging injury from imports?
Secretary (OLDBERG. Well, traditionally, of course, the Tariff Commission has been doing that and in your letter the Chairman of the
Tariff Commission reports on the discharging of his responsibilities
under the escape-c0ause provisions, so that what we have here is in a
sense carrying out those traditional functions.
We do have these additional duties in connection with groups of
workers. I have talked to the Chairman of the Tariff Commission
about this problem. I cannot, again, talk for him.
But I don't think in the light of the figures I have given you about
the number of workers affected in the 5-year period that this is going
to plce an enormous burden upon the Tariff Commission.
TheACIIRMAN. There has been a good deal of question raised about
7our figures, you contended only about 18,000 people are going to be
injured by imports.
There may be many more thousands in that area.

Secretary GOLDBERG. It is 90,000, Mr. Chairman. 18,000The CHAIRMAN. 90,000 in 5 years.
Secretary GOLDBERG. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. It is 18,000 a year.

Secretary GOLDBERG. It will average that amount, it won't be that
much at the beginning. We think it will be less in the beginning and
it will build up to a total.
The CHAIRMAN. Many statements have been made that are greatly
in excess of that figure, but is it not true that additional burden will
be placed upon the Tariff Commission with respect to the assistance
program contained in this bill?

Secretary

GOLDBERG.

That is correct Senator.

The CHAIRMAN. Whatever is done here I want to see carried out
successfully; but here is a Commission already waylaid, and additional burdens are being put upon it by this bill.
Do I understand that all that it requires is application for the Tariff
Commission to investigate as to whether a certain industry and certain
employees are inqured?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, that is going to be abused, in my opinion,
because injury may come from a number of causes.
It may come from inefficient management. It may come from competition within this country, it may come from any number of sources.
If industries are going to be offered the opportunity to get Federal
loans-I assume on security less than required for bankable loansand if individuals are to get weekly payments of $61 maximum for
52 weeks-78 weeks if they are taken into a retraining cours--I have
the feeling that many applications will be made, some of them deserving and some perhaps not.
Secretary GOLDBERG. Well, Mr. Chairman, let me say this, and then
if I may I would like to talk about the amount that you have raised.
The possibility of abuse always exists when the Government provides relief through administrative machinery.
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But the history of the escape-clause provisions indicates that the
Tariff Commission is a responsible Commission.
It is also expensive for parties to invoke relief that isn't ultimately
called for, so there are safeguards present against abuse of the admninistrative process.
I think that this can be handled and I am sure that the Tariff Cbmmission, a very fine body as you have indicated, and I join with that,
will be able to handle the load.
The CHAIRMAN. I simply invite your attention to the investigation
of cotton products requested by the President on November 21, 1961.
No report has been made.
That is about 9 months on one of the most vital questions that has
come before the Commission.
Secretary GOLDBERG. Again, Mr. Chairman, I don't want to intrude
upon the Commission's work. I know that the Commission said in
its lett, that this was quite an unusual problem, and I think the chairman hi. self indicated the magnitude of it, so I would just like to let
it rest there without intruding my judgment on the Commission's.
The CHAIRMi,N. I do not fully understand about these applications
for assistance.
Can any industry, can the employees of an industry make an application or does the industry itself make the application for relief?
Secretary GOLDBERG. The provisions there are not essentially different from the present law. Right now escape peril provisions may
be filed by the industry or by the employer or the industry.
What is new, Mr. Chairman, if I may say so, is the workers' adjust.
ment provision and the firm adjustment provision.
Senator WVILLIAMS. If I understood you correctly, you said under
the present law the application could be filed by the industry or by
the company.
Secretary GOLDBERG. By the union.
The CHAIR-MAN. What about the employees?
Senator WILLIAMiS. By the union ?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Yes. Or by a group of employees.
Senator BUTLER. But not by the particular business.
The CIIAIRMAN. Wait a minute, let's get that straight. Or by the
a
union.
What do you mean? Did you say union?
Secretary GOLDBERG. I said it may be filed by workers without a
union, it, may be filed by their representative if they have a certified
or recognized union.
The CHAIRMAN. In other words, the unions could file it, individuals
could file the application?
Secretary GOLDBERG. That is correct.
The CHAIRMAN. And the industry itself could file it?
Secretary GOLDBERG. That is correct.
The CHAIRMAN. You have three different parties?
Secretary GOLDBERG. That is correct.
The CHAIRMAN. You think that is going to be confined to 18,000
workers out of 60 million?
Secretary GOLDBERG. I said that I believe that we will find when
we administer the statute on the basis of the study we have made previously over what has been happening that--
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The CI[AIRMAN . What I am trying to say, Mr. Secretary is that
while such applications may not be granted, there are likely to be
applications for relief although they are suffering from mismanagement, or competition within this country, or any number of things
beyond injury from imports.
Secretary GOLDBERG. That is correct, Mr. Chairman.
The OnAuRhA. And if such applications are made the Tariff Commission must investigate them. I think it is humanly impossible for
the Tariff Commission to do that in addition to the work they are
doing now.
Secretary GOLDBERG. I respectfully, if I may say so, think unfounded petitions may be filed, that is true.
That is true in any system of administration. But I think we
will find by experience, judged by the experience of the past, that this
will e in manageable proportions.
The CH.xIRMAtx. It will be what?
Secretary GOLDBERG. In manageable proportions.
'ie CHAIMAN. Well, this is a new field, Mr. Secretary, we are goig into, don't forget that.
Secretary GOLDBERc.. Only in part, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. This is one of the most radical changes that this
country has ever adopted with respect to foreign trade.
I think it is going to lead to the Common Market. You may disagree with me. I think it is the first step to going into the Common
Market.
Secretary GOLDBERG. I have heard no such plans discussed in
the administration.
The CIRAMHAN. I know the administration may not agre, to it now,
but if the Common Market is a success in Europe, and the people
there become self-sustaining, within the Common Market, without
tariffs, the time may come when it would be necessary for us to go
into the Common Market in order to have no tariffs between ourselves
and the members of the Common Market.
Secretary GOLDBERG. The philosophy of this bill is not to join the
Common Market but to put us in a position.
The CHAIMAN. The object is not to put us in the Common Market?
Secretary GOLDBERG. But to put us in position to compete in the
Common
Sfarket.
Coin CHM A. I asked the Secretary of Commerce what lie intended to do, lie said it was a partnership with the Common Market.
Maybe you can explain better than he could what a partnership
with the Cominion Market may be because I don't understand it.
Secretal GOLDBERO. I firmly adhere because I prefer not to talk for
any of my colleagues, I would like to put it in my own words.
i would say it is designed to compete with the Common Market
The CHAIRMAN. Designed to compete with the Common Market?
Secretary GOLDBERG. That is correct.
The CHAIRMAN. Then you compete with them by lowering the
tariffs
here; is that it?
"Secretary
GOLDBERG. So we will have access to the market for our
goods.
The CHAIRMWAN. That is a question of negotiation; isn't it?
Secretary GOLDBERG. That is correct.

p
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We have to have the means to do that.
The

CHAIRMAN.

Would you negotiate with the Common Market

as a whole, or would you negotiate with the individual countries in
the Common Market?
GOLDBERG. Well, when we negotiated with those
Secretary
countries, I assume we would have to negotiate within the framework of their own agreements, whatever they may be.
The CHAIRMAN. Then, what is going to happen to GATT, those
40 nations we now have agreements with?
Secretary GOLDBERG. We would continue with GATT procedures,
and we would not exclude the GATT procedures.
The CHAIRA-.N. You know that tariffs now average 10 percent in
this country. Incidentally, as you probably know I was in the
Senate when the reciprocal trade was adopted and I endorsed it
and supported it and made a speech for it, and as compared to HawleySmoot tariffs that existed when I came to the Senate in 1933, those
tariffs have been reduced by 75 percent.
We have actually reduced our tariffs more than the Common Market has, which I understand is 15 percent, and further reductions, I
think, should be made.
Secretary GOLDBERO. Only if we negotiated good deals.
The CHAIRMAN. Only by negotiation?
Secretary GOrDBERG. I take it that the philosophy of this bill, with
the safeguards written into it, is to protect us.
The CHAIRMAN. Isn't this a step-and I am not saying it is wrong,
I am just trying to find out-as a rule if you are a partner in something don't you eventually get into it?
That has been my observation. I just don't understand the difference between a partnership with the Common Market and being
a part of the Common Market.
Secretary GOLDBERG. Mr. Chairman, as I said, I can only speak for
what I know, I am not aware of any plans on the part of the administration to join or associate itself with the Common Market.
What this bill is designed to do, I think, is in the great tradition
of what you stood up for and I remember that very well, when you
stood up and I am old enough to do that.
Some members of the'administration are not, but I remember.
[Laughter.]
Secretary GOLDBERG. I remember that many people thought that
the way to protect, our country was to close ourselves off from trade,
and we got into disaster.
And I remember that you and many other people opened the doors
for what has helped our country.
As I understand the philosophy of this bill, it is designed to permit
us to negotiate sensibly, to protect our country.
I am not aware that there is a design not disclosed by this bill to do
something more than that.
The ChAIRMAN. What is not. clear to me quite yet is why we are not
in a position to do that now.
Let me go back once anain to my own connection with it.
I made, I think I said"before,'my maiden speech in 1934 in favor of
the reciprocal trade program, and I have handled two bills as chairman
of this committee for the extension of the reciprocal trade program.
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We were told then exactly what you are saying now.
Why should drastic changes be made in that bill unless it is intended
that we go into the Common Market?
Secretary GOLDBERG. I think the reason, as I understand it, is we
found we need broader negotiating authority to protect our own
interests.
The CHAIRIAN. Haven't we got the power to protect our own interests now?
Secretary GOLDBERG. The limitations upon the authority of the
administration, the President, any administration to conduct negotiations, are such that it is not believed so.
The CHAIRMAN. Don't forget when you talk about protecting our
own interests there are only two ways we can protect against importations, one is by higher tariffs, and the other is by quotas, is that right?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Well, you can also beThe CHAIRMAN. I am speaking of particular articles, our manufactured products in competition with im orts ?
Secretary GOLDBERG. But you can lso be a better negotiator.
If you have a right to negotiate across the board you can give here
and take here.
The CHIAIRMAN. Haven't we got that right now?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Well, there are limits as I understand it on the
power to do that under the present bill.
The CHAIRMAN. I have been on the committee for 30 years and I
thought we had that right now.
If we choose to exercise it., of course, what has happened is most of
the Presidents haven't signed these recommendations of the Tariff
Commission, as you know.
I think the escape clause has been recommended in about 125 cases
and onl, about 15 or 20 have been signed, so I don't think it is working.
Another thing along that line, so I won't be taking your time this
afternoon-I think you are going to have to come back this afternoon.
Are you disturbed by the migration of American plants going
abroad and competing, probably sending back manufactured goods
at very much less than it costs us to produce them in this country.
Does that disturb you?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Some aspects of it do disturb me and some
do not.
I mean, if American firms go abroad to get markets, otherwise not
available and send their earnings back here so that they can constitute
part of our national capital, that is a good asset.
On the other hand, if through tax havens, other devices that you
have been studying so intensively, they get advantages that they ought
not to have, and as a result take plants away from this country that
ought to be here, then I think that this is not a good development.
The CHAIRMAN. We have endeavored to take away some of those
advantages, and I think we succeeded in some degree.
Secretary GOLDBERG. Yes, sir; you have addreswd yourselves to that
in the tax bill.
The CHAIIRMAN. In regard to taxation of these companies abroad,
and I asked Mr. Henry Ford how much money he hadspent in construction of plants aboard-buying out that company in Englandand so forth, and he said over $300 million.
I
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I asked him how many employees he had over there. He said
130,000.
Well, I said, "that removes any incentive on the part of the Ford
Co. to export."
Well, he said, "that is true but we haven't been able to export cars
any way," which I think is correct.
But I said, "what about sending cars back to this country would
that be practical"?
Well, he said, he thought may be sometimes it would be.
Would it be good for the laboring people of this country to have
American money manufacture articles abroad at the lowe?: wages
that exist there in competition with labor being used to manufacture
in this country?
Secretary OLDBERG. Well, I would hope, Mr. Chairman, if we had
this bill, and we were able to negotiate better arrangements with countries abroad, that the inducementThe CHAIRMAN. Mr. Secretary, this bill is liberalizing it. It isn't
putting more restrictions up.
Secretary GOLDBERG. But we expect to get something out of this
bill, Mr. Chairman. We don't expect just to give. We expect to get
also.
You know I am an old negotiator and it is inconceivable to me that
we would enter into a negotiation in which you don't get a quid pro
quo.
The CHAirMAN. Well, we didn't get so much quid pro quo in some
of the negotiations to date, Iwill tell you that.
Secretary GOLDBERG. But we want to improve it.
The CHAIRMAN. But the State Department had control of it and
after World War 11 they used it as an instrument to contain communism and so forth.
Secretary GOLDBERG. Well, I think this billThe CHAIRMAN. I complained about it time and time again. They
didn't use their power along the lines of reciprocal trade.
They did it to please and gratify some nation that was threatening
to go communistic.
Secretary GOLDBERG. M 1 . Chairman, you are getting me off into
every other Government Department.
The CHAIRMNAN. If you say our negotiators have done what they
should you are one of the few people that I know of who thinks that.
Secretary GOLDBERG. I have said this, Mr. Chairman. I think this
bill strengthens our negotiating position.
Among other things, this bill has a person who is designated, with
the concurrence of the Senate, to be the chief negotiator for our cointry in conducting trade negotiations.
'It also has written in provisions also which are fairly now to get
the benefit of consultation by labor and industry in conducting
negotiations.
It also strengthens by law the authority of the Inter-Agency Trade
Committee which heretofore has been created only by Executive
order.
I regard all of those provisions, and I know that I am to be one of
that committee, I certainly am not going to sit on a committee advising on trade policy and making it a one-way street.
4
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I would expect we would get value received for our negotiations.
The CIIAIMAN. Have you got a record of the companies that have
gone abroad since the Common Market began to take form?
Secretary GOLDBERG. I (10 not.
The CIIAMAN. Would that be available?
Secretary GOLDBERG. I think that probably that would be in the
Department of Commerce.
The CHAIRMA N. I would like very much to have a record of all the
companies that have gone abroad and expenditures which have been
made abroad which incidentally have had an affect on our balance of
payments.
Secretary GOLDBERG. If I get that, Mr. Chairman, I would be glad
t o supply it.
(The information requested was subsequently furnished but was too
voluminous to be incorporated in the printed record.)
The CHAIRMAN. If you could get those companies that export back
to this country, after using the cheap labor, or cheaper labor, where
they are located it wouldbe helpful. I understood you to say you
were not concerned about that.
Secretary GOLDBERG. I didn't say that, Mr. Chairman. I don't
want to be misunderstood.
The CHAIRMAN. You are on the stand now, and I am not going to
let you off.
Secretary GOLDBERG. I am concerned about any aspects of policy
that covers problems of workers of this country.
The CHAIRMAN. You said you were not concerned about the low
wages abroad
secretary GOLDBERG. I am.
The CHAIRMAN. Compared with the high wages here.
Secretary GOLDBERG. I am, and I hope I haven't been misunderstood
in that, I am concerned about that.
We spend a lot of time in the Department, and before I came to the
Department, I spent a lot of time when I represented the labor movement, trying to upgrade labor standards abroad.
We have to do that. I did not say I was not concerned. I wouldn't
want that impression created.
The CHAmAN. Maybe I exaggerated a little. I got a little steamed
up under what you said about Japan. [Laughter.] They are paying
28 cents an hour. We are paying nearly $2 an hour. You saidsomething about them not being efficient. I think they were pretty efficient
in this last war.
Secretary GOLDzMo. Unfortunately so.
The CHAIMAN. It is a country that I have got to admire. They
have only got 20 percent of cultivatable land cultivated in Japan.
Everybody works, the old people, the young people, and the women,
as I say, will sleep in the factories and work without overtime.
Now, regardless of their lack of skill, as you describe them, the fact
that they are willing to make these sacrifices which our people in this
country are not willing to make, makes them very formidable and they
are going ahead and they are going ahead fast.
If you haven't been there recently you ought to go back. They have
gone ahead like a house afire.
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Secretary GOLDBERG. Mr. Chairman, the peculiar thing is that about
90 percent of what you have said I agree with entirely.
I want to make that clear.
The CHAIRMAN. I understand you said a little while backSecretary GOLDBERG. I hope to persuade you on the 10 percent which
we disagree on, which is that in many areas our highly efficient production here is able to outcompcte the Japanese, that is the only point I
wanted to make.
The CHAIRMAN. I see.
Well, do you anticipate that the wages of these countries abroad
will be increased more in production than the wages in this country?
Secretary GOLDBERG. I do.
The CLAIRMAN. In the years to come?
Secretary GOLDBERG. And it is very necessary that they be increased more.
The CH RMAx. But you don't expect any increase in wages here
substantially?
Secretary GoLDBrxO. There are wage increases in this country taking
place all the time.
The CHAIRMAN. But if both sides are increasing all the time, the
differential remains the same.
Secretary GOLDBERG. But the proportion of the increase abroad has
been much greater than here.
The CHAIRMAN. But they started at a very low base.
Secretary GOLDBERG. That is correct.
The CHAIRMAN. And it will take many years to get equal.
Secretary GOLDBERG. That is correct.
Senator WILLIAMS. Do you think their dollar increase in wages
will be greater than our dollar increase?
Secretary GOLDBERG. In dollars rather than percentages?
Senator WILLIAmS. That is right.
Secretary GOLDBERG. Not starting, not for a considerable period of
time.
Senator WILLIAMs. How can they catch up with us if we raise
dollars faster?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Well, it takes time to catch up.
Senator WILLI[AMS. I nxean they will never-Secretary GOLDBERG. But there is another thing.
Senator WIIAMS. It takes time. You won't catch up until at
some point they raise them faster than we do dollarwise.
Secretary GOLDBERG. There is another factor which enters, of course,
in the dollar increase, and that is the profit side.
Senator VILLIAMS. I recognize that.
SecretaryGOLDBERG. Yes.
Senator WMLIAMS. But still wages in those countries can never
catch up on percentages alone.
Secretary GOLDBERG. No, but as I pointed out on the chart I read
on unit costs they have some catching up to do with us.
Senator WLLIAMS. I recognize that. But I think we ought to
make the point that wages just can't catch- up on percentages alone.
The ChAIRMAN. There is a 'very important vote coming on so we

will recess until 2 o'clock, Mr. Secretary, and we will ask you to come
back.
7270-62-pt. 4----30
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%enaoUTS That is one of the features of this; is it not?
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But, this is a different provision because we do

not ordinarily require in State laws the type of attachment to the

'I'RADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1902

2103

work force and1 to the employer that we require under this particular
Senator (trtris. Well, now, he his to have worked in the industry
I
1ia. losed becitlso of in) orts; doe h onot
ie has to have worked, built the requirements
aryt (Ioifnwtn
S.
nutlt11sIri,'ler, fitd ,1,i invole',iitt with fni employer who is af111,4
'hIat, is not true of unfNeled by a I iil , elicy alust bepresentl.
t ,'01l wtstit (.
evloyeit
Senator ( 'v'r'is.But, it i. ied to the fact, that he has a previous
work record.
Secrtlary (1holInEIr. Yes, lie inllst be attached to the work force,
as I said, ii i nilul inlore stringent way, Senator, tan has heretofore
beeni Iho( case under State laws.
your semantics that
Senator' CuR'T. Well, that (lot's not 'fstify
you have used here. 'ITe tact, that. one Atate may have strict unemjployment competsntion laws and nother State more liberal laws,
ovs not nimithe one uniemployntent compensation and the other one
soittethintg else.
Secretary (1OrDllEhO.But there is a different thing here. I am
trving to e;xlliin it, not on a A-manfic basis but, on the basis of fact.
Let me see if I can read this, because I think you have asked a very
important question. This was, of course, (onsiolered carefully by the
lrolise committee, and you will recall thatOhe House Ways and Means
Committee said
Senator Currm. That does not make i so, to say something is not
wltat it is.
Secretary Gomrlnrr. No; but I wouldSentor 'CURTIS. You would have no standing in court whatever.
Secretary Goin,,io. I would like to report what they said, and
F would flike to explain why I think what they said is a correct
st atenent.

They said on page 30 of their report:
Your conimittee believes that the scale of trade readjustment allowances is
appropriate In view of the fact that the finding that the unemployment was
vatsed by increased imports resulting from the removal, in whole or in part,
of t atiff protection implies that continuation of the prior tariff would have
provided ftll job protection. .This worker assistance i, therefore, In the nature
of an adjustment to conditions brought about by removal of prior job protection
and Is not unemployment Insurance The terms of worker am.lstance are not
meant to be precedents for the unemployment insurance program.

I think there is a distinction. In the ordinary unemployment
insurance case a worker is out of work for any variety of reasons.
But here the problem is that we have changed our trade program,
we have made a concession.
The employer is affected by virtue of that change. As a conserquence of that, the worker is affected. As a consequence of that,
since we are substituting a different form of protection from one
traditionally enjoyed, it is felt he ought to have some assistance.
That is the ilhilosophy behind it.
I do not think the courts would regard this to be unemployment
coml)ensation of a type that would preclude this payment. You are
referring to the fact that some States feel they may have some difficulties in this area, Senator?
Senator CURTIS. They know they will: they know they will.

2104

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF

19062

We have received the testimony of trade associations here in addition to tile fact that every a(hinistrator who has testified has made
this assuml)tion, and let me ask you this question:
Is it your contention that this is different because the tariff has been
removed ?
Secretary GOLDIBER. May I comment? It is different because of
vital distinctions.
Senator Cuirms. There is no distinction.
Secretary GOLD)IIIO. I would like to make the record straight. I
read the testimony of my State colleagues, but I think we ought to have
the whole record in this area.
This problem arose in the House, and the distinguished chairmnn of
that committee asked the State Conference of Eniployment Security
Administrators how the States stood on this problem. You get a quite
different picture when we get the complete roundup of the States.
Thirty-three States indicated they would have no difficulty with
this provision. Seven States indicated that they would have diffculty.
Five States indicated that they might or might not have difficulty.
Three State.s said they needed attorney-general's opinion, and theie
was no reply from four States.
Now, that is quite a different picture.
Senator CuRTIS. But the point, is, you and I are aware of the fact
that this particular language was inserted in the House report for the
sole purpose of making this provision compatible with State law.
Secretary GOLDBERG. Well, I would not impute that motive to the
distinguished Members of the House.
Senator CURs. I do not think there is any question about it.
Secretary GOLDBERG. I think not. I testified there, and I recognize
the language that was in the report as having been developed out of
questioning by the chairman aad many members of that committee.
The poit that we were making throughout was that this was really
an assistance program designed to substitute one form of protection for
another. I do not believe that this is designed for any other purpose.
Senator CURTIS. Well, now, you admit t~iat they must be out of work,
and to that extent it is common with unemployment compensation.
You admit that they must. have worked prior thereto. To that extent
it is like unemployment compensation.
Now, the amount that they are going to receive is a percentage of
their wages, is it not?
Secretary GOLDBERG. That is correct.
Senator CuRT s. And that is like unemployment compensation, with
the exception of what causes the unemployment, and you tell me how
the operation of this program is any different from unemployment
compensation.
Secretary Gowimmm. First of all, this is a supplemental program. It
is not a primary insured program for unemployment compensation.
This is a program not designed to duplicate or replace unemployment compensation, but to provide a supplemental assistance benefit to
a worker who, as a result of the adoption of a Federal policy, is adversely affected.
I think that is the key distinction.
Senator CumTis. You have not answered my question.
Secretary GOLDBERG. Well, I have tried to.
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Senator Cuimrs. My question was in its operation. How is this
different from unemployment compensation?
Secretary Goi~mnEwi. We ll,there are many features that are different. I could go into many features.
For example, here you have got to be out of work as a consequence
of this trade policy as deterinied by findings made by the Tariff
('ommission or by me, pursuant to all overall industry finding by the
Tari ff Comm ission.
Now,in ulnelliployment coiul)eisation almost throughout the States
if you are oul of work for any good cause you get unemployment
(10 Wnsation benefits. This is quite different from that type of
r-es
It.
Senator Cuwris. I have restricted my question. Aside from the
cause of unenipoynment, in wiat way does the operation of this progran (lifter froi an unemployment compensation program ?
Secretary GoL~mmrEM. Because, as I have said earlier, this is not an
insurance benefit. This is a supplement paid because of the particuLt- circumstances in which the worker finds himself. That is not an
nuzemploynient coil pen sat ion program.
Senator Curris. Isn't the Federal temporary supplemental unemployment compensation prograil all unemployment compensation
program?
Secretary GOLDBERG. That is an unemployment compensation prograin which is grafted right onto the State programs, and merely
exten(ls the period, with all of the other features that are applicable
to the regular unemp loyment condensation programs.
Senator Curris. You said a bit ago that one of the distinctions of
this was that it was the result of a decision made by the Government;
is that right?
Secretary GOLDBEP.O. That is correct.
Senator Cuirris. Now, suppose there is a man employed building
airplanes. The Government makes a decision to discontinue that
type of airplane, and they spend that money thousands of miles away
ila missile program. The man becomes unemployed.
It (toes not change the status of his payments, the fact that it was
a decision by the Government that caused him to become unemployed,
a
does it?
Secretary GOL)DBERG. I think there is a vital distinction there, and a
very important one that we maintain. We have just resisted some
efforts to extend this principle to plants that are under Government
contracts in some collective bargaining that has recently taken place.
Traditionally the Government in its procurement policies deals witl
private employers, and traditionally the Government in the area of
this type of private employment has not assumed any burdens of
protecting those workers from risks of their employers incident to
getting business.
The Government is a source of business.
On the other hand, here traditionally with respect to trade, the
Government has recognized obligations to people. This is much more
analogous to a veteran's situation than it is to the situation of the
worker thatyou have described.,
Senator CURTis. But the veteran draws his unemployment compensation according to the schedules within his State both as to amount
and length of payments; isn't that correct?
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Secretal (3iOuwim. Not always.
fli 1.)52 wlieii the Korean Veterans Act was enacted, allalinoit, was
provided which was a supplement, like this, to the State l..iylneit.
Senator CURTIS. All right. lut all of these programs, imicludimig
this olie, are unemployment compensation progranlis, are they not.
Secretary GOLDBERG. No, I (10 not agree with )you Senator. I respectfully disagree. I think there are features of tbis thai make it
different.
Senator Cuirris. You have not mentioned any of them. You have
talked about and you have confined it. to the cause of timneml)loymnent.
Secretary GomiBEmO. I have tried to. I may not have convinced you,
but I have given the reasons that I think distinguish it.
Senator CurtIs. The President has not been convinced, either.
Secretary GOLDBERG. What was that?
Senator CURTIS. The President has not been convinced, either.
Secretary GoLDBERG. The President of the UnI ted States?
Senator CuRIs. That is right, lie said, and his speech is printed
in the Congressional Record on page 11,221:
We provide unemployment compensation If anyone is adversely affected.
Secretary GorDBERG. WVell, I would like to say this: I think the
President was talking in very broad terms, but I am sure what I have
said to you today has the President's support in detail since I have
discussed this matter with him.
Senator CURTIS. All right.
If this is not unemployment compensation, what changes would
you have to make in the proposed law to make it, unemployment coinpensation?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Well, I presume if the law provided that you
would pay re ular unemployment compensation if you were thrown
out of work, tXat would do it. I would think that would be terribly
unfortunate and very unfair. The fact of the matter is, SenatorSenator CURTIS. XVou have just stated in substance that if you were
paid the regular unemployment compensation this would do it. That
would need nothing in this act.
Secretary GOLDBERG. Which I think would be very unfortunate and
very unfair.
senator CRTIs. All right.

Now, the provisions of this act, what changes would you lip -e to
make under it to make it be properly described as unempioyment compensation?
Secretary GOLDBERG. I do not think you could change this act with
the basic concept that it has, to convert it; because the concept of this
act is a different program.
Senator Cv1uis. Mr. Secretary, suppose the Congress chose to let
those States having a prohibition be without the program and we said
we wanted to enact an unemployment compensation system or program to take care of workers in industries, in situations where industries have been closed by imports.
What changes in the language of the bill would we have to make?
Secretary GOLDBERG. I presume, Senator Curtis, that Congress
could, of course, make any decision it wanted to and call the bill anything that Congress chose to call it.
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I would say if you were dealing with workers affected by trade,
and you gave them an additional benefit to what the States provided,
you would have what I call an assistance program. whatever you
called it, because that is what it really is if the purpose of it is to
tide these people over to help them retrain, to help them adjust to
the dislocations caused by trade.
Senator CURTIS. Do all of them have to take training?
Secretary GOLDBERO. If training is offered they must or they do
not get this allowitnc.
Senator Cuarrs. Isn't that true in some of the existing programs?
Secretary GOLDBERG. It is true only in the manpower-training program where you have a training allowance. It is not true of unemployment compensation.
The CIAIRMAN. We will have to recess and come right back.
(A short recess was taken.)
The CHAIRMAz. The Chair has a few questions here. I will read
them.
The question, Mr. Secretary, is there can be no question as to the
marked discrimination between workers which the TRA would bring
about. The $61 maximum weekly payment under the TRA program
is substantially higher than benefit payments in any State unemployment compensation law.
The duration of 52 weeks' payments, 78 weeks if the recipient has
taken a retraining course, approximately doubles the duration provided in the State laws.
However, it seems to me that this discrimination not only exists as
between those laid off by reason of foreign competition and those
laid off for all other reason, but would also exist between workers
laid off by reason of the foreign competition.
If you will let me give you an example, the Dan River Cotton
Mills in Danville, Va., has about 12,000 employees. This industry is
the economic backbone of that community whose payroll sustains
the stores, the banks, and the service trade generally.
If this measure is enacted, the controls over tariffs could be exercised so as to adversely affect the operation of the Dan River Mills. In
fact, the operations could be very substantially diminished, if not
halted altogether.
4
If this situation did occur, then it is abundantly clear that there
would be substantial repercussions on the entire economy of the Danville community. Layoffs in the service industry would probably
parallel layoffs in the mill industry.
Is it not quite reasonable to argue that the persons displaced in
the service industries at Danville would just as much be casualties
of our foreign trade policy as the displaced individuals in the mills?
Certainly it cannot be sad that Federal tariff policy will declare
the proximate cause of displacement in the service industries.
Would you please answer that, sir?

Secretary GOLDBERG. Yes, sir.
First of all, Mr. Chairman, it is true that if a worker gets an adjustment allowance he will receive a supplemental unemployment compensation allowance and, therefore, more m6ney than a person unemployed for normal reasons, and he will receive it, as you correctly
point. out., longer.
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Now, there are several things, however, which have to be noted in
this connection. We have discrimination which exist now under
existing law.
If you are, for example, employed in most. States, and the employer
employs fewer than 4 workers, yoi are not covered.
If you get a manpower-training allowance under a bill passed
by Congress, you get not the amount you would get as an unemployed
worker, your unemployment compensation allowance, you get the
average unemployment compensation allowance of the State, which
may be higher.
Why that. discrimination? You have asked that question, and I
will talk about the service thing in a minute. First of all, I have
never found that workers object to logical distinctions, and they have
recognized, as the testimony of their representatives before your committee indicates, they have recognized that traditionally the workers
have been protected by a different form of protection, tariffs, and
workers themselves, I would believe, feel that where there is an impact
of imports, special provision ought to be made in this situation.
Now, you asked why should this not be extended to the service
industry. Well, because a service occupation, first of all, is dependent
upon many sources.
I recognize that in the particular community there may be one
dominant plant, but I would think it would not be a good principle
to broaden this from the area of direct impact. If we did that, where
would you stop?
The "ChAIAAN. You think there would be many in the service
industries in different sections that would be in competition, so to
speak, with other labor that would get these benefits, special benefits?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Service industries?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Secretary GOLDBERG. NO; I do not believe so. Service industries
are not affected by imports directly.
The CHAIMAN . The point I was making is that right in the same
industry there would be discriminations, would there not?
Secretary GoLDiiERG. In the same industry, no, there would be no
discrimination if the workers were affected the same way. If imports
had an adverse effect they would all be treated equally.
The CHAIRMAx. Another question : Let me point out the discrimination that would exist between displaced mill workers and displaced
service trade workers, all of whom are out of work by reason of decisions that could be made under this measure.
A millworker who earned $93 would receive a $61 weekly benefit for
5'2 weeks, and if he were taking a retraining course for an extended
period, up to 78 weeks under TRA.
The laid-off mechanic in a, garage right across the street from the
mill, whose weekly earnings were $93, would receive $34, which is in
Virginia, the State unemployment compensation maximum, for a
period of 24 weeks
I want to ask, don't you think this totally arbitrary and unrealistic
distinction between workers who are laid ofA by reason of foreign competition would generate pressures for extending the scope of this
Federal supplemental benefit program?
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Secretary GOLDBERG. No; I do not think so, Senator, and for this
additional reason. Our statistics indicate very clearly that the bulk
of adversely affected workers here will be in the manufacturing area,
and this is the area where employment has not been expanding but
has either been stationary or declining somewhat.
In the service industries we 1Ave found this an expanding area of
employment and, therefore, the assistance which we have provided is
the assistance which is directed at, he product.
I think we want to administer this tightly and not loosely, and I
think we would not be warranted to extend it.
The CHaAIRMAN. You are familiar, I know, with the so-called war
displacement benefits bill of January 1942, and the reconversion benefits bill of 1944. The war displacement benefits bill was proposed by
the administration at the start of World War II. The argument in
support of it was that it was necessary to convert our peacetime production to the production of war materials. This would cause the
millions of workers to stand by while plants were retooling for production.
Just as in the case of the bill before us, it was argued that the unemployment of millions of workers was due to the exercise of national
policy and, therefore, it was the responsibility of the Federal Government to make adequate provisions for them in their idle periods.
So supplemental Federal benefits were proposed exceeding both in
amount and duration, the benefits.
When the was was nearing its end, the reconversion bill if 1944 was
offered. The argument was the same; millions of workers would lose
their jobs with the end of the war, and the cancellation of huge Government contracts, war contracts, they would be out of work while
plants retooled for peacetime production.
Again it was argued that unemployment was due to Government
action and it was the responsibility of the Federal Government to
provide adequate standby payments.
At least these proposals did not try to arbitrarily and capriciously
differentiate between the unemployment caused by Federal action, as
with this measure in the Dan River case I gave you. There have been
efforts to impose-there has been an effort to impose an overall Federal supplemental system S1n the States.
Despite your stated intention, don't you think the enactment of this
measure would establish a precedent for its extension into other fields
affected by Government action and, finally, into all unemployment
compensation areas?
Secretary GoLzERG. I would certahuly strongly say "No." It is
not intended to be a precedent. As a matter of fact, as I told Senator
Curtis, very recently we took a strong stand as an administration
against the Government assuming responsibility in the area of Government contracts for items which properly are matters for the employer and the workers.
We do have a traditional area here where, from the beginning of
our tariff programs, the Government has adopted protective measures,
and what we are doing is dealing with the type of protection the Government ought to affoid.
I wbuld strongly oppose this being a precedent in any area.
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The CHAIRMAN. What I am getting at is, though, that the base
on which you, the reason that you, ask for this special compensation is
because of Government action, namely, the reduction of tariffs, I assume, and thereby jobs are lost.
These other things that I have mentioned, when the war was over,
that was a Government action, when the war was started, and all that,
and there are a good many things that the Government may do from
time to time to influence unemployment. This thing of imports coming in is just one.
Secretary GOLDBERG. But those traditional results, those results
which flow, we have accepted throughout, without extending special
protections.
Congress did not enact the measures that were proposed and as I
remember the statistics, a few years later we had the greatest employment we ever had in history, and we had the lowest unemployment we
ever had in history, so Congress showed pretty good Judgment.
But in this limited area there traditionally has been some form of
protection.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Talmadge of Georgia is unable to be here
this afternoon and, on his behalf, I am asking several questions.
The first is: On Monday of this week three State administrators
appeared before this committee and each of them stated that under
their respective State laws in their present form they would be unable
to enter into agreements with the Secretary which required that a
State agency pay State benefits in the same week in which a TRA payment was claimed or due.
I understand that there are several other States which take this position. I also understand that in all the laws of the 43 States provisions
are contained to the same effect as the laws of the States which were
represented here at this hearing last Monday.
Mr. Secretary, it appears to me that we should be deeply concerned
about the enactment of the proposed TRA program if there is a real
possibility that many States could not participate in its administration
as contemplated by the TRA program.
I know you have given thought to this point, and I would like to
have your opinion as to whether you consider that the State laws do
prohibit them from entering into the type of agreement which is set
out in this measure.
I may say that the State of Virginia, I am told by the chief of the
unemployment insurance agency there, the State of Virginia could not
operate under this law without changing its law, and the Virginia Legislature does not meet until 2 years from last January.
Secretary GOLDBERG. Mr. Chairman, I would be glad to comment on
that.
The three States whose employment security administrators apappeared before this committee were Wisconsin, Georgia, and Virginia,
and I am acquainted with the commissioners in each case. They are
estimable gentlemen, and now-The CHAIRMAN. It happens that those two States, Virginia and
Georgia, have members on this Finance Committee, and it is hard to
explain to their people that we are doing something that will cut off
Virginia and Georgia entirely, cut them out entirely.
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Secretary GOLDBERG. I would like, however, to respectfully disagree
with them.
In the case of Wisconsin and Georgia, two of the States which testified before this committee, while this is the opinion of the employment
security director, it is my understanding that the attorney general of
those two States differ and, as a legal matter, I see no inhibition in the
States joining in those programs.
The CHAIRmAN. The attorneys general have given a ruling in Virginia and Georgia?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Not Virginia. Wisconsin and Georgia.
The CHAIRMAN. Wisconsin and Georgia?

Secretary GOLDBERG. Not Virginia.
The CIIARMAN. We have got to look at Virginia, don't we?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Yes. [Laughter.]

I certainly think so.
Now, in Virginia the reason I differ with the administrator is this:
the same problem-this problem arises out of a provision which is
fairly uniform throughout the States which disqualifies an individual,
and I quote the standard provisionfor any
seeking
another
of such
entitled

week with respect to which or a part of which he has received or is
unemployment benefits under an unemployment compensation law of
State or of the United States ' Provided, That if the appropriate agency
other State or of the United States finally determines that he is not
to such unemployment benefits, this disqualification shall not apply.

However, there is another provision which is in these laws and that
provision reads as follows generally, and I think it is in all the State
laws:
Potential rights to benefits accumulated under the unemployment compensation laws of one or more States or under one or more such laws of the Federal
Government, or both, may constitute the basis for the payment of benefits
through a single appropriate agency under terms which the commissioner finds
will be fair and reasonable as to all affected interests and will not result in
any substantial loss to the fund.

Now, when you have a law you have got to read all of the provisions of the law to get it. Now, this problem, I believe, is very
similar to the one which arose when Congress enacted the Veterans'
Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952. The same essential principle
was involved: can you accept a supplement, a Federal supplement. I
see no difference in essential principle.
All of the States, including Virginia, with one exception, I believethe one exception at that point was Wisconsin, which participated but
handled it a little differently under its regulations--all of the States,
without the enactment of new legislation, except in one or two instances where they went later to the legislature for confirmatory legislation, all of the States signed agreements that permitted supplemental
benefits to be paid to the Korean war veterans by agency contracts,
and that is why I respectfully disagree with my colleagues who testified before you. I believe that if they had the authority to do that,
as they plainly indicated when they signed agreements to do that,
applying the same principle, they have the authority to do it in this
particular instance.
Thi CHAIRMAN. I think the witness from Wisconsin indicated
there were 44 States that had some questions.
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Secretary GOLDBERG. That is not-again I do not know what he
said-but that is not correct.
Mr. Mills, as I have said, conducted this inquiry and found quite
to the contrary.
The CHAIRMAN. Then Senator Talmadge asked me to ask you another question. In the event that some States continue to feel unable
to enter into the arrangement whereby they would pay out the training allowances provided in the measure, have you considered procedures by which these payments will be made directly by the Federal
Government?
I note there is no law, no provision of law, dealing with this
possibility.
Secretary GOLDBERG. We have, Mr. Chairman-we did consider all
the possibilities, and we offered this as what we thought was the most
appropriate way of handling this assistance program as a supplementary benefit.
I think what is involved in the question of the distinguished Senator
from Georgia is that if the Federal Government, for example, paid all
of the costs of this allowance would that create a problem under the
laws of any State. It Niould not, obviously. At this point this provision would not come into play.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Talmadge asked me to ask you one otller
question: Last Friday there were three or four management witnesses
representing State trade associations. This representation covered
the majority of the States.
Each of them stated that the associations which they represented
could be counted upon for certain to take legal action to enjoin any
payments of State benefits if a TRA benefit was payable in the same
week.
If the unemployment compensation agencies of the States which
were represented by the witnesses here proceeded to pay out benefits
under the law obtaining what they considered to be a prohibition, the
witnesses considered that the employers of a State would be interested
parties because of the payments of money contributed by them to
State unemployment compensation funds. Maybe such restraining
action would prevail and maybe it would not. However, don't you
think it raises a serious problem where litigation could hold up the
operation of the TRA program for protracted periods? What is 'our
thinking on this?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Of course, the courts of the country are free
to any citizen, and these gentlemen have the right to go to the courts,
as we all do.
The precedent that we have at hand, the court decision that dealt
with a veteran's case in New Hampshire, seems to me not to offer them
much hope. A similar challenge was made to that law, and the
Supreme Court of New Hampshire in the case of Royer v. Brown (93
A. 2d 667), in 1953 held against the contention that the State associations were raising before this committee.
The CHAMMAN. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.
Senator Curtis?
Senator CURTIS. Mr. Secretary, resuming the line of thought that
we were pursuing before, I raised the question about defense workers
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being laid off by reason of a decision of Government to discontinue a
particular weapon and do something else.
Can it not be said that unemployment caused by our defense policy
is no more and no less the responsibility of the Federal Government
than anticipated unemployment that should be caused by tariff policy
in the measure before us?
Do you think laid-off defense workers should receive less than
workers who might be laid off by the operation of this bill?
Secretary GOLDBERG. I think they are quite different. I think they
are quite different.
Senator CURTIS. Do you think they should receive less?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Yes, I think they should be handled under
our normal unemployment compensation system, and it would not
be a desirable precedent to extend it. I have so said at union meetings,
conventions, and in collective bargaining discussions in which I have
participated. I think they are quite different and I would like to
say why.
Senator CURTIS. Very well.
Secretary GOLDBERG. First of all, defense workers traditionally
have not received such benefits. They are workers who are employed
by private employers and, by the way, their employment has been
stepping up as a group. Individuals may be affected, but their employment has been expanding in the aerospace industry and in other
industries.
I do think we are dealing here, and I think the workers recognize
the distinction-not every individual obviously, but they recognize
the distinction-that their unemployment is a product of the operation
of the economic system not traditionally protected. But in the other
area here is a traditional protection.
Senator CURTIS. Now, Mr. Secretary, the very creation of their jobs
was due to a Government decision for certain defense procurement.
The Government again decides once more to discontinue their particular establishment.
Now, you have here where the Government has made a decision in
the past to give tariff protection. The Government later makes a
decision to remove that tariff protection. You would distinguish that?
Secretary GOLDBERG. 11hen the defense worker took that job he had
no history of getting any protection from the Government on unemployment.
Allg1 workers in America have a long tradition that the Government
looks at what happens in the event trade has an impact upon the jobs.
That is a very vital distinction.
Senator Cuns. Well, to me this distinction between the Government acting in its employment character and in its sovereign capacity
is a distinction without a difference. There is a distinction, you say.
If there is a distinction I have not been able to observe it.
Would you say the Government is acting in its sovereign capacity
when it drafts men into the Armed Forces and discharges them into
civilian life?
Secretary GOLDBERG. That tradition-now, you saySenator CURTIS. The Government is acting in its sovereign capacity
there.
Secretary GOrDnEIo. Yes. But there is a tradition for making special provisions for veterans. Traditionally we have done so.

2114

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

Senator CURTIS. Yes. But are they not paid benefits at the rate
prescribed under State law?
Secretary GOLDBERG. No; they get a special provision which Congress has enacted for them.
Senator CURTIS. But at the present time aren't they paid according
to rates prescribed by the State laws?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Yes; at the present time. But Congress has
onrior occasions adopted special provisions for veterans.
senator CURTIS. Yes; at one time we had a special provision. Now
we have the State rates which destroys the fact that there is a distinction.
Secretary GOLDBERG. No. I fully recognize that Congress can
make a change in the rules. That is Congress prerogative. But Congress has from time to time recognized a distinction and assumed
special responsibilities.
Senator CURTIS. If we enact the program contemplated in this bill,
would you say that it, could not logically be used a3 a precedent for
any and all other unemployment that might be traceable to future
enactments relating to the sovereign role of Government?
Secretary GOLDBERG. I would distinctly say-I said that when you
were out, Senator Byrd asked me a similar question-it ought not
to be constituted as a precedent. We do not propose it as a precedent.
We regard it to be sui generis as part of a trade program.
Senator CuRTiS. How can you distinguish between an individual
or a group who lost their jobs because of the sovereign action of Government and another group who lost their jobs because of the sovereign action of Government?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Well, everything in life, I think, is a. question
of degree. When we talk about the sovereign action of Government
in the defense field, the Government is acting as--the Government
does not operate these plants. The Government is ordering mechandise, goods, and services like many people are.
In many of these plants, the government is not the sole customer.
There is quite a distinction, I think.
Senator CraTS. Your Department has made estimates of unemployment caused by changes in the minimum wage. If there are future revisions in the minimum wage law which might occasion unemployment, would you suggest a minimum wage readjustment allowance for those who had been displaced because of such Federal action?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Emphatically not. I do not believe that that
would be desirable or advisable. I would be opposed to it.
Senator CRTIS. They would be out of jobs because of the sovereign
action of the Government
Secretary GOLDBERG. I am glad to report the Congress increased
the minimum wage last time and we had no displacement. Our
studies show that actually employment increased, which is a happy
omen.
Senator CRTIs. You predicted someSecretary GOLDBERG. For particular individuals it might happen,
but the overall remlt was quite good.
Senator CraS. Well, the overall result does not help an unemployed person, does it?

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

2115

Secretary GOLDBERG. You are right about that. The individual
might be affected, but we would not propose as a result of an enactment of a law of Congress of this type, where there has been no protection afforded, that we put a minimum wage on top of a minimum
wage. I do not think thtt would be desirable.
Senator CURTIS. Would you suggest when changes are made in our
tax laws that there also would be provisions made for special treatment of workers who are displaced by reason of the operation of the
tax provisions?
Secretary GOLDBERG. I would hope the changes that the President
talked about last night in the tax laws would increase employment
opportunities.
Senator CURTIs. Yes. But there are times when taxes have to be
increased.
Secretary GOLDBERG. I would not say that we make allowances
under those circumstances.
Senator CURTIs. What do we now do for persons discharged from
the armed services? It is my understanding that an ex-serviceman
receives benefits in the same amount and for the same duration as
provided in State unemployment compensation laws in which the
ex-serviceman resides; am I correct in that?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Yes. But I think one thing I neglected to
mention, I think we have drawn a distinction in the past, and Congress
has drawn it, between those who are really war veterans, who have
gone through a hot war like Korea and then World War II, and
servicemen who are called up for what is the equivalent of national
service.
Senator CURTs. But we are giving to these ex-servicemen the same
treatment as other unemployed workers; are we not?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Yes; at the present time.
Senator CURTIS. Do you think a discrimination in favor of workers
losing their jobs by reason of foreign competition over persons serving
in the Armed Forces can be justified?
Secretary GOLDBERG. I think that here we have this: a worker who
has served in the armed services comes back into the general population and has protection for reemployment rights which Congress has
afforded him and he has, therefore, special benefits which are not
present for a worker displaced by a trade policy.
Senator CURTIS. Information has come to me from one State where
the Attorney General has rendered, to my mind, a rather tortured
opinion holding that this is not unemployment compensation and is
not in conflict with State law. I am told he did so after a representative of the Department of Justice visited him and presented an argument to support that contention.
Do you know anything about any such visitations?
Secretary GOLDBL.aG. Again I want to say that I have enough problems running my own Department without wandering over into the
Attorney General's Department.
Senator Cums. Has there been any attempt on the part of anyone
in the administration to get favorable decisions from the States?
Secretary GOLDBERG. I have no doubt that there have been conversations with State people about' the subject; yes, sir, Senator. I just
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wanted to say I was not taking responsibility for my colleagues in
the Department of Justice. But there have been conversations, yes.
Senator CURTIS. That is all at the present, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Carlson
Senator C.umso.. Mr. Secretary, I shall pass up a vote now. There
will be plenty of others, I think. I did not want to keep you here.
There are some problems in this field that have concerned me and,
as I understand this legislation, it gets down to a factory versus an
industry when you get down to the final decisions. In other words,
this is not an industry program, it is a local factory situation that is
affected by foreign imports.
Secretary GOLDBERG. No. It may be an industry or a factory.
Senator CARLSON. Yes, but it can get clear down to the individual
plant.
Secretary GOLDBERG. It can get down under the program for certain
types of assistance to the individual plant.
Senator CARLSON. Let us say, for instance, an industry that has five
factories in the United States in various locations, and they can prove
and do prove and show they are damaged 20 percent by imports.
Now, that means, I assume, they will close one factory. Who determines which factory they will close?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Well, I presume the management decision
would determine that. The Government does not determine what the
manager will do under those circumstances or how he will handle his
business in light of that.
The only time that the Government would enter under this bill would
be if the workers in that factory, or the factory itself, would come in
for an adjustment assistance for that particular segment of that
company.
Senator CARLSON. Will that not cause some real problems, particularly in your industry and particularly with the leaders of a great
union organization who have contracts in all five plants? , Someone
is going to have to make a determination as to which one shall close.
Secretary GOLDBERG. Well, again I say there that the decision is up
to the manager. No government makes that decision for him. He
retains the right to run his business and make management decisions.
He retains the right just to close the factory and not go to the Government at, all. Ie retains the right to change the character of the
business and go into another business.
Senator CARLSON. Let us get out into the oil industry of the United
States. I think it can be definitely proven that oil imports which are
increasing rapidly are causing some real concern in some oil producing
areas.
Now, we have many States that produce oil. It happens to be that
Kansas is fifth in the Nation, so I am somewhat familiar with it.
These imports are causing some real problems, economic, and unemployment, and can be proven.
Who is going to determine what area you are going to start paying
the benefits to to the unemployed?
Secretary GOLDBERG. An application would have to be made. It
would not be self-generating, and the application would have to be
made either for the oil industry as an industry asking for help, or for
companies, firms, asking for help, or for workers asking for help.
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We would only, under this bill the Government would only, act if
an application were made.
Senator CARLSON. When they actSecretary GOLDBERG. Excuse me, but there is also a provision in,
the bill that upon an application of this committee or the House
Ways and Means Committee, a determination can also be made.-Senator CARLSON. Assuming that a decision is,
made that unem:
ployment has increased or as the result of imports of commodities,
and you select a State, and I mean someone is going to select a $tate,
for instance, where the payments are to be made, they 'will not be
paid all over the United States on the basis of this bill. -Doesh't that
work a hardship on that particular State when it comes to the payment of unemployment compensation as the result of an industry that
is affected ?
Secretary GOLDBERG. No, because the State would be paying unemployment compensation in any event.
What would happen is that the State would get some help because
its workers, after all, are citizens; they contribute to the community,
by getting and spending an additional payment that would come
from this supplement.
Also the benefits of a training program would help the people to
carry themselves over, to readjust, and the firm would get some benefits in technical assistance, loans if necessary, to help tide itself over
this period.
So I think the State would benefit, and employers generally in the
State would benefit.
Senator CARLSON. Well, having served as a Governor of a State for
4 years, and being greatly interested in the unemployment compensation program, I think we have a very good one not only in Kansas
but other States, that it is well handled, it just occurs to me that we
are adding great numbers of burdens oia an agency that is getting
along very well at the present time.
You did discuss with the chairman and the Senator from Nebraska
the thought of the Federal Government furnishing all these payments. In fact, I am not so sure that I would not favor that in view
of the fact that the government
itself is responsible for this unem40,
ployment.
But I would ask you this: If we did that, if this committee and the
Congress determined to do that, should it not be handled through the
Department of Labor rather than.through the State unemployment
compensation commissions?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Well, I think that the State departments, if
we went either route, would like to handle it because we pay the administrative costs of it, and we are anxious to preserve their operations in this area.
They have expertise and know-how to do it, and it would seem
to me under the circumstances that the would be glad to do it, as
they did with the veterans program. The burden will not be very
great because we do not anticipate a large number of people will be
involved.
Senator CARLSON. Of course, Mr. Secretary, I will have to admit,
I hav6 not anything to base my information on, but I am not as
optimistic as you are about these 18,000 people a year. I hope that
87270-62-pt. 4-31
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is right, but I can see evidences of where there may be great dislocations in the future.
I hope there are not, but I can see it, and evidently if you have
estimated 18,000 a year, 90,000 for this 5-year program, you have
industries in mind that are going to close up.
Secretary GOLDBERG. Well, we would include in this 90,000 a projection of workers who would apply for the trade readjustment allowance
from any industry that might shut down. It is an estimate. We think
it is a pretty solid estima' I.
Senator CARLSON. All i can say is I hope you are right.

Secretary GOLDBERG. I hope so too.

Senator CARLSON. I sincerely Lope so. I hope this program works,
I really do.
Getting back to the State unemployment compensation agencies,
I will agree with you that they are set up to handle it, and they should
handle it, but they are going to have some problems, in my opinion,
and I get right out to the precinct, I get out home, and here are
families in the same community, neighbors, one of them drawing
$65 a month or whatever it is, and in our State the maximum is $44.
They go to the same grocery store, their children go to school together, and I can see where they are going to talk about this situation,
and it is a real problem. I wonder if you have thought that through.
Secretary GOLDBERG. Yes, Senator, we have given very serious
thought to it.
There are right now various differences in payments that are made.
Senator CAlmsoN. Between States or in States?
Secretary GOLDBERG. In States. The same, as you know, Governor,
from your experience, the same neighbors, by reason of level of earnings, amount or period worked during any quarter, they may draw
quite different levels of unemployment compensation.
They will have in the community railroad workers whom Congress
has covered under a different law, who get a different level of compensation.
difficulty. I do not think that this is going to create too much
Senator CARLSON. It just seems to me it is a problem that our committee must give soine thought to.
Doesn't the Federal Government finance wholly and assume a
special and direct responsibility for all the servicemens' benefits and
the civilian benefits in that field?
Secretary GOLDBERG. After being briefed by Mrs. Freeman, I am
going to ask her to answer the question.
Senator CARLSON. You could not have a better briefing, I can
assure you.
Secretary GOLDBERG. Would you answer the question, please?
Mrs. FRErAN. To the extend, that the Federal civilian worker or
the ex-serviceman has wage credits earned under the law of the State,
the State pays.
To the extent that there are added to the Federal credits, you see
they combine them for the base period the Federal Government pays
the extra cost of any additional beneAts resulting from the Federal
credits. That might be 100 percent, it might be less.
Secretary GOLDBERG. Senator, let me just say what I said earlier.
I do not know whether you were here, but in response to a question
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Senator Talmadge asked through Senator Byrd, I said that a strong
argument, I think, could "e made here for a Federal pickup, a strong
argument could be made.
The reason for the original proposal and the reason the House acted
the way they did, was that this was intended to be a supplemental benefit on top of the State system.
Senator CArLSON. I have a question here which has been submitted,
I have two of them to be exact. Should the employers of a State be
called upon to meet the oblige tions of what is alleged to be a particular and special responsibility of the Federal Government? I think
you have discussed it some.
Secretary GOLDBERG. Yes.
Senator CARLsow. And should State unemployment compensation
funds which are established for usual and customary unemployment
be used to meet a special and particular obligation of the Federal
Government in the execution of its tariff policy?
Secretary GOLDBERG. This, I think, is the question I was discussing
when I said a strong case could be made out in support of that position.
The theory on wBich this bill was developed is that unemployment
compensation has generally been paid to people like that under the
State system, and the extension of the period and the supplement, it
was felt, would be unfair to impose upon the States, and also the
training part of it. Under this proposal of ours, if you will look at
the financing, the Federal Government already would pick up the
major part of the costs of this program, not all of them, but a major
part of them.
Senator CARLSON. Now we get down to it. You say they tire going
to pick up the major part of it. I will ask you this question and then.
I am going to get off of this Federal financing. Would the administration object to full Federal financing of the adjustment assistance
to the workers ?
Secretary GOLDBERG. Well, I am in a position where I am supporting
the bill that came over from the House. This is the bill that we have
endorsed and supported, and I will have to maintain that position, but
I would like to leave it by saying I think a pretty strong argument
could be made the other wa.
Senator CARLSON. I can make one myself.
Secretary GOLDBERG. I think you have made one, Senator.
Senator CARLsoN. I think we ought to explore it a little bit because
I know it is going to get some discussion.
If we did how large &staff would we have to create? We cannot
expect the department to take over this kind of work without some
people. Have you given any study to it
Secretary GOLDBERG. Yes. Very small. We do not believe that
this program would result in any appreciable increase in our staff. We
are equipped to handle our part of it with very little increase in force
and regardless of whether the program was financed as we suggest, or
financed as you have intimated, we would execute agency contracts
with the States and pay the cost of administration in that way.
Our own establishment would'not be increased in any material way
by this program.
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Senator CARLSON. In other words, it is not your thought, 'if this
should develop, that you would set up a separate State agency to investigate the cases, to receive applications?
.'Secretary GOLDBERG. No, Senator. We would rely upon the State
agencies to perform their traditional role in this area.
Senator CARLSON. I think that is all, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate
this very much.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary.

I hope

you have time to catch your plane.
Secretary GOLDBERG. I appreciate the courtesy that you have extended to me, Mr. Chairman.
Senator CARLSON. I am very sorry about delaying you.
(The statement of Secretary Goldberg follows:)
STATEMENT OF ARTHUR J. GOLDBERG, SECRETARY OF LABOR, RE THE TRADE

EXPANSION AcT OF 1962, AUGUST 14,1962

Mr. Chairman, your committee has already heard extensive testimony from
administration witnesses in support of the Trade Expansion Act and describing
its various features.
My function today is to discuss those aspects of this program which directly
concern American workers and their Jobs.
As you know, it is my obligation as Secretary of Labor under the Department's
basic charter "to foster, promote, and develop the welfare of the wageearners
of the United States, to improve their working conditions, and to advance their
opportunities for profitable employment."
It is with full recognition of this obligation that I say that the proposed
Trade Expansion Act as passed by the House would in my opinion help us
greatly to achieve more and better employment for American workers and
would provide better assistance, than is now available, for those workers who
are adversely affected by imports.
in the United States has
The impact of international trade on employment
1
been well documented. Comprehensive studies by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, which I am distributing to the committee, show that the equivalent of
4 million Jobs for American workers were supported by the world trade of the
United States in 1960.
. Of these 4 million Jobs, 3.1 million were export supported. They were required
directly and indirectly to produce, transport, and market the nearly $21 billion
of merchandise exported by the United States in 1960. This estimate includes
all American labor involved from the raw material stage to delivery of the
export at the foreign port and represents almost 6 percent of total farm and private nonfarm employment in 1960. In manufacturing, 8 percent of all employment stems from activities associated with exports; in mining it is almost 13
percent; and in farming it is over 13.2 percent.
There are jobs dependent on exports in every State of the Union. They are
not concentrated in a few industrial or coastal areas. I am attaching a brlef
table setting forth the State-by-State breakdown of the 3.1 million figure.
Imports supported the equivalent of 940,000 American Jobs in 1960. These
were Jobs in connection with the transportation, handling, processing, and distribution of products imported for American market.
We recognize, of course, that increases in some imrorts may cause Job dislocation for some American workers. As Secretary of Labor, I have been very
much concerned with this problem. We know, however, that trade must be
a two-way street and that we cannot have a flourishing and growing export
business, which creates so many Jobs, without importing items that may displace
some American Jobs.
The important questions are, what is the extent of that displacement, and
what should be done about it?
Some light is shed by experience since 1946 under the present escape clause.
The 40 cases in which the Tariff Commission has found injury to American
I Comprehensive studies referred to entitled "Domestic Employment Attributable to
U.S. Exports, 1960" Rnd "Employment in Relation to U.S. Imports, 1960," may be obtained
from the Bureau ol Labor Statistics.

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

2121

producers represent a group of cases that have been subjected to full investigation and adjudication. In these cases the total net loss of employment from all
causes was 28,000. We recognize that there are other industries in which some
firas have claimed injury from imports but have not tiled for escape clause relief.
It also must be remembered that while workers have been affected by these Job
shifts, many job losses have been absorbed through attrition, shifts of workers
to other activities, and so forth.
Additional light is thrown on the job loss question by a recent study of the
Bureau of Labor Statistics. In this study it is estimated that a hypothetical
employment of about 1 million would be required to produce in the United
States the substitute goods equivalent in value to those imports which are
competitive with U.S. output. It is very clear, however, that this figure In no
way represents Jobs actually lost by American workers as a result of imports.
We could not expect employment in the United States to rise by 1 million, or
even near It, if all imports were terminated.
Many of the million Jobs have actually never existed in this country. Many
products have traditionally been imported and have no true domestic counterpart. Moreover, employment presently created in the transportation and handling
of imported articles would, of course, be eliminated.
Most significantly, of course, any attempt to restrict mports would have
an immediate adverse effect on our export trade. We could hardly expect our
friends overseas to remain good customers for American exports if we decided
to cut off their exports to us.
Therefore, the net cost of trying to gain the additional Jobs displaced by
imports would be an overall net loss of jobs and efficiency to the economy.
There would be, in addition, a decrease In our standard of living since we would
be giving up some of our most efficient and highly paid Jobs, those in export
Industries, to gain less efficient and lower paid employment.
The most realistic approach to the effect of imports on employment, in my
judgment, is to estimate the employment effects of the proposed trade program.
While these effects depend upon events which still lie ahead, it is our rough
estimate that during the 5-year span of this program a total of only about
90,000 workers might be eligible for the assistance to be offered to those adversely affected by import competition.
Let me point out that even this small displacement should be more than
offset by the number of other Jobs generated by an expanding export trade.
Our 1960 studies indicate that each additional $1 billion of exports generates
about 150,000 Jobs and helps our economy to operate at a high level of efficiency.
Let me also say that I am convinced that the best way to deal with the Job
displacement caused by imports is the way proposed in H.R. 11970-to take
full advantage of the opportunity to increase employment through expanded
exports and at the same time to provide direct assistance to those displaced
by such a trade policy, coupled with tariff relief where necessary.
I do not agree with those who claim that our high wages have priced us out
of competition with low-wage foreign producers.
Historically, the United States has been distinguished as the country with
the highest labor standards and the largest volume of exports in the world.
Significantly it has been primarily from our high-wage industries that we
have exported. This principally reflects the high productivity of American
industry and labor which means lower unit costs. For this reason, as a highwage nation, we must continue to make every effort further to improve the
productivity and efficiency of our industries.
In addition, the cost of some raw materials, of distribution, of capital and
other elements in the final cost of a product tend to be lower in the United
States than in many foreign countries. Other considerations, such as quality,
service, financing, and distribution, also help us to remain competitive.
We should, of course, encourage the raising of wage standards abroad in
order to aesure that any import competition is based on economic progress and
not on the exploitation of labor. As the President's trade message indicated,
we intend to do this through appropriate consultation with major exporting
nations. Specifically, we intend to continue international discussions of charges
of unfair standards and to propose periodic reporting on labor standards in
exporting industries.
For all these reasons. I have no doubt about the ability of U.S. producers
to contpete in world markets.
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Trade stimulates our domestic industries to become more competitive, thus
increasing consumption and lowering rices. Trade also stimulates innovation,
and broadens our markets and the base of our material consumption.
Though these factors can't be measured they are a very significant part of
maintaining a dynamic and expanding economy which leads to high levels of
employment
This is the philosophy of the Trade Expansion Act. It seeks t0 promote job
opportunities for American workers by expanding our international trade, not
by restricting that trade. At the same time it recognizes that if a trade expansion program is to be effective there must be a means, other than by restricting
imports, for assisting those injured by Increased imports. Here lies the fundamental importance of the adjustment assistance provisions of H.R. 11970.
Today, where foreign trade creates domestic problems, the remedies now
provided are only'the restriction of trade through the use of tariffs or quotas.
The exclusive use of such remedies not only loses for our Nation the b,mefits of
expanded trade but also may leave unsolved significant problems of worker and
firm adjustment.
Domestically, the result of such an action is that consumers must pay more
for the products they buy and our exporters are exposed to retaliatiii from
foreign countries in the form of higher duties or other restrictions on our export
products.
No one can deny that despite the cost of taking restrictive trade action to
protect domestic industries, sometime such action is necessary. H.R. 11970
provides for such action through an escape clause procedure which can be applied when an industry is determined to be seriously injured by imports.
Our present trade policy does not provide any relief, however, for individual
firms or groups of workers which are injured by Imports although the industry
to which they belong has generally continued profitable operations despite the
imports. Nor does It meet the situation where much of one industry could
compete with imports if only the firms and workers were assisted to increase
their productivity.
The proposed Trade Expansion Act (of 1962 would provide the necessary means
to assist firms and workers to adjust to import competition under such conditions, and in so doing would provide the President with a supplement, and In
many cases an effective alternative, to tariff protection.
The act insures that the adjustment assistance furnished to workers will be
coordinated with the assistance provided to firms in order to protect to the
fullest extent the workers' seniority, pension, and other job benefits.
Let me emphasize that such adjustment does not necessarily mean a change
of jobs or line of production. It may mean simply increased efficiency or skill
in one's present work or business so that foreign competition can be met In the
marketplace and not shut off at the port of entry. It is. instead, as the President
has stated, "a program to afford time for American adaptability and American
resiliency to assert themselves."
The importance attached to affording time for change is Illustrated by the
"staging" requirement contained in section 253, under which reductions or eliminations of duties could be put Into effect at a rate no greater than that of five
equal annual installments.
The staging requirement, the escape clause procedure, and the adjustment
assistance provisions for firms and workers in H.R. 11970 all compliment each
other. Their common purpose Is to provide a variety of tools with which the
President can assist the United States to equip itself to engage in ever-increasing
volumes of world trade.
Secretary Hodges has already discussed the procedures for determining Import Injury to firms, workers, and industries, as well as the provisions for direct
assistance to firms of technical assistance, loans, grants. and tax relief. I would
only like to emphasize the importance of prompt determination of the workers'
eligibility for assistance. A program for assisting those who lose their Jobs
because of import competition should not be so time-consuming that assistance
is provided only many months after separation.
Thus, in order to provide adjustment assistance as promptly as possible so
that it can help the Individual when he needs it most. the Tariff Commission must
report its findings on eligibility to apply f(,r adjustment assistance to the
President within 0 days.
I should now like to discuss the worker-assistance program provided by the
p-oposrd act.
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The principal form of assistance will be cash payments called trade readjustnient allowances. To be ertltled to these allowances, the worker must have had
substantial employment In his import-affected job over the 3 years immediately
preceding his total or partial separation. He must have earned wages of $15
or more In at least half the weeks of those 3 years. In addition, in the year
preceding his separation, he must have bed at least 26 weeks of employment,
at wages of at least $15 a week, in a firm or firms which have been found to have
significant unemployment caused by imports
These trade readjustment allowances are only payable for weeks of unemployment, including weeks in which the worker is undergoing approved tratninrg, and
he must meet the usual requirements of State. law that le be available fo' work
and not otherwise disqualified. In order to engovurage workers to accept work
even though full-time work is not available weeks of uneinployinent also include
weeks In which the individual earns less than 75 pereetit of his average wage
and in which he works less than full time.
The allowances will provide unemployed workers, including those undergoing
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In administering the adjustment assistance program for wUkers, existing
programs and Federal, State, and local agencies will be used to the fullest extent
consistent with the objectives of the Trade Expansion Act. Thus, training will
be provided through the Manpower Development and Training Act, or.other
existing programs; and counseling, Job assistance, and payment of the weekly
readjustwuemt allowances will be provided through the State employment security agencies and local employment offices.
However, in the judgment of the administration, existing programs alone do
not provide the kind of coordinated adjustment assistance program which is
necessary and appropriate to a liberalized foreign trade policy.
Neither unemployment compensation nor the Manpower Training Act cover
all of those who might be displaced by imports. Unemployment Insurance is
generally not available for agricultural workers, while the manpower training
allowances can only be paid in full to those who are heads of families or households and who are In a training program.
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Unemployment insurance was designed as a wage-related income-maintenance
program for limited periods of unemployment after which the workers would
generally be reemployed in Jots which were the same as or reasonably comparable to their prior jobs.
Trade readjustment allowances, in contrast, recognize that when a change in
Government policy removes the protection afforded by tariffs, the resulting
unemployment can be of a more permanent nature.
The Manpower Development and Training Act provides allowances only for
those unemployed workers who are hetds of families and need retraining.
They are not wage related because many of the eligible workers will have been
unemployed for too long a period at the time they are selected for training.
Trade readjustment allowances, on the other hand, are provided as an alternative to tariff protection for workers with substantial recent employment,
who may or may not need retraining.
As the President so aptly stated concerning this legislation:
"It is a constructive, businesslike program of loans and allowances tailored to
help firms and workers get back into the competitive stream through increasing
or changing productivity. Instead of the dole of tariff protection, we are sub.
stituting an investment in better production."
One of the arguments against the worker adjustment assistance program is
that it threatens the SLate unemployment compensation system. This is not
a new argument. We believe Congress will agree, when it has concluded its
consideration of this legislation, that no such threat is posed. Any changes or
improvements in the unemployment insurance system will be dealt with on
their own merits quite independently of this trade bill.
Another argument against the adjustment program is that it discriminates unfairly against workers who are unemployed for reasons other than imports.
Labor Itfielf is supporting this program. The workers themselves recognize
the difference between unemployment caused by normal economic forces and
that caused by a deliberate governmental policy enacted for the benefit of the
Nation as a whole. They recognize that since expanded trade is required in
the best interests of the Nation, the whole burden of increased imports should
not be permitted to fall on workers and firms adversely affected by tariff reduction. They agree the costs should be borne by the Nation as a whole.
The obligation we owe the injured workers is akin to that we owe to the
veteran. We have long considered it appropriate to provide special programs
for that group which exceed those for the general population. We should do
likewise in this case.
Furthermore, the tariffs themselves are a strong precedent for affording assistance to those workers injured by import competition which is not available to
others in the labor force. Trade adjustment assistance Is essentially the substitution of one form of "special assistance" for another.
Veterans programs and tariffs are not the only precelents for programs of
assistance for particular groups of workers. We have had for over 20 years a
special program of unemployment insurance for railroad workers which now
provides benefits which are more liberal than generally provided under most
State laws. Furthermore, the Federal Government has for more than 20 years
had a program of assuring job protection to railroad workers in cases of mergers
which has no counterpart outside the transportation industry.
These exayiples suggest what we all know-that every legislative act is directed at particular problems. The test should be whether a situation warrants a remedy and -hether the means proposed are appropriate to deal with
it. I submit that 10,, trade adjustment program easily passes this test.
There are also those who say flatly that adjustment assistance in the amount
of 65 percent of a worker's average weekly wage is "too much" assistance and
will dull the worker's desire to secure new employment.
The facts are, however, that allowances in the amount of 65 percent are not
unknown or considered unreasonable even in the unemployment insurance field.
Nine States which have a total of 41 percent of the covered employment pay
unemployment insurance to some claimants which amounts to 65 percent or more
of such claimant's average weekly wage.
There is certainly no need for concern that the level of allowances proposed
will foster idleness. The State requirements of availability for work and the
disqualifications for refusing suitable work which will apply to those receiving
adjustment assistance will not permit such a situation to develop. Furthermore,
while the allowances proposed will in our judgment provide adequate adjustment
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assistance they are not nor are they intended to be an adequate substitute for a
job either in terms of individual income, personal satisfaction or accumulation
of valuable work experience, seniority, or pension rights.
Far from encouraging idleness the adjustment program Is setup in such a way
as to encourage the individual worker to adjust as necessary to secure new employment. This is evidenced both by the disqualification for refusal to take
training and by the fact that an individual worker's entitlement to trade adjustment allowances is not renewed by subsequent layoffs to the extent he has
previously received such allowances. Accordingly, there is no more likelihood
that a worker will sit back and draw trade adjustment allowances rather than
seek new employment than there is that he will live off any savings be has
accumulated.
A question has also been raised concerning the ability of the States tO, pay
unemployment insurance to workers who are seeking trade ,readjustment
assistance.
As I have stated, the trade adjustment program was developed to utilize existIng programs as fully as possible. For that reason it was provided that individuals eligible for unemployment insurance would not receive a full trade
readjustment allowance in addition to or in lieu of this unemployment insurance
but, Instead, would receive only a suplement to such unemployment insurance
financed by Federal funds.
The problem claimed to exist arises from the provision in most State unemployment compensation laws which disqualifies an individual from receiving
unemployment compensation in any week with respect to which he has received
or is seeking unemployment benefits under an unemployment compensation law
of another State or of the United States.
I have studied this matter very carefully, and it is my opinion that States with
such a provision will not be forced to disqualify workers from receiving unemployment insurance merely because they are also seeking a trade readjustment
allowance.
These State disqualification provisions were adopted primarily to prevent duplicate payments under the State laws and the then recently enacted Railroad
Unemployment Insurance Act.
However, at the same time States adopted provisions authorizing their State
agency to enter into arrangements with agencies of other States or of the Federal
Government for combined payments based upon rights under the laws of two or
more jurisdictions.
The Veterans' Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952, for example, provided
unemployment compensation for veterans of $26 a week in the form of Federal
supplement where the State benefit was less than that amount.
All States but one paid both the State benefits and the Federal supplement
without prior legislation and the one State worked out a device under its law
which enabled veterans to receive payments in the same weekly amounts as if
the State benefit had been supplemented. Subsequently, some few State legislatures expressly confirmed what the State agencies had done. As the Supreme
Court of New Hampshire staed in the case of Royer v. Brown, 93 A. 2d 667
(1953), the Veterans' Readjustment Assistance Act was not the kind of unemployment compensation law to which the disqualification was intended to apply.
This sort of combination, as distinguished from duplication at the will of the
claimant, is exactly what the trade bill contemplates. It is therefore difficult
to see any reason why adversely affected workers who claim the prescribed
supplement under substantially similar provisions of the trade bill would be
disqualified.
This is the view of the large majority of States that have expressed themselves. Only seven States have said that they believe that they could not enter
an agreement without amending their laws. We are confident that if this bill
Is enacted all of the States, as under the unemployment compensation program
for Korean veterans, will find a way to participate so that their workers will be
afforded the assistance provided.
CONCLUSION

I h.ve discussed the program for trade adjustment assistance for workers in
sone detail because that program is the particular responsibility of the Departnient of Labor. I wanted to emphasize the care that has been taken to insure
that those workers who do suffer hardship from our trade expansion programhowever few in number-will not be neglected. I have not done so because we
consider that there will be substantial unemployment resulting from import com-
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petition In the years ahead. On the contrary, as I stated earlier, we in the Department of Labor believe that our international trade will continue to generate
more and better Jobs for American workers and that the number who may be
displaced will be comparatively small. What the rapidly expanding markets of
the free world now offer is a chance to Increase significantly our export trade
and related employment.
It is for these reasons that I strongly support H.R. 11970. I am convinced
that the trade expansion policies it embodies will substantially benefit America's
workers, jobs, wages, and prospects for economic growth.

The CHAMMAN. We will adjourn until tomorrow morning at 10
o'clock.
(Whereupon, at 3:10 p.m., the committee was recessed, to reconvene
at 10 a.m., Wednesday, August 15, 1962.)

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962
WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 15, 19062

U.S. SENATE,
COMMIrEE ON FINANCE,

Wamhingto, D.C.
The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:10 a.m., in room 2221,
New Senate Office Building, Senator Harry F. Byrd (chairman)
presiding.
Present: Senators Byrd, Smathers, ltartke, Williams, Carlson,
Bennett, and Curtis.
Also present: Elizabeth B. Springer, chief clerk, and Serge N.
Benson, professional staff member.

The

CHAIRMAN.

The committee will come to order.

The Chair has the great pleasure of recognizing the distinguished
Senator from West Virginia, Senator Randolph.
STATEMENT OF HON. JENNINGS RANDOLPH, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA
Senator RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee
on Finance, it is my understanding that there has been presented for
the consideration of your committee in its deliberations on H.R. 11970
(the proposed Trade Expansion Act of 1d62) an amendment to the
national security provisions on page 15, by inserting between lines
13 and 14 a new subsection to section 232, to read substantially as
follows:
"(e) Whenever an article is subjected to import limitations under
this section, total importsof such article and all derivative products
thereof for any annual period shall not exceed the amount which
has the same relationship to domestic production for such annual
period as existed during a representative base period of one year or
more selected by the President from the 5-year period prior to initial
certification that imports threaten to impair the national security,
except that upon a finding by the President that a national security
emergency exists and a temporary shortage of supply is threatened
the President may adjust the limitation for the temporary period
necessary to meet such requirements."
When informed that this proposed amendment apparently would
be an item for consideration by your committee I requested the
opportunity to present this statement in support of the proposal. It
would provide essentially the same formula for crude and residual
oil import controls as the Honorable W. W. Barron, Governor of
West Virginia, joined me in recommending to the Secretary of the
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Interior on March 13, 1962. Our suggestion to the Secretary was
made ",%
connection with and in recognition of his responsibility for
admiij ration of the oil import control program under the national
security provisions of the existing reciprocal trade law.
In West Virginia we are vitally interested in the management of the
oil import control program because, first, we know of the serious
impact of imports of residual fuel oil (a waste produce of the refineries) in the domestic coal industry, on the coal-carrying railroads,
and on related commerce and industry in our State and sister States.
Secondly, we are an important oil- and gas-producing State, and we
have potentialities for increasing this production: so we have a very
real interest in the vitality of the domestic petroleum industry.
I have said on numerous occasions that there is much more involved
in the question of crude and residual oil imports than a battle for
markets between coal and residual oil on the one hand and in the competition between foreign and domestic independent crude oil producers
and marketers on the other hand.
At stake is the future existence of the entire complex of the domestic
fuels industries as strong, vital segments of the economy of the United
States. The fundamental question involved is whether or not our
domestic fuels industries will have the vigor and the capability to continue exploration and to expand production when needed to meet
future domestic and emergency needs.
Mir. Chairman and members of the committee, it is virtually impossible to separate economic and national security implications and
involvements in discussing the impact of imports of foreign crude and
residual oils on domestic fuels industries.
Addressing especially the problem created by residual oil imports-and you would 'expect this to be my primary concern as a
Senator front the largest coal-producing State--there are many informed individuals who share my view that continued excessive residual oil imports will undermine our domestic fuels economy and could
cause-and prbbably would cause--vital areas of this country to rely
entirely on foreign sources for utility, industrial, and institutional
fuel needs.
Please consider the implications of a condition under which virtually the whole eastern seaboard would be in the position of relying
entirely on foreign sources for institutional needs, for electricity
generation, and for the requirements of major industries.
We must deliberate long and carefully before our country embarks
upon a course that, in the final analysis, will mean total dependence
by any region on foreign sources for a commodity as vital and essential as energy fuel.
Mine is the view, too, that with so much of the foreign product bZing
delivered to our ports in tankers under flags of foreign countries for
marketing in displacement of our domestic coal and petroleum, we
have an obligation to obviate if not assure against a possible need for
inordinate commitment of our Defense Establishment to sustain this
flow into our ports in time of emergency.
I believe, too, that we should place some legal limitations on policies
and practices which create growing dependence on foreign surces for
a fuel which is really a waste product at the foreign refinery.
What obligations do we have to foreign countries to relieve them
of their waste materials when, in the doing, we create critical prob-
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leros for our own manpower and our own industries and transportation systems?
This dependence on a waste product from an external source and
its defense implications is an item of concern in itself. When it is
complicated by the economic probh a it creates for domestic coal and
oil industries, and when it reaches into the capability of these industries
to meet potential requirements for the national welfare in times of
national emergency, the national security considerations loom large
and ominous.
For week on week and month on month we have been told that, to
quote the Secretary of the Interior, "the national security 'clause'
investigation of residual fuel oil currently [is] being conducted by the
Office of Emergency Planning."
I am concerned that we do not receive any information indicatingif and when the OEP will report and what it will report
But, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee Ido not believe
we need await a report from OEP because we know tiiere is a national
security aspect of the impact of crude and residual oil imports on
domestic petroleum and coal industries. The question is not whether
there is that aspect; rather, it is the degree in which it prevails and
the extent, of the problem created for domestic industries and the
country as a whole to satisfy the eastern seaboard's demands for unlimited access to the waste product of foreign oil refineries.
I certainly share the view of our colleague, Senator Cannon of Nevada, who stated so forthrightly thatour national security absolutely requires an adequate supply of all domestic
fuels * * * we cannot put our entire reliance on foreign sources which could be
shut off in time of war.

And, as we contemplate the growing reliance of the eastern seaboard
utility and industrial complex on foreign residual fuel oil-and as
we hear misguided demands that oil import controls be eliminated
entirely-I believe we should heed a comment by the senior Senator
from Kentucky (Mr. Cooper), who appropriately and wisely said:
Exclusive reliance upon a foreign source of oil, even a source as frienIly as
Venezuela, can lead to disastrous consequences in time of war 6 * * these offshore supplies could be Jeopardized, and a serious fuel shortage could reszzdt
until alternate 41omestic sources of fuels were developed.

I commend, too, an appropriate and valid comment by the senior
Senator from South Carolina (Mr. Johnston) :
When our country is dependent on a large volume of imported energy fuels it
can only mean that our domestic fuels industries must suffer a reduction In production, and a cutback in exploration and development, to the end that any
emergency that would limit importations of foreign fuels would cripple the
wheels of our own vital production.

As was pointed out in the April 30, 1962, issue of the Fairmont
(W. Va.) Times:
Electric generating plants supplying power to defense industries and military
installations have, in many cases, converted their furnaces completely to residual
oil. They would be at the mercy of a foe whose principal aim was to cut the
supply of imports to this country.
During World War II, German submarines took a heavy toll of tankers bringing oil to the United States from Latin America. The Soviet sub fleet is several
times the size of the German. It would doubtless take an even heavier toll.
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Depriving vital industries and defense installations of the east coast of the
fuel they are equipped to use would cause critical delay in the mobilization of the
Nation's defenses.
The delay would be lengthened by present competition of foreign fuel that
weakens the ability of the domestic oil and coal industry to maintain sufficient
standby production potential for use in an emergency.
Allowing foreign oil to eliminate coal in many east coast markets also deprives the railroads of traffic and reduces their financial ability to maintain
facilities adequate to meet wartime demands.
These conditions should be of first concern to the Federal Government.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is time for the
Congress to recognize and take positive action on a problem which is
keeping our domestic fuels industries off balance andis creating difficult-to-predict conditions for many fuels using and fuels transporting
industries.
The proposed amendment for which I urge your committee's favorable consideration would provide a formula for oil import control
administration that should bring the situation for all interests into
a more reasonable balance than seems to prevail under the program as
it has existed since initiated in April 1959.
Foreign producers, importers, marketers, and users of imported
crude and residual oil would know in a more specific way what to
expect and how to plan. By the same token, there would be more elements of stability in the picture for domestic oil, coal, and transportation industries affected by the impact of foreign oil importation.
Without such an amendment as that proposed, there will persist
the threat of removal of controls by Executive order, or there will
continue the prospect that import quotas will be increased periodically
as has been the past experience. With these conditions confronting
the coal industry and the coal-carrying railroads, they cannot, with
any reasonable assurance, make long-range investment, expansion,
and development plans. Are not these baic U.S. industries entitled
to exist in an atmosphere of reasonable stability in relationship between domestic fuels and imports of a foreign waste product if they
are to plan for and meet their commitments to the future?
A formula such as is proposed in the suggested amendment to
which I address these remarks takes into account factors which assure
more stability. It would place the control program on a broader time
base than now exists, and it ties to a more stable base period the
amounts of oil allowable for importation.
I see nothing in the proposal that would appreciably impair foreign
production of any product or reasonable access to our markets. Insofar as oil is concerned, it provides that imports can share in the future
growth of the total national energy market in that, for example, residual oil imports may increase at the same rate as total energy consumption in the United States increases. And it has the effect of insuring
imported residual oil-again using that product as an example-a
share of any incremental growth of the total energy market. More
important, such an amendment as is proposed would provide for a
measurable level of imports and this certainly would create a condition of stability in greater degree for domestic industries concerned
and affected.
In essence, the proposed amendment would provide that, in cases
where the President has found that the national security is impaired
by excessive imports of an article, importations of that article there-
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after may increase at no faster pace than domestic production is increased. The proposal likewise embraces provisions under which the
President would have authority for the exercise of flexibility of action
when actually necessary to prevent shortages or to meet emergencies.
During times of either shortage or emergency, he would be authorized
to adjust quotas to whatever level the national interest requires.
It seems to me to be an amendment which provides a unique combination of fairness, certainty, and flexibility. I hope it will be
agreed to by the committee as a necessary strengthening amendment
to be recommended to the Senate when this important legislation is
reported.
1e assured that I appreciate the opportunity afforded me to present
these views to your committee.
The CHAIRMAN. We appreciate your testimony, Senator Randolph.
Senator CARLSON. Mr. Chairman, may I be permitted to place in
the record a statement by the Millers' National Federation in regard
to their views on the Trade Expansion Act of 1962?
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection the insertion will be made.
(The statement referred to follows:)
STATEMENT OF THE MILLERS' NATIONAL FEDERATION WITH REGARD To

H.R. 11970,
THE TRADE EXPANSION AcT OF 1962, BY GORDON P. BOALS, DIRECTOR OF EXPORT
PROoRAMS

The Millers' National Federation welcomes this opportunity to make some
comments in regard to H.R. 11970, described as the Trade Expansion Act of
1962 presently before your committee.
The federation Is the national trade association of the wheat flour milling
industry of the United States. It is now in its 60th year as an active Industry
trade association. Its members account for approximately 90 percent of the
flour produced in the United States and almost 100 percent of the flour exported
from this country. There are flour mills in nearly 40 of the 50 States and the
District of Columbia. In 1961-62 U.S. mills processed over 600 million bushels
of wheat
The federation has had along and consistent record in support of the reciprocal trade agreements program, and fully supports the basic objectives of H.R.
11970. In particular, it believes that the "development of an open and nondiscriminatory trading system In the free world" for basic food commodities,
such as wheat flour, can make an important contribution to the economic development and well-being of hundreds of millions of people as well as help the
United States in its dollar export sales program. Flour milling Is also an
agricultural industry In which the United States not only has special economic
advantages but world responsibilities as a traditional major supplier for meetIng man's "daily bread" needs, especially in today's uncertain world.
Unfortunately, however, wheat flour like many other agricultural products is
confronted with a wide range of import restrictions in numerous countries.
Tariffs are only one form and often the least objectionable of the import controls and restrictions to trade. Such restrictions include quotas, import licenses,
exchange controls, mixing regulations, monopoly levies and equalization fees,
packaging and specification regulations, bilateral trade agreements, preferential treatment for other countries, etc.
We are particularly shocked at the agricultural policy announced by the
EEC countries in which import control systems have been developed that will
make it virtually impossible for basic agricultural commodities, such as wheat
flour, to be imported into the Common Market This policy appears to be quite
inconsistent with and contrary to the concept of liberalized trade as indicated
for industrial Items in general for the Common Market and with the objectives
of H.R. 11970, also the GATT (p. 5 of article 24). If this policy is permitted to
operate as presently in force, it will'cause great harm to American agriculture
and to our national economy.
A specific commodity example is discussed in the following section. It reviews
the way EEC and particularly the Netherlands is now applying the variable levy
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system to wheat flour and its effect on our trade. It shows what the United
States is facing-not in theory but In fact. No longer Is it a matter of speculation or opinion: we now know the cold blunt truth and fortunately there is still
time for the Congress to do something about it.
COMMON MARKET STOPS 140-YEAR-OLD TRADE

By act of Congress in January 1820, it was provided that there should be
"accurate statements of its foreign commerce of the United States." This was
the official beginning of the great service for collecting and publishing export
and import figures for the United States. The first report was published in
1821 and it is of special interest to note that wheat flour was an important export item at that time. Over 1 million barrels of flour (about 2 million hundredweight equivalent to 5 million bushels of wheat) were recorded in that first
report and the Netherlands, also the Dutch West Indies and England are specifically listed as markets for U.S. flour.
Almost every year since that first report in 1821 U.S. export figures show shipment of flour to the Netherlands. How much earlier shipments may have started
is not known as official data are not available. Shipments were even made during the difficult Civil War years, but were briefly interrupted in World Wars
I and II due to blockade conditions. This represents a period of a regular trade
movement in flour from the United States to Holland of more than 140 yearsthere are few commodities or countries that have such a consistent and Important pattern of trade.
During much of this period and especially the past half century, the Netherlands has been one of the uiajor U.S. flour markets, often accounting for
10 percent or more of total U.S. flour exports. At the same time, the United
States has usually accounted for 90 percent or more of the wheat flour imports
Into the Netherlands reflecting an unusual development of a close and satisfied
supplier-consumer relationship.
As might be expected with such a record of trade, wheat flour was one of
the important trade agreement Items included in the United States-Dutch agreement of 1947 and also in the Benelux agreement of 1951. The first agreement
provided for a duty-free flour quota of 50,000 tons which was increased to
65,000 metric tons (1.4 million hundredweight) in the Torquay agreement. A
flour duty of only 3 percent was also specified. It was further agreed that any
import levies that might be imposed in connection with local price support or
other reasons in the Netherlands, would have a fixed ratio between wheat and
wheat flour as well as a fixed maximum rate on flour of 5.02 guilders.
During the past 10 years, U.S. flour exports to the Netherlands have averaged
around 75.000 tbns which is equivalent to about 100,000 tons in terms of wheat
as grain. By comparison, this amount of flour represents over a month's consumpSlon of the metropolitan areas of New York and Chicago combined. All of
the shipments are sales for dollars so that this trade has been a consistent and
significant dollar exchange earner. At the same time it has even helped Holland
to earn some foreign exchange because of the quality of many Dutch wheat
product foods, such as rusk, biscuits, cookies, etc., which are produced from
U.S. specification flours which have gained a world reputation. Many Dutch
food officials have commented that this import of about 10 percent flour consumption needs from the United States has not only helped to control the price
and quality of the 90. percent of locally milled flour but also it has L3lped to
provide a much greater variety of special wheat food products in the country.
As of July this year, purchases of U.S. wheat flour stopped after 140 years of
recorded trade. They even stopped a month or more in advance of the effective
date of the new import regulations because of the uncertainties of arrival and
clearance through customs before the deadline. This historic trade has been
interrupted because of prohibitive import levies on wheat flour put into effect
around the Common Market countries. Not only those countries in the EEC
like Germany and France, which have had barriers to trade, continue them but
free trade countries like Holland are now included. The United Kingdom will
be similarly affected if she joins. There Is probably no clearer example of the
real threat of the new Common Market variable levy barrier against U.S. agricultural products than the case of wheat flour. This levy may be regarded
as the symbol of excessive restriction today as the tax on tea represented tyranny
and injustice in 1776.
What are the facts about the problem facing the United States and this committee today? Here they are. From a duty-free quota and a 3-percent ad
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valorem tariff on wheat flour In the Netherlands, a barrier equivalent to $15
per 100 kilos ($6.84 per hundredweight) has been suddenly erected around all
EEC countries. This so-called gate price for wheat flour, i.e., the price level or
"wall" to which United States and other non-EEC flours must be raised before
they are permitted to enter any Common Market country, is approximately 150
to 175 percent of the world range of prices of flours available c.i.f. Common Market ports. The adjustment which is subject to daily changes dependent upon
world prices, quality factors, etc., Is commonly called the variable levy. As may
be seen by its excessive height and arbitrary nature, it almost makes the "Berlin
wall" look like something built by children.
Another feature of the excessive and discriminatory nature of the variable
levy system as applied to flour is the combination of built-in protective charges
that completely disregard the principle of economic comparative advantage or
productive efficiency so basic to a sound reciprocal trade program. There are
at least five ways in which the flour levy includes special charges to make it
practically an embargo or prohibitive import levy. They include (1) an unrealistic wheat gate price based on exaggerated high domestic and low imported
prices; (2) an additional industrial protective levy of 75 marks per ton (6.75
guilders per 100 kilograms)-a reasonable and adequate protection is already
included in a gate price for flour with wheat converted to flour at a 1.4 ratio;
(3) unrealistic credit adjustments for millfeeds resulting from formula prices
used that are below current market levels; (4) estimated milling costs significantly above actual milling costs of most mills, especially the principal modern
mills accounting for the major part of flour production; and (5) a very complicated series of quality premiums and discounts designed to raise the levy on
all quality wheats and flours imported.
These extra built-in charges are estimated to total at least one-third of the
adjusted gate price for flour. In addition they are so involved, unreasonable,
and difficult of administration that should some imports be needed or able to
get over the "Common Market wall," business would be discouraged by the
complicated regulations. There are few cases in tariff or trade barrier history
that such extreme measures have been developed ta control Import trade.
To sum up the principal items involved with heat flour under EEC regulations, the following tabulation gives comparisons in Dutih guilders along with
some explanatory comments.
(a) Under United States-Benelux trade agreements negotiated at Torquay
In 1951, 3-percent import duty with 65,000 tons duty-free quota. Import levy
set at 1.1 guilders on 100 kilograms. (This levy was arbitrary increased to &
guilders on January 1, 1961 in violation of the trade agreement as no propertionate increase was made in the wheat levy. Similarly the Dutch Government
has maintained foreign exchange controls on flour imports above 75,000 metric
tons long after the guilder became a convertible currency which has also violated
the GAT'.)
Guildetc
(b) Under EEC with prices as of August 10:
Dutch price for hoin-mllled flour --------------------------38.39
Gate price for imported flour
-------------------------53.65
U.S. flour, c.l.f. Dutch ports
--------------------------30.84
(This represents an adjusted price with discount" for higher
quality, etc. Actual prices around 33 guilders.)
Total import levy (difference between gate and imported
22. 81
prices)
-----------------------------------Refund for consumer subsidy ---------------------------7. 2$
(The refund represents thirteenth-fifteenths of the variable
levy as applied to wheat as grain and its equivalent in
flour.)
Net import levy

(o) Changes
From
From
From
From

------------------------------

15.53
Percents#
under Common Market:
increase
basic levy of 1.1 to new total levy of 22.81 guilders ------- 2, 073
basic levy of 1.1 to ne import levy of 15.53 guilders---- 1,412
recent levy of 5.25 to new total levy of 22.81 guilders....
434
recent levy of 5.25 to net import levy of 15.53 guilders....
296

87270-62-pt. 4-32
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Internal prices of flour within the EEC countries are still subject to local
market control with the intracountry trade carefully regulated. As a result,
there is no need for Holland or the EEC to suddenly impose prohibitive import
levies on flour. The import pattern of trade could be continued to the benefit of
the wheat food industries and consumers in Holland as well as the United
States if there was a will for mutual trade. United States officials are reported
to have made strong representations to the Dutch Government for many months
in the interest of maintaining such trade but reason and good will to date have
been inadequate to obtain results or make much of an impression. In plain
language the Dutch, the EEC, and the world knows that the United States no
longer has any effective trade authority by which it can counter or meet unfriendly or unilateral acts to restrict imports from the United States. So long
as we permit it, they will "eat their cake" and at the same time hope to receive
some more as well.
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ADDITIONAL

U.S. IMPORT CONTROL AUTHORITY

With such spectacular increases in the import restrictions on flour which have
brought a sudden stop to more than 140 years of trade, it is obvious that the
U.S. Government needs adequate authority to deal with such problems. It is
also readily apparent that a trade bill whose principal negotiating provision is
a 50-perceTt reduction In duties over a 5-year period cannot deal effectively with
sudden iu'reases of more than 2,000 percent against U.S. exports. This is particularly trot' when repeated pleadings for moderation during the past 2 years
by responsible U.S. officials and other members of the GATT have had little or
no effect upon the variable levy system. Likewise it seems doubtful that the
authority provided in section 252, as helpful as it may be, is adequate for prompt
and effective handling of country trade problems, especially those involving
excessive acts of trade restriction as noted above.
Strangely enough, much authority has been requested to reduce tariffs but
little authority to raise duties and impose restrictions against those countries
or instrumentalities that defy the United States and impose prohibitive Import
barriers. In order to deal more effectively with trade barrier problems as indicated by the variable levy as applied to wheat flour in the Netherlands, it is
recommended that additional authority be provided to impose such import restrictions on the products of such country or instrumentalities as are necessary
to obtain the elimination of such trade restrictions, acts, or policies.
This authority should be available for use at any time and not necessarily
associated with trade agreement negotiations. It should also include the power
to raise duties either on a specific or ad valorem basis and by more than 50
percent if deemea1 necessary as well as to establish minimum "gate" or import
prices and variable equalization fees on those products in which other countries
may have their greatest competitive advantages and desire to export to the
United States.
With such authority In band, there would probably be few trade problems that
could not be resolved and particularly nontariff barriers. For example, the
United States could then meet fire with fire--with perhaps a levy system applied
to Imported dairy products that would raise import prices on Dutch check e to
such levels, with type and quality adjustments similar to those being applied
to U.S. flour that would greatly discourage further Imports. Similarly sharp
advances in duties, especially on an ad valorem basis, might be placed on imports
of tinned hams which have increased greatly from Holland during recent years
but for which we have no significant negotiating ability due to a very low specific
duty in effect since 1930.
This is not a policy of trade retaliation but rather trade defense. It is like
the A- and H-bombs in our military defense. Without them we would be
suffering repeated insults, ultimatums, and the free world would be disintegrating. Having them and the world knowing that they are ready for use is
the greatest factor making for peace in the world today. Similarly, having the
authority to really counter the EEC "A-bomb" against world trade, such as they
have recently employed in the variable levy on wheat flour and other U.S.
agricultural products, will show the world that the United States finally means
business and can act or negotiate on even terms.
The attached copy of a little cartoon from a recent European paper reflects
more clearly than words can describe the present position in which the United
States finds itself in dealing with the Common Market. It shows the traditional
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Uncle Sam feeding the smll lion cub called the Common Market. The next
picture is in reverse-a full grown lion has Uncle $am tightly squeezed with
no apparent consideration or recognition of any of the helpful assistance and
attention given to it when it was young and in a less fortunate position. We
are past the stage when we as a nation should say or do nothing for the sake
of not hurting someone else's feelings, especially when the helping hand which
has been given them for so long is now suddenly bitten.
When foreign countries finally realize that the United States is not going
to be pushed around, slapped on one cheek and then the other, but is prepared
and willing to relax barriers on a truly reciprocal basis, it will not be very long
before the real barriers to trade will start coming down. In turn, the U.S.
dollar exchange problem will be greatly helped, and perhaps solved, U.S.
agricultural exports will benefit from the expanding Common Market, and
the real objectives of the new Trade Expansion Act of 1962 which we support
can be obtained.

a

1957
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1962

= COMON MAKET )

The CHAIRAIAN. We are pleased to have the Secretary of Agriculture, Hon. Orville L. Freeman, before us today.
Ir. Secretary will you have a seat and proceed ?
STATEMENT OF HON. ORVILLE L. FREEMAN, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE; ACCOMPANIED BY RAYMOND IOANES, ADMINISTRA.
TOR, FORI-TGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICE; AND A. R. DeFELICE,
DEPUTY ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR, FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL
SERVICE
Secretary FREEMAN. Thank ydu very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am particularly
pleased to be here today and have thl very important forum because
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it gives me an opportunity to report on the latest figures, showing
that American agricultural exports have set a new record.
We recently put together figures on farm product exports for the
1962 fiscal year that ended June 30, and they add up to some impressive new records, both in total and for a number of individual
commodities.
As a result of a lot of hard work by many people in Government,
the trade, and agriculture, assisted by the export programs provided
by this Congress the United States is doing an unparalleled job of
moving farm proAucts to foreign consumers.
Passage of the Trade Expansion Act of 1962 is essential if we are
to maintain and expand this tremendous export movement.
Let me be specific about these agricultural export records. They
are impressive and worth citing in some detail. They indicate the
huge stake that both American farmers and business people who
supply and service agriculture have in our Nation's agricultural trade
and therefore in passage of this bill.
On a value basis, our agricultural exports reached a new high peak
of $5.1 billion this past fiscal year. This was 4 percent greater than
the previous record of $4.9 billion in the 1961 fiscal year.
For the sake of precision, let me add that this figure represents 11
months of actual exports with an estimate for June. The final figures,
I am confident, will be very close to the one at hand today.
Senator BENzXErr. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the witness a question
at this point ?
Can you supply us with figures showing the percentage of total
exports which agriculture represents or are they contained in your
statement?
SecrAary FREEMAN. They are in the statement, aren't they?
All right, we will supply that for the record, Senator.
Senator BENNErr. Thank you.
(The information referred to follows:)
Value of U.S. ewportu, total and agricultural,in fiscal year 1961-6Z
Total exports
----------------------------------------$21, 216, 874
Agricultural exports
-----------------------------------$5, 138,837
Perce.itage of agricultural to total exports -----------------------24

Secretary FREEMAN. Some of the individual records established
last fiscal year:
1. Wheat and wheat flour: An alltime high of 716 million bushels;
previous record, 661 million bushels.
2. Feed grains: An alltime high of 14 million metric tons; previous
record, 11 million metric tons.
3. Soybeans: An alltime high of 147 million bushels; previous record, 143 million bushels.
4. Soybean meal: An alltime high of over 1 million short tons; previous record, 649,0* tons.
5. Poultry meat: An alltime high of 300 million pounds; previous
record, 204: million pounds.
6. Tallow: An alltime high of 1.8 billion pounds; previous record,
1.7 billion pounds.
These record shipments represent two approaches both different,
both successful. One is selling our farm products for dollars--our
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historic approach to world marketing. The other is exporting U.S.
commodities to friendly but dollar-poor countries under the food-forpeace program, which is largely based on Public Law 480.
The value of our agricultural exports to dollar markets last year
reached an alltiine high of $3.5 billion. That exceeded the earlier
record of $3.4 billion sold abroad for dollars in fiscal year 1961.
Our five best dollar country customers during the past yeat again
were Japan, the United Kingdom, Canada, West Germany, and the
Netherlands. Both Japan and the United Kingdom took close to $500
million worth of our farm products.
The biggest area dollar outlet was the European Economic Commurnity-the EEC or Common Market. In the fiscal year 1962 our agricultural exports to this new trading area had a value of about $1.2
billion.
As you can see, our dollar markets for farm products are big business. And because they are big business, American agriculture is
interested in all measure-especially the Trade Expansion Act=-that
will help to keep those markets open tous. American agriculture has
a lot riding on the legislation now before this committee.
In addition to dollar sales, we shipped $1.6 billion worth of commodities to the underdeveloped countries last year under the foodfor-peace progam.
Record food and fiber exports do not "just happen." _In this day
and age we cannot afford to wait and hope, passively, that foreign
countries will request our supplies.
"We must, instead, have a positive, coordinated export program-a
program having the primary objective of moving the largest possible
volume of U.S. farm products into foreign consumption.
We have such a program.
As the export figures ind-ate, that program is working well.
Here are some of the moves being made to step up our shipments to
foreign countries:
First of all, the Department of Agriculture, in cooperation with industry groups, is carrying on vigorous foreign trade promotion activities.
At the same time, our export commodities are being priced competitively-in some case- through use of export payments. These
efforts have been accompanied by constant pressure on other countries
to give our American products greater access to foreign markets.
Furthermore, there has been continued emphasis on use of American food as a means of promoting peace and freedom. All these
activities are market-expansive in nature.
We are carrying on market promotion programs in 57 different
foreign countries, largely in cooperation with U.S. farm and trade
groups. Among the many promotion techniques used are market
research, advertising, distribution of samples, trade-sponsored visits
of foreign buyers to the United States; and food exhibits. About
110 large food exhibits have been staged in recent years, mostly in
connection with international trade fairs.
Approximately 46 million potential customers have seen, and in
many instances sampled, the high quality and wide variety of U.S.
foods.

2 138

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

Promotion is getting results. For example, shipments of U.S.
poultry meat to Western Europe have soared from 1 million pounds
in 1955 to 180 million pounds in 1961.
Spain, which used to be a large Public Law 480 customer for our
soybean oil, has become exclusively a dollar buyer and a big one.
This year Spain's dollar purchases of U.S. soybean oil will amount
to well over 400 million pounds-making the country the biggest
dollar market and the largest single outlet for this product.
Similarly, cash sales have replaced Government programs in the
movement of wheat to Italy. Dollar exports of U.S. wheat rose from
34,000 metric tons in fiscal 1956 to 853,000 in 1961.
Nor has the development of markets for new products been ignored.
The fruit industry, for example, is pushing the sale of fresh and
processed cranberry products in foreign markets.
Although sales are relatively small now, the cranberry industry
feels that the potential is there and that further market promotion
effort is justified.
The food-for-peace program, although primarily aimed at feeding
hungry people, also has in it a strong element of future dollar market
development. Hungry people, with no money in their pockets, are
not customers. But when you help those people to find jobs, or to
create new jobs where none existed before, you are not only performing
a humanitarian service, but you also are helping to expand and
strengthen the world's commercial market.
Of the $4.5 billion in U.S. economic aid extended to all foreign
countries in fiscal year 1961, $1.5 billion-a third-represented aid
under the food-for-peace program.
Foreign currencies generated under the program have been used
in the underdeveloped countries for such projects as irrigation, railroads, highways, electric power facilities, hospitals, and schools.
Some U.S. food is being used as partial payment of wages on
development projects. Food not only underwrites employment and
development, but counters the price 'inflation that generally accompanies development projects.
Our food, in stepping up economic growth, is creating a climate
that in time should mean increased commercial sales of U.S. agTicultural items.
All these special efforts will continue to be of great importance in
future market expansion. In themselves, however, they will not guarantee results.
The No. I key to sustained expansion of U.S. agricultural exports
is access to markets. In other words, the countries that have the
money to buy from us must give our good American farm products
a fair chanceto compete.
Our market promotion, competitive pricing, economic development,
and other special efforts are wasted if potential customer countries
say to us, in effect, "We don't want your goods; we are going to put
trade walls around our country so that we can produce our own food
and fiber to the greatest exteat possible."
I mention this because the United States today is faced with increasing agricultural protectionism. This trend is partly the result of our
own agricultural progress.
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On the one hand, we can offer foreign consumers, at competitive
prices, products which are in many respects superior in quality and
variety to those produced in their own country.
On the other hand, many of the economically developed countries
are now able to produce more of some commodities--although at relatively high cos--if our competing products are kept out. I am oversimplifying, of course but I am sure that you see what I mean.
The United States has understood some of the problems of other
countries. Right after the war some countries may have been justified
in diverting the normal flow oi trade. Their big need was machinery
and equipment.
To use their scarce dollars for such goods, they put restrictions on
farm product imports. Today, however, these countries have got back
on their feet-with considerable financial aid from the United Statesand are now functioning on a sound and prosperous basis. Nontariff
barriers against U.S. export trade can no longer be justified for balance-of-payments rcsons. While considerable progress has beert made
in dismantling these restrictions on some types of nonagricultural
goods, too many restrictions continue to be applied against U.S. agricultural items.
Let me say right hare that the United States has set a good example
for the world with our own import policies. The bulk of competing
farm products can enter the U.S. market in competition with U.S.
production by paying only a moderate duty.
There has been too much abroad here, and I found it in Europe and
said so emphatically, that we have a protectionist agricultural policy.
That is not the case. In comparison with most countries around the
world we have a very liberal and progressive agricultural policy, and
I think we ought to remind our friends around the world that this is
the case.
Import controls which limit the quantity of foreign agricultural
products in the U.S. market are applied today on only five commodities--cotton, wheat and wheat flour, peanuts, certain manufactured
dairy products, and sugar, representing altogether 28 percent of U.S.
agricultural production. On four of these items, of course, we likewise control the production in this country.
Our import posture obviously is good. If European agriculture
would be willing to subject itself to competition with foreign suppliers to the same extent American agriculture has, I would surely
be happy. All I ask is that foreign governments give American agriculture the opportunity to compete on no less favorable terms than
we extend to them.
Department of Agriculture people have been working constantly
with the P.partment of State to persuade foreign countries to remove
unjustified quantitative restrictions and other barriers hampering
market access of our farm products.
These efforts live been carried on formally and informally. They
have been made bilaterally through normal diplomatic channels, and
multilaterally through sessions under the General Agreement on
Tarriffs and Trade.
We have made some progress. / Some trade barriers have come down.
Some duties have been reduced. But it has been an uphill job. We
need, if we are to carry on meaningful, productive negotiations around
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the world, the flexible bargaining authority of the Trade Expansion
Act. This would be particularly useful authority in negotiating with
the Common Market.
When the history of this period is finally written, the Common
Market could well stand out as one of the most significant economic
developments of this century. It may turn out to be one of the outstanding economic developments of all time.
In an overall sense, it is good for the United States. We all know
that political and economic unity in Western Europe is a strong buffer
against the Communist tactic of "divide and conquer."
To a considerable extent, the Common Market is good for American
agricaulture. This is true of the commodities which the Common
Market does not produce but which the United States has available
for export--commodities such as cotton, soybeans, hides, and skins.
These are all duty free, and bound duty-free in the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade. For them, the future in the Common
Market is bright. On a number of other products, including some
fruits and vegetables, the outlook is also good.
It appears that on the basis of trade value, about $700 million worth
of U.S. farm products annually, or approximately 70 percent of U.S.
exports to the area, can be sold in the Common Market without difficulty. As the Common Market economy grows, we can confidently
expect market ings of these products to increase.
However, for the other 30 percent of our shipments, amounting to
about $300 million worth on an annual basis-prospects are cloudy.
In this category are grains, rice, poultry, and some other commodities.
We are seeing, with respect to these products, protectionists tendencies at work in the Common Market. There is strong pressure to
push us out and keep us out as far as some of our major agricultural
commodities are concerned. Farmers in the Common Market, and
many of their political leaders, look to the Common Market as the
solution to their agricultural problems. They have them, too.
To many thigh means, "Let's keep the market for ourselves." Therefore, for grains, rice, and poultry, all of which are important U.S.
export products, the Common Market is developing an internal agricultural market which will be protected against imports from outside
countries by variable import levies.
These levies will equalize the price of the imported products with
the EEC's internal domestic prices.
Domestic prices, in turn, will be fixed by Government action. Most
prices ready are very high.
You can see that under this system, Common Market domestic
producers of commodities subject to variable levies could have absolute
protection against, imports, depending u pn price-support levels.
In other words, EEC producers will be guaranteed a market for
all they can produce at price levels fixed by the Government.
Obviously the pressures for high internal prices, and, therefore, for
deceased imports, will be great. For grain and poultry, the system
went into effect at the end of July 1962. A rice regulation is scheduled to become effective in October.
For fruits, vegetables, tobacco, and a number of other agricultural
products, the EEC will not apply variable levies, but will rely on fixed
import duties. Many of these duties will be high enough either
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to prevent an expansion of our current trade or to reduce our access
to this market over time.
We would encounter other problems if the United Kingdom should
become a member of the EEC. Our agricultural exports to the United
Kingdom in the fiscal year 1962 approached $500 million. If the
Common Market's variable levy system which I just described were
applied to the United Kingdom, it would bring under its sway another
$130 million worth of our exports of grains and certain livestock
products.
For most of the remaining trade, duties in the United Kingdom
are substantially lower than in the Common Market. Any increase
in the duty structure would, of course, hamper our trade with the
enlarged Common Market.
How are we going to meet the trade challenges posed by the Common Market?
For the fixed-duty items, the pattern is clear. It is a pattern of
traditional tariff bargaining-swapping reductions of U.S. duties for
comparable reductions of EEC duties. The EEC has indicated a
willingness to negotiate. That is encouraging. We are particularly
happy that EEC will negotiate further on tobacco. EEC's present
28 percent ad valorem duty, with a 17.2-cent maximum, is disadvantageous to our growers, who produce high-quality, high-priced
leaf.
For the variable import levy items, however, the pattern is far from
clear. The Common Market variable levy system is complex-a system not adaptable to the usual tariff bargaining. It confronts us with
new problems.
Because there are special problems, and because the area is so important~ we are giving the Common Market top priority in our foreign
market planning. Department of Agriculture people have had many
discussions with Common Market officials, both in Europe and the
United States on the vital matter of access for U.S. farm products. I
have personally visited the Common Market countries twice to present
the case for American agriculture and I have urged Common Market
representatives visiting this country to give our farmers fair treatment.
The Department has etablished a new agricultural attach post
in Brussels, Belgiumi-the Common Market "capital"-to help us keep
more closely in touch with developments there.
I am appointing an Assistant Secretary for Foreign Agriculture,
whose principal responsibility will be to give leadership in the tradepolicy area.
In the case of wheat and feed grains, we are exploring use of commodity agreements as a possible new way to gain access to the Common
Market and other foreign outlets.
But one vital ingredient is lacking. That ingredient is the barga ining power that would come to us with passage of the Trade Expansion
Act of 1962.
We need, above all, more flexibility and strength at the bargaining
table. We must be able to offer the Common-Market and other trading partners deeper and broader tariff cuts on their goods in exchange
for concessions on U.S. farm products.
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Believe me, the Trade Expansion Act is essential to the maintenance
of high-level IT.S. agricultural exports. This legislation would give
is anl effective kit of bargaining tools to expand our export trade with
the EEC. We could use the same tools, as appropriate, in negotiations with Canada, Japan, the United Kingdom, or any other trading
partner.
Let me cite one example of the way the Trade Expansion Act could
help American agriculture.
The Common Market has agreed to keel) the door open for continuing negotiations on certain of the agricultural commodities affected
by varial)le import levies. On the list are wheat, corn, sorghum grain,
iNc(. and poultry. But the Common Market's willingness to negotiate
further is based in part on the possibility that new trade legislation
will enable the Tnited States to make concessions to gain improved
access for these U.S. farm products.
As you can see, a great deal depends on the Trade Expansion Act.
I have emphasized concessions on both sides, because concessions are
at the heart of liberal trade-and liberal trade is the essence of this
ill. However, the bill also authorizes the President to increase duties,
should that become necessary, as a bargaining tool or trade-regulating
device.
rThe Trade Expansion Act, furthermore, instructs the President to
(leny the benefits of U.S. trade agreements, to the extent consistent
with the purposes of the act, to countries maintaining nontariff trade
restrictions, including unlimited variable fees, which substantially
burden U.S. commerce in a manner inconsistent with provisions of
trade agreements.
Similar penalties would apply to other countries engaging in discriminatory or other acts or policy which unjustifiably restrict U.S.
commerce.
This provision would apply to the many trade-agreements concessions the United States has'negotiated since 1934, as well as to any
Ihat might be negotiated tinder this new act.
It is a clear warning that the United States espouses a truly reciprocal trade policy and will not stand idly by if its agricultural ex1)ort markets are eroded by unwarranted foreign governmental actions.
Our trading partners must be convinced that the United States cannot tolerate the existence of unjustified restrictions against our
Iiuricultural exports.
I want to make it clear, too. that the concessions we would give under
this legislation would not subject American farmers to unwarranted
imnort competition.
This bill would not affect, the provisions of section 22 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act. That authority will continue to be available for use in preventing serious injury to our agricultural programs.
Further, the bill would not affect in any way the complex of regulations which protect our farmers against plant, and animal diseases.
In general, the hill provides two additional kinds of protection
against injury from imports. First, before the President is authorized
to reduce any rate, he mustSeek advice from the ITS. Tariff Commission respecting the probable economic effect of the contemplated tariff reductions;
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Seek the advice of the several interested departments-including
my own Department-on this matter;
And seek the advice of interested persons through the medium of a
public hearing.
Second, if the President finds, after a thorough factfinding investigation by the U.S. Tariff Commission, that a tariff cut has seriously
injured an agricultural industry, or threatens to seriously injure such
an industry, he may take remedial action. This action may be in the
form of assistance to firms or workers or in the form of an increased
import duty or import quota protection or a combination of these.
The procedures by which the President may do these things are fully
spelled out in the bill. I want only to say that I believe our farmers
will have, under this bill, sounder and more realistic protection from
unwise tariff reductions than they have had in the past.
In conclusion, I want to emphasize that a liberal trade policy helps
American farmers to capitalize on their export market potential.
Since enactment of the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act of 1934,
there has been remarkable growth in our farin-product sales to other
countries for dollars as compared with imports that are directly competitive with our own production.
In fiscal year 1961, our agricultural exports for dollars amounted to
$3.5 billion while competitive imports were $1.8 billion. These comparisons exclude exports made under special Government -assistance
programs-and they also exclude imports of commodities not produced
in continental United States, such as coffee, cocoa, tea, bananas, and
the like.
Production from 1 out of every 5 acres we harvest is exported. Exports account for 15 percent of our farm inarketings. In comparison,
exports from nonagricultural sectors of the economy amount to about
8 percent of total production.
Rice producers export well over one-half of their crop.
Wheat farmers depend upon exports for half of their production.
Cotton and soybean producers look to export markets for about 40
percent of their sales.
Tobacco growers send about 30 percent of the tobacco crop abroad.
There is no question but that the prosperity of the American farmer
is tied directly to export markets.
Moreover, he will continue to be dependent upon these markets.
Although our domestic market will not expand greatly beyond a
rate resulting from population growth, the demand rate is highly
inelastic domestically, our foreign markets can expand more rapidly.
Here demand is much more elastic.
For example, between 1950 and 1960, while domestic consumption
was increasing 14 percent, our farm exports increased 80 percentand we are doing even better now.
Our exports stand as a vivid symbol of the success of our agricultural system. What a contrast between our success and the inability
of the Communist nations to feed their people adequately. The Soviet
Uiin does not have enough to satisfy an expanding appetite.
Red China has an even greater problem-its daily ration is declining toward the starvation hee.Cuba is having grave food supulv troubles.
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Our people, on the other hand, have the greatest variety of food,
in the greatest quantities, and at the lowest cost in relation to income
that the world has ever known. We share this abundance with millions of people in other countries.
The United States is able to do all this because of an effective agricultural system-a system of individually owned and operated family
farms. There is no more effective testimonial to the worth of a farming system than agricultural abundance produced with great ease.
We must keep our farm system strong and healthy.
A major factor in the strength and health of our agriculture is and
will continue to be the availability of foreign markets. We need the
Trade Expansion Act to assist us in holding, improving, and expanding our foreign agricultural trade, Mr. Chairman, and I thank you and
the members of this committee for this opportunity to express strong
support of the Department of Agriculture for this legislation.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary.
I want to commend you for making a very frank statement.
You have not only pointed out the advantages of the Common
Market but on the other hand, you have indicated some of the disadvantages.
I want to refer to page 8. You saywhen the history of this period is finally written the Common Market could well
stand out as one of the most significant economic developments of this century.
It may turn out to be one of the outstanding economic developments of all
time. In an overall sense it is good for the United States. We all know that
political and economic unity in Western Europe is a strong buffer against the
Communist tactic of "divide and conquer."

Do I understand from that statement that you think one of the
main advantages of the Common Market is to combine the free nations
of Europe against Russia or is it to promote trade whereby we in this
country would be benefited?
Secretary FREEMAN. I would say, Senator, I think it is both. I
testify here primarily to the economic aspect of the Common Market
in relation to our benefit and theirs. It would be my judgment, and
I speak personally now, that there are strong political factors here
as well and that a strong and vigorous Western Europe is important
in terms of adding to the strength of the free world.
The CHAIRMAN. Your very strong language in praise of the Common Market is due in part, at least, to the union of the free countries
in Europe against Russia I
Secretary 'RF31AN. Let me just say this: I think this is an im. But if we set that aside, Senator, I would feel from
portant fac
the economic point of view as well; setting aside the political, that I
would support the Common Market just as strongly.
The CHAMAN. But you think that is a factor. What I am getting
at is are we abandoning by this bill and the Common Market, the
reciprocal theory upon which the Hull reciprocal trade program was
adopted by Congress in 1934?
Secretary FREEMAN. No, sir; I believe this is an extension of that
program and of that policy.
The CHAIRMAN. But you put into that another issue; namely, to
build up a strong Europe against communism.
Secretary FREEMAN. I think that issue is existent, but my support
is not dependent on it.
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The CHAm RA. That did not exist as a part of the reciprocal trade
program that Secretary Hull advocated?

Secretary

FREEMAN.

No, sir.

The CHArRMANT. It so happened that I made my maiden speech on
that .program in 1934. Of course, at that time the danger of communism was no, very significant.
Now, you say that we are seeing with respect to these products, such
as grains, rice, and poultry, protectionist tendencies at work in the
Common Market.
You mean by that that there will be increased tariffs in the Common
.Mfarket in order to protect the production of those countries that are
within the Common Market?

Secretary FREEMAN. That is what it comes down to.
We have not been pleased with the utilization of the variable fee
system. We have not liked it, we have tried to convince the Common
SMarket countries not to proceed down this path. When they have
insisted on doing so we negotiated for an "assured access" kind of
provision so it wouldn't bite so deep or be such a potential threat.
We have not succeeded in our efforts in this regard, although we have
kept this matter, where these commodities are concerned, in a position
of continuous negotiation so that we will be in a position to influence
where these fees end up.
The problem here, Senator, is that it isn't a tariff or a fixed fee
that we can see what it is going. to be. The problem is that in effect
unilaterally they can set a fee, an import levy-we could call it a dutyand do it unilaterally at any level they wish to set it and they would
set it based upon their internal prices and costs, and then have--can
set a fee high enough to literally close us out of the market altogether
and we don't like any part of this and we haven't hestiated to say so.
The CTAIRMAN. Why do you eulogize .he Common Market so

highly?
Secretary FREEMAN. Because on balance-

The CHAIRMfAN;. Then you say there is strong pressure to push us
out and keep us out as far as some of our major agricultural comino,'ities are concerned.
1 )oes that indicate that the Common Market is going to be beneficial
to the United States or notI
Secretary FREEMAN. What we do and have done, Senator, is to
analyze this in terms of the total result, which we think is positive,
and in the areas where we are concerned to fight hard to try to improve it.
The CHAIRMAN. What part of that total result is strengthening
Europe against communism ?
Secretary FREEMAN. Well, I am speaking here to the economic factors where I feel that it is very clear that it will benefit American
agriculture enormously to have the Trade Act which will permit us to
negotiate effectively with the Common Market.
I wouldn't say that the political factors are ancillary but in my particular responsibilities in this Government they are directed toward
the trade.
Personally, I believe that the 'political is important as well but I
speak here primarily on trade.
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The CHAIMAN. YOU will permit me to suggest that as Secretar
of Agriculture so far as the chairman of this committee is concerned,
lie would like to have your opinion more on the economic question
than orn the question of world policy. I think we have done our share.
We have spent $90 to $100 billion building up the free countries of the
world against Russia in foreign aid, and we have today 400,000 or
500,000 troops abroad.
In order to carry those enormous costs, we have to preserve our market. I am a little disturbed that you say there is strong pressure to
push us out, and to keep us out as far as some of the major agricultural commodities are concerned.
You add the words "keep us out." The farmer in the Common
Market and many of the political leaders, you say, look to the Common
Market as a solution of their agricultural problems, not ours but
theirs.
Secretary FREEMAFN. I heartily share that concern, Senator.
The CHAIRMAN. Then you say this: "To many this means let's keep
the market to ourselves."
Secretary FREEMAN. Yes, sir.
The CHAIIRMAN. That is right discouraging to those of us, and I
am one, who has to market our surplus agricultural products.
Secretary FREMAN. I quite agree, and we have fought hard and are
continuing to fight in the trade bill which this committee is considering, which will enormously strengthen the hands of the Departments
of Agriculture and State and our Government.
I would only add that the Common Market is not something we can
turn on and off like a water spigot. It is there and it is going to continue to be there. They app ied the variable fees whether we liked
it or not, and so we have to deal and live with the reality, and there
it is.
And this trade bill will help us to live with that reality, and on
balance, I believe, we will benefit from it economically.
The CHAIRMAN. France is quite an agricultural country, is it not?

Secretary

FREEMAN.

Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. There is a tariff between France and those other
members of the Common Market i

Secretary

FREEMAN.

Yes sir.

The CHAIRMAN. France has a surplus. Is it not probable and certain to occur that if all the tariffs are abolished then the surplus of
France will go to Belgium and adjacent countries?
SecretaryFREEMAN. That is correct.
The CHAIRMAN. IS is possible for the Common Market to become
self-supporting without the need of exports from this country, which
has been exporting the deficit need of those particular countries?
I am not arguing against the Common Market.
Secretary FREEMAN. Surely, I understand.
The CHAIRMAN. I just want to get a clear picture in my mind because as I see your commendation of it, the benefits will come to the
nations of the Common Market rather than to his country?
Secretary FREEMAN. One of the reasons why we feel so strongly in
agriculture that this trade bill must pas and it is essential to try
to prevent what the Senator has just outlined, are the circumstances
which you hypothecate are possible, and we want to prevent them.
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The Cmtnura. What power do we have to prevent it f
Secretary FiEmAN. We have the power of lowering our own tariffs
and bargaining with them seeking to got them not to put on unreasonable variable fees and to permit us to compete in their market.
The CHnR AN. In other words, you would lower the tariff here
on manufactured goods in order to get entrance into the Common
Market countries with agriculture goods?
Secretary FREEMAN. It comes down to that in some instances; yes,
sir.
The CHAMRAN. Some--that's what we have been doing, I thought,
in the past. We had negotiations along those lines, haven't we?
Secretary FREMmAN. We had some negotiations along those lines
and we would like to have more flexibility because for those commodities where the variable fee will be applied there is a. new threat
to American agriculture sales in those markets.
The CHAMAN. Why will your negotiations under this bill be more
effective than they have been under existing law?
Secretary FREEMAN. Because there will be a greater flexibility in
barai
The ning.
CHAiRMAN. In other words, the administration
will have
greater power to reduce the tariffs on shipments coming into this
country.

Secretary

FREEMAN.

That is correct.

The CHAIRMAN. In order to gain access to the other countries?
Secretary FnAwx. Ye-, sir.
The CHAiRMAN. Well, Fome %ody is going to get hurt on that down
the line, aren't they?

Secretary

FREEMIA.

I think not. It may very well involve some

adjustments that are provided for in this bill.
My colleague iiL the Cabinet testified yesterday in relation to the
effect on employment, and this committee has sat for long hours
hearing, I am sure, differences of opinion from different segments of
our economy.
It would be my personal judgment that by being able to follow progressive trading principles and having more flexibility that we will,
as a nation, and our total economy benefit substantially.
The CHAIRMAN. There Play be some complaint on the part of industrial producers if they are traded off to help the agricultural producers.
Secretary FREEMAN. They are not hesitant to be heard. The adjustments are not mandatory and that is a part of the determinations
made at the bargaining table as the chairman well knows, for the
overall benefit of this economy and may I say that politically the voice
of agriculture is weak as compared to the voice of industry.
The CHAIRMAN. As I gather from your statement, the only way to
protect ourselves in the Common Market is to reduce the tariffs here
on the industrial products.
Secretary FREEMAN. No. We also, of course, will be able to make
some concessions as well in terms of our own agricultural imports, but
they are relatively limited. We export, let us say, $1,100 million to
the Common Market countries And we import maybe $200 million.
So we do not have too much room to move around.
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The CHAIRMAN. Is it not true that with the exception of a few
products such as beef and perhaps wheat we are not subject to injury
by agricultural importations,;in this country I
Secretary FREEMA N, Yes; we have very limited restrictions.
The CHAIRMAN. iWheat and wool, aren't those the two?
Secretary FREEMAN. There are tro things here, Senator. One, quantitative restrictions which said youi can't ship in, and the other a. duty
and the level of duty, as you are well aware.
There is no quantitative restriction on wool. There is a duty; we
think a reasonable one.
Secretary FREEMAN. We)l, Australia, though, would like to ship a
lot more wool here than 8he is doing now, New Zealand would.
Secretary FREEMAN. They would like to have the tariff down.
The CHAIRMA:. Argentina would like to ship a lot of beef.
Secretary FREEMAN. That is correct.
Thte CIAIRMAN. What I am trying to get clear in my mind is that
the danger of importations into the country is much greater with respect to the manufactured products than it is with respect to the agricultural products.

Secretary FREEMAN. Vell, it goes both ways.

In connection with the Common Market giving industrial concessions
in return for agricultural concessions, and in some of the countries
you have just mentioned we may follow the other trail and give agricult iral concessions in return for industrial concessions.
In other words, we might conceivably do somethingThe CHAIRMAN. I want to get clear in my mind, and I am not opposing the idea because personally I am on the agricultural end, as
you know.

Secretary

FREEMAN.

Yes, sir.

The CHAMMAN; But I just have a feeling that the industrial manufacturers are going to have a little concern about lowering their tariffs
in return for which we are permitted to ship more agricultural products abroad.
Secretary FREEMAN. Well as the chairman knowsThe CHAIRMAN. As you know we are overproducing, you know,
better than I do, in every line of agricultural production; isn't that
right?
-Secretary FREEMAN. Well, in
virtually, not every The CHAIRMAN. With the overproduction in this country it is not
likely there will be an importation in a big way of agricultural products from abroad. Isn't there a quota established on wool?
Secretary FRE AN. Not quota, just a tariff.
The CHAIRMAN. Sufficient to discourage them from coming in, isn't
it, too much?
Secretary FREEMAN. No; we import very substantial quantities of
wool.
The CHAIRMAN. You do, but not as much as they would like to sell us
on that.
Secretary FREEMAN. They certainly would claim-I expect they
could probably sell more if there were no tariff.
The CHAIRMAN. What about beef?
Secretary FREEMAN. For beef there is also a relatively low tariff,
no quotas, and we import substantial quantities of beef particularly
when our prices are good.
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strictions which effectively act as barriers against a country where
they
have the
hoof-and-mouth
disease. on beef you have the health reSenator
BENNETT.
Mr. Chairman,

Secretary FREEMAN. That is correct.

Senator BENnTF. So, in effect, they act as barriers much more
effectively than tariffs.

Secretary

FREEMAN.

That is correct.

This applies to the Argentine but as long as you brought that up,
Senator Bennett, I would like to make the record clear that there
is hoof-and-mouth disease in the Argentine, and that the restrictions
in this instance have nothing to do with the economics. They are to
protect our own industry from a devastating animal disease.
Senator BENNErr. They act even more effectively than economic
restrictions.
Secretary FREEMAN. Well, they are the same thing as a quota. If
you set a quota and you have a quota of zero you have the same thing.
We just won't let anything in, period.
Senator BENNmT. But emotionally you are on a different ground.
Secretary FREEMAN. Yes. But they can cure it, of course, can it;
as long as it is clear of infection, we let it in.
The CHAIRMAN. Your very strong eulogy, and I am not criticizing
it, of the Common Market in which you say "the most significant
economic development of this century and may turn out to be the outstanding economic development of all time" is more relating to the
members of the Commn Market than it is to the United States.
Secretary FREEMAN. No, Senator, if you will pardon me. I would
restate again that the Common Market has contributed enormously,
I believe, to the economic advancement in Western Europe.
That, in turn, has provided enormous actual and potential markets
for our exports, agricultural and industrial.
The CHAmxAN. But the Common Market hasn't gotten in full operation yet, has it?
Secretary FREEMAN. Well, it has been in operation for quite some
time; since 1958.
The C
RmAN. We have understood on this committee there is
still a tariff between those countries; approximating 15 percent while
the tariff in this country is only 10 percent.
Secretary FREEMAN. Well, they-have been coming down on all their
internal tariffs and a.-iculture which is the toughest problem has
been coming into focus ',e slowest. But by 1970 there will be a common internal price for ti,. agricultural commodities covered by the
variable levy system and one of our great concerns is what will it be.
The CHAIRMAN. But the Common Market as such, whereby there is
free trade between these nations and the Cormmon Market has not
been put into operation yet.
Secretary FREEMAN. They are moving toward this by lowering the
tariffs between the respective countries. I don't, know offhand if-

The

CHAIRMAN.

Just said it would be 8 years.

Secretary FREEMAN. I spoke about agriculture. That it would be
8 years on the variable fee items, to which we have focused attention
here.
The CHAMMAN. If the Common Market is going to do all you think
it will do, do you think the United States should make application to
join the Common Market?
S87-20-02-pt. 4-33
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Secretary FREmMAN. No, sir.

The CHw N. Why?
Secretary FmRmAN. At this time, we have intricate and involved
trading relationships with countries all over the world, and as such
our being a part of this particular trading complex would have, I
think, an overall detrimental effect.
The CHAIRMAN. If it is so advantageous in Europe, and we are in
harmony and they are our allies, we are all fighting communism together, you don't think then that it would be advisable for this country to go into the Common Market at any time in the foreseeable
future?
Secretary FREEMAN. Well, I would hesitate to try to be a prophet,
Mr. Chairman. I would just say at this time, I would certainly not
consider it advisable, and where we will be-The CHAnMAN. What concerns me, the chairman to some extent
s, is this tremendous eulogy you give the Common Market, but you
don't think that the United States should join it and I would lile a
specific statement as to why. If it is advantageous to those nations,
why wouldn't it be advantageous to us to join?
Secretary FREEMAN. Simply because in my judgment it is advantageous to them and to us that this has been done if we are prepared
to meet the new challenges it poses to us, and this bill will help us to
do that. I do not think it would be advantageous to us in the overall
in terms of our trading relationships worldwide to be a part. of this
particular unit at this time.
Also, the two top nations in terms of our agricultural trade are the
United Kingdom, which has been negotiating, and will determine its
entrance in the relatively near future, and Japan, and Japan has not
contemplated it. We are trading and working with all the countries
in this hemisphere, and in terms of our total economy, this, in my
judgment, would not be a sound time.
The CHAImbAN. Have you any assurance that Japan in the future
will not make application to join the Common Market?
Secretary FREEMAN. I have no assurance. There has been no indication that I know of that they are interested in doing so, have considered it or such a proposal has ever been made to them.
The CHAIRMAN. That would open up a good many difficulties to
this country I should think.
Secretary FREEMAN. It would be an entirely new dimension in relation of where do we go from here.
The CHAMMAN. It is possible, isn't it?
Secretary FREEMAN. Anything is possible, yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. That is right.
When you negotiate to get these advantages that you think you are
going to get, who will do the negotiating?
Secretary FREEMAN. Our negotiations with other countries are
headed by the State Department. They are the chief negotiators.
The CHAIRMAN. Do you favor the State Department continuing to
be the negotiating agency?
Secretary FREEMAN. Under the bill there is a chief negotiator appointed, and we expect in agriculture to continue to have an active and
to have an even more active part in these negotiations where agriculture is concerned.
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The CHAIRMAN. Do you think the State Department has b6en sufficiently firm and strong in protecting the interests of this country in
these various negotiations?
Secretary FRmEMAN. I think the State Department has negotiated
very vigorously and very actively. We haven t gotten everything that
we wanted, but I would bring to the Senator's attention that on $700
million worth of our trade, that we came out of the negotiations at
Geneva with substantial progress.
On the additional trade, some 30 percent where fees are involved

we are troubled but we were successful in keeping the door open on

these. We will ie working wtih it again, have kept very close contact
with these countries and with the Commissioners, and are hopeful that
the variable fee will not be set so high as to adversely affect our trade.
So we have done quite well I believe, on balance.
The CHAIRMAN. You think our negotiations under the existing law
have been satisfactory?
Secretary FREEFAN. Well, when I settled a lawsuit when I practiced law, I always wondered whether I should have taken it to the
jury or not, but at least I had that much-I had to make that decision.
The CHAIMAN. If it is so satisfactory, why do we want to pass a
law which completely changes our methods and systems of negotiation?
Secretary FREEMAN. First of all, on 30 percent of this trade where
variable fee systems are going to be applied, we deal with entirely new
dimensions that make this Trade Act of particular importance. The
common prices that they establish for these products in the community are the key. If they set their price-support levels arbitrarily
high and encourage inefficient production and put a fee on top of that,
we are in trouble.
Wc hope they will set their price supports at a reasonable level and
then with a fair fee on that we will be in a better position to live with
th.t. To influence how this is done is of cardinal importance, and this
bill will help us to exercise that influence. Price supports inWestern
Europe are substantially higher than ours.
Wheat price supports in Germany now are in excess of $2. In
France they are, let's say, $2.40. We hope that they will land somewhere near the French level, but it could go up.
If it goes up, why this will encourage more production and compounds our problem. This is what we are concerned with.
The CHAIRMAN. Do you think these negotiations should be based
primarily on economic considerations?
Secretary FREEMAN. We concern ourselves in the Department of
Agriculture with the economic considerations.
The CHAMMAN. I mean all of the negotiations. Should it be economic or should it be for the purpose of foreign relationships with
other countries?
Secretary FRFMAN. Well, I would expect that it would be im.
possible for our country to completely disassociate itself from the
total question of the free world and its problems. But these negotiations go forward directed to specific targets and goals in relation
to particular commodities and seeking to improve our markets and
our economic position.
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The CHAIRMAN. Do you regard the State Department as a representative of the economic affairs and progress of this country?
Secretary FREEMAN. I think the State Department and its negotiating teams are increasingly informing themselves and sharpening their
negotiating techniques and capacities and are doing an increasingly
better job in fighting for our economic interests around the world.
The CHAIRMAN. Don't you think that the Department of Commerce
would be more appropriate on these negotiations in view of the fact
that the primary purpose is the economic welfare? I can't convince
myself that we ought to go into the tariffs for the purposes of establishing friendly relations, and so forth, and so on.
Wouldn't the Commerce Department be more appropriate to make
these negotiations than the State Department?
Secretary FREEMAN. I think that the State Department is the proper
place to negotiate.
The CHAIRMAN. Why?
Secretary FREEMAN. Because the State Department necessarily has
the machinery and the ultimate responsibility for the total policies
of this country and as such those of us in other departments ought to
coordinate with them in terms of the total picture.
The CHAIRMAN.
You think theyL have made a success of the negotiadate?
tions up to this
Secretary FREEMAN. Let me say we would have been very pleased
if the variable fee system had not been launched in the Common Market, but I don't think anyhing anyone could have done could have
Prevented it. We would have liked to have had certain commitments
in terms of protecting our access to those markets. We hope that we
can make some progress in this regard in the future. We didn't get
the whole loaf, but on balance we did right well.
The CHAIRMAN. Is it correct that the bill provides that the President may reduce to any amount or remove entirely any duty on any
agricultural commodity if he detei-mines that to do so would maintain
or expand exports on that same product?
Secretary F MMAN. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. He could do it arbitrarily without anySecretary FREEmAx. He can't do it arbitrarily. He would have to
do it through of course, the negotiating of an ageement with the
Common Market. Before such negotiations would open, he would
be required to ask the Tariff Commission to hold hearings, submit a
report and recommendations, and since this involves agriculture, to
ask the Secretary of Agriculture for his advice.
The CHAIRMAN. What is the status of the escape clause and peril
point under this bill?
Secretary FREEMAN. Well, I think it would work more effectively
than it does under the present legislation. It cuts down the time
Period in which the Tariff Commission would act, and the President
has the authority to act then more quickly and, of course, this would
sharpen up and make the escape clause mechanism more effective.
The CHATRMAY. To what extent does this bill give the President
more power than he now has?
i
es
Secretary FREEMAN. He could make greater reductions under negotiations of'new trade agreements whick would go and could go both
ways.
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The CHADMN. I think that is all I have to say at this time, Mr.
Secretary
I thank you very much, sir, for your frank answers.
Senator Smathers?
Senator SHATHURs. Mr. Secretary, I just want to ask one question: On the point of actual negotiation with the Common Market
country or any other country with respect to the irdportation or exportation of an agricultural product, what do you envision as actually
.
being the sert of team to negotiate?
Would it be the Secretary of $tate, he alone, or would there be
people there representing, let's say it is on wheat, would there be
wheat farmers or representatives of the wheat farmers there? Would
they be permitted to have a voice in this negotiation or not?
Secretary FitaxAN. Yes.
That is the way it has been done, Senator. The chief negotiator
is from the State Department, but representatives from other departments concerned with the particular commodities are active at the
negotiating table.
Senator SMATHERS. I am frank to say and I think it is the opinion
of some other Senators that the State Department has not been as diligent in the past with respect to protecting the economic interests of
this country as we felt they should have been. and I think that everybody would feel more comforted ii they thought in the actual negotiation that the State Department would be the chief negotiator, that
nonetheless there would be people from the various industries which
are concerned. They would be there to have some voice in the actual
ne-otiations, is that your understanding?
secretary FREEM~AN. That is what will be done. and what has been
done in part in the past and which I think can be done more effectively.
I might say in this particularly difficult period in the closing negotiations in Geneva and in the current efforts to try to maintain a strong
bargaining position in the Common Market countries on the variable
fee items, that the State Department has been very diligent, militant,
and very effective, and we are developing improved working relationships, technically and economically, and i has been very, very helpful.
I would like to add for the~recoid, too, in light of some of the questions, that even in negotiating the economic agreements the political
factors may very well be extremely important especially when you
start talking about where the price'levels are going to be set for the
variable fee items. This is not the kind of bargaining you have when
you are talking in terms of tariffs.
For example, there are some very critical negotiations going on right
now, one of which is on poultry, a very, very important part of our
exports. The State Department and the President are being extremely
helpful in these negotiations which deal with the question of where the
fee will end up on poultry.
Senator STATIFR." I Aon't have any other questions.

The CrIRM AN. Senator Williams.

Senator WH,LAMS. Mr. Secretary, in line with the answer you just
gave that the State Deptrament ha§'been extremely helpful, what have
they done?
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Secretary FREEMAN. I would be happy. to prepare, Senator Villiams, for the record a long and detailed list of activities such as the
preparation of materials, presentation of arguments in formal meetings, innumerable informal meetings with the heads of each of the
countries in Western Europe and the Common Market, some of which
Ip articipated in, innumerable -meetings with the Commissioners of the
Six, some here, some over there, constant concern that we should see
to it that our ecofiomic interests are protected, and direct contact with
their counterparts in the political realm urging that adverse actions
not be taken and fees set arbitrarily high and of recent date very
strong representations made by.tlhe Under Secretary of State himself
personally to, for example, the Chancellor of the West German Republic, so almost everything that you could conceive of doing has been
and is being done.
Senator WILLIAMS. I appreciate that but I go back to my question,
what have they accomplished? Have they had any reduction or is
there anything to show for it? I don't question the representations,
bit they don't produce much results from the standpoint of the poultrymen who want to export. Has there been any success in any of
these representations? Have they made any progress toward getting
a reduction?
Secretary FREEMAN. Let me say this: First of all, the reason we
were able to build up such big markets so fast in Western Germany
was because quantitative restrictions were taken off. This was some
years back, and the state took a leading part in that negotiation. I
gather, Senator Williams, your remark is directed to where is the
fee going to land as of now-in this year. My answer to you would
be that I confidently predict there will be some concessions made as a
result of the joint actions taken by the Department of Agriculture,
the State Department, and the President.
Senator WILLIAMS. In the event that is not achieved, would you
recommend that we take some retaliatory steps to raise the imports on
some of theirexports coming to this country?
Secretary FREEMAN. well, I would prefer to wait and see what they
do and to'review the impact of this before we start talking about
retaliation.
This is a two-way street, and if we start this retaliation business, we
are certainly subject to being damaged by it as well as they.
After all, we don't buy very mucI by way of agriculture from them
and we sell a great deal to these countries, so I think we ought not to
react too quickly.
Senator WLIAMS. We do buy a lot of other products other than
agricultural products and that gets up to the point that a few months
ago, the so-called Dillion round of tariff reductions and agreements
were announced.
How did agriculture come out in that, in those particular negotiations?
Secretary FREEMAN. On balance, I think quite well, Senator.
We obtained substantial concessions which affected some $700 million of the $1,100 million that we export to those countries. I would
be happy to. present for the record the details which would show
these concessions.
Senator WLLIA3rS. I wish you would.
(The information referred to follows:)
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cr Mosb
code No.

.- Tariff concessions obtained by the United States from the European Economic Community
Situation in major markets 1before negotiation

_

Country

0201
0203
0203
0406
0502
0803
0504
0507
0704
0706
070&
08
060
0 4
060
00
(% 5
060
0606
0812
0812
0812
0812
0812
1005
1201
1201
1201
1202
1203
1203
1203
1206

Common external tariff

Summary description of product
U.S. exports
(1960)

Thousands
Cattle and swine offals -----------------------------B enelux -------------------------------88,617
Goose and duck livers ------------------------------Not separately classified --------------- (2)
......d o --------------------------------(2)
Other poultry livers --------------------------------H oney ----------------------------------------------556
G ermany ----------------------------H og bristles ----------------------------------------Not separately classified --------------- (1)
Horsehair -------------------------------r -----Italy --------------------------118
Animal guts and bladders ..........................
G erm any ----------------------------1,191
......d o -------------------------------Blrdskins and down ' -------------------------------751
-----. d o -------------------------------Dried vegetables -----------------------------------. Benelux ------------------------------- 408
Dried peas and beans -------------------------------.Not separately classified --------------- (2)1.536
Dried lentils . -.-.-----------------.................
Benelux ------------------------------Fresh oranges ......................................
3,185
-----. d o ---.---------------------........
Fresh grapefruit ------------------------------------805
-----d o - - - -------- -- --------- - --- -- -- -Ri sing --------------------------------------------1.137
S
Germ
any
----------------------Almonds ............................................
...
3,699
-----d o --- - - --------------------------W alnuts -------------------------------------------0
. B enelu x ------------------------------P ecans ---------------------------------------------4
......d o -- - ---------------------------.
Fresh apples (Tanuary-March) ---------------------531
---.
d
o
---------------------Fresh pears ----------------------------------------40
-----. d o -- - ----------------------------Dried apricots --------------------------------------• G erm any ----------------------------- 326
Dried peaches ......................................
34
France -------------------------------- 2,465
Drie prunes ---------------------------------------. G ermany .............................
Dried apples and pears 5----------------------------54
.Not
sep~arately
elassified
-------------(2)
Dried fruit salad -----------------------------------G erm any ----------------------------'H ybrid seed corn -----------------------------------228
B
enelux
------------------------------Soybeans ------------------------------------------67,735
.... . .d o -. . --- ----------- --- -----.......
Linseed (flax) --------------------------------------10,790
. Italy ---------------------------------C ottonseed -----------------------------------------37
.Not separately classid -------------(2)
Soya flour ------------------------------------------F
rance
-------------------------------C lover seed -------------..-----------...............
705
. Italy ---------------------------------Alfal a seed -----------------------------------------176
----d o -- - ----------------------------Various grass seeds for sowing ......................
G erm any ----------------------------fl ops ------------------------------------------------

See footnotes at end of table, p. 2157.
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Tariff
rate

As originally
proposed

Percent
10-12
(2)

40

(1)

0-5
0
0.
25
0
(2)

15
12
12
5
8
10
12
6-12
10
8
22
10

(0)

(5)

0
0
0
0
0
0

..
. .5
1..

Percent
20
12
16
30
0
0-3
0
0-3
16
10
7
15
12
9
7
8
4
10
10-13
9
9
18
10
12
4
0
0
0
10
10
10
10
12

As finally
negotiated
Percent
120
5
14
30
0
0-2
0
0-2
16
9
6
15
12
8

Total U.S.
exports to
EEC, 1960

Thousands
$14,241
(2)

811

(2)

210
2,202
979
515
3,415
(2)

3,811
1,597
2,04
4,498
0
9
1.250
82
375
61

47

8
4
10
10-13
8
8
16
8
12
4
0
0
0
8
5
5
8
12

0.776
69

(2)

501
123,065

11,357
37

(1)

1,492
427
1,141
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code No.

Common external tariff

Summary description of product
Country

Roots and bark, etc ----------------------------. ___ Not separately classified

Licorice

-------------------------------

----- do

.....

U.S. exports
(1960)

Tariff
rate

Thousands

Prcesi

(2)
(2)

(2)
Medical vegetable extracts -----------------------------do -------------------------------(2)
M ixed vegetable extracts -------------------------------do -------------------------------Lard, Industrial ' ----------------------------------Germany ----------------------------- 1,978
Tallow, industrial ---------------------------------Italy ---------------------------------16,637
1
Tallow, for food -----------------------------------Benelux -------------------------------

(2)
Tallow oil
-------------------------------Not separately classified -------.......
(2)
Neat's-foot oil
-------------------------------do
Crude soya and cottonseed oil ------------------ Germany -_
27,140
Refin ed s o ya an d cott on se e d oil -- ----- -- --- -- -- --- B e nel u x .. . . . .. . . . . ..
4,075
Linseed oil, crude -------------------------------. __ Germany
----------------------- 2
Degrs
---------------------------------Not separately classified -------------Fatty alcohols
-------------------------------do ---------------------Fatty acids --------------- --- -- -- -- --- -- -- --- -- -- - -- -- -d o ...... ....
2)
Crude glycerol ------------------------------------------- do --------------------------------Glycerine --------------------------------------------- do --------------------------------Fatty residues -------------------------------------- do --------------------------------Otlfoots and dregs (soapstocks) --------------------Benelux ------------------------------411
Canned poultry -----------------------------------Germany ----------_---------------- 1,08.K
Chewing gum -------------------------------------Benelux ------------------------------604
Canned tomatoes, paste and puree ----------------------- do --------------------------------158
Canned asparagus
-------------------------Germany ....
4,408
Frozen fruit ---------------------------------------Not separately classified --------------Canned fruits -------------------------------- Germany
8,799
(2)
Grapejuice
------------------------------Not separately classified
Citrus juice
------------------------------Germany
2, 898
Orange juice ------------------------------------- do
Pineapple juice ------------------------------------Benelux -----_---------------------- 165

Tomato juice

------------------------------

Other fruit or vegetable juices ----------------------

Germany ------------------------------ 243
(2)

Not separately classified ---------------

(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)

6
5-10
0-8-12

(2)

0
18
35
(2)

10
18
10-20

As originally
proposed

As finally
negotiated

Percent

Percent

0
10
6
10
4
2
10
12
4
10
15
15
9
13
8
3
10
2
7
21
25
18
22
26
25-27
28
21
21
22
21

24

0

8
5
8
3
2
10
4
3
10
15
5
7
10
6
2
8
2
5
21
23
18
22
26
23-25
28
19
20
20
21
:412

Total U.S.
exot to
ETC, 1960

Thouands

2,075
37,644
1
33,
4.903
3

992
1.142
1,090
166
(2) 5,225
(2)

17.385
4.094
5.853
320
358

2007

2102
2209
2301
2304
2401
3301
3805
3807

3807
38
4101
4301
4403
=32
5501
5502
5503

(2)
-1..do
------------------------------Juice mixtures -------------------------------------(2)
---------------------------- do .....-Coffee extract ---------------------------------------- - --- -- -- -- --- -- -- --- -220
Benelux -----------------------------Gin and whisky 7---------(2)
classified
-------------Not
separately
Meat flours -----------------------------------------10,476
Benelux -------------.--------------Oflcake and residues -------------------------------Germ any ----------------------------Unmanufactured tobacco (except wrapper) ---------1,861
France
Essential oils, crude and refined -------------------106
Benelux -----------------------------Tall oil crude --------------------------------------607
Germany ............................
Turpentine ---------------------------------------1,118
----------------------do
......-----pine
oil
---------------------and
hydrate
Terpenic
R
osin ---------------------------------------------------------------------do--.-----.....-8,388
4 -- - -- -- -13,351
-- Benelux -----------------------------Raw cattle and swine hides and skins '
4,880
Germany ---------------------------Raw furqkins --------------------------------------4,532
Italy ----------------------------------------Various woods In the rough
-----------------------------2,875
Benelux
Fine animal hair, other than of sheep...........

IRaw

cotton, linters, and waste ............

(France ....................

---....
.
Italy

------------------------

Total U.S. exports to major EEC markets
and total U.S. exports to EEC.
I Cattle and swine offal for medical purposes are bound In the common external tariff
at 0.
2 Not separately classified.
3 Data for feathers.
4 Bitter almonds are bound free.
' Data for mixed fruits.
' Data for edible lard.
7 Data only for whisky.

a OM7 - common monetary unit.

1 CMU is equivalent to 1 U.S. dollar.

95,833
78,918
444,803 __

(2)
(2)
(I)

(0)
(-')

(0)
0

0

0
0
00
0
0
80
0

(12)

24
30
4
0

5.10,12
4
5
7
6
0
0
0
0
0
0

(IC)

(U)

22
24

(2)
(2)

3
0

(2)

4,8,12
0
4
5
5
0
0
0
0

-------------.
I --------------.

406
18,604
85,290
3,992

182

978

1,531
16, 928

23,799
10773

8,215
4.235
324,435

-3

0
P-

780,073

*B. F. 786 per HI.
'1.20 CMU per 0 per I1. (See footnote a.)
101.00 CMU per 0 per Hi. (See footnote a.)
" 19.4 cents per pound.
"30 percent with a 42-cent per kilo maxmum and 29 cents per kilo minimum.
"s28 percent with 17.2 cents per pound maximum and 13.2 cents per pound minimum.
'4 Data only for cattle bides and skins.
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Senator WILUAIMs. The Secretary sent, I noticed, I have a report
here under the date of March 7 outlining these but I am somewhat
confused when I reached over to the Agriculture Department I find
it printed in French. [Laughter.]
wonder if the State Department felt that the concessions in agriculture would be of more interest 0 the French farmers than they
would be to the American farmers.
Secretary FREEmAN. Senator, we are going to have to learn French
over there and I come from the Midwest, naybe we are carrying things
a little too far, but we will try to rectify that.
Senator WILLIA.S. lWe won't have to wait for an adjustment on
these variable fees until our farmers learn to speak French.
[Laughter.]
Have you been satisfied, Mr. Secretary, in the past, with the manner
in which the State Department in these negotiations has protected
the interests of the American farmers?
Secretary FREEMAN. The State Department has been and is increasingly-has always been most cooperative, and I think particularly
in the last 6 months, they have sharpened up their own bargaining
techniques and information in connection with agricultural matters,
and have shown a very strong concern and interest with it. We feel
very real progress has been made in strengthening our negotiating
team and in developing greatly improved and strengthened relationshenAator WILLIAMS. I am not quite sure I understand your answer.
Do you mean to say by that that they had not been doing it but they
are beginning to recognize the problems of agriculture just a little bit?
Secretary FREEMAN. No, I did not say that. I did say that the
State Department in the last year and a half has come to show very
special concern in the field of agriculture, not that they were indifferent
before, but they are much more concerned and interested and better
prepared now than they were, for example, when I became Secretary
of Agriculture.
Senator WILLIAMs. Well, I still get back, could you answer in the
affirmative that you have been satisfied with the recognition which
they have given to the problems of agriculture?
Secretary FREEMA-N. Yes.
Senator VILLIAM1S. You are satisfied with the recognition?
Secretary FREEM1AN. Yes.
Senator WILLINiS. Do you think that under the law as it has been
administered, the laws we have had on the books for the past few
years, that they have had adequate authority to protect American agriculture and industry?
Secretary FREMAN. This trade bill that we are discussing this
morningSenator IusIA S. I'm speaking of the existing law.
Secretary FREEMAN. NO. If it had been adequate and it was adequate, why I am sure this committee would not be holding hearings on
a trade bill.
Senator WILL
S. What was the deficiency in the previous law
under which they did not have the authority to protect the American
agriculture?
What was lacking in the law?
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Secretary FREEMAN. The limits were sharply defined, and the area
in which concessions could be made in return for concessions received
was not as broad as it needed to be in terms of new conditions.
Senator WLUiAms. Since the establishment of the Common Market,
has it been easier for American agriculture to export into that Common
Market or harder?
Secretary FREEMAN. Well, it has been easier so far.
Senator WILLIAMs. Asa whole?
Secretary FRMMAN. It has been easier so far because the increased
economic well-being in Western Europe has resulted in a greater
demand for foodstuffs and particularly some of our processed foods.
We want to keep it that way, and this is why I express concern about
the variable fee items.
Senator WmLAMS. When were these variable fees first brought
into existence, when did they start using them?
Secretary FREEMAN-.. They went into effect on July 30.
Senator WUJA3is. But that is the new idea that was developed
since the establishment of the Common Market, was it not?
Secretary FiREEMAN. It results from the agreement on which the
Common Market was founded. They have had their toughest time
in agriculture, as the Senator knows, and the use of a variable fee
system was a determination they made sometime back.
Senator WLLIAMS. I agree with you to a certain extent with the
importance of these markets to American agriculture, and we do
export a lot of products in there and we want to protect it. But
the 30 percent to which they increased their barriers are also a concern
to many of us, and I am wondering if you don't feel that in order to
et some concessions on these recently enacted barriers, that we may
ave to raise some of our tariffs on some of their products and
negotiate from that point.
Secretary FREEMAN. This may very well result-I don't think for
a moment that we as a nation should not most vigorously exercise
our rights and insist that we not be discriminated against. It may
very well be as these negotiations go forward that we are going to
have to take some pretty sharp and firm positions on a number of
commodities.
On the other hand, in ,Vil fairness to them, I think sometimes we
get a little confused about the position we are in. I find this around
the country, I don't suggest that this committee. has any confusion.
People kind of overlap in their thinking of the Trade Expansion Act
and the Common Market.
Now, the Common Market is there, it is going to be there to stay.
There isn't anything we can do about it and we are going to have
to Jive with it whether we like it or we don't.
I happen to think it is good for us economically and for the free
world.
The question then is, How do we adjust to it? How do we protect
ourselves? How do we benefit from the increased economic growth?
The question we are discussing here this morning is, How will this
Trade Agreement Act help us to do that?
Now, for 70 percent of our agricultural trade, which includes many
items they don't produce internally, we are going to do well and Amer-
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can agriculture will benefit from it because we can get in there and
co pete.
That is just fine.
On the tough ones in the remaining 30 percent, however, where they
set up the variable fee systems, we are concerned, and we are bargaining just as hard as we know how.
They did say to us at Geneva when we discussed the variable fee
items, "Well, all right, you have some bindings on these items with us,
but we will withdraw those bindings and ma e some substitutions on
other things to settle the account, and then you won't have anything
to say about these variable fee items, anything to say about what we
do at all about wheat, about feed grains, about poultry. We will have
closed our accounts."
They were going to do this, but we wanted to keep these accounts
open-which we did. We will start our negotiations on these commodities, with the retention of the position that we were in before we
went to Geneva on the last tariff negotiations, the 24-6 and Dillon
round. We have thus kept ourselves in the act as it were.
For these commodities the key question is where will they set their
prices internally. If they set their prices at a level that will not
increase their domestic production uneconomically, then our exports
will increase because their economic growth will be such that it will
call for more of our products.
But if they set internal prices so high as to call forth more and
uneconomic production and then protect that with a fee on imports
then we will lose some of the markets we have already. This will be
a new kind of negotiation which has all kinds of implications as you
can clearly see.
Senator WILLIAIS. I don't question for one moment but what you
have been negotiating to the best of your ability and trying to get the
best deal for American agriculture, but what concerns me is not only"
with agriculture but far too often we are confronted with the situation where'these countries will raise their tariffs or raise their fees
to some high level, and then they will sit down and they say, "Well,
we will negotiate dropping these if you in turn will give us a tariff
reduction somewhere else," and I am wondering if we aren't going to
have to raise something, too, and then sit down and we will all negotiate from a higher level.
If we negotiate from the low level on tariffs and concessions which
have already been granted and let them add on their increased fees,
we are going to end tip at the short end of the bargaining agreement
each time.
Secretary FREEMAN. I would certainly not permit it to happen that
way. If they follow this kind of course and fail to live up to agreements that have been reached and arbitrarily increase tariffs in violation of bindings that have been negotiated, we will have to act and
retaliate, if necessary.
But for my part, in dealing with them and in dealing with most
people, I prefer not to threaten but rather to act when called upon, and
in this instance, I believe that is the sound course to follow.
Senator WILIAMS. Perhaps I would agree with you that the word
"retaliation" may not be a good word, but we will just put it reciprocity in reverse.
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But if they really want a reciprocal trade program and they want
concessions on our side they must give concessions, and I think as you
have pointed out on this 30 percent of the agricultural products they
have raised their barriers and we will be negotiating from a higher
level than we would a year ago.
Secretary FREEMAN. No; that is not true, Senator, they have not up
to this point. The bindings that we have had previously, under the
agreements with them, have been continued, that is, up until the 30th
o July. Now on some commodities they are going to move into this
new system.
By the same token, in all fairness the record ought to show they at
the same time are removing quantitative restrictions that we have
wrestled with before, mixing regulations, and other kinds of
limitations.
Senator WVMLIAMS. Of course, the end of July has now passed anid
how much more will it cost American farmers to put a pound of
poultry in Germany today than it would a year ago?
Secretary FREEMAN. As of-it would have gone now from about
51 2 to about 91/2 cents. But as I said earlier, Senator, I think that
there is going to be some improvement in connection with that in the
very near future, and I can assure you we haven't been sitting on our
hands.
Senator WILiAMs. I know you haven't and I didn't mean to infer
that you had, but it is a problem. It is a problem to the industry
because it almost means complete elimination of that portion of the
products which have been exported, as you well know, and these are
increases and we will be negotiating on the basis of the increase, not

on the basis of the old tariwsh.
I think it is well for these countries to know, we won't use the word
"retaliation" but if they keep insisting on raising these imports, or
raising these fees on the export of some of our commodities, we may,
in turn, have to give them some reciprocity in the opposite direction
on something that is coming into this country, maybe not agricultural
commodities, but it can be some of the concessions which have been
granted on some of their other products which have been coming in.
I think we need a program here, and I have always supported the
reciprocal trade program and have every intention of doing it in the
future, but I think reciprocal trade programs must be true reciprocities in which both sides give some concessions and it is not just a
one-way street.
I think you will agree with that point not only for agriculture but
for industry.
The CTIAm1RAw. Senator Hartke?
Senator HART E. Mr. Secretary, you make the statement that the
estimated value of the agricultural products shipped to the Common
Vlarket areas are 1.2 billions in 1962.
I wonder if you have the figures for the prior years, say, 5 years
prior to that?
Secretary FREEMAN. I don't have them at the tip of my tongue,
Senator.
Senator IJARTKE. Are they substantially the same, larger or what?
Secretary FREE.Nr.kN. No; this represents a very substantial increase
and a new record. I have here-
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Senator IIARTKE. Yes.
Secretary FREEMAN. A report that just came out from the Department.
You can't quite see this but it is a graph that shows item after
item of increases over 1960.
Senator IIABTKE. Are those charts you have in your hands. I
would like to include them, Mr. Chairman, by reference and not made
a part of the record. Could I have this incorporated by reference
without including it in the record?
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection.
The charts referred to will b9 found in the files of the committee.)
senatorr HARTKE. Is this ehart to which you have referred there,
deal with the shipment of goods to the Common Market countries?
Secretary FREMAN. This would be our total expos.
Senator HARTKIE. Total exports. Yes.
Secretary FREEMIAN. Yes.
Senator Y-ARTKE. That is increase in totals.
Secretary FREEM[AN. Yes.
Could I respond to your earlier question if I may?
In 1954 to 1955 total agricultural exports were $3.1 billion.
Senator HARTKE. Yes.
Secretary FREEMAN. In 1960-61 they were $,4.9billion, and in 196162. they were $5.1 billion. So they have climbed from $3.1 billion to
$5.1 billion since 1954-55.
Senator HARTKE. An ihrease of about $2 billion.
Secretary FREE.M1AN. Yes, sir.
Senator YirTKE. This is a very significant factor, of course, in our
balance-of-paments problem.
Secretary IN ERENAN. Very much so.
Senator TIARTKE. Yes.

Now, back to that, do you have or can you supply for us the proori ion of that increase of $2 billion that was shipped to the Common
Market area.
Secretary FREEMALIN. Yes. We shipped about $1.1 to $2 billion of
that to the Common Market area.
Senator HARTKE. I meant during the prior years?
Secretary FREEMAN. In the last year.
Senator IIARTKE. What I am trying to do is get a comparison back
to the prior years.
Secretary REEMAN. I see what you mean.
Senator HARTUE. To the Common Market. You have given us noW
the increase in the overall exports of commodities, agricultural cornmodities.
What I am trying to arrive at is the increase to the Common M.rket
area.
6 Secretary FREEMAN. May I submit that in exact figures for the record but during the period the increase in our shipments into the
Common Market countries went up about 30 percent?
Senator HARTKE. Yes.
All right, if you could submit that I would appreciate it.
(The information referred to follows:)
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TABLE 1A.-U.S.

domestic exports to the European Eonomic Community
countries, 1957-61
fin thousands)
Year eaded Dee. 1V

Country of destination

....
1957

1958

Agricrultural:
Bilgium
and Luxembourg -----------$144,844
$102,
85, 118
86, 530
652
France -------------------------------Vest Germany ----------------------Italy- --- ------------------------

411,412
21, 916

Total, European Economic Community ---------------------------

1,093,664

Net errands ----------------------Other countries ----------------------Total, agricultural ...............

-

France ------------------.............
West Germany---------italy
/
----------

-----------------

Total, Europea(n Economic C
unity
----------------

Other counted, ------------......
Total, nonarieultural.
Total, all
Total do

821,58

3,032,4 0

-

263,748

500,128
632, 737
446,062

660

2,051,213
2
26

1 ,0j

6

1BI& ),-

----------------------

1 7,W
#l. 4K 454

estjc exports.

$13,
128, 857
157

$119,642
112, 376

354,905
150,140

371,200
2S5,865

926, 011

1, 09,724

31S

4,824,187

318, 559

220,961

1, 571 736

2,067, 399
17,69

472

40, 293

66 713
11087,787
787,597

483

38

6, t,006

2,301,170

N 5,801,396

3,812,966

l$.m, 143

11,511,796 __,37,747

_W4 11, 6640
)t ffS 815,

&029,72

736
486

43

1 29,482

1,157,051

&872681

28, 437

272,443
430,2
28,043

10219,127

317, 96

3, 463

214, N9G

232,061-2
10, P)0,104

319,65

3,028&W

.
887,931
49L 367

1961

305,222
116,723

205,384

14--1-41.
57,,8

untrtes --------------

Special category

8,413,714

low0

$123,087
62, 470

295. 464
141. ,53

T
'07 .379

Nonagricultural:
Belgium and Luxembourg----......
Netherlands.

238, 375

19,5

1

637,183

E 662,5364

1,786.033
17,U W9602

9.717

1

875
1, j9 65%

20,6 8, 5,

Not available by caunte es

Senator ILARITKE, Also, in regard to that, has there been a signtficant
change since the Common Market cane into existence?
S ecretarf FREEMAM.
z On the items WhiM'we have adeess they h4vefron 1958 t 1961 they climbed from $821,583,000 to, 1961 figd're of
.;1,157,051,00). or they went up about a. little more. than $300 million.
Senator JLAftTKE. Whiellis roughly in cn,mparisoh to the total overall increase in exports for the same area; is that right? For the same
period?
.,
Secretary FREEMAh. I would have to check that now just to be sure.
Senator HAREE. In-egard to those statements-can you give us
for the record the principl-.items of dollar vale which q nstituted
the $1.2 billion?
Secretary FREEMAN. Soybeans, poultry, wheat.
Senator IART E. Do you have the approximate valuation of those?
Secretary FREEM AN. I have a table here, Senator, which details a
dozen or so commodities.
.
The items which we ship in the greatest volume are cotton, $287
million; soybeans, $121 million; feedjrains $186 million.
Senator HARTKE. Feed grains, which items are those, you don't
have those broken down.

Secretary

FREEMAN.

Senator HIrARx.

Mostly corn.

How much was that?
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Secretary FREEMAN. $186 million; wheat and flour, $179 million,
and poultry and eggs that we have discussed here, $47 million; fruit
and vegetables, Mr. Chairman, $70 million.
Senator IARTKE. Any apples?
Secretary FREEMAN. Well, we will have to get a further breakdown.
I am sure there is some there. [Laughter.]
Senator HArrKE. I might say for the record those of the quality of
the chairman's would certainly be a desirable item in any area.
Secretary FREEMAN. I could add tobacco, too, which is $96 million
and a very significant item.
Senator Ii ARTKE. Now, in those items which items of those do they
propose, or do they propose to apply it to all these items?
They don't grow cotton, do they?
Secretary FREE31EAN. No. The items we are concerned with now ,to
which the variable fee would be applied are wheat and wheat flour,
feed grains, poultry. These are-and rice, which has been increasingly
imported into these countries.
Senator HARTKE. You didn't give me the figure on rice, the amount
on rice.
Secretary FREEMAN. It is not in this table. We will get that for
you later.
Mr. Ioanes tells me it runs about $15 million.
Senator HARMKE. $15 million.
These items then, which are going to be affected by the variable fee
run in excess of $500 million, is that right, of the $1.2 billion ?
Secretary FREEMAN. Between $300 and $400 million.
Senator HARTKE. You had feed grains, $186 million; wheat, $179
million; poultry, $47 million, and rice, $15 million. Unless my multiplication is wrong.
Secretary FRFEMAN. That is roughly right.
Senator TARTKE. Over $400 million.
What I was trying to find out in this, in regard to these items themselves, do you have any indication at all as to thc impact they are
going to apply to the variable fee?
Is it going to be more stringent on any one of these items than the
others?
Secretary FREEMAN. We have been, of course, negotiating with them
in trying to, as I said earlier, stay vigorously in the act in connection
with'all of them because the basic economic philosophy they apply to
this in relation to their domestic supports is fundamental.
Then, in addition we have negotiated and discussed very thoroughly
item by item by item. Poultry has been a matter of particular concern in recent days, and we expect that there will be some substantial
improvements in terms of the fee that was initially announced.
We have some commitments from them in connection with wheat
hnd hard wheat, in particular, that we will be giving very real consideration if our imports drop.
We have been very concerned and have been working very closely
with the Dutch in connection with flour and have some hopes that are
more than just dreams that if this runs strongly adversely that we
will be sympathetically treated, so we have been doing both arguing in
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relation to this new system and then being just as toughminded and
vigorous as we can commodity by commodity, by commodity.
Senator HARTKE. Now, the variable fee, the institution of the variable fee on these products, though, is an institution as a result of Common Market development is that right?
Secretary FREEMAN. That is right.
Senator IAR.HK. And the problem which it presents is a current one
and, therefore, you are attempting to meet it under the present laW.
Secretary FREEMAN-. That is correct.
Senator HARTKE. In what regard and to what extent would the proposed act, which is under consideration by the committee, change your
position so that you could more effectively deal with this problem,
which is presented? I think this is basically what is needed to know,
it would point up the need of the law, in other words, it gets away
from the system you have now, how would it change it?
Secretary FREEMAN. I could give you a very direct example that
would apply to a commodity which we are concerned about,
tis is not
a variable fee item, I am talking about tobacco now, that we might
ver well be able to negotiate.
Senator HARTKE. Let's come back to tobacco for i minute. I want
to talk now about the variable fee items which you -ty are presenting
the principal problems.
Secretary FREEMAN. If we are able to offer to them a reduction in
our imports in the area that will be of interest and economically important to them more so than we can do today, obviously our position
in negotiating with them on the variable fee items will be substantially
strengthened.
Senator HARTKE. Let's take this on wheat now, how would that
work?
Secretary FREEIMAN. It would work, let's just say that on wheat we
would hope that itSenator HAiRKE. Let's take the present situation.
Secretary FREEMAN. The present situation that two countries that
concern us would be Frnce and Germany. The support price in
Germany is $3 plus. The support price in France is $2.30.
If the support price ends up at $2.30 when they have merged their
own internal fees or theiroown internal relationships, why the fee on
top of that will not bring on as much production as it would if it ends
up at $3.
If we are able to offer them concessions on items that France and
Germany can ship to us, concessions that we could not grant under the
present law, this will be very important in trying to prevent them from
setting an artificially high supp ort price and putting a fee high enough
to protect it.
Senator HARTKE. What you are saying, though, is that the reciprocity would work not in regard to wheat but in regard to wheat and
another related item that is shipped in, is that true?
Secretary FREEMAN. That is correct.
Senator HARMKE. Now, under the the present law you are contending
you say you don't have the authority which is broad enough that the
president can make the concessions in other areas in order to compensate for getting the benefits which you feel are necessary in the field of
wheat.
87270-62-pt. 4-34
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In respect to that, how specifically would this work at the present
time and under the new law which would give you this additional
authority?
Where would you make the trade?
Secretary FREEMAN. Well, I am not prepared to say here at this
table precisely what concession we might make to them in return for
their not setting the price supports on wheat at an artificially high
level.
Senator HARTKE. All right, let's back u ) again.
How, are you attempting to negotiate this at the present time, what
weapons do you have? What instruments and what facilities?
Secretary FREEMAN. Well, one of them isSenator HArKE. In order to effectuate any type of arrangement
with them.
Secretary FREE.IAN. One of them is the very fact that this Trade
Expansion Act has been recommended by the President and will hopefully be acted upon by the Congress so we can say to them there will
be a whole complex of things, "that you are interested in that we can
do business in." We can't do business today, very well, a-ad that is our
problem, that is why we are here.
Senator HARTKE. What you are saying here is you are dealing in
anticipation of the enactment of a proposed law, is that right ?
Secretary FREEMAN. That is right.
Senator HARTKE. Is this your sole weapon at the present time?
Secretary FREEMAN. NO. We have certain bargaining rights that
we have carried over from previous agreements with individual
countries of the six which we still retain even though negotiations
were closed at Geneva.
We have the various well, the overall position of the United States
and its position in relationship with these nations and the strong
posture that has been taken b the State Department and the President, that excluding us from these markets is going to be viewed with
considerably less than enthusiasm as it is.
Senator HARTHE. In other words, on those things you are speaking
now that there are political implications on the United States side?

Secretary FREEMAN. That is correct.

Senator HARTKE. In addition to the economic considerations which
can be applied in order to obtain the desirable end you feel in the
field of agriculture, is that right?
Secretary FREEMAN. That is exactly right. They can be and they
are.
Senator HArTHE. Now, in this field of shipments to the Common
Market areas, what relations does the exportation of agricultural
products have to the total exports, I don't know if you have, maybe
you have given this figure, the total exports to the Common Market
area?
Secretary FREEMAN. About 25 to 30 percent of our exports go to
the Common Market areas.
Senator HArmTE. In other words, the agricultural ehase of the
Common Market is a very real and substantial one, isn% that right?

Secretary

FREEMAN.

It certainly is.
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Senator HARTKE. And the problem is presented primarily in those
areas which you mentioned before of the feeu grains, wheat, poultry,
and rice?
That is correct.
Secretary FmN.
Senator HARTK. It is in that section of the agricultural economy
that the greatest concern should be evidenced by the Americans?
Secretary FREMAN. That is correct.
Senator HARTHE. All right.
In relation to this araa there is an aid section for the injury, aid
to the injured industry, :ight?
Secretary Femiwj. Right.
Senator IHARTHE. Could you explain to me how, in what manner
this section would apply in relation, say, to these four principal
products which stand great chance of being injured?
Secretary FREmAN. These four commodities would not be affected
by this, Senator because what we are talking about now are concessions being made on other products for which we would then need
to apply the adjustment. In order to get the completeSenator HARTKE. Let me back up.

We have agreed there is a substantial portion of the export to the
Common Market area?
Secretary FREEMAN. That is correct.
Senator HARTKE. Is it generally conceded and agreed that the first
industry which is going to feel the effect of the Common Market,
the first industry in the United States which is going to feel the
effect of the Common Market i the agriculture industry?
Secretary FREEMAN. It is going to feel it very strongly.
Senator HARTKE. This is generally a conceded fact that of all the
competitive industries in the United States agriculture is going to
feel it first?
Secretary FREEMAN. That is correct.
Senator HARTKE. If this is true and assuming that injury occurs
in certain areas which I assume is also conceded, is that correctSecretary FREEMAN. That is correct.
Senator HARTKE (continuing). There is a chance of some injury
occurring. Will you explain how the aid section would apply in the
a
field of agriculture?
Secretary FREEM AN. Well, it wouldn't apply.
It would apply to the extent that if we were able to negotiate, let
us say, in connection with poultry to cut off the variable fee, and in
return, why, we gave a tariff concession on items X, Y, and Z, then
let us say that the people who worked in the industries that produced
items X1 Y, and Z, they then could qualify if they were damaged
under this act for adjustment assistance.
Senator HAWK. All right. That is what I am talking about;
in this aid section, now assuming that there is some injury and that
they can apply for adjustment, can you explain to me how this would
work in the field of the agriculturalproducts?
Secretary FREEMAN. What you are saying is if we gave an agricultural adjustment ?
Senator HARTKE. That is right.
Secretary FREE-MAN. Well, it would work conceivably the same
way it would work in the industrial area, but probably it would not
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apply as clearly and we have a number of tools in agriculture now
that would be used in this regard.
Senator HARTKE. For example?
Secretary FREEMAN. First of all, section 22 of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act.
Then we have the FHA program and a number of other programs
in agriculture, that seek to assist farmers who are having problems.
It is conceivable that the adjustment mechanism might apply to
a certain kind of producers. If you found that a given commodity
was, in effect, priced out of the market altogether, why, you might
use this adjustment assistance to prowy ' retraining for the people
who had been working in this particular commodity.
Senator HART E. Yes.
This is what presents the complexity to me.
How do you provide, make a determination as to which farmer, for
example, needs retraining as the result of the competitive forces which
have been exerted from the Common Market, and those which have
occurred, for example, in this field and the competitive forces of a
normal situation within the United States in a business which already
has seen itself in a place where it is very difficult to determine what
is a fair and going price and a going rate for the people working on
the farms?
Secretary FREE31AN. This does present some imponderables clearly
but we don't envisage it will constitute much of a problem to agriculture because, in the first place, we don't expect to make agricultural
concessions that are going to affect U.S. agriculture in this way.
Now, to the extent such concessions are made they will be in a relatively small segment and where I think that the impact would be
clearly discernible, then the adjustment mechanisms would more
obviously apply.
Senator HARTKE. But isn't it for all practical effect that the instruients you have in law at the present time would have to be utilized
rather than any special effect that could be given through this act and
the aid section?
Secretary FREEMAN. We don't think the aid section in this bill is
going to affect agriculture very much.
Senator HARTKE. That is what I was really of the opinion myself.
Secretary FREE-MAN. But we want to be under it, and we are under
it and leave us under it because if we are affected why we want it.
Senator HARTKE. In other words, just in case?
Senator FREEMAN. That is right.
Senator HARTKE. Has any attempt been made to come to-has any
study been made or any attempt been made to make a determination
as to the comparative production costs relative to agricultural items
in the Common Market items and those in the United States?
Secretary FREMF.AN. We have a number of such studies, and our
costs are substantially less per unit of production on most agricultural
items.
Senator HARTKE. Has any comparison been made as to the comparative delivered price of agriculture items in these Common Market
countries, including the transportation and processing and production
costs in relation to the Common Market countries?
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Secretary FREEMAN. In relation to the Common Market countries,
with the exception of dairy, perhaps, if we took off all kinds of duties
and restrictions of all kinds and said, "Go to it," why, we would have
a field day. There would beSenator LIARTl1E. In other words, as far as we are concerned in this
problem in a comparison of the relative expense of labor and production the United States is far ahead of the European Common Market
countries?
Secretary FREEMAN. That is correct.
Senator HARTKE. So this hue and cry we hear about the unfair
competitive position would not exist in the field of agriculture, is that
right?
Secretary FREEMAN. As far as--I gather now this is directed
toward the whole question of export subsidies?
Senator HARTKE. That is right.
Secretary FREEMKAN. Well, we use export subsidies to compete in
these countries with other suppliers, not with the countries themselves.
Now, in relation to Common Market countries we are talking of
access to that market and not export subsidy because we need no export
subsidy to compete with production prices in the Common Market.
Senator HARTKE. So the question is not whether we join but whether
we would have a chance to compete in the competitive arena?
Secretary FREEMAN. That is exactly right.
Senator 'HARTKE. In these conflicts if they do occur between the
Agriculture and State Departments and I hope they do not, I assume
they do?
Secretary FREEMAN. I want to express my highest regard for the
State Department, Under Secretary Ball and his associates. They are
competent and dedicated, able and we have enjoyed working with
them.
Senator HARTKE. That is for the record. [Laughter.]
Secretary FREEMAN. Senator, I can't understand all these inferences. [Laughter.]
Senator HARTKE. The inferences have been purely yours, and not
mine.
In the final analysis inT these negotiations when there does come this
real difference of opinion as to economic, political considerations which
should be considered, who makes the final determination?
Secretary FREEMAN. The President.
Senator HrARTKE. Well now, I agree that is a matter of theory.
Secretary FREEMAN. That is not a matter of theory at all. When
there is a strong difference of opinion on one of these issues, it is
carried to the President, not only is, but has been, and I am sure itwill
be in the future.
Senator HARTKE. All right; I will accept that.
You seem rather emphatic.
I think that is all the questions I have, Mr. Chairman.
The CHATRMAN. Thank you, Senator.
Senator Carlson?
Senator CARLSON. Mr. Secretary, first I want to commend you and
your Department and other Federal agencies together with many
private organizations and agencies in this country that have been able
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to build up this very outstanding foreign agricultural trade. I think
it is-the figures that you gave us this morning are-certainly out.
standing, and our Nation does have a great agricultural export market
and, of course, we are greatly concerned about protecting it and increasing it, if possible.
But I did want to commend you for it. I think you have done a
very fine job on that.
Secretary FREEMAN. Thank you, sir.
Senator CARLSON. I do have some problems and I am conerned as
I think you have gathered, probably not this morning, bat every
representative that we have had from the administration beginning
with Secretary of Commerce, Mr. Hodge, and others, have been
presented with this problem of our concern for the continued export
of agricultural products and I noticed this morning that you made
a statement that would be in the record that the voice of agriculture
is weak at the bargaining table, and I agree with you.
I think we have been weak, and my question is going to be, What
assurance can you give us that we will be stronger in the future?
Secretary FREEMAN. The assurance, Senator, that the Department
which has sought to be as effective as possible and as militant as we
could be by strengthening our resources, by adequate preparation, and
by a closer and more e fective working relationship with the State
Department, who have given in the last 19 months a great deal more
time and attention to agriculture in these negotiations, I believe, that
we are going to be in a stronger position to bargain effectively and
that we will continue to increase our effectiveness by sharpening our
weapons, and hopefully by adding new arrows to the arsenal when
this bill is passed.
Senator CARLSO.N. Mr. Secretary. as you well know, this year in
April we concluded with several nations, including the EEC countries,
some negotiations at Geneva.
Secretary FRMN..
Yes. sir.
Senator CARESo.N. And on July 17 Canada announced that as a

re-

suit of these recent rounds of tariff agreements and negotiations in
GATT at Geneva they were given assurance by the EEC countries
that their exports of wheat would be protected. If you are familiar
with that, can you state for the record what assurances our Nation
has been given that their rights would be protected on the exportation
of wheat ?
Secretary FREEMAN. 'We have the same assurances, Senator.
Senator'CARLSON. You have the same assurances?
Secretary FREEMAN. Yes, sir. That if our exports of hard wheat
drop off and our market is affected remedial adjustments will be
made.
This was the only commodity under a variable levy system that
we could get this firm a commitment on.
Senator CARLSON. Of course, we are not going to get into a discussion afain because you have mentioned our problems in dealing with
the European Economic Community with regard to wheat and their
high support prices.
Secretary FREEMANN.

Yes, sir.

Senator CARLSON. And having visited those countries myself and
studied them some I am in thorough accord with you- view, and our
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hope is that their price support level will come down in order that
we can compete and secure some markets there.
Secretary FREEMAN. If they hold it down and with the expansion
of their economic well-being and their population, our markets in that
area can and, I believe, will grow. If they increase it and bring in
additional uneconomic production we will be in trouble.
Senator CARLSON. Well now, the general policy, I have noticed, of
this administration and of this Nation, is to support the entry of
the United Kingdom, another one of these large wheat-grain markets,
into the European Economic Community.
Will this bill provide the necessary authority to maintain our trade
or to expand it?
Secretary FREEMAN. Well, we are obviously going to have to continue our negotiations, and the stakes become even higher when the
U.K. becomes a part of the Common Market complex.
Hopefully, their entrance should be a strengthening of the forces
within the community who believe in a progressive policy, and who
resist protectionist high support policies internally.
Our interests are very similar to many of the Commonwealth countries who also are deeply concerned about continued access to the EEC
market, When the dust finally settles we hope the situation will be
improved.
Senator CARLSON. Isn't it reasonable to assume that Great Britain
will not enter this Common Market unless she is given assurances that
the Commonwealth countries, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand
be given preferential treatment?
Secretary FREEMAN. If the Senator doesn't mind I will defer to
my colleague in the State Department to speculate on what the U.K.
is going to do with the Commonwealth countries.
Senator CARLSON. Of course, those three countries are great competitors of ours when it comes to agricultural commodities.
Secretary FREEMAN. That is correct.

Senator 'CARLSON. And Great Britain depends very largely on imports from those countries for its food supplies, and to me it seems it
should be and will be and must be of great concern to our Nation
should Great Britain enter the Common market and we don't have an
understanding in this retard.
Secretary FREEMAN. I share that concern and I would agree with
the Senator's statement.
Senator CARLSON. Now, assume that Great Britain, in fact even
without Great Britain entering the Common Market, do you think
the negotiating authority in this bill is adequate and will be adequately
used to obtain- commitments from the EEC to assure our continued
access to these markets?
Secretary FREEIMAx. Let me just say this, Senator, this will represent a very long step forward and will give us a great deal more by
way of bargaining tools than we have now, and I believe that with it
we will be able to be in a much stronger position in seeking to protect our markets.
Senator CARLSON. I appreciate we will get additional bargaining
tools and I have heard the colloquy between the Senator from Delaware and yourself regarding other provisions that might be necessary, and we don't like to use the word "retaliation" but would it be
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possible to add something to this bill that would assure that in case
there are variable import fees, restrictions against some of our commodities that the President would be given even more authority than
he is given in this bill?
Secretary FREEMAN. I rather doubt it because we have on most
items now, in effect a treaty, an agreement, a binding, through the
medium of agreements reached at GATT to which we have committed
ourselves not to raise. duties on certain products. If they fail' to live
up to their agreements, why we can retaliate, if we want to use that
word, and the occasion might come where we will need to do so.
But the number of our commodities that are not affected bv duty
concessions are minimal, and this being the case., I believe we can anl
if necessary will act accordingly.
I don't )have in mind, at least, any amendment to this bill that I
think would serve the purpose that thie Senator very properly has in
mind.
Senator CARLSON. You realize, of course, that the European Economic Community, or the Common Market countries do not hesitate
to write restrictive measures, negotiate with variable fees; in fact,
completely eliminate certain countries from their market.
For instance, Japan is not permitted to trade with the European
Economic Connunity countries.
Secretary FR.MAN. You see, after we have negotiated with them
on this, Senator, they have said, in effect, "All right, and this is within the province of the GAT' procedures. We are going to withdraw
these items that go under variable fees and we will compensate for
that in something else." We didn't want that to happen, and as I
have said "kept, the door open." TheK have not violated the agreements, strictly speaking, and I don't think that we, as a nation, have
ever followed a policy of violating ours. So it is now a matter, in
terms of strict legality, where we are not, in a position to do much
about it unless we want to violate our agreements.
Senator CARISON. Of course, again we get to the place where some
of these countries have violated their agreements with GATT, that we
have had with them with GATT. It.was brought out in the testimonv by the Senator from Illinois yesterday that Germany had violated it on coal and I think that has been adjusted. I think it can be
safely -aid that the Netherlands has violated it on the import,of flour.
Secretary FREEMAN. That iscorrect.
Senator CARESON. And I brought these matters up when Secretary
Hodges appeared before the committee and I am somewhat familiar
with this importation of wheat flour- and how the Netherlands increased their import levey from 1.1 guilders, I believe, to as high as
6.5 znilders, on a certain nuantity of wheat, unit of wheat.
Secretary FREEMAN. Flour.
Senator C.msoN. Wheat flour, and it did have an effect.
Now, the Secretary has been very kind and informed me while they
did this they have protested vigorously, and I think are getting some
coilessi ons: but. it is one of the problems we have in dealing with these
countries, and I think when it, gets down to the final analysis it. is
.(roing to be, in my opinion, the toughness of the negotiator plus sufficient langainge in our statutes to permit him to negotiate on a tough
hlnqs: w-ould you agree with that,?
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Secretary FFEMAN. I concur with that completely, and I think
this must be done.
Senator CARLSON. Mr. Chairman, I believe that is all.
I am going to ask unanimous consent to place in the record a letter
that I received from Mr. Jones, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Trade
Policy from the Department of Commerce on the assurances that
they received from the Canadian ariculture-regrding the Canadian agricultural exports and the Netherlands systems of variable
levies on wheat flour.
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection the insertion will be made.
(The letter referred to follows:)
THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF COMMERCE,
Washington, D.O., August 10, 1962.
HOn. FRANK CARLSON,
U.S. Senate, Washington,D.O.
DEAB SENATOR CARLSON: In the course of Secretary Hodges testimony on
Monday, July 23, 1962, with respect to the proposed Trade Expansion Act, you
inquired concerning the assurances Canada has received from the European
Economic Community with respect to the maintenance of access to the Common
Market for wheat and whether U.S. wheat will receive similar treatment (unrevised stenographic minutes, pp. 125, 126). You also inquired about the Netherland's system of variable levies on wheat flour (unrevised stenographic minutes,
p. 128).
I am pleased to enclose memorandums on these subjects.
Please let me know if you require any additional information.
Sincerely yours,
PETER T. JONES,
Deputy Assistant SecretarV for Trade PolicV.
EEC

ASSURANCES

REGARDING

CANADIAN

AGRICULTURAL EXPORTS

Canada announced on July 17, 1962, that, as the result of the recent round
of tariff negotiations under the GATT in Geneva, it had obtained assurances
under two special agreements regarding access for its wheat into the European
Common Market, pending the working out of the common agricultural policy
of the EEC.
These are interim agreements providing for a standstill in the existing terms
of access for Canadian wheat into the Common Market. Under these agreements, the EEC and the six member countries undertake to negotiate with
Canada not later than June 30, 1963, the terms of access which by virtue of
the common agricultural policy will displace the existing national regimes.
Furthermore, until the pitting into force of this policy, the six member countries undertake not to intensify or otherwise adversely alter the existing terms
of access for Canadian wheat. In the event that imports of Canadian wheat
should, as a result of this agricultural policy, fall appreciably below the datum
level specified in the agreements, the member states will take steps to rectify
the situation.
The United States has been given the same assurances by the EEC for its
wheat and will likewise negotiate with the Common Market on the terms of
n access for this export.
THE NETHERLANDS

SYSTEM OF VARIABLE LEVIES ON WHEAT FLOUR

Historically, the Netherlands has regulated the importation of wheat flour
and of a number of other agricultural products mainly by the imposition of
variable import fees, the so-called monopoly fees. These fees are in addition
to regular import duties, which are generally low or zero.
In GATT negotiations, the United States had obtained front the Netherlands
a commitment to admit a specified quantity (65,000 metric tons) of wheat
flour annually free of duty. In addition, the Netherlands had bound the range
of the import monopoly fee of wheat flour by agreeing to apply a complicated
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formula which, broadly speaking, calculates the levy by multiplying the rate
of the monopoly fee on heat with the reciprocal of the current extraction
rate for wheat.
During the first 9 months of 1960, the rate of the monopoly levy on wheat
flour was 1.1 guilders per 100 kilograms. On September 30, 1960, this levy
was increased to 5 guilders. The U.S. Government Immediately made representations to the Netherlands Government expre.sing its concern over this
action.
In response the Netherlands, while acknowledging that this action might
constitute a technical violation of a GATT obligation, stated that the increase
in the levy was not intended to diminish U.S. wheat flour exports and that the
Dutch Government would be willing to reconsider the increase if any dropoff
of U.S. wheat flour exports occurred. The Netherlands said it did not have
any objections to the case being discussed under the pertinent rules of the
GATT, but that this might not be necessary if the level of U.S. exports were
to be maintained. Netherlands imports of U.S. wheat flour were, in fact,
very well maintained under the 5-guilder levy. The following table shows
Netherlands Imports of wheat flour from the United States for the years 1958
through 1961 and for the first 4 months of 1962. (It should be noted that 1961
purchases had reached 55,000 metric tons by the time that the increase to
6.50 guilders was enacted.)
Netherland8imports of U.S. wheat flor
Year:
1958
------------------------------------------------1959 -----------------------------------------------------------

1960

-------------------------------------------------

Metric
tons
73,8W0
68,198

82,704

1961
------------------------------------------------69,135
1962 (January-April)
----------------------------------22,630
In June 1961, however, the levy was again Increased, from 5 to 6.5 guilders.
The U.S. Government immediately made strong representations to the Netherlands Government requesting assurances that U.S. exports would not s'.er,
and seeking a cancellation of the increase. The Netherlands Government assured the United States in writing that imports of wheat flour from the United
States would continue at an annual rate of at least 75,000 metric tons until
the Institution of the EEC's common agricultural policy.
Consequently, when Dutch imports of U.S. flour dropped to a low level, following the June 1961 increase, proceedings were started within the Netherlands
Government to modify the levy. Action was finally taken, effective January
1, 1962, when the import fee on flour was reduced to its previous level of 5
guilders.

Senator BENNErr. Mr. Secretary, you say:
I only want to say I believe our farmers will have under this bill sounder and
more realistic protection from unwise tariff reductions than they have had In the
past.

Do you know of any previous unwise tariff reductions that have
been made that have injured agriculture? Can you spell those out
for us so that we can make sure that the bill doesn't permit them?
Secretary FREEMAN;. What I was really thinking about in connection with this, Senator, was in terms of making sure that there would
not be unwise reductions in the future. I was looking prospectively
and not retrospectively.
Senator BEN mrnr. then you would like to correct the record and
you would like to make it clear you do not think there have been unwise
tariff reductions in the past.
Secretary FREMAN. I don't have-let me qualify it a little, will
you. and I will say I don't have any at the tip of my tongue at this
moment.
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Senator BF.NNEn .I assume that you were going to qualify it and
say that if there have been unwise tariff reductions they probably have
not injured am'iculture.

[Laughter.]

Secretary FP=ErAwN. Senator, if you don't mind, may I let the previous statement stand?
Senator BENNET. All right.' This is kind of a sweeping statement,
the effect of which has been to indicate that under the previous law
there have been unwise tariff reductions which changes in this law

would prevent, and let's put it this way: Can you point out any specific difference between this proposed law and the present one which
would provide that protection against what you have called unwise
tariff r&luctions?
Secretary FREEMAN. I think the procedure set down in the new act,
particularly in connection with the time element by way of the escape
clause, makes it possible to act more rapidly and forthrightly and
prevent these matters from being dillydallied and delayed, and it is
very hard to get them into a sharp focus.
Senator BEnNET. Then you think it is a question of time affecting agricultural commodities that permitted unwise tariff reductions
or might prevent unwise tariff reductions in the future. If you can
act quickly, a tariff reduction will be wise, but if you have to wait a
few months it becomes unwise.
Secretary FREEMAN. Did I say that?
Senator BENE.Tm. No; I am just trying to interpret what you did
say because you have said the only change in the law is the time
element.
Secretary FREEMAN. The escape clause previsions that provide a
remedy in the event a reduction should be made that has a strongly
adverse effect on domestic producers are equally strong as they are in
the previous law and have the additional advantage, I believe, that
the Tariff Commission would be mandated to act more promptly.
Senator BENNErr. Well, when you talk about "unwise tariff reductions" you are talking about our reductions, aren't you?
Secretary FREEMAN. Yes, sir.
Senator BENNEr. And you think that by acting quickly, more
quickly, a tariff reduction that, might otherwise be unwise would suddenly become wise, tZecause we are only talking about our tariff
reductions.
Secretary FREEMAN. I don't think I said that either. I merely said
that the determination would have to be made if we gave a tariff concession involving an agricultural commodity as to whether it had an
adverse effect so strong that in relation to all the factors it should be
corrected.
As is usually the case. time limits are used up. If it is unwise and
it is doing damage, the more quickly remedial action is taken the
better. The basic question is the same: is it unwise in relation to that
particular commodity interpreted and evaluated in terms of the effect
on our total economy.
Senator BENNErr. It would be interesting to pursue that. There
are one or two other things and I will move along.
The Senator from Florida asked you some questions about industry
representation and your answers were not clear to me. Does this law
permit any more definite assurance to members of particular induis-
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tries, including agricultural commodities, that private citizens will
have representation in the negotiations than was the case in the previous law?
Secretary FREEMAN. There is a matter, I think, of how the negotiating structure is established, and as such it would be a matter of
policy as to who the responsible negotiator wished to have to call on
for advice and help.
I believe that industry representatives have not been as active in
this as in the future it is planned they should be.
Senator BENNErr. In the past industries have been very critical of
the law as it existed then because they were rather substantially left
either completely out or on the sidelines.
They had little or no part in the negotiations which affected their
industry. There is nothing in this law that changes that situation,
is there?
Secretary FREEMAN. No, sir.
Senator BENNTT. You are saying to us that perhaps the State Department as a matter of policy may take them in, but there is nothing
in the proposed law that changes this situation.
Secretary FREEMAN. No. But I was saying to you, and I defer
obviously to the State Department, that it is the intention to have a
broadened base, when carrying on negotiations, to make some of these
arrangements for consultation with industry representatives.
Senator BENNEr. Do you think the law should be provided to make
it mandatory that industry representatives should be included?
Secretaz FREEMAN. I think not. It seems to me this is a matter of
judgment at a given time and place, and I am sure regardless of the
administration, whether it is Republican or Democrat, what we can
do to strengthen the position of our country and its industries will be
followed.
Senator BENNE'T. Unfortunately, the record under the Republican
administration, as I have indicated, was that industry was largely
left, out and it will be interesting to see whether the *Secretary cal)
give us assurance that this has changed.
I would like to move over the colloquy you had with the Senator
from Delaware about the poultry situation. I am very much interested, and perhaps he could follow this questioning better than I.
But as I interpreted the discussion, the Common Market countries
have increased the burden on American poultry from approximately
5% cents to something like 91/2 cents.
Secretary FREEMA-AN. That is correct.
Senator BENNETr. And you expressed the hope that through negotiation this would be brought down. Do you have any hope that it
will be brought back to 52 cents?
Secretary FREEMAN. No. It won't be brought down quite to that
level, I don't believe. This is what we are shooting for, and we
would hope to do that.
Senator BENNETT. Well, in order to bring it down to any point
below the 91/ cents are you being required to make some concessions
either in that or some other fields?
Secretary FREF.E AN.. No.
Senator BENNETt. You hope to (1o this simply by what I think
President Truman used to call jockeying?
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Secretary FREEMAN. We are hoping to do this by urging upon them
that some of the bindings we had in some of the previous agreements
we had before the variable fee system went into effect will be such
that in all fairness and propriety they ought not to apply that high
a fee, and we believe that this request is being met with some favor.
Might I add, Senator, that this present effort that has been made so
strongly is in the nature of an interim arrangement as we seek to
accomplish the goal of the total question of where these variable
fees are going to land.
Senator BENNEr. If you don't get it all the way down to 51 cents
and it becomes important that it come there, you would be prepared
to offer some other concessions if necessary to bring it down?
Secretary FREEMAN. That is exactly right. In other words, this
is stopgap now that a high, and what we believe, unreasonable fee,
wouldbe adjusted downward until such time as' we could go forward with negotiations in relation to this whole complex and bring
it down to a level that we could live with.
Senator BENNEin. In other words, this may turn out to be a case
ill which they have jacked up their fees or their charges, their duties,
and in order to get them back down again we have to sacrifice more
of our basic trading stock because we don't jack ours up in order
to balance them off. We are spending our capital in order to get
>.-k to a position that we had before the fee went up.
ecretaryFREEMAN. No.
S mator BENNErr. How else can ou interpret it ?
S cretary FREEMAN. Pardon me.
S nator )3ENNErP. You answered my question a minute ago and said
if you couldn't get it down to 51/2 cents you might be prepared to
make some concessions otherwise to bring it down if that were particularly important.
Secretary FREEMAN. lWe are talking about two different things,
I think. First, we are negotiating and will continue to negotiate and
more effectively with the passage of this bill, with the whole situation
about all of these commodities, and in that process a whole variety
of adjustments might be made.
We have retained our rights which we had prior to the last negoA
tiations at Geneva.
In the meantime, until these negotiations can go forward, we are
seeking to prevail on them, without giving them anything, if you
want to put it in those terms, not to put on at this time a high fee on
poultry. In the meantime, these negotiations on the total picture are
not subject to a date, time or place, or a sharp, clear definition.
In the first place, they are having a very difficult time themselves
determining what they are going to end u p with for their internal
prl:.e and until they make up their mind on that, why we are not going
4', have the kind of clear-cut negotiations that you have when you are
dealing with a tariff.
In the meantime we are trying to influence where they are going to
set their support price, which is basically, of course, a matter of their
lt
own internal domestic policy.
But in this instance, with variable fee system, it takes on a very
important economic impact which has a very important effect on our
agricultural trade. So we are dealing here in a little different kind
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of dimension. But while this moves forward, in this particular instance where we have seen this fee, which we feel to be high and arbitrary, imposed, we are seeking
will.et it down without in effect )aying,
we to
anything for it, and we think
Senator BENNErr. We have talked about poultry, which is one isolated example. Could you furnish to the committee a list of all the
agricultural items to which variable fees have been added so we can
look at the scope of this problem?
Secretary FREEMfAN. Yes. Tie main four ones you have mentioned,
the four main ones I have mentioned.
Senator BENNErr. They are what?
Secretary FREEMAN. Poultry, wheat, feed grains, rice.
Senator BENNmr. And this affects us-let me see if I can test my
memory again-about 25 percent.
Secretary FREEMAN. That is roughly right.
Senator BENNEr. How much have these variable fees raised the
level of this 25 percent in terms of price?
Secretary FREEMAN. They haven't affected it all in the same way
yet, because until they move toward a common price and start operating accordingly they have individually held to the price levels
they had on a commodity-by-commodity basis.
Now, as they move toward a common price they are going to revise country by country their outside relationships through the variable fee and move toward a common price internally. So this is in a
kind of a constant state of adjustments. It hasn't affected our trade
yet but it will shortly.
Senator BE1NET. Well, it has affected us on poultry in at least one
country.
Secretary FREEMAN. Well, it will. As a practical matter it hasn't
actually economically, I don't think, because seeing it coming they
loaded up on orders and we had enormous poultry exports.
Senator BENNErr. This is one of the reasons our agricultural exports have gone up. We got out there quick to get under the wire.
Secretary FREEMAN. We are very alert and being active. This is a
good industry.
Senator BENNETr. This doesn't represent a normal and dependable
increase in agriculture exports. This represents the kind of activity
that a businessman indulges in when lie sees the price going up; isn't
that right?
Secretary FREEMAN. There was a strong building up of inventories.
It is an incidental amount in terms of total agricultural exports but
the particular sales in the last few months, just before July 30, were
influenced in part by the building up of inventories, surely.
Senator BENNE rr. You think that is incidental in terms of the
actual increased sales in the Common Market?
There are a couple of other things that you said that have interested
me. You said, in answer, I think, to Senator Carlson, that agriculture is the first industry to be injured by the Common Market. It is
of no particular consequence, but isn't that a rather broad generalization considering the amount of barbed wire and nails that have come
into this country and the effect on our steel production of the prices of
countries certainly within the Common Market?
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The Coal and Steel Community was the real, the first step, toward
the developments of the Common Market, and our American steel
industry, now operating at about 55 percent of capacity, has really
felt the competition of that program.
Secretary FREEMAN. If I might say so, Senator, I think you are
comparing apples and oranges. On the one hand you are talking about
the imports that come into this country under the present law. What I
have been talking about are the exports of agriculture that goes into
the Common Market countries.
Senator BENNETT. Then you assume
Secretary FREEMAN. They are two different things.
Senator BENNETT. You assume that injury comes only to exports,
that injury cannot be done to an American domestic economy because
of increased imports from the Common Market?
Secretary FREEMAN. Senator, I am sure you won't feel that I am
being unreasonable when I continue to protest your putting words in
my mouth. I don't think that is what I said.
Senator BENNETT. All right. I didn't say you said it. I said it
seems to me you assume it.
Secretary FREEMAN. No, that isn't what I assume at all. You
wouldn't read that into it at all. The Common Market and their
alleged improved efficiency of operation has come about through forces
which have nothing to do with the subject that we are discussing here
today. We didn't create it.
Senator BENNETT. No.
Secretary FREEMAN. It is there, and as it moves forward this country
will make a value judgment in connection with its total impact because
we have increased our exports very soundly into that country as well,
and this could go on for along time. I am not particularly prepared to
discuss the steel industry with you, but I would say that it will help
agriculture with the exception of these variable fee items to which we
direct particular attention here this morning.
Senator BENNETT. I think it is safe to say that there have been
injuries to domestic segments of the economy since the Common Market was first organized.
This is, I agree with you, unconscionable.
I have one final area to question you about, and I want to be sure
that I understood what seemed to me you were saying to the committee. That w&s that the relative weight of agricultural ",nports
into this country is so small in relation to our agricultural exports
that in the process of trying to balance these situations out, that injuries to agriculture will probably generally, if not always. be traded
off in negotiation in terms of concessions at the expense of other
industries.
There isn't much of an area left on which you can make concessions to agricultural imports but if we need concessions to protect
our agricultural exports they will be made at the expense of manufactured commodities. Is that the impression you wanted me to get?
Secretary FREEMAN. Well, dealing specifically with the Common
.M[arket countries, it is obvious that with our imports of their agricultural products being ratherlimited, there isn't much trading stock.
However, the same U.S. industries that might be affected in connection with this would be strengthened in connection with agricul-
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tural concessions that might conceivably be given to other countries
in return for industrial concessions and who would also then have some
dollars to buy some of the industrial products, from whatever industry
you might have in mind.
I don't think that you can take and isolate cases one by one, an A
and B. I mean this is a total complex, aid agriculture would carry
its share of making concessions in this process. But with the Common Market countries, we don't import a large quantity of agricultural products from them, and obviously don't have much at the
bargaining table in terms of agricultural commodities as a result of
that.
Senator HARTKE. Will the Senator yield at that point?
Senator B.NNE.Tr. Yes.
Senator HARTKE. But isn't it true that in relation to some of the
products produced in some of the Common Market countries they
are interested in maintaining their shipment of these products into
the American market?
Secretary FREM AN. Yes, that is true.
Senator HARTKE. In the overall total dollar volume it might not
be as important as the American shipment to the European countries,
but it is important to them to their domestic economy ?
Secretary FREEMAN. That is correct.
Senator '4HARTKE. And this is true of products, some products which
we do not produce, isn't that true?
Secretary FREEMAN. That is correct.
Senator HARTKE. And you do have then available, if the act is
put into effect, the opportunity to use reciprocity in reverse by not
giving concessions to these products and those products could be imported from some other country than the Common Market countries?
Secretary FREEMA.,. That is correct.
Senator H ARTE. And therefore, by enactment of the law, you do
have available here, where you want, to call it retaliation, reciprocity,
or a weapon, or means of convincing them of the value of coming to
some type of reasonable approach based upon reasonable men sitting
around the conference table?
Secretary FREEMAN. That is correct.
Senator T-T.RTKE. In substance, as I understood again the question
about the Coal and Steel Community, what you were referring to, was
basically our shipments overseas and dollar values, this will represent
a real detriment to the United States if we are not in a position to take
advantage of competing there, and if we are locked out, in other
words?
-. That is right.
Secretary Fn
Senator IIARTKF. And the effect of locking the European countries
out of the American market is not nearly as significant dollarwise as
is the amount which is involved as far as we ai'e shipping into the
Common Market area; is that a fair analysis?
Secretary FREEMAN. Yes.
Senator H.%RTKE. I thank the Secretary.
Senator BENNETr. I realize that the Secretary of Agriculture is by
law an advocate for agriculture and not for industrial commodities
but I got the clear impression that he felt that in this process of continuing negotiations with further concessions, that in order to protect
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our overseas agricultural markets against variable prices and other
things, he would expect the negotiators to make concessions in other
areas, industrial products, rather than agriculture, on the theory that
there wasn't much left. in agriculture to give away, and also that the
amount of our imports was, in agriculture, relatively so small that you
would not have very much trading stock.
Secretary FREEMAN. That is correct, and in making this analysis, of
course we are talking now about Western Europe, not about the total
world picture.
Senator HARTKE. Wait a minute, will the Senator yield?
Senator BENNETT. Let me pursue this. You had your questioning.
Senator HARTKE. All right. You answered that as correct.
Secretary FREEMAN. Europe.
Senator BEN.ETT. But this testimony is with respect to the bill
which applies to the whole world, isn't it?
Secretary FREEMAN. Let's see if we can get this straight.
Senator HARTKE. Will the Senator yield for a moment? I want to
see whether the Secretary agrees with the statement that he is willing
to trade off agriculture against industry. That was the first part of
that. It was a two-barrel question, I agree with you, maybe you agree
with the latter half of it. But I hope the Secretary would consider the
first part of that statement, as to whether or not he would agree with
that.
Secretary FitEE r.N. In connection with Western Europe there are
some agricultural concessions, as you pointed out a moment ago, that
we, in all likelihood, might make.
There also would in all likelihood be some industrial concessions
made in return for agricultural concessions because on a comparative
basis our volume of sales is significantly greater than our volume of
purchases. But this does not, apply necessarily on a worldwide basis.
And when we talk on a worldwide basis, what might seem to be an
inequity, as I followed the line of Senator Bennett's questions, would
be rectified and balanced off in terms of our conceivably making concessions to other countries that would then subsequently provide markets for industries which would compensate for larger concessions
made to those industries, through those industries in Western Europe.
Senator BENNErr. Thef Senator from Utah has not been able to be
present at many of these hearings, and this question really belongs
to Mr. Ball, but isn't the most-favored-nations clause going to be applied in these negotiations? Are we now going to negotiate one deal
with the Common Market countries and another separate deal for the
same commodity with Japan?
Secretary FREEMfAN. No, I think not. I am sure that we will follow
our traditional policy. I would defer to Secretary Ball, that whatever we negotiate on these with the Common Market, why, Ave will
make the same opportunities available to other nations as we have
traditionally done.
Senator I3E-.,-NEr. So the opportunity to adjust our program by
making one deal one place and a different one in another place doesn't
exist. When we deal with the Common Market countries we are
dealing for Japan, in effect?
Secretary FREE.MAN. We aredealing really for the whole world in
the sense of whatever concessions we place.
87270-62-pt. 4-35
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Senator BENNErt. That is right. So we are not talking about deals
only with Common Market countries. We are talking about deals
which will affect every country in the world.
Secretary FREMAN. There is nothing new about that at all.
Senator BNEfNTl. But I got the idea that in talking with the Senator from Indiana we were talking about something in addition to
Common Market countries. Actually, when we negotiate with any
country, that becomes a pattern for every other country in the world.
We set up a single tariff on each commolity and any country in the
world that can furnish that commodity will pay that tariff.
That is all, Mr. Chairman.
Secretary FREEMAN. That is right.
Senator CURTIS. Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Curtis.
Senator C nRTIs.
Mr. Secretary, in your statement you say that rice
producers export well over one-half of their crop. What is the don 'stic price for the rice to the producers?
Secretary FREEMAN. $4.71 a hundredweight.
Senator CURTIS. Where is this half or more of their crop exported,
where is it sold?
Secretary FREEMAN. We have been developing various rather substantial markets in Western Europe recently, in France, in Germany,
and the low countries, The Hague. A good deal of rice also goes
under Public Law 480.
Senator CURTIS. Of the exports, how much of it moves under Public
Law 480?
Secretary FREEMAN. As I recall, pretty close to 50 percent.
Senator CURTIS. Now, when it goes under Public Law 480, what do
the purchasers pay for it?
Secretary FREEMAN. They pay for it in their own currency.
Senator CURTIS. At. what price?

Secretary FREEm[AN. About a third of the price is export subsidy,
in effect, as the mechanics of the program work out.
Senator CURTIS. What did you say the domestic price was ?
Secretary FREE-MAN. S4.71 a hundredweight on the farm.
Senator'CuRTIS. $4.71. When it is shipped under Public Law 480
there is about. a third subsidy?
Secreta-y FREEMfAN. That is correct.

Senator CwRTIS. How is that subsidy paid ?
Secretary FREEMAN. It is paid to the exporter, just a normal commercial relationship. We negotiate an agreement with X country.
They, in turn, have a mechanism. It could be, if they had all government purchasing, but it usually would be, an importer who then
will make arrangements with one of our exporters who will then go
into the market and buy the rice at the gaing price, and will sell it
t,, the importer in the other country. and he will, in turn, be paid by the
nrodhietion of ths proper documents, by the Department pursuant to
Public. Law 480.
Senator Cuans. So if the price here is $4.71, the export subsidy, a
third of that would be $1.57, so we sell it then to the foreign country
for $3.14. Who pays the shipping costs?
Secretary FREEM1AN. If it goes out in U.S. ships, we pay it. If it
goes out in'foreign ships, the buyer pays it.
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Senator Curriis. If it goes out in U.S. ships who is "we"?
Secretary FREEMAN. The Commodity Credit Corporation.
Senator CURTIS. The Government.
Secretary FREEMAN. Yes, sir.
Senator CUms. We first pay $1.50 under export subsidy, plus the
shipping costs. Then the purchaser, if it is under Public Law 480,
pays for it in the currency of his country.
Secretary FREEMAN. That is correct.
Senator CURTIS. And that is sometimes what they refer to as soft
currency?
Secretary FREEMAN. That is correct.
Senator CurrIs. And by soft currency we mean currency that does
not have a fixed positionSecretary FREEMAN. They do not have any foreign exchange.
Senator CURTIS. It does not have any fixed position in foreign
exchange.
Secretary FREEMAN. It is not convertible.
Senator CURTIS. Do we agree not to take it out of the country?
Secretary FREEMAN. The agreements vary country by country. In
some cases we do.
The general philosophy and approach is that we hope that the day
will come when these countries will be strengthened economically so
that they will be able to do so.
Senator CURTis. But so far as any past performance whereby this
would contribute to these export statistics, they (1o not take currency
out of the country; isn't that right?
Secretary FREEMAN. No, there would be none of that in these statistics; no, sir.
Senator CURTIS. And we leave the currency there until it can be
spent, for some speci fled purpose?
Secretary FREEMAN. Yes, sir.
Senator (RTIs. If we eliminated the export subsidy on rice, eliminated the I'actice of the U.S. Government paying the shipping costs,
demanded a price in currency accepted in world trade, does this bill
give the President sufficient authority to maintain our present exports
of rice?
Secretary FRi.E.mAN. I do not quite follow the question. Are youi
saving that there is something in this bill that would mean that we
could'start getting paid in dollars for the wheat we ship or the rice
we ship,?
Senator CUrTIs. No. I will tell you exactly what I mean.
Secretary FREMAN. I wish you would.
Senator C'URTIS. I mean that these exports are subsidized in several
ways, and then in the end the purchase price is something that cannot
even he brought back into this country, and whatever the exports
amount to have no relation to our trade agreement program. L6n't
rhat right?
Secretary FRE.
The figures we recounted here I thought would
be of interest to this committee and, particularly, to you, Senator. from
a great wheat State. The biggest exporting commodity under Public
Law 480 is wheat, as you know.
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Senator CuRrIS. I understand that. But what I am getting at is,
What is it that is supporting these exports? Is it this trade bill, the
reciprocal trade law we have now, and what they are asking for?
Secretary FREE AN. Well, to the extentSenator 'Cuw s.Or do we have these exports because of the other
laws, these largely agricultural laws 2
Secretary FREEM.TAN. I still do not quite follow you, Senator Curtis.
Senator'CURTis. I think it is quite simple, Mr Secretary.
Secretary FREEMtAN. Let me finish, will you, please?
Senator CURTIS. All right.

Secretary FREE-MAN. You are directing a line of questioning here in
connection with the trade figures by way of Public Law 480. We do
not need this Trade Extension Act to work under Public Law 480,
and I have made no such contention.
Senator CURTIS. I understand that.
Secretary FREEMAN. I do not get the line of your questioning then.
Senator CTRTIs. All right. I am not advocating the repeal of these

laws. But suppose we repealed 480?
Secretary FREE-MAN. Yes, sir.
Senator CURTIS. We repealed the authority, for this Government
to subsidize the shipping, and we repealed the export siulidy and
gave you this act in lieu thereof. Could you hold our exports in
rice?
Secretary FREEMAN. Of course not. You cut out Public Law 480
and you could not hold them in rice, in wheat, and you could not hold
them in a lot of things.
Senator CTRTis. Now, if we did not extend the Trade Agreement
Act, it would not interfere with the export of rice under the 480
law, would it?
Secretary

FREEMAN.

No.

Senator CURTIs. It would not prevent us from paying an export
subsidy on rice, would it?
Secretary FREEMAN. No.
Senator CurTis. It would not prevent us from paying the shipping,
would it?
Secretary FREEMAN. No.
Senator Cunns. Nor, of course, if we used 480, why, it would not
prevent us from taking in the local currency.
Now, you also say that the wheat farmers depend on expos for
half of their production. What is the domestic price of wheat?
Secretary FREEMN. Presently in the neighborhood of $2.
Senator CURTIS. All right.
Secretary FREEMAN. The support price.
Senator CURTIS. When we export wheat, what is the export subSecretary FREEMAN. In the neighborhood of 50 cents.
Senator CURTIS. It has been higher, has it not?
Secretary FREEMAN. Yes.

Senator CruTs. It has been up as high as 75?
Secretary FnEEMAN. I think it has reached 75 cents.
Senator Currs. That is paid through the exporter, the finmtthat
handles it, in the ordinary course of international trade, is it not?
Secretary FREEMAN. Yes and no.
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Senator CURTIS. Now in exporting wheat, in addition to paying
the export subsidy, who pays the freight, the shipping costs?
Secretary FREEMAN. The same as in rice.
Senator CURTIS. The Government of the United States. Then some
of this wheat is sold under 480 where it is sold for soft currencies that
are left in the country; is that right?
Secretary FREEMAN. That is correct.
Senator CURTIS. In reference to both wheat and rice now, does the
exporter get the dollars if he sells his merchandise for soft currency
which has to stay there?
Secretary FREEM1AN. He get the dollars from the Commodity Credit
Corporation when he presents the documents that show that he has
followed through with the agreement with the country in question
and its specified imports.
. Senator Curtis. Now, the Commodity Credit Corporation parts
with the dollars. Do they ever get any dollars back from the soft
currency that we hold abroad?
Secretary FREEMAN. I am in a colloquy here because I could not
answer the question.
Why don't you answer it, Ray. I did not know the answer to that.
Mr. IOANES. Well, at the present time the rate of sales of foreign
currency for U.S. dollars runs around 20 percent of the annual program.
Senator CURTIS. Explain that a little bit.
Mr. IOANEs. Yes. These currencies that you mention, Senator, are
put into a U.S. account abroad, and a certain part of them are held
for sale through U.S. agencies.
In the ordinary course of events, the ambassador, the whole embassy
staff, would draw their local currency needs from that account, and in
the process would pay dollars for them.
If the Defense Department were engaged in a construction project
in the country and needed local currency, they would go to that account and buy the local currency with dollars.
So, in this process, roughly 20 percent of the annual program accumulation is sold in this manner.
Senator CURTIS. In other words, you realize dollars from other Government agencies to theextent of about 20 percent of our holding of
soft currencies?
Mr. IOANES. Not, necessarily with respect to our holdings, but with
respect to the current sales.
Senator CuRTIs. The current sales.
What happens to the other 80 percent?
Mr. IOANES. Two things happen. A large proportion of the currencies are lent back to the countries for economic development, and
in some cases grants of currencies are made for economic development and military assistance to the countries.
Senator CuTs. Then they are not transferred in dollarsMr. IOANEs. Not directly. In certain countries as the loans are
repaid, for example, Japan and Italy, Spain, as those loans are repaid
they go back into the U.S. account where they are available for sale
in the same manner as the 20 percent I have just mentioned.
Senator CUnTIs. They go back into the U.S. account in local-currency or dollars?
Mr. LOANES. Well, in most cases they go back in local currency.'
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I do recall that Japan, for example, chose to make her repayments
in dollars rather than in her own currency, so they come directly back
to the Treasury.
Senator CURTIS. The point I was trying to make with the Secretary
is not disputing the fact that we have exported a lot of wheat and
rice and so on, but that the export of that is not because of the trade
agreements. Its continued export is not dependent upon the passage
of this act or the continuation of the existing law. It is dependent
upon 480, our export subsidy, our relending the money back there.
It is an interwoven subsidized foreign aid program that is maintaining these exports, is it not?
Secretary FREEMAN. Well, to the extent that the exports, which run
about 30 percent, Senator, are under Public Law 480, why, what you
say is true.
Senator Crrrs. All right. Let us talk about wheat and rice that
is not exported under 480.
At what price is it exported?
Secretary FREEMAN. That is not exported?
Senator CURTIS. Yes.
Secretary FREEMAN. It is exported and sold at the same price.
Senator CRris. Same price as what?
Secretary

FREEM AN.

As under 480.

Senator CuwRIs. Yes. It is sold at the same price as under 480?
Secretary FREEMIAN. That is right.
Senator Crnns. What is the difference then from the standpoint
of the trade of the United States exporting under 480 and not under 480?
Secretary FREEMAN. Well, the difference between them, we get 20
percent of usable dollars under Public Law 480. We get the difference between the export subsidy and the price at which it is sold in
hard dollars on our commercial sales.
Senator CuRns. All right.
So our exports of wheat and rice even if they do not move under
480, we do pay an export subsidy?
Secretary FREEMAN. That is correct; yes, sir.
Senator CuRTis. The same as if it were exported under 480?
Secretary FREEM~AN. Yes.
Senator CURTIS. And under certain circumstances we do pay the
shipping costs?
Secretary FRFEMAN. That is correct.
Senator

CURTIS.

But the difference is the settlement by the pur-

chaser, he cannot pay in the local soft currencies and have them retained there and reloaned, ind so forth.
Secretary FREEMnAw. That is correct. The other is sale for dollars.
We are in world competition, and we then, in effect, reimburse the
exporter who has bought here at a given support, level and had to sell
in a world market at a lower price.
Senator CuRTis. In the overall agricultural picture with respect to
the problems we face, while there are things that I would like to see
done, and so on, I am not critical of these export subsidies. They may
have been necessary. But I am very critical of the Government
agencies that send word out to a farming area in a buildup for this
bill before us and relating the exports to what has nothing to do
with it.

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

2187

The people are taking our wheat because we pay them to take it,
and the subsidy has been as high as 75 cents a bushel sometimes. We
have paid the shipping costs.
There have been instances where we did not get 20 percent of the
soft currency, so the net return on some of our exports of wheat has
been less than zero. The actual money, out of the pocket of the Government, has exceeded the value of the wheat.
Secretary FREEMAN. Senator, may I ask in connection with this,
I know of no instance, and I can assure you if there was one it was
unintentional, in the Department where we have ever sought to represent that the Trade Extension Act was essential to the Public Law
480 sales to the developing countries.
What we do say, and I would want to repeat it for the record, is
that the Trade Extension Act is very important that we maintain our
wheat markets in Western Europe, and if there has been any confusion on this, we would seek to set the record straight.
The absence of the Trade Extension Act will adversely affect the
sale of wheat in Western Europe. That is all we have meant to say.
That is where the dollars are paid.
Senator CuwRTs. I think a reading of this to a citizen who is plenty
intelligent but is busy all day with other things, carries an implication I do not believe you intended.
I know when you have been specifically asked about this you have
been specifically forthrighti and I appreciate that. But in accounting
for exports, I am afraid in the overall this, combined with the public
relations staff in the White House and all that have been brought in
to sell the American people in this thing, has not given them a true
picture.
Now, I want to ask you about your statement which says that cotton
and soybean producers look to export markets for about 40 percent
of their sales.
To what extent are cotton exports subsidized?
Secretary FREEMAN. About 81/2 cents a pound.
Senator CURTIs. What is the domestic price of cotton?
Secretary FREEMAN. About 32 cents a pound, between 32 and 33.
Senator CurTIs. And it is subsidized to the extent of about 8 cents
a pound?
Secretary FREEMAI. tes, sir.
Senator Cuirris. How is that sold?
Secretary FREEMAN. It operates mechanically pretty much the
same. It is a payment in kind program where the exporter takes additional cotton.
Is some sold under 480?
Senator CU &TIS.
Secretary FREEMAN. Yes.
Senator CURTIS. In connection with all of it, do we have the export
subsidy whether it is tinder 480 or other laws?
Secretary FRIEMAN. Yes, sir.
Senator CuiTjs. And also do we pay considerable of the shipping
costs?
Yes, sir.
Secretary FREEMNj[.
Senator CurrIs. Do we sell it to countries that manufacture it into
cotton goods and send it back here?
Secretary FREEMAN. Yes, sir.
Senator CuRris. And we sell it, a portion of it, for soft currencies,
the greater portion of which never gets back?
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Secretary FREEMAN. Twenty-four percent I am told here, Senator,
goes under Public Law 480 and sold for soft currencies.
Senator Cumis. Yes; most of it is sold to industrial countries?
Secretary FREEMAN. That is correct.
Senator CURTIS. Now, talk about our exports of soybeans. Whv t is
the domestic price of soybeans?
Secretary FIRELWAN."The support price is about $2.30. It has been
in that area.
Senator CUris. About $2.30. What is our export subsidy on that?
Secretary FREEMAN. There is none.
Senator CuaTis. None. Europe is short of vegetable oil?
Secretary FREEMAN. It has been; yes, sir.
Senator CURTis. And the Common Market now has raised its tariff
upon soybean oil but not on the meal, isn't that, right?
Secretary FREEMAN. That is correct.
Senator Cumas. In order to move the processing plants from
here over there, just as they are proposing to move the broiler industry from this country to Europe. Isn't that the purpose of it from
that standpoint?
Secretary FREEM1AN. From their standpoint I expect they will not
discourage the building of poultry processing institutions or soybean
processing institutions.
Senator Cunis. They saw a great American Republic rise to
strength under a protectionist theory, and they are imitating it now.
Secretary FREEMAN. They did not have to imitate it. They were
ahead of us.
Senator CURTIS. They are doing exactly what we did when our
Constitution was formed, we abolished tariffs between the States, and
the first Congress put up a tariff around the United States.
Secretary FREEMAN. That is correct.
Senator CuRTis. And made it restricted, and the Common Market
countries are doing that now. I am for them. I think it is a wonderful thing. I believe it will bring a unity in Europe and will be a butiwark against communism.
I think they lose respect for us when we do not think like Americans
in dealing with them, but I think from their standpoint it is an excellent thing.
You say there is no export subsidy on soybeans. Do soybeans in
any way receive any export benefits, shipping costs?
Secretary FREEMAN. Not in shipping costs, no; only to the extent
that we have an active promotion program with the Soybean Association to further build markets in cooperation with them.
Senator CuRTIs. You lump together cotton and soybean producers
look to the export market for about 40 percent. Is it about 40 percent
on each?
Secretary FREEMAN. That is right.
Senator -CURTIS. But soybeans are in an advantageous position because Europe is short of vegetable oil.
Secretary FREEMAN. That is correct.
Senator Cun s. Tobacco growers send about 30 percent of their
tobacco crop abroad. How is that sold?
Secretary FREEM AN. There is no export subsidy on tobacco.
Senator CuRTIS. What has been our traditional export of tobacco!
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Secretary FREEMAN. You mean in terms ofSenator CURTIS. Percentagewise? Is this 30 percent something
new?

Secretary FREEMAN. Well, tobacco exports have been gaining-have benefited from a vigorous trade promotion policy. I could get
the records.
Their exports have increased, and here we deal in the Common
Market, of course, not with a variable fee.
Senator CURTIS. Have we ever had an export embargo on tobacco
seed?
Secretary FREEMAN. Yes.
Senator CURTs. Do we still have?
Secretary FREEMAN. Is it still in effect.
Senator Cuntis. When was that put into effect?
The CHAIRMAN. I introduced it.
Secretary FR EEMIAN. Way back when, 1903 or something.
The CHAIRMAN. I introduced it a great many years ago.
Senator Cunns. I think it has been a wonderful thing. I am for
these people that protect their own because, after all, the American
people do not have much standing with their Government. They
do fight the Government's wars, and they pay their taxes, and I congratulate my chairman for being interested in their welfare.
How much has been spent subsidizing agricultural exports in recent
years? I would like the best possible figure that takes it all in, the
export subsidy, the operation of 480, and the shipping costs, the costs
of trade missions, anl the whole business?
Secretary FREEMAS. I obviously do not have that figure at the tip
of my tongue, Senator. We will try to get it for you.
Senator CURTIS. Give me for present purposes the best estimate
you have, and then I would like to have you submit for the record
a composite figure there where it is broken down and explained.
(The information referred to follows:)
Cost of financing agricultural exports under Food for Peace (Public Law
480) and export subsidy programs July 1, 1961. through May 31, 1962.
Public Law 480:
MU01(of
Gross cost to CCC of financing sales of agricultural commodities
$1,212.7
for foreign currency under title I ------------------------88.3
Ocean transportation costs financed by CCC --------------------165.8
CCC cost of commodities granted under title IT -----------------

19!. 7

CCC cost of commodities donated under title III ---------------

Excess of CCC investment over exchange value of materials received under title III barter program ------------------------CCC cost of title IV sales in excess of anticipated dollar repayments
Total, Public Law 480-----------------------------------Cost to CCC of payment In kind and cash subsidies (excludes $249,800,000 PIK and cash subsidies included under gross cost of title
----------------------------I sales, above) -------------------Total cost of Public Law 4S0 and export subsidy programs-_

-

3.9
to.9
1,682.3

322.1
2,004. 4

In payment for commodities sold under this program, foreign governments are required
to deposit the equivalent of $907,000,000 in their local currency to the account of the
These currencies are used for various purposes authorized under sec.
U.S. Government.
104 of Public Law 4,10, such as payment of U.S. obligations abroad, agricultural market
development, loans and grants for economic development, loans to U.S. and foreign
private business, and other mutually agreed purposes.
USDA expenditures for trade ?airs and other market development projects abroad
amounted to $7,500,000 during fiscal year 1962.
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Secretary FREEMAN. There is some duplication and overlapping on
these figures, but, let me just make a rough estimate.
The requirement of law of the using of U.S. bottoms runs about
$100 million a year. The Public Law 480 program of Food for Peace
runs about $1.4 billion a year.
Then we have export subsidies, and part of that is in the Public
Law 480 figure, so let us discount that somewhat, and say that the export subsidiaries would be an additional $400 million. So this would
end up with about $1.9 billion a year that we either have export subsidies or under Public Law 480 or in effect subsidizing the merchant
marine.
Senator CURTIS. Now, this is the figure for that which moves into
private hands; is that right?
Secretary FREEMA.N. Everything is the same. It all moves through
private hands.
Senator CuRTis. Does it include an outright gift that might be part
of our foreign aid program?
Secretary FREELMAN. Well, under Public Law 480 we would have
the sections in our disaster relief, we would have the sections that
represent grants to our voluntary agencies like CARE and Church
World Relief, and Catholic Vorld Relief, that distribute food to
people in various places. We would have school lunch programs as
well , title I.
Senator CURTIs. Yes.
When you put in your complete figures, why, you put such breakdown in to mahe it reflect what it is.
Secretary FREEM.-AN. Surely.
Senator CURns. That will be all right, because I find it very hard
to follow these figures on exports and imports, too.
I find that we carry as export items American merchandise sent to
an American military post abroad but sold in their, what is it, PX,
and that is listed as exports.
Secretary FREEMAN. I do not think agriculture is involved in that
one, Senator.
Senator CuRTis. I know one place where it is. You know there is
nothing that goes into candy but agricultural products. They use
a lot of sugar, they use milk, dried milk, a lot of butter, and I am happy
that they pay the support price on butter and support price on sugar
andsoon. But ISecretary FREEMAN. You don't have any support price on sugar.
Senator CuRTs. What is that?
Secretary FREEMAN. There is no support price on sugar.
Senator CuRTiS. I should not say sup ort. It is an American price.
I think it is the finest part of the agricultural program. It is operated
the best, the sugar part of it.
Secretary FREEMAN. I hope, Senator, you won't mind my commenting at this point that it also is a program that has the greatest controls
of any agricultural program.
Senator CuRns. It controls the foreigners in sugar, and that is
what we abandon in this trade bill.
Secretary FREFMAN. It controls wages; the Secretary of Agriculture
has 10 timps as much power and control and alleged regimentation and
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centralization in this than, for example, he has in the administration's
farm program.
Senator CuTRxns. Now, on wages that is not limited to the sugar bill.
That is everyone who uses bracero labor; is it not?
Secretary FREEM AN. I am not talking about braceros. The Secretary of Agriculture sets the wages.
Senator CURTIS. I know he has, and that is the reason we have
mechanized.
Secretary FREEMAN. They are very old. The reason they mechanized it is they ran far away from him.
Senator CURTrs. In the control of that we control the foreign imports, and without it it would not work.
Secretary FREEMAN. We control in detail and minutely the domestic
production.
Senator CURTIS. Now, I mentioned sugar or candy; you might be
interested to know that the American tariff on candy is 14 cents a
pound. The Common Market tariff is 30 cents.
In Denmark it drops down to about 12 cents, but there is a little
footnote that says that an import license is necessary and few are
granted.
So I would like to ask you on what agricultural products has the
Common Market already raised the tariff?
The CJIArIOIAN. You will add to that poultry, I assume.
Senator CtTRTIS. I would add all agriculture.
Secretary FREMEAN. I would say poultry is only one of the products
subject to a variable levy system. The other products subject to a
variable fee system will also be involved. We also entered into some
agreements, of course, when the negotiations were closed up in Geneva, some up and some down.
Senator Cum. What ones were up?
Secretary FREFMAN. I would have to-on balance I would have
to- go right down the list-here is a whole list of them, of the results of the negotiations on agricultural items that took place at
Geneva.
Senator C urns. Has that been made part of our record yet ?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes. ,
Senator CURTIS. Now, that includes all agricultural products that
were dealt with, that have been dealt with, in recent negotiations with
Common Market countries?
Secretary FREEMAN. Yes.
Senator CURTIS. First, let me ask, is there already published a list
of all agricultural products that are produced in commercial quantities in the United States?
Secretary FREEMAN. Yes.
Senator CurIs. That is quite a voluminous list, it is not?
Secretary FREEMAN. It would be quite an extensive one.
Senator Cums. Can anybody give me an idea, because I do not
want to make a request for publication here which is too expensive.
Secretary FitEEm.\,. How many commodities?
Senator CUTIS. Yes; how many commodities.
Secretary FREEMAN. Here is a book which runs into many hundreds
of pages.
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Senator CUnTS. Has anyone ever gone through that book and deterlnined that if this bill is passed like it was passed by the House,
on what agricultural products they would wipe out all tariffs, ascertained upon hat agricultural products they could reduce the tariff
below 50 percent, if n'ot eliminate it, and UpOil what list they could reduce it by 50 percent ? Has such a determination b eii made?
Secretary FREEM1AN. I do not think such a determination could be
made, Senator, because this will be a matter to determine item by item
as negotiations are carried forward.
Senator CURTIS. No. I (lid not say what they would negotiate, but
I am talking about the power in the bill.
First of all, items can be reduce(i 50 percent ?
Secretary FREEMAN. That is correct.
Senator C
T Thn
hes. there are other items that you can go beyond
50 percent.
Then there is a further section that says you can wipe out a tariff
that is less than 5 percent ad valorem. Has'the Department of Agriculture ever listed those categories as they relate to agricultural products ?
Secretary FREEMAN. We have categories of those that are less than
5 percent. In connection with those. where there would be more than
50 percent, this is subject to the qualification that it would enhanpe
our own trade in those items, and that thev are items listed in the
Agricultural Handbook and specified as agricultural items.
This, then, would be a matter of judginent which I do not believe
anybody would be prepared to make at this point, on which ones we
would strengthen our trade position, because there would be general
factors to consider that you could not bring into focus at one time.
But the qualifications is that you could not go beyond 50 percent
unless the net result would be to strengthen our own markets.
Senator CURTIs. For what?
*Secretary FRF.EMAN. Well, an example would be, let us say tobacco,
which is a good example. If we believed that we might be able to
bargain on tobacco to decrease the tariff in the Common Market
counitrie8, and by reducing our own tariff here. and that on balance we
would strongly *benefit in terms of the resulting markets.
Senator CURTIS. Now suppose a countrySecretary FREEMAN. Soybean oil would be another one.
Senator "CURTIS. Suppose a country makes a concession to us on a
manufactured product. Could that be used for the purpose of justifyilg going beyond 50 percent, beyond a 50-percent concession, to
the foreign country on an agricultural commodity?
Secretary FREEMrA\N. No. This is specifically restricted to the agricultural commodities listed in the Agricultural Handbook, and to the
requirement that it expand our markets; and it would have to be on
the same commodity yes.
Senator CURTS. b% you favor the provisions in the pending bill to
eliminate the peril point procedures?
Secretary FREEMAN. I do not think they have been eliminated for
all practical purposes. I think they are still there.
Senator CURTIS. Well, I doubt that your administration would accept, would favor, an extension of the existing law so far as peril
point is concerned.

TRADE'- EXPANSION

ACT OF 1062

2193

Secretary FREEMAN. I say-what I mean to say is that the mechanisin set down in the present act will accomplish more effectively the
purpose which was sought to be accomplished through the peril pint
in the present legislation.
Senator CuRns. I think the peril point is eliminated pretty much.
Secretary FREEMAN. Well, in terms of the semantics; yes.
Senator CURTIS. And you favor it?
Secretary FREEMAN. Yes. I think so far as agriculture is concerned we will be in a strong position to protect, if the occasion arises,
under the present act than we are under ihe act pending-than we are
under the present law.
Senator CUIRTIS. Now, in your statement you said that agTicultural
exports reached a new high peak of $5.1 billion.
Secretary FREEMAN. Yes, sir.
Senator'CuiTis. This $1.9 billion subsidy is a part of the $5.1 billion, is it not?
Secretary FREEMAN. That is correct. But we are comparing these
figures with preceding figures that also included it, you see.
Senator CURTIS. Yes.
Secretary FREEMrA,. This is not a new way of reporting, I am sure
the Senator understands that.
Senator CURTIS. I understand that. I am not quarreling with the
Department of Agriculture. I am quarreling with the idea that our
agricultural exports are tied to accomplishments in the field of trade.
They are tied to accomplishments in paying subsidies.
Secretary FREEMAN. Senator, I do not want to prolong this, but I
think my statement also points out-let us take Public Law 480 programs that tie right into market developments and result in expanded
trade.
Senator CURTIS. They are related to it.
Secretary FREEMAN. Spain in soybeans, Italy in wheat, these are
two excellent examples; and I would make the prediction here that
down the road in the developing countries we are going to create real
markets, and this is our best hope in terms of expanding agricultural
markets in the future.
Senator CURTIs. Well, now, what has been the trend in our imports
of agricultural items tip Or down?
Secretary FREEMAN. They have grown, as our country has grown.
Senator CURTIS. 'Well, how have they grown in comparison to the
population growth?
Secretary FREEMAN. I think about-I am just recalling now, but I
think about-proportionate to population growth.
Senator CUaTIS. Would you say that as to manufactured meats?
Secretary FREEMAN. This fluctuates a good deal depending upon
our domestic market price.
Senator CUans. That there has been a tremendous increase in live
animals and meat and meat products, has there not?
Secretary FREEMiAN. There has been, yes.
Senator -CURTIS. As a matter of fact, aren't most of our imports in
manufactured food items rather than in the raw agricultural cominodities?
Secretary FREEMAN. I do not think so. If you include certainly
the so-called exotic, the coffee and cocoa, bananas, this is a very substantial part of it.
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Senator CURTIS. Yes. I expect that is right. But definitely in the
field of livestock ana all kinds of meats it is the manufactured product
that is and has been the big item of imports as compared to live cattle,
for instance.
Secretary FRMAN. Live cattle have had a very substantial increased importation; that is kind of like importing a raw material
and then processing it, obviously.
Senator CuRTis. Has the Department of Agriculture made any study
to ascertain the impact of agricultural imports upon our agTicultural economy?
Secretary FREEMAN. Yes, pretty much on a community-by-commodity basis.
Senator CuRTis. Well, are imports of livestock and meats relatedhow much is that related to the number of livestock that would have
to be produced in this country to replace that?
Secretary FREEMAN. I have before me a compilation that shows
the percentage of U.S. production; that beef and veal, et cetera, as of
1962 were 7.5 percent of domestic production, and in 1961 it was 4.8
percent, which was, back in 1952 it was, 4 percent, and then it dropped
a number of years Fnd then it, ha limlbed: it. has been kind of a
fluctuating thing.
Senator CURTIS. But the last -3or 4 years it bas been climbing, has
it not?
Secretary FREEMAN. No. It dropped between 1959 and 1960 from
7.2 down to 4.8, and from 1960 to 1961 it climbed back up to 6.3, so
it has been kind of a fluctuating thing, depending on domestic
conditions.
Senator CURTIS. That is percentage of our production?
Secretary FREEMAN. Yes.
Senator CuRTs. In the overall, what is our percentage of surplus
in this country?
Secretary FREEMAN. The total?
Senator CuRTis. Yes.
Secretary FREF.MAN. We are producing in the negihborhood of 4 to
6 percent morn than we have been up until 1961. In 1961 that was
the first year since 1952 that we did not add to our surplus.
Senator CuRTis. Well now, we talked about the problem of surpluses. Isnt a surplus affected by something being ixnpoited to the
same extent that that same item in the same quantity is produced in
this country ?
Secretary FREEMAN. No. The question, I think, Senator, if you
will pardon me, is a little bit misleading. The things that we have in
surplus are not items that we import.
Senator CuanS. Well now, we imported some feed grains along the
border, did we not?
Secretary FREEMAN. Very incidental amounts.
Senator CURTIS. But my point is that the importation of 100
bushels of feed grain has the same effect on om- surpluses as the production of 100 bushels; isn't that right?
Secretary FREMFN.t. I suppose if you consider it in a very short
l)eipective; but if you review it in connection with the amount we
might export at, the same time to-that same source, on balance we are
ahead of the game in each of the commodities tiat is in surplus.
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Senator CURTIS. And the importation of live cattle and hogs--I'm
not sure about hogs, but live animals and all kinds of meat products-displaces that much production here.
Secretary FREEMAN. No, I do not think so.
Senator CuRns. Why does it not?
Secretary FREEMAN. As long as the price has been fairly strong,
which it has been in these commodities, why, production here doinestically has been strong, and we have been able to absorb some of
these items coming in frow otler countries. There is a small tariff
which is applicable, and the reason that the amounts have fluctuated
is because when our prices are good why, it comes in. When our
prices are bad it does not.
Senator CURTIs. Well now, do you mean to say that a lady who
goes into a market and buys foreign-produced sausages or cured meat,
that she also bitys the same amount of domestic produced, and that
one does not rep] ace the other?
Secretary FREE.MIAN. Not necessarily.
Senator CURns. In most instances they would, wouldn't they?
Secretary FREEMAN. I doubt it.
Senator CThrs. Why is it that there are quite a few small and
specialty packing plants that are facing a very serious situation because of the importation of manufactured and specialty meat products?
SeeretarT FREEMAN. I just don't think that condition exists, Senator3 that is all.
Senator CURTIS. Well nowSecretary FREEMAN. I do not thinkSenator Cums. Do you think when we import; meats--and I use
it in the broadest terms-that that is assimilated in the increased per
capita consumption, and it does not result in a cutdown of domestic
production?
Secretary FREEMAN. I think that is, by and large, correct.
Senator Cumns. You do?
Secretary FREEMAN. Yes, sir.
Senator Curis. Do you think it is true in reference to cotton and
textiles that when someone buys an article made of Japanese textiles
that that, reflects an increased per capita consumption for the purchase of textiles and it does not replace the Amencan product?
Secretary FREEMAN. I think in some instances in textiles, why it
has, and does.
Senator CuRTs. I would doubt it very much if to any great degree
in the field of food it does not replace domestic production.
Secretary FREEMNAN. I just would not agree with you. Not in
foods in these meats which are specialty items, on the one hand, or
very low grade items that we do not produce in sufficient quantity,
on the other hand, and at least if you direct your attention to beef
and veal, I do not think that the results you feel flow from our imports
actually result.
Senator CURTIS. Well, I will not take further time on that point.
There is one other thing, if I can put, my hand on it in just a
moment.
In your statement, you say:
In conclusion, I wart to emphasize that a liberal trade policy helps American
farmers to capitalize ai their export market potential.
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What do you mean by --a liberal trade policy"'?
Secretary FREEMAN. Well, to be very specific, what I have in mind
is the k'nd of a trade policy in Western Europe, particularly in the
Common Market countries that will not apply, first, a very artificially
high support level like $3 wheat and then on top of that a variable fee
which will cut out and make it impossible for us to sell any wheat
in Western Europe.
Senator CuRTis. That is what they are doing now is it not?
Secretary FREEMAN. That is what is potential, it is not what they
have done, but what might happen.
Senator &jRTIS. Yes.
As I understand your questioning with the distinguished Senator
from Indiana it was that you were asking that we give the President
authority to make concessions in order to get them to promise not to
increase their tariffs or impose nontariff barriers.
Secretary FREEMAN. Obviously, any kind of negotiating involves a
give and take to reach a mutually'beneficial result.
Senator CURTIS. I think that, the designers of this program over the
years have been most unrealistic. We have started in and reduced and
reduced and given the President more authority, and now he wants a
lot, more. It used to be contended that they would get the other country to lower their tariffs.

Secretary FREEMAN. They have.
Senator CURTIS. Now you come in here and ask for authority to
allow us to further lower ours to keep the other nations from raising
it.
Secretary FREEMAN. That was not an accurate statement, Senator.
Senator CURTis. That is what you told the Senator from Indiana.
Secretary FREEMfAN. You must not have been listening very closely.
Senator CORTis. No, I listened very closely.
Secretary FREEMAN. That misconstrues the whole thrust of the
statement I made. That is not what I said at all.
Senator CURTIS. Just in the last minute or two you said that the
Common Market posed a potential threat of their doing these things,
and we hoped to make concessions to prevent this from happening.
Here is what you say about the Common Market, and I think it is
a good description. You say that you can see that under this system
Common Market domestic producers of commodities subject to variable levies could have absolute protection against imports, depending
upon price support levels. In other word3, EEC producers will be
guaranteed a market for all they can produce at price levels fixed by
the Government. Obviously the pressures for internal prices and,
therefore, decreased imports will be greater.
I think you have described it very aptly.

Secretary FREEMAN. Thank you.
Senator CoRns. I think that the Common Market is, in effect, raising a barrier, additional barriers, of various kinds, tariffs and nontariffs against our agricultural exports to their countries.
Does this Government know yet that England is going to go into the
Common Market?

Secretary FREEMAN. No, sir.

Senator CoRn's. Will it make a difference to us agriculturalwise
the conditions upon which they go in, if they go in?
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Secretary FREEMAN. Yes, it will.
Senator CURTIS. Is there any advantage to be gained by the Cong'ess, where this authority originally rests, waiting to see whether or
not England goes in and under what conditions she goes in as it
affects the great agricultural potential of the Commonwealth countries ?
Secretary FREEMAN. I think it would be a very gerious mistake, and
I would emphasize this as strongly as I could in the interests of all
American agriculture, certainly the commodities that are subject to
the variable fee, certainly to the wheat farmer in your State and in
mine, if this Congress waits.
It would put us really in difficulty and far, far behind in the ball
game. I think the time is of burning essence for American agricultureSenator CuRnws. Now, explain that. What agreements are going to
be entered into this fall?
Secretary FREEMAN. The negotiating, Senator, that is going on now
in connection with the terms under which the United Kingdom will
go into the Common Market are of tremendous concern to American
agriculture. We are sitting on the sidelines and this Congress, in
effect, says, "we are not interested," if Congress says that, why, we
will, I think, loseSenator Cuns. It is because we are interested we want to know
what the facts are as they develop, that is what I am suggesting.
My question is, What agreements will be entered into by the United
States in the remainder of this year?
Secretary FREEMAN. Well, the point is if we do not have additional
bargaining authority that we can utilize we will not be in a position
to evengive indications to these countries as to what we mightbe willing to o or likely would be willing to do or won't be willing to do,
and with this act we will be able to influence agreements under which
the United Kingdom goes into the Six, and I really feel that it is of
tremendous importance that we should do this because if we sit on
the outside and wait until the arrangement is all made, why then,
we really will be outside looking in.
Senator CURTIS. My question is, What agreements do you expect,
does the United States Acpect, to enter into in this calendar year?
Secretary FREEMIVAN. One example would be that either this fall or
early next year we have an agreement to open negotiations on wheat.
Senator CuRns. With whom?
Secretary FREEMAN. With the Common Market. If we do not, if
we have not passed thi3 bill our hand at the bargaining table will be
greatly weakened in those negotiations.
Senator CuRTIs. Do you expect an agricultural trade agreement to
enter into the Common Market this fall?
Secretary FREEMAN. Pardon me, do I expect what?
Senator Cumns. Do you expect a trade agreement to be executed
with the Common Market this fall?
Secretary FREEMAN. We expect to open negotiations with the Common Market this fall; yes.
Senator Cunis. I imagine you are in continuous negotiations.
Secretary FREEMAN. Well, in a very informal sense, but formal
bargaining negotiations will be undertaken in looking toward some
87270-62-pt. 4--36
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kin( af an agreement, and we want to have all the tools at hand so
we can do something for our wheat pro(lucers.
Senator CURT's. Well, now, what countries are in the Common Mar.
ket that are self-sufficient in wheat?
Secretary FRiEMAN. Probably only one really, France.
Senuttor (O'n'Is. I)oes it have a surplus?
Secretary FitRE.A.N. France has, yes.
Senator .ri'is. The re,;t of the Common Market countries will have
lirst, (all on that, won't they?
Secretary FEMAN. As it now stands; yes.
Senator CuaRTis. 'Well, they will have won't they?
Secretary FREEMNAN. In France, on Prance's price level, yes.
Senator CUrs. What is the support price over there on wheat?
Secretary FREEMA.XN. In France about $2.30; in Germany about $3.
Senator CuRs. West Germany?
Secretary FREEMAN. $3.
Senator CuTw'rs. At what price do we expect to export there?
Secretary FREEMAN. I expect ill the neighborhood of $2 a bushel
where our hard wheats are concerned.
Senator CURTIS. Is it our purpose to undermine the price of wheat
in Germany ?
Secretary FREMAN. It is our hope that the price of wheat in Germany will come down to the price of wheat in France.
Senator Crnis. What is the price of wheat in France?
Secretary FREE.M1AN. $2.30.
Senator CURTiS. And we would export to them at below either
price?
Secretary FRE.EMAN. If you cannot compete on a price level, why,
volt do not, have any trade.
Senator Courts. To continue this export of wheat, do you expect
to ni.;e the export subsidy?
Secretary FrFEMAN,;. Yes.
As a matter of fact, the present farm bill pending before the
Senate will provide for the export of some wheat at the world price
without subsidy, and it hopes to move in that direction.
Senator CuRrrs. flow is the amount of the subsidy determined?
Secretary FREEMAN. It is determined based upon what it will take
to be competitive in relation to other exporting countries?
Senator Courts. Really the important thing in whether or not we
ex port wheat is the continuation of the subsidy, isn't that correct?
Secretary FEMAN. We would not sell mucl wheat today if we did
not have an export subsidy, that is cot rect.
Senator CURTIS. That is what I mean.
I think this program here is greatly oversold. I think it is a subsidy
we have to have to get rid of it.
That is all, Mr. Chairman.
The C(.NIA
. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. You have
been very frank and very well informed.
Secretary FTRAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CIT. IRAN. We will recess now until 10 o'clock in the morning.
(Whereupon, at 1:35 p.m., the committee adjourned, to reconvene
at IOn.in.. Thursday, Auigust 16, 1962.)
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U.S. SENATE,
Co:AturtrEE, ON FINANCE,

Wahington, D.O.
'rle committee met., pursuant to recess. at 10 a.m., in room 2221,
New Senate Office Building, Senator Harry F. Byrd (chairman)
presiding.
Present: Senators Byrd, Long, Douglas, McCarthy, Fulbright,
Hartke, Williams, Carlson, Bennett, and Morton.
Also present: Elizabeth B. Springer, chief clerk; and Serge N. BenSon, professional staff member.
The CHAIRMAN. The committee will come to order.
The first witness is the Honrable George W. Ball, Under Secretary of State.
You may proceed, sir.
STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE W. BALL, UNDER SECRETARY OF
STATE; ACCOMPANIED BY LEONARD WEISS, DIRECTOR, OFFICE
OF INTERNATIONAL TRADE AND FINANCE, DEPARTMENT OF
STATE; AND ABRAM CHAYES, THE LEGAL ADVISER, DEPARTMENT OF STATE
Mr. BALL. If it is agreeable to the chairman, I have a statement .1
would like to read.
Mr. Chairman, I appear at the end of a long and comprehensive
hearing in which the committee has had the benefit of the views of
a large number of witnesses representing various aspects of the complex U.S. economy. I shall try not, to repeat the arguments you have
already heardr-either from private, witnesses or from my colleagues
in the executive branch. I shall try instead to supplement their testimony, addressing myself to the significance of H.R. 11970 as an in-'
strument to serve American policy over the next 5 years and cornmnenting also on certain specific problems that have arisen in the
course of these hearings.
The Trade Expansion Act of 1962 is in the great tradition of the
reciprocal trade agreements program first conceived by Cordell Hull
almost 30 years ago, but it has been drafted to take account of the
requirements of our national policy in a world that has undergone,
and is still undergoing, swift and pervasive change.
Since the end of the Second World War, the political and economic
shape of the world has been' altered more profoundly than in any
two centuries in I lie pmt.
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An Iron Curtain has been erected to form a cage around one-third
of the human population.
Relationships among the other two-thirds have been radically revised. The great colonial systems that controlled the destiny of
more than half of the people in what we have come to call the free
world have either disappeared or are on their way toward ultimate
disappearance-to be replaced by a whole geography book of new
independent nations (46 since 1943) that are shaping a new set of
relations with the old colonial powers based on the principle of mutual
self-respect.
These former colonial powers--our allies, the great industrial nations of Western Enrol 4--far from being weakened or destroyed
by the passing of this outmoded form of power relationship have
instead turneY their energies with remarkable success toward the
monumental task of building a strong and united Europe.
By the mutual consent of peoples expressed in the Treaty of
Rome--which is the organic document of the European Economic
Communi'--six Dations of Europe have achieved a greater unity
today tha;i could ever be imposed by military might, in the past,
and this new "Europ" may soon be expalnded.
As you know, negotiations are now in progress between the United
Kingdor and the member states of the European Community. The
negotiators have already achieved a wide measure of agreement.
They have recessed their deliberations until next month. I had the
opportunity just 4 days ago to confer in Paris with our representatives stationed in the capitals of the negotiating states.
On the basis of the reports I received-and taking account of the
spirit of good will and the determination to succeed manifested by
all parties in the negotiation-I am persuaded that solutions can be
found to the problems that remain.
If, as appears likely, the current negotiations lead to the accessipon
by the United Kingdom to the Treaty of Rome, the Common Market
will embrace a population of about one-quarter of a billion people,
with a gross national product exceeding $340 billion. It will be an
expanding market. The creation of internal free trade within the
area of the community is giving a new energy both to industry and
agriculture.
Since the end of the Second World War, coni istently through three
administrations, the United States has encouraged and supported
those forces in Europe pressing toward unity. Our interest in a united
Europe, our interest in the European Economic Community, is
primarily political.
We recognize, as President Kefinedy so eloquently said on the
Fourth of July in Philadelphia, that the United States and the great
nations that are forming the new Europe are interdependent, and
Ihat a united Europe can be and I quote him, ajmrtner with whom we can' deal on a basis of full equality In all the great
and burdensome tasks of building and defending a community of free nations.

II
In current discussions of the European Economic Community there
is sometimes a tendency to think only of the most conspicuous of its
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alchievements; to regard it merely as a customs union, a commercial
arrangement for tihe advancement of the trading interests of the
member nations. Yet the main driving force that has brought the
community into being has stemmed from larger aspirations--a relentless drive toward the ancient goal of a United States of Europe.
Signatory nations to the Treaty of Rome have taken far-reaching
conmitmenmts. They have agreed not only to create a Common
Market but also to undertake a wide spectrum of common action
covering all aspects of economic integration-including the concerting of monetary and fiscal policy, the harmonization of social security
system., the development of a common antitrust, law, common provisions for the regulation of transport, the free movement not only of
goods but of labor, capital, and services, and so on.
Equally as important, they have created a set of institutions, comprising an executive in the form of a commission and a council of
ministers, a parliamentary body in the form of an assembly, and a
court-the court of justice of the community-that by its (,ecisions
has already begun to build up a formidable body of European
jurisprudence.
If we think of the European Community not as a static concept but
as a living process, we can begin to comprehend its larger political implications. If the negotiations for British accession to the community
succeed, we shall have on either side of the Atlantic two enormous
entities; on our side, a federation of states tied together by developed
institutions and a century and a half of common experience to form a
nation that, is the world's leading power; on the other, a community
of states, trading as a single market, and seeking among themselves
to perfect the common policies and institutional arrangements that can
lead toward increasing economic and political integration.
Between them these, two entities will account for 90 percent of the
free world's trade in industrial goods and almost as much of the free
world's production of such goods. Between them they will represent
the world's key currencies; -they will provide the world's principal
markets for raw materials: and they will constitute the world's principal source of capital to assist the' less-developed countries to move
toward decent living standards.
The degree of interdependence between the great economies flanking
the Atlantic-the interdependence to which President Kennedy so eloquently adverted-has been demonstrated repeatedly in recent years.
Imbalances within the trade or payments arrangements among the
major economically advanced nations can create serious problems.
Our own troubling and persistent balance of payments deficit is, in
a very real sense, the mirror image of su'pluw.s in the accounts of cerf.
tain of our European friends.
. We have been working to achieve a high degree of coordination
of domestic economic policies through the OECD in order to minimi,,,
these imbalances just as we have.been, working with' our European
friends through NATO to achieve' an effective defense of the free
world and through the Developnient Assistance Committee of the
OECD to coordinate natioi)al programs for aid f-) less-developed
countries.
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III
If the growing partnership between the United States and the new
Europe is to result in the strengthening of the free world, our pursuit
of common policies on the two sides of the Atlantic must be extended
to the construction of a new and more liberal set of commercial relationships.
We in the United States have much to gain by this. For many
reasons the development of the European Common Market will provide an unparalleled opportunity for the sale of our products. Our
trade with the nations of an expanded community is today very much
in our favor. Our exports of all products to the member nations are
about 50 percent higher than our imports. Most Europeans ar'e onily
just beginning to enjoy many of the consumer goods Americans have
known for years-automobiles, electric refrigerators, air conditioning,
and so forth. Using automobile ownership as an index, one may say
that the European market is about at. the level of consumer demand
which existed in the United States in the late 1920's-and think of the
expansion which has taken place in our market since that day.
We alone in the free world have fully developed the techniques of
mass production, for we alone have had a great mass market open to
us. If American industry invests the will and energy, and if access
to the Common Market can be assured to it by the tools provided
by the Trade Expansion Act, we should find in Europe new trading
opportunities of a kind not dreamed of a few years ago.
I do not mean to suggest that the development of the European
market for American products will be easy. It will require a considerable effort of merchandising of a kind few American firms have
ever attempted in Europe because in the past the potential of limited
national markets has never seemed to justify the trouble.
It will require us to do much more than merely ship abroad the
surplus of the goods we produce for Americans. It will mean far
greater attei ion to the tailoring of products designed expressly for
European tastes and European conditions.
But there is no reason why American industry should not continue
to display the vitality and creativeness that have marked its performance in the past. Industrial research in the United States continues
on a level substantially higher than that of Europe.
Each year American industry creates products and processes responding to the high living standards of our people and creating in
turn the improved production techniques that can push those living
standards higher still. Our machinery industry is generating a continuous stream of new inventions for export to the world through our
acknowledged leadership in mass production systems.
For we are a creative nation, and there is every reason to suppose
that we shall remain so. We respond with vigor when the challenge
is great enough. That we can turn our creative genius to use in this
new and promising mass market of Europe, I have no doubt. The
gains for the American economy will be ext raordi nary.
IV
You will understand, therefore, that when I said earlier in this
statement that America's primary interest in the European Economic.
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Community was political I was not at all underestimating its econoinic implications.
Consider the opport unities for us.
By the mid-1950's Europe had effectively coml)leted the major task
of postwar reconstruction-assisted, of course, by the Marshall plan.
European Iproduction was back to the level of prewar days. Since
that time, it has been given a prodigious impetus by the bright prom..
ise of a common market.
During the last 4 years (1958-61), the six nations of the European
Community maintained an average annual rate of growth of slightly
more than 5 percent. This contrasted with our own average annual
rate of growth during that same period of 3.6 percent.
In spite of some signs of a slowing down, this extraordinary drive
continues. As the full economic benefits of a mass market are progressively made available, Europe may be expected to continue its
giant march toward a higher living stand rd.
Stated in truly commercial terms, Ahat is the consequence for us?
It is essentially this: Once an area adopts internal free trade, the producers in thla area) will necessarily be at an advantage in selling in
that market over producers outside. We in the United States with
our own great market should understand this point. When the European Common Market becomes fully effective, a manufacturer in
Detroit selling to a customer in Dusseldorf will be at this disadvantage as against a manufacturer in Milan: lie will have to sell his goods
over a common external tariff while the manufacturer in Milan will
not. But we should not forget that a manufacturer in Dusseldorf
selling to a Texas customer today is at a similar disadvantage as
against the manufacturer in Detroit. He has to sell his goods over
the barrier of our own comnon external tariff while the producer in
Detroit does not.
Granted the existence, therefore, of this common external tariffwhich is inherent in any common market, whether that of Europe or
that of the United States-what is the measure of its disadvantage to
us? That measure, of course, is the level of the common external
tariff.
V
A major purpose of the Trade Expansion Act is to provide the
President with effective tools for bringing about the progressive reduction of this common external tariff in order to make it, possible
for producers in the United States to sell their goods in the European
Common Market on a basis competitive with European domestic producers.
This committee is quite properly concerned that the President have
tools that are adequate for the task. In appraising the adequacy of
the tools provided by H.R. 11970 it is necessary to have in mind the
elements that enter into the bargaining position of the United States.
First, the United States exports more goods and services than any
other single nation.
Second, it enjoys a substantial surplus on merchandise account.
That surplus in 1961 amounted to about $3 billion after deducting
guods and services finance under our foreign assistance programs.
Third, the U.S. domestic market is the world's greatest mass market.
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Fourth, the United States is the leading nation of the free world
with all that that implies in terms of political power and responsibil ity.
Taken together these elements define our bargaining potential and
indicate the direction in which we must proceed. The vast size of
the American market is, of course, the central source of our bargain.
ing strength, as it has been since the beginning of the trade agree.
ments legislation.
Our ability to offer access to that market is a bargaining counter of
great value. The Trade Expansion Act contains provisions specifi.
ally designed, to enable that bargaining counter to be employed effect.
tively in opening great new opportunities for our own lWOdicers in
the rapidly expanding mass market of Europe.
It has been suggested in the course of these hearings that we could
have made better use of that bargaining counter in the past if we had
not concentrated merely on using access to our market as a carrot but
had employed the threat of exclusion from our market as a stick.
This has led to certain questions. Why wouldn't it be well to include provisions in the present bill to empower or direct, the President
to threaten increases in existing tariff levels in order to induce foreign
governments to reduce their own tariffs? Or, again, why shouldn't
the legislation direct the President to employ tariff increases or other
restrictive devices as a means of retaliation in every case where foreign governments maintain restrictions against our exports that are
discriminatory or otherwise unjustifiable?
Let, me say, first of all, that'I regard retaliation as an appropriate
course of governmental action in two types of situations. The first
can be illustrated by our current experience. Certain European governments are now imposing quantitative restrictions, inconsistent with
international obligations, on our exports of various horticulture products. Having exhausted all the avenues of persuasion to secure their
removal, we are now setting procedures in motion that will enable us to
take retaliatory action against two countries if those restrictions are
not, withdrawn.
The second type case is where a foreign government withdraws concessions that it as made to us in trade negotiations and proves unwilling to offer compensation that we consider adequate. In such circumstances, we are quite justified in retaliating by withdrawing commensurate concessions on other products.
But while I do not reject retaliation in principle, I am convinced
that it should be employed very sparingly. There are two compelling
reasons for this.
The first is that retaliation rarely succeeds in its objective--the removal of restrictions on American products.
It can be assumed that nations which continue to maintain restrictions in the face of persistent efforts by otter nations to secure their
removal are compelled to do so for powerful domestic reasons. Otherwise, they could be expected to withdraw those restrictions when confronted by economic and political pressures, expressed either bilaterally or in the framework of mobilized world opinion within the
forum of the GATT. It is an illusion to believe that they can be coerced into abandoning those restrictions by the threat ofretaliatory
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action against exports of certain of their other l)roducts not directly
related to the domestic basis for the restriction.
This conclusion finds support in our own recent experience. When
the United States found it necessary to increase the duties on carpets
and glass following escape clause proceedings, certain of the nations
affected rejected our offer of compensation and resorted to retaliatory
action. Since the U.S. decision in the first instance was taken for
what our Government regarded as adequate reasons, in the light of
conditions prevailing in the particular domestic industries, the
original decision was not affected-by this retaliatory action.
A second reason why we must employ retaliation very sparingly
is that it runs counter to the commercial policy objectives that we
have pursued to our great benefit, for almost 30 years. One axiom
is clear in relations among nations, as it is among individuals:
Retaliation breeds retaliation.
For this reason it 1,as been generally rejected as an instrument of
commercial bargaining among the major nations of the free world.
The United States io'ust not undermine this principle. Because of
our recognized leadership and our preponderant world position, we
are a major factor in setting the tone for commerical practices among
nations. If we were to use retaliation without great circumspection
and restraint, we could very well set off a chain reaction that would
bring about the closing of markets against our exports all over the
world.
Not only would we assume a grave responsibility by destroying the
liberal trading climate which has been so carefully developed over the
last 3 decades, but we ourselves would be the principal loser.
As a nation with a strongly favorable trading balance we benefit
greatly from the expansion of world commerce. We can be just as
gravely hurt by its contraction.
This principle applies not only to retaliation against actions that
foreign governments have already committed, but it also applies
to the use of the threat of new restrictions as a weapon at the bar aining table. We should not ignore the fact that while U.S. tariffs are
lower on some products than those of the EEC, they are higher on
many others.
If we threaten to raise our tariffs, we invite counterthreats. For
us to violate practices that have been established for years and attempt
to employ threats of raising our tariffs for bargaining purposes would
be self-defeating.
The conclusions from this appraisal seem clear enough. If we are
to expand our trade around the world, we must work toward the pro:
gressive liberalization of markets within the framework of existing
bargaining practices. We must concentrite on reaching sound reciprocal bargains in which advantages are exchanged for advantages
and not sought through threats.
This does not mean that we need, or should, limit ourselves to bargaining on the basis of commercial considerations alone. We shouldand we do-supplement our commercial bargaining power with a,
the political and economic resources at our disposal when' nations
maintain restrictions against us that are in violation of their
international commitments.
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Commercial relations with other nations are a part. of the mainstream of foreign policy and cannot be divorced from it. They are
an essential element in the structure of international relationshipseconomic, military, and political.
I should like to emphasize to this committee, for example, that the
progress we have so far made in bringing about the elimination of
quantitative restrictions on many products would have been impossible had we not employed our economic and political leverage in
this effort-not merely through our diplomatic missions abroaT but
also through high-level representations by the Secretary of State and
other officials of the State Department and even, when the occasion
required, by the President himself.
Years of experience have shown that the essential basis for the
maintenance and advancement of American commercial interests
around the world must, in the final analysis, ultimately depend upon
the linkage of those interests to our vital political and economic
relations.

VI

In the light of these considerations, we are satisfied that the tools
provided for in H.R. 11970 are well designed and fully adequate to
enable the U.S. Government to advance its trading interests effectively. No additional authority is required.
Moreover, the record is clear that, over the years, the U.S. Government has successfully employed the tools which Congress has furnished it to advance our commercial interests at the bargaining table.
Today the two great common markets of the free world-the emerging Common Market of Europe and the established common market
of the United States-maintain, with respect to industrial goods, about
the same level of protection from outside competition. This fact has
been demonstrated by recent studies, including those of the Tariff
Commission and the Department of Commerce.
In suggesting that the average tariff rates on industrial imports
are roughly similar in these two great common markets, and that the
median rates of duty are about the same, I do not mean to imply
that the two areas have the same tariff structure.
Our own tariff rates range from the very low to the very high.
We admit nearly 1,000 of the 5,000 items on our tariff schedule on a
duty-free basis. As the same time, there are about 900 items on
which we levy a duty of 30 percent or more. Products governed by
such high rates are largely excluded from the American market, while
the duty-free items to a considerable extent are products not suited
to production in the United States.
The common external tariff of the European Community has a
quite different structure, because it has been developed, under the
provisions of the Rome Treaty, by averaging the rates that existed
at the beginning of 1957 in France Germany, Italy, and the Benelux
Customs Union. As a result of this averaging process, practically
all the high tariff rates existing in the individual countries have been
greatly reduced. Whereas over one-sixth of the rates in the United
States are above 30 percent, less than one-fiftieth of European rates
are above 30 percent. There are few rates in the European Community as protective as many rates in our own tariff schedule; at the same
time, there are fewer items on the free list.
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The foregoing facts are significant for two reasons. In the first
place, they show that in any new trade negotiation, the United States
and the European Community would be starting at substantially the
same levels of protection. It should be possible to phase down the
levels of protection, and by this I mean industrial protection, at
roughly the same pace.
"
But these facts also demonstrate that, contrary to the prevailing
mythology, our trade negotiators have effectively defended U.S.
interests. There is a tendency in discussing these matters to cite rates
that are markedly higher in Europe than in the United States-such
as the current rate on automobiles, and this is the classical case which
is 22 percent under the common external tariff of the Common Market,
and only 611 percent under the V.S. tariff. But one should not ignore
cases where the reverse is true, such as clocks and watches where our
rate is 51 percent, and the Common Market rate is one-fourth as
much-or such items as safety razors where our rates run from 85 to
255 percent and the Common Market rate is 17 percent, and there are
many other such examples.
I would not, therefore, put much stock in the myth that America
has been improvident in past negotiations and that our negotiators
have consistently gotten the worst of it.
Such a view does more credit to our modesty than our judgment.
Speaking for the Department of State, which has had the major
responsibility for the actual negotiation of trade agreements, I can
assure you quite categorically that this belief is held nowhere outside
of the United States. It is a myth that stops, so to speak, at the
water's edge.
The officials of our Government, who over the years have participated in trade agreement negotiations, have served their country well.
If this were not so, we could expect to find the tariff rates of Europe
today well above those of the United States-and they are not.

Vii
The observations I have made so far have been principally in terms
of maintaining our export market for industrial goods. But there is
no problem in connection with our trade policy that has claimed more
time and attention in the State Department and, of course, the Department of Agriculture, as Secretary Freeman testified yesterday,
than the maintenance and expansion of access to the European market
for our agricultural products. The United States has a wonderfully
efficient agriculture, as this committee well knows. Our commercial
aoTiculture exports to the countries that would make up an enlarged
Common Market amounted last year to $1.6 billion. They represented nearly half of the total commercial exports of U.S. agricultural products to all countries. By commroial-exports I exclud, of
course, Public Law 480.
Our agricultural imports from that same area-the enlarged Common Market--totaled only about $200 million or one-eighth as much
as our exports.
Two developments have an important effect on our continental position as a major supplier of farm commodities to Europe. One is the
technological revolutipn in agriculture, which Europe is only now
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beginning to experience. Just as the United States has enjoyed a
tremendous growth in agricultural productivity as a result of new
scientific techniques, so is Europe now proceeding along the same path.
Over the long pull we can expect Europe to produce more grains and
other temperate zone products with fewer farmers. Though the
vitality generated by the Common Market may accelerate this trend,
and I beve has accelerated this trend, it is a trend that would have
existed even in the absence of the Treaty of Rome.
Another factor affecting our position is the common agricultural
policy developed by the Common Market countries early this year
after the most intense and difficult negotiations. Those countries
began on July 30 to put this common agricultural policy into effect.
By 1970 there will be free trade in virtually all agricultural products
among tle member states.
These are the two key factors that we must take into account in
seeking to maintain the U.S. position as a principal supplier
of agricultural products to the crucial markets of Western Europebut there are also others of only slightly less significance. With the
steady growth of personal income Eiiropeans will tend to shift toward
a greater consumption of protein and a reduced direct consumption
of cereals. Since a pound of meat reflects the consumption by the
animal concerned of several pounds of cereal, this shift may well mean
a substantially increased requirement for certain cereal importsbut at the expense of others.
The extent-if at all-to which an advancing agricultural technology will move Europe toward a higher degree of self-sufficiency
in its food requirements--to the disadvantage of
ort-will depend
upon the price and access policies that the European Community may
adopt. It is with respect to both these policies that negotiations under the Trade Expansion Act can be of critical importance. At the
same time it is clear that the major producing and consuming nations
must face the hard necessity of achieving global solutions to the difficult problems that exist in certain agricultural sectors.
In insuring a bright future for our agricultural exports we shall
need all the bargaihing'counters we. can mobilize--andthe proposed
Trade Expansion Act was drawn with thki. fact firmly in mind.
VIII
'I have, up to this popnt, dealt largely with our vital trading interests
in.Western Europe, but I have very much in mind the fact that our
direct trading interets'.as well as our security interests are global in
scope. 'We need to expand our exports to markets throughout the
free world.. We have, izapprtant trading partners in many areas.
I need only mention that our trade with Canada .alone is of the same
order of magnitude ap our trade with the six member states of the
Common Market.
Across the Pacific, Japan is a major market for manufactured goods
and the most important single customer anywhere in the world for our
agricultural exports. Last year we sold to Japan nearly $700 million
more in goods of everykind than we bought from Japan-to the great
benefit of our balance of payments.
The Trade Expansion Act of 1962 will provide effective authority
for negotiations with these countries-as well as with the less developed countries and the Common Market.
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Ix
There is one respect in which we feel that the bill as passed by the
House should be substantially amended. In its present form, section
231 would require the President to deny most-favored-nation treatment to imports from Poland and Yugoslavia. Such treatment is
presently extended under the provisions of existing law. We strongly
urge that the Presidert continue to have the ability to grant mostfavored-nation treatment to those countries where he finds this would
be in the national interest.
The Congress dealt with substantially the same issue in recent
weeks, when it provided for the inclusion of similar Presidential
flexibility in the foreim aid bill. I need not repeat the reasons underlying that decision, since this committee is fully familiar with them.
Those reasons apply with equal force to H.R. 11970. The), are political in character. Although the dollar value of trade with Poland
and Yugoslavia is not large, the symbolic meaning of most-favorednation treatment is of major importance for both countries. To deny
them that treatment and subject their trade to the Smoot-Hawley
tariff would mean the repudiation of an established policy-which
we have followed in the case of Yugoslavia for 14 years.
About 70 percent of Yugoslavia's trade is with the West. Today
it is seriously worried about its ability to maintain those trade lines
with the free world, since it is not a member. of-the.European Common Market although adjacent to it. For us to reverse our established
policy would mean to tie both Yugoslavia and Poland more tightly
to Moscow at 'a time when there are clear signs that the new generations in those countries are becoming ever more Western-minded.
. For these reasons I strongly recommend that this committee act
favorably on the administration's proposed amendment to section
231, which is designed to restore the Presidential flexibility that exists
in the present law.

x

Let me now return for a final moment to the proposition I put to
you at the beginning of these observations: that the Trade Expansion
Act should be viewed net merely as an instrument for expanding free
world commerce and thus benefiting our own economy, but as a solemn
political act taken in recognition of the undeniable fact of the interdependence of the free world and of the need for forging an effective
Atlantic partnership if the free world is to be strong and secure.
With the progress of Europe toward unity we have for the first
time the possibility of a partnership that can become, over the years, a
common enterprise in which responsibility can be fully and freely
shared. With the prospects of a strong and united Europe we can,
for the first time, see the possibility, of a partnership of equals.
Already we are making substantial progress within 'that partnership in tackling a broad spectrum of common problems: the coordination of economic policies to avoid persistent imbalances, the perfection of techniques for meeting our common responsibilities toward
the less-developed areas of the world, agreement on common objectives of economic growth. Through the Trade Expansion Act we
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should move rapidly ahead in a further vital area-the expansion of
trade not only across the Atlantic but within the whole free world.
And by moving toward this great objective on a basis of agreements
reached after patient bargaining we should establish a further strong
link among those nations on whom the security of the free word
largely depends.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRM.AN. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary.
You discuss the question of retaliation and mention, of course, the
increase in duties on carpets and glass.
Would you give to the committee a statement of the quotas that
have been established or actions taken with respect to retaliation or
whether they were prompted by retaliation or by other cause
Mr. BALL. The situation in the case of carpets and glass, of course,
was not a matter of retaliation taken by the United States but taken
by the European countries against us.
You have in mind the retaliation taken against us or the retaliation
we have taken against other countries?
The CHAIRMAY. The Chair would like to know what quotas have
been established whether for retaliation or for other purposes.
There are some quotas have been established, I understand, for the
purpose or protecting American industry.
Mr. BALL. YeS.
The CHAIMAN. Is there a quota on oilf
Mr. BALL. We have an import quota on oil which is established
under the national security clause of the trade legislation.
The CHAIMAN. What quotas have been established? The Chair
was responsible for an amendment relating not only to national security but to national welfare. What quotashave been established under
that authorization relating to national welfare?
Mr. BALL. The only quota that has been established under the national security pmvisionThe ChAIRMAN. I am not speaking of the national security.
Mr. BALL. And the national welfare clause.
The CIIATMRAN. The national welfare is supposed to relate to the
domestic situation.
Mr. BALL. That is ri ght.
The C1IAR0rA.A. And the national security relates to our military.

Mr. BALL. That is right, sir.

Quotas on lead and zinc, quotas on oil and petroleum products. I
think those are the only two. Then under section 22 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act there are quotas on various agricultural products such as wheat, quotas on certain types -of cheese, and other agricultural products.
The CiAIRMAN. How many quotas are in existence now?
Mr. BALL. I would be glad to insert it for the record, a complete
statement of the quota situation.
(The following was later received for the rooord:)
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U.S. import quotas, August 19V.?
Commodity

Annual quota

Date of effect

Basis of action

AGRICULTURAL TAODtV(TS
Dairy products:
Butter ......................................

pound.s..

Dried whole milk ..............................
Dried buttermilk ..............................

do....
do..-

Dried cream ----------------------------------do ....
Dried skim milk -----------------------------do ....
Malted milk, and compounds or mixtures of or do....
substitutes for milk or cream.
Cheddar cheese and substitutes for cheese con- do....
talking or processed from Cheddar cheese,
Edam and Oouda cheese ....................... d-o -Blue-mold cheese (except Stilton) and substi- do ....
tutes for cheese containing or processed from bluemold cheese.
Italian type cheeses-made from cow's milk pounds.
original loaves (Romano made from cow's milk
Rejiano, Parmesano, Provolone, Provolette, and
8 brl n 0.
Articles with 45 percent or more butterfat:
Butter aibstitutes, Including butteroil pounds..
containing 45 percent or more butterfat.
All articles containing 45 percent or more do....butterfat, except those articles already subject
to quotas, cheese, evaporated or condensed
milk and products imported In retail packages.

707,000 1July 1, 1953..

7,000
do. .
46, 000
do..
500
1,807,000 .....
do.
do...
6.0O

2,780,100 .-

.

Sec. 22, Agricultural
Adjustment
Act.
Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.

Do.

do ........

Do.

9,200,400 ... do ......
4, 450, 000 ..... do ........

Do.
Do.

.

Do.

1,200,000

Apr. 15, 1987..

Do.

0

Aug. 7, 1957...

Do.

1939 ...........
do..
do ........
do...

Do.

11,500,100 ....

do..

.
.

.

Cotton:

Upland type ..................................
do...Long staple ...........................................
N)l6 inches or more ..........................
do ....
)
i Inches but less than 1% Inches .......... do ....

otton waste ...................................

do ....

Cottonpicker lap ..............................
do ....
Peanuts (s.,elled, unshelled, blanched, salted, pre- do ....
pared or preserved).
Sugar...............................................
tons..
Wheat ..........................................
bushels..
W'beat products (flour, semolina, crushed and pounds..
cracked wheat, and similar products).

14, 516,82
6,06,5,642
5. 482, 509
1.000
1,709000

...do...

Sept. 11, 1961..
July 1, 1953...

Do.
Do.

Do.

.
.
.

Do.
Do.
Do.

9, 700,000
Sugar Act.
1934...........
800,000
May 28, 1941.. See. 22.
4,000,000 .....
do ......... Do.

OTHER coMODMEr

Lead and Line (unmanutacturod ..........................

Oil and oil products (crude oil, unfinished oil or finished .
petroleum products) (period July-December 1962).

(1)

October 198..

March 1959...

Sec. 7 (escape
clause)
Trade
Agreements
Actof1981.
Sec. 8,
National
Security
Amendment. Trade
Agreements
E xtcnsion
Act of 1951.

Districts 1-4:
Crude and unfinished oil ......... barrels per day..
700, 791
.....
do ......... Do.
Finished products, other than residual ....... do ....
76,634. 41 .....
do ......... Do.
District S:
Crude and unfinished oil ................
lo....
270.910
....
do ......... Do.
Finished products, other than residual ....
do ....
6,813.42 .... do .........
Do.
Residual fuel oil ........................... do ....
3,866
....
do ......... Do.
Puerto Rico:
Crude and unfinished oil .................... do ....
9, 340
do.
Do.
Finished products, other than residual ....... do ....
437
.........
Do
Residual .................................. do ....
1,644
Do.
Residual lel oil (period Apr. 1,1962, to Mar. 31,19W):
Distrit I ................................... do....
06, 993
do
.........
Do.
do ...
District 2-4 ................................
do....
608
I)o.
180 percent of average annual commercial Imports, 1953-57.

The CAIT1ATAN. With relation to this compact or whatever it is,
ill regard to textiles, will you explain what has been done about that?
Mr. BALL. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

...
.d

....
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The )rolblem that was presented by the textile industry, cotton
textiles, particularly, was .aproblem of rapidly advancing imports
from certain countries, pri!nrily Hong Kong because Japan had
been inder a measure of self-restraint imposed through voluntary
arrangement, and certain of the less developed countries around thb
world.
Now, these imports were troublesome, not so much, I would say,
because of their size, because I think the total amount of imports in
relation to the U.S. production was never much more than 6 percent
in dollar value.
They were disruptive because they came in at such extremely low
rates that they tended to disrupt the whole price structure within
markets.
Taking this into account, at the U.S. initiative, we negotiated a
temporary arrangement at Geneva last year. I myself was the chairman of the American delegation that undertook this negotiation,
which gave the authority to each of the signatory countries to call
for a restraint on import's based on certain base period level-.
This agreement has now been in operation ever since last Octobcr.
ft expires on the 30th of September.
Meanwhile, we have negotiated-again in Geneva-a long-term
agreement running for a period of 5 yeas, which proceeds on very
much the same generall philosophy of giving to the signatory countries
the right to call for restraint on exports by countries whose exports
av proving disruptive of markets.
Now, we have exercised the powers under this temporary agreement
ina great number of cases, and as a result the imports into the United
States will not, in my judgment exceed 6 percent of American productioll this year.
So that the industry is assured that it will not be faced with the
I)roblem which has been very disturbing over recent years of a rising
volunte of imports of cotton textiles, particularly concentrated in
various categories where they come in such a flood as to be disruptive
oL markets, and we would a sume that this technique which has been
worked out will provide the kind of protection that the industry
requires.
I may say that under the short-term agreement, during the past
year, II governments have taken action to restrain their exports to the
United States in 39 of Ih(e 64 categories of cotton textiles which are
provided under the agreement, and this has been the result of action
that. has been taken on an interdepartmental basis. The administration of this airreement is actually in the Department of Commerce.
'1he State 1)e)art nment tildertakes through diplomatic channels to
bring rl,oiit the imunosition of these restraints when the interagency
committee c!i ired by t lie Department of Commerce feels the situation
(alls for that.
The CII.\MN. When you use the word "restraint" what does
that mea n?
Mr. .
"RestraintL" means simply this: When exports are of
such a nature as to alpear market-disr ptive, that they are about to
break through the levels which have. been followed during the base
year period, then the U.S. Government, as a signatory has the right
to call on the exporting nation to restrain those exports to the base
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year level, and if that country fails to do so, the United States then
can take direct action itself to stop those exports from coming in.
The CHAIRMAN. In other words, the United States is the judge of
what. is the restraint?

Mr. BALL. That is right, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Now, with respect to Japan, you mentioned the

fact they bought $700 million, I think, of agriculture products.
Mr. BALL. Excuse me, what I said, Mr. Chairman, was that last
year they bought $700 million more in total of all of our goods and
services than we bought from them, so that their trade balance with
the United States was adverse to the extent of several hundred million
dollars and our trade balance with them was favorable by that amount.
Isn't cotton includq9tihce 0orts?.S. cotton.
The
Mr. CHAIRMAN.
BALL. Japan is the bigg single market o
r just one mement.
"-,
The CHAIRMAN. Excuse
Aren't they purchasin &at cotton at 81 cents less than h Ameri\
can manufacturer of te iles can purchase it,,Mr. BALL. This is e result of th price uppIit-tructure whi4 we
whih reduces the price to the w6 ld
have. There is an xport subsi
Y
price. They buy t the wor price.
The CI!AIRMA. But they buy it at $1/2 ejtgJes'than the, America
-,e
manufacturer c i buy it, is tltight
,v
11r%
B1rLL. T at is right.
Because the anu fact urer-t he A ierican manuftcturer -buys at
SUn
ort p rogp nm.
from our
ce which O'8 cent; 46ove
the domestic
",- . oe
... price resulting
T110 C IIA IR K N Do
""-.
!
p rD ~ o l m ",
an jor prog
o, approved of thaft?
i
ell, I t hiiC that tji i is a ptobWemle which is implicit in
Mr. BALL.
ic Itural support s. m.
the whole struck re of our
plac6'thCe.Ameridan textik manufac/
The CHAIR A
Doesn
turer at a great d dvantage as compared t Japaii?
Mr. BALL. He
at the did
tge ot 81/2 cents
efpound Zf
8
n'
d
y
ge
cotton.
. at also added to the fact that' the labor, 4 age
The CAM
over there is 28 cents a hour compared to approximately $2 ofi hour
here. The combination%b( the two makes it a very difficijlt'problem
Iry.
for the industries in thiscou
Mr. BALL. This is one of theinsi derations that leto thedl" lopment of the cotton textile agreement, Ti<Chi'rinan, and I tl itihat
this agreement has been a very successful one in its oeration-'
Now, actually, the question of this equalization fee, as I am sure
the committee knows, is pending at the moment before the Tariff
Commission. There has been an application filed by the industry, and ,I don't know what the disposition of the Tariff Commission will be,
what they will make of it.
The CHAIRMAN. As I understand the present agreements expire on
October 1. How many nations are included in that compact ?
Mr. BALL. Nineteen, I believe.
The CHAIRMAN. Would you insert in the r6-ord a list of it?
Mr. BALI. I would be glad to insert the d,-; i or, it.
(The following was later received for the record:)
_ht

The participating countries in the short term agreement are as follows:
Australia, Austria, Canada, Denmark, India, Japan, Norway, Pakistan, Portu7270--62-pt. 4-87
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gal, Spain, Sweden, United Kingdom (also representing Hong Kong), United
States, and member states of the European Economic Community (Belgium,
France, Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, and the Netherlands).

The CHAIRMAN. So far as textiles are concerned the major danger
that this country has, as I see it, is Japan, is that correct?
Mr. BALL. No, I wouldn't say so, because of the fact we do have
arrangements with Japan which prevent the Japanese imports, imports from Japan becoming disruptive.
'he CHAIRMAN. But that expires on October 1, doesn't it?
Mr. BALL. Yes, but there is a long-term agreement for 5 years which
then comes into effect which was negotiated at Geneva also and has
been agreed to ad referendum by the countries and we are now waiting
for final signatures.
The CHAIRINAN. But it does expire?
Mr. BALL. It expiresThe CIIAIRAN. The present agreement expires October 1.
Mr. B ALL. The short-term agreement expires October 1 but it will
b superseded by a long-term agreement.
fhe CHAIRMA.N. Is it voluntary on the part of Japan to renew that
agreement?
Mr. BALL. Yes, but the Japanese delegates in Geneva indicated they
expected to sign the agreement and it is expected to come into effect.
I have no doubt about it.
The CHAIRMAN. How long has the agreement existed?
Mr. BALL. We had voluntary agreements with Japan since 1956
which preceded the short-term cotton textile agreemenL The shorvterm agreement expires October 1. There will then be a long term
agr-eement which comes into effect for a period of 5 years.
The CHAIRMAN. You are assuming they will sign it, do you?
Mr. BALL. Well, I know that at, the negotiation there was an agreement reached ad referendum by the negotiating parties.
The CHAIRMAN. It seems to me that is a vital matter. October 1
is only about 60 days from now.
Air. BALL. Mr. Chairman, I have no concern about the fact that
these nations will sign this agreement. We had exactly the same situation last year wit h regard to the short-term agreement. The signatures came in just, before the agreement went into effect, and this
is perfectly normal in international affairs of this kind.
The CHAIRMAN. I have another question: You st -. ed on page 13
that commercial relations with other nations are a part of the mainstream. of foreign policy and cannot be divorced from it.
Now, to what extent has the State Department used their powers
with respect to negotiating with other countries on the premise of
preventing communism in countries or having more friendly relations
with them, and to what extent on the reciprocal trade idea? I have
said several times in these hearings, I made my first speech in the
Senate in 1932 on this subject and received a very fine letter from
Cordell Hull.
There was no thought in those days of having reciprocity except on
an economic basis. In other words, we would el to the other countries
and the other countries would buy from us.
It just occurs to in in late year we have departed from that fundamental principle ol thte Hull reciprocal trade program and it is
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indicated by this sentence of yours in here that you have injected
another feature into it, namely the relationships of nations on a basis
of foreign policy, which I assume is to prevent communism in certain
countries or other things.
Am I correct about that?
Mr. BALL. Mr. Chairman, I wholly agree withyour statement that
in exercising the powers granted under the trade agreements legislation the bargaining should be on a reciprocal basis in which the
considerations should be commercial considerations, we should get. full
reciprocity. I think we have gotten full reciprocity. I think the
very fact, as I have attempted to point out in my statement, that facing
our greatest trading partner, a combined Europe, we will start from
roughly the same levels of industrial protection would suggest that
full reciprocity has been obtained.
But there is one very vital point, and that is that in the extra-legal,
so to speak, protective measures which are taken against American
products-which are in many cases violations of the GATT or which
are under exceptions to the GATT-it is only by the exercise of our
political and economic leverage that we have been able to persuade
the countries of the World to abandon devices which may have had, did
in fact have, validity at one time because of their acute balance-ofpayments problems existing in the immediate postwar period.
If this were an executive session I could give the committee some
very detailed examples. I would be glad to give to the committee for
its confidential use a detailed statement showing the manner in which
this has been done.
The CHARMMAN. I don't understand why you link up 'commercial re
lations with other nations as the mainstream of foreign policy and
it cannot be divorced from it.

Mr. BALL. That is right, sir.

The CHAIRM AN. Is that the principle laid down by the original
reciprocal trade program?
Mr. BALL. It is implicit in the whole situation, sir. All I was saying is that commercial relations between iiations are a part of the
total relationship between nations---economic, political, commercial.
The CHAIRMAN. You have had a considerable part in these different
agreements that have been made.
Would you say that the sole consideration is an economic consideration to promote trade between a certain nation and ourselves on each
side?
Mr. BALL. I would say that in the negotiations which have taken
place under the trade agreements legislation, to my knowledge, that
has been almost 100 percent the consideration which has been employed.
But let us take the case of the cotton textile agreement for example.
This agreement could not have been negotiated and worked out with
these countries except within the framework of all of our relationships.
Some of the considerations which led some of these countries to join
in this were political. They were not economic, they were primarily
political considerations based on a series of relations which we have
with them. If one were to divorce the commercial relationships from
all else, quite frankly, in my judgment, we could never have negotiated this agreement.
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The CIiAImHiN. It doesn't seem to me that is consistent with the
statement you made on page 13.
I will read it again, with another sentence:
Commercial relations with other nations are a part of the mainstream of for-

elgr. policy and cannot be divorced from it. They are an essential element in
the structure of international relationshiMM, economic, military, and political.

You think that means solely an economic question promoting trade
between nations and when you put in here you have got military and
political and international relationships what are they
Mr. BALL. Let's take the case of Western Europe, for example.
that as
Our relations with Western Europe are based upon the fact responthe leading nation of the free world we are carrying enormous
sibilities We are carrying political responsibilities, we are carrying
military responsibilities. We are bearing economic responsibilities.
Now, in our commercial relations with these countries, one of the
compelling reasons why they are prepared to do some things in the
commercial field which are from a domestic point of view, difficult
for them, is political. In this way their government justifies difficult
actions to their own people.
They do this because this is a matter of political concern to the
United States.
I think this is a self-evident proposition, Mr. Chairman, that relationshi ps between countries are a kind of seamless web, in that you
can't wholly divorce one element from another.
But I want to make one thing emphatically clear: I am not suggesting that we are prepared or intend to employ the powers under this
bill, if this legislation is passed, any more than the powers granted by
past legislation, to introduce political considerations as the quid pro
quo in bargaining under the Trade Agreements Act.
The CHAImRrN. Let me ask you, why did you mention that in your
statementI
Mr. BALL. Because I wanted to point out the fact that-let me give
you an example exactly of what I mean.
Under the trade legislation as it came out of the House, the United
States is forbidden, and I think quite properly so to give any concessions of a commercial kind to any country to induce that country to
eliminate discriminatory, illegal restrictions against American products. I think this is quite proper.
But what sanction do we have to compel a country to eliminate an
illegal discrimination I It may well be that the country in question
has an extremely unfavorable trade balance with the United States,
so that it isn't really concerned with what the United States does with
it as a commercial matter.
We could close our market completely to it and it would not affect
it very much commercially.
The way in which that nation is persuaded to eliminate that discriminatory trade practice against the United States is by use of the
fact that it has political and economic relations with us which it very
much values, and it justifies, therefore, the action which it takes in
eliminating those restrictionsThe CHAMMAN. Wouldn't the word "political" be appropriate to
consider whether or not you would recognize some particular regime
or leadership in certain countries or not?
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Mr. BAU.. The trade agreements program has never been employed
for that purpose and I see no reason why it should be used.
The CHAIRmAN. It certainly could be construed in that way. I
want to say very frankly to you, Mr. Ball, I am one of those who thinks
that the State Department has not been firm and stern enough in
negotiating our trade agreements, and I say that as one who has been
on this committee for a long time, and I have paid a great deal of
attention to the question of promoting foreign aid, of which I am in
favor, very strongly in favor of it and have been for a long time, and I
came into this Senate when we had the Hawley-Smoot tariff bill which
if it had been continued would have destroyed, in my judgment, the
growth of this country.
We would have a tariff wall around us that nobody could get over
and I was one of those who had a part in repealing that.
But I must say to you with the utmost frankness that I don't think
the State Department has been as energetic and as positive from looking at it from a standpoint of mutual trade relations, the economic pert
of it.
I think other factors are involved in it.
Mr. BAW. Mr. Chairman, I would like, if I may, simply to call
attention to what seems tome to be clear f m the record. Ourbiggest,
trading partner will be an expanded EEC, expanded European Go)mmunity. Looking at the levels of industrial protection at the present
time, they are about the same as our own. As I tried to indicate, the
structure is different. Ours are in many ways more protective. But
they are at about the same level.
Row, this is the "proof of the pudding," Mr. Chairman. Thisiathe
proof of the effectiveness with which we have utilized our powers over
the past.
I also want to say that the task of negotiating with a combined
Europe will in some ways be more difficult, but in other ways very
much easier than the task of dealing with a fragmented Europe.
In the past we have had the command of a very large market.
This has been our bargaining counter. When we give access to that
market., it isn't enough to give it to one country, because what that
country can give us isn't enough of a quid pro quo. We have had
to work arrangements out with several countries depending on the
product.
This is a difficult process and it has been ar inherent weakness in the
American bargaining position-which I don't think has at all deterred
us from making a most effective record.
I quite frankly, Mr. Chairman, don't believe that this program could
have been better conducted, and I say this not as one who is a career
officer in the State Department. I have only been in the State Department the last 18 months, but I have been enormously impressed by the
way in which it has been done.
The CHAIRMAN. I think you are making a pretty broad statement
when you say it could not have been improved upon, because everything can be improved upon in some cases and I know yo, have a very
good opinion of yourself and the State Depoastrnent and k think you
should continue to have that, but I wouldn't say that what you have
done couldn't be improved upon.
Mr. BALL Mr. Chairman, I was not speaking for myself. I was
speaking for the record of the Department over a great many years
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through Republican and Democratic administrations alike. I have
been impressed with it.
Senator DouoLAs. Would the chairman permit me to ask a question
of fact of the witness?
The CHAIRMAN.

$urely.

Senator Dournes. Mr. Ball, you have several times said that the
tariffs of the European Common Market and the United States
are on approximate equality. I have had the subject studied and it
is my understanding that on those commodities on which tariffs are
imposed that the arithmetic average for the Common Market is 14
percent, the arithmetic average for the United States is 11 percent.
Mr. BALL. That is before the last Geneva negotiation, Senator
Douglas. We are talking here about tariffs on industrial products
because that is what this related to. The 14 percent and the 11 percent figure were based, I believe, if I am correct,. on the stud 1 made
for the Joint Economic Committee with which you are familiar.
Senator Douol.s. Well, those figures are correct.
Mr. BALL. I beg your pardon.
Senator DOUGLAs. Those figures 'which I cited are correct.
Mr. BALL. They were correct prior to the last Geneva negotiations.
At the last Geneva negotiations so far as industrial products were
concerned we got from the Europeans almost a 20 percent across-theboard reduction.

Senator DOUGLAS. What did we give in return?

Mr. BALL. Very much less than that. I think it averaged out about
6 or 7 percent.
Senator DOUGLAS. So we reduced, say, from 11 to 10 and they came
down from 14 to 111
Mr. BALL. Some very unofficial figures which have been developed
by the Department of Commerce, I believe, and by the Tariff Commission, would suggest that after the Geneva negotiation the figure
for the United States was something like 7.1 percent and that for the
European Economic Community was 5.7 percent.
Senator DOUGLAS. That incluiles the commodities on which no tariffs
are
levied
such as bananas, isn't that right?
IMr.
BALL. No, this is on commnodities which are
subject to tariff.
It does not include thoge items on the free list.

Senator
the Common Market tariffs?
figures.
On theseOn
Ir BALTJ.DOUoLAS.

Senator DoUGLSA. I don't believe that and it doesn't follow from
your previous statement that they came down 20 percent and we
came down 6 or 7 percent. This would -bring us to around 10 percent,
and would bring them dolvn to around 11 percent.
. Mr. .ALL. Well, I am told by my colleague that the 14 and 11 percent figures were computed on a somewhat different base. We can
give you tfle figures, I think, on the samo base~'Which ould be o~nparable. I don't want to stand-----

Senator

DOITLAS.

This is an arithmetic average, is it not I

This is a weighted average..
Senator DOUGLAS. Which'one?
Mr. BALL. The 7.1 and the 5.7.
Senator DoOrLAS. Weighted by amourtts of imports I.
. r..BALL. Of iriports, weighed by amounts of imports.
AMr.

BALL.

,.
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Senator DouoIAs. Well, I certainly would like to scrutinize those
figures.
Mr. BALL. We will be glad to give you those figures.

(The following was later recorded'for the record:)
The table below shot s a comparison of weighted ad valorem equivalents of
United States duties and European Economic Community duties based on 1960
imports (dutiable and duty free). For technical reasons agricultural products,
refined petroleum products and various chemicals had to be excluded from the
figures for the EEC.
The retiults of the comparison on nonagricultural sectors (excluding refined
petroleum products and various chemicals) show that, based on the 1960 pattern
of trade, the weighted ad valorem incidence of the common external tariff of
the EEC was 7 percent before the Geneva tariff negotiations and was reduced
to 5.7 percent as a result of the negotiations. The ad valorem incidence of U.S.
duties on comparable nonagricuilturiilgoods (i.e also excluding petroleum products and various chemicals) worked out to 8.1 percent before the Geneva negOtiations and 7.9 percent after the negotiqtions. For the United States the
weighted average nonagricultural duties Including petroleum products and
chemicals is 8 percent (pre-Geneva) and 7.7 percent (post-G~neva). '
The EEC charges duties on c.i.f. basis, the United States on f.o.b. 'To take this
difference into account, it is reasonable to reduce the' United States figures In
the table by 10 percent to make t.bein tompar~ble to those fqr EEC. Making
this adjustment would bring the United States and EEC pre-Gene.va levels to
7.3 and 7.0 percent respectively, and the eomparabl post-Geneva levels to'7.1
percent for the United States and 5.7 percent for the EEC.

Comparisons of duty levels should be used with great caution.' The comparison

of national duty levels is a difficult task. A simple addition of'all ddty'rates,
followed by division to yicld an average rate, disregards the fact that some

categories arm Important i trade, others not. The. grouping of rates within

duty ranges, while yielding some interesting information, alio does not take
into account the relative trade Importance of individual rates. - I .
In preparing the table below, the assumption was madethgt working out a
weighted average Incidence was the best way to compare t'he relative height of
U.S. and EEC tariffs. The technique employed wag to apply the iates, preGeneva and post-Geneva, of the EEC's Common External Tariff (CXT) against
the actual pattern of 19O0 Impx)rts from all non-EEC sources by EEC t onlitries
to arrive at duties which theoretically would have been collected if the OIXT
had been in effect in 1960. Similarly, all U.S. duties, also pre- and post-Geneva,
were applied against the actual pattern of U.S. 190 total Imports.
Oompariaon of weighted ad valorem equivalents of U.S. dutie* ane! Etirooean
Economic Community duties based on 1960 iniports 1
iercenti

Commodity categories

Pot-taenevs
Pre-Oeneva
weighted average
weighted average
ad valorem eiuiva- ad valorem equivalent of duties
lent of dutie
United
states

Total of all conienodities ...................................
Total agricultural commodlties .................................
Total nonsericultural commfiodities
Nonagricultural commodities, exept petroleum products and
specified chemicals and other Items ........................
U.S. averages adjusted to c.i.f. basis ...........................

EEC

United
Stated

*EC

7.2
6.
4
44.9
&..............................
0
7.7
&1
. 7.3

7.0
(1)

7.9
7.1

&7
(2)

EEC imports exclude Imports from member countries and from saociated overseas territpres of EEC
countries.
I Not available.
$The specified chemnicals and other items excluded from the cakultions are: Organic and iI ganlc
ehemkals diteis0, tUming, and coloring nmatehlals; medicinal aid pbarnwceutical products; Dab and j*epstog"ph
xtq.s; sugar confectiomnry and other saar prepare tlonr. distilled spV1ta: and developed.cin

PD5onrce

Prepared by Interriationa' Trade Analysis DiVisiOn, Bureau of tnternatooa
Department of Commerce, March 196.

Proamin,

U.S.
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Senator DOUGLAS. Because take in the case of automobiles-we will
have a tariff of 61/2 percent and the Europeans will have 22 percent.
Mr. BALL. This is the classical case, Senator Douglas.

Senator DOUGLAS. What?

Mr. BALL. Whenever one gets into a discussion of the U.S. tariffs
people always cite the case of automobiles but this is only one of a
wide list.
Senator DOUGLAS. I wonder if you would be willing to have these
arithmetical computations with a full statement printed in the record
at this point, Mr. Chairman?
Mr. BALm. Yes, with this qualification: All that I am asserting is
that there is a rough equality.
Now, as an economist, you know very well, the complexity and the
difficulty of making this kind of a comparison. For the record, I
want to say here that certain items were omitted simply because the
classifications were impossible of comparison because of the totally
different classification structures.
Senator DOUoLAS. Would you indicate the items that were omittedI
Mr. BALL. Yes, I would be glad to put them in.
Senator DOUGLAS. Mr.
coal?Bal, what is the situation on quotas of
American exports of
Mr. BALL. There is a tariff quota in Germany and there are some
restrictions in France.
Senator DouaLAs. What is the total quota in Germany on coal?
Mr. BALL. Six million.
Senator DouGLAs. Six million tons, is it not?
Mr. BmAL. Yes.
Senator DouOLAS. In which 5 million is allotted to the United

States?
Mr. BAL. Ye&
Senator DOUGLAS. Coal producers of the Midwest inform me and
the German authorities when I interviewed them did not deny the
fact that American coal would be laid down at the ports along the
uper Rhine, perhaps I should say, at a price appreciably below tho
German price.
Mr. BALL. That is right, sir; that is quite true.
Senator DouGLAs. And it is estimated that we could export from
20 to 40 million tons.
Mr. BALL. Right.
Senator DOUGLAS. NOW, I had an hour's interview with Mr. Erhard
and begged him in the interest of international trade to remove these
quotas and to permit coal to be sold, ont the free market there, and he
refused, and announced it was going to be the continued policy of the
German Government to preserve the German market for German
coal, despite the fact that there was no unemployment in Germany.
In fact, they are importing Italians, and we have terrible unemployment in the coalfields of the United States.

Mr. BALL. One of our-Senator DOUGLAS. May I just continue, because you have touched
a very sore spot.
He made a long and eloquent speech on the need for all countries to
cooperate and to abandon restrictions, but he was adamant when the
question came of any concessions by Germany. I pointed out to him
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that the fact American coal was barred from Germany, in turn, caused
thie coal producers to demand more restrictions upon the importation
of residual oil from Venezuela and that, therefore, our relationships
with the democratic government of Venezuela were being impaired.
I said I thought if we could get a relaxation of the quotas which
Germany was imposing against us that we would not push Venezuela
aside, and that the general cause of international amity would be
furthered.
But this appeal to broad general principles and international peace
made no impression whatsoever on him.
It is well known that the present German Government gets its
financial support-the Christian Democratic Party gets its supportfrom the coal and iron producers, and they are insisting that Erhard
maintain and Adenauer maintain, restrictive policies on coal.
They want us to make the concessions but they will make none
themselves.
Now, that may sound like a Philippic, but it is just a plain statement of fact.
Senator HARTE. Will the Senator yield at that point?
I was in Bonn on the same matter, on the coal matter, when they
threatened cancellation, and they politely told me they had domestic
problems in their coal industry and that they were not in the slightest
interested in discussing anything which was going to upset their
domestic tranquility in order to accommodate any proposition from
the United States to have additional allocations of coal.
Senator DOUOLAS. That is exactly what they told me, and it turned
out we had domestic problems, too, but we had a higher ratio of unemployment in our country, and they had almost no unemployment in
that country and therefore, the conversion of coal miners into other
occupations in dermany was much less difficult than it was in the
United States, and I thought of the coalfields in my State of Illinois,
West Virginia, southern Lndiana, Pennsylvania, and so forth.
The CHAnMMAN. Virginia.
Senator HAwrKE. The truth of it is is it not, Senator Douglas, that
their production costs are much higher.
Senator DouGLAs. That is right.
Senator H~m=. Even though we pay our laborers a considerable
amount more, considerably more money, they have the welfare ben&fits and pension plans. The truth of it is if you are going to rmi_
the standard of those people they ought to be willing to buy and
move out of that business to one which they could produce economically
enator DOUGLAS. That is right.
I told them the German consumers would be greatly benefited by
low-priced American coal, which is always the argument we freetraders have advanced.
Senator MorroN. It is not just Germany. We pay 10 times the
wage rate of the Italian miner, and we can put in coal in Genoa cheaper
than the Italians can.
We can put coal at the mouth of the Clyde cheaper than the British
can,' and we pay four times their rate.
We pay about six times the German rate and, as you have pointed
out, we can put coal on the Ruhr cheaper than they can.
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Here is an industry which is criticized, at least Mr. John L. Lewis
has been criticized, for pricing himself out of the market.
This is not, the case because today coal at the face of the mine,
whether it is in Illinois, Kentucky, West Virginia, wherever it is,
has oiily gone up about 5 percent since 1948.
Here is an industry where technological development has kept up
with the increase in the wage rate.
Senator DoUGLAs. There has been no increase in tonnage wage rates.
Lewis has kept the tonnage rates constant.
Senator MORTON. That is correct.
Senator Doua ,.s. And the increase in American productivity has
raised the daily earnings.
Senator MORTON. Ile has never objected to any technological development, and in some industries we found objection on the part of labor
to technological developments or automation. You have not found
tlat in the coal industry.
Yet we are secludedd not from just Germany but from practically
all the world market save, perhaps, Japan, because of some quota
arrangement, some protection of their local mining industry, some
fictitious argument on dollar availability, precluded from exporting
our coal which not only is mined by the highest priced miners in the
world, but it is carried by those who are paid the highest wage in the
world on the railroads, and shipped in American bottoms, and still
they bar it.
Senator DoUoLts. And are still able to undersell any other coal.
Senator LONG. Mfr. Chairman, I think this is wonderful testimony
that the Senators are presenting, but I would like for the witness to
comment on it. [Laug iter.]
Senator BENNmrr. Mr. Chairman, before he comments may I get
into this? We produce coal in Utah, and the Federal Government
buys Australian coal to give away to the Korean economy. They will
not buy domestic coal, and the Federal Government itself will not buy
domestic coal to fill its foreign-aid commitments to the Korean economy. This is a real merry-go-round.
Senator WILLIAMS. Would you comment on that and relate that
action to the dollar shortage that we are having now?
Mr. BALL. Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Wait one second. T think three Senators have propounded certain questions. Would you answer them in order.
Mr. BALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I appreciate your intercession, Senator Long. [Laughter.]
First of all, with regard to the tariff quotas which the German Government maintains, I may say I am wholly in accord with the position that has been expressed here this morning. I think that they are
extremely unwise.
I think that they cannot be justified on any economic ground. The
American coal industry is extremely efficient, it is mechanized more
than any other coal indusiry i i the world.
The conditions of mining are such that, the pits are much shallower,
and the whole. operation is more productive per man-hour.
Now, the German quotas are a matter which is ofvery great concern to us and on which we have been working very iara indeed. I
may say that what, Senator Douglas has indicated'in his conversation
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with the Minister, Mr. Erhard, with regard to the levels of enployment, and injecting this in the argument, I think, is a very good illustration of the fact that a whole seriac of cenomic considerations
should have to enter into these discussions.
But a disability under which representatives of the United States
labor is that we have to face, frankly, the question that we do protect
our own coal industry by import limitations on offshore oil.
That is the answer which one always gets in this dialog.
The Europeans say, "We protect our coal industry, you protect
yours. You protect yours by restricting, through quotas, the import
of foreign oil. We protect ours by restricting the import of foreign
coal."
I am not defending the European position, I am simply suggesting
to the committee the kind of problem which we face.
Now, at the present time the Europeans are undertaking to formulate within the Economic Community an energy policy. I think that
it is extremely important that the energy po icy be such as to be as
liberal as possible with respect to the utilization of coal from the
United States as well as from other coal-producing areas of the
world.
This is a matter of great concern to us, and we are doing everything
possible to bring it about.
But I would like to again remind the committee that this is something which is not going to be achieved simply at the level of exchanging one commercial consideration for another because of the
verx fact which has been illustrated by what Senator Douglas has
said, that there are strong political pressures within Germany to
maintain this system of import quotas. Therefore, this problem
has to be approached as a part of the total relations between the
United States and Germany.
Now, as to the matter which, I think Senator Morton mentioned
a moment ago, the question of buying coal from AustraliaSenator BENNEm'r. That was my comment.
Mr. BALL. I'm sorry, Senator Bennett-buying coal from Australia
for Korea, this program has been completely reexamined as a result
of the concern which we have been having over the whole balanceof- payments problem. a
A committee has been set up under the chairmanship of Secretary
Dillon with the full cooperation of the State Department of the Department of Defense and the other departments of the Government,
and we are working toward the reduction of offshore purchases to
the greatest extent possible, and this is one of the elements which will
certainly be looked at.
I am not familiar with this particular case, -but I can tell you that,
in principle, this is not something which we propose to continue, this
kind of practice.
Senator BIENxE'r. There is another factor in this. You require the
American supplier of coal going to Korea to pay American bottom
rates while the Australian supplier is able to make tramp ship contracts with anybody lie pleases.
So that in addition to theY question of the cost of the coal we are
involved with the question of the; cost of shipping to Korea, and
this combination just blanks the supplier.
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Mr. BALL. That is the 50-50 percent clause, as you know, in the
legislation.
am not sure I have satisfied Senator Douglas. We have discussed
this matter before.
Senator DouoLAs. I am not satisfied no; because even though you
have tried you never get anywhere. You made these efforts, and the
Germans refused to budge, and you keep saying, "We are doing our
best; we expect to negotiate this."
I do not want to take over the questioning, Mr. Chairman, but if I
mention chickens, there has been as great a revolution in the produc.
tion of chickens as in coal and our distinguished colleague from Delaware, with others, has helped to revolutionize the production of
chickens with a plan of a moving assembly and automatic feeding and
automatic slaughtering, so we can furnish good chickens to Europe,
frozen, at a low price.
But these are kept out and Secretary Freeman testified yesterday,
and I have his testimony before me, that the first act of the Common
Market was to increase the tariff on American chickens from 5/2 to
9P cents a pound, so they intend to deprive the European consumers
of the benefit of American frozen chickens produced on the farms of
the Delmarva Peninsula, and benefit their own chicken producers, and
lessen the stream of international trade, and they have done that
despite all your protestations, and despite the fact that Secretary
Freeman himself, made a trip last year.
When I was in Paris he was in Paris pleading with them not to do
this, and I want to say he defended the interests of American agriculture most effectively, and yet they go ahead and do it.
They have wheat and feed grain and soybean provisions in the offing
with the variable levies.
There is an understanding that they are going to raise the price of
wheat. France wants it at $2.30 in which she can flood the European
market.
Germany wants it at over $3, and I remind you that just as the coal
and steel magnates form one branch of the financial support of
Adenauer's party, the Bavarian wheat farmers form another branch,
and they are determined to keep out American products, and they are
going to be able to do it.
Now, wouldn't you like to have some real weapons that you can use
so that instead of begging them you can have a switch in the woodshed
to use on them if they do not comply I Wouldn't you like to have a
clause which would permit you to raise tariffs in case they do not cooperate I
I have been proposing that for months, Mr. Ball, I do not seem to get
much response from you.
Mr. BALL. Senator Douglas, I addressed a good deal of my statement this morning to this very question.
Senator DoUGLAS. I was busy on the floor, Mr. Ball, I'm sorry.
Mr. BALL. Let me say with respect to poultry, because I think this
is a matter of great interest, that the poultry question has been a matter of long discussion between the two governments at the very highest
levels, and although, Senator Douglas, you gdve the impression, sir,
that nothing has been accomplished-
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Senator D3uorLAs. Well, yes, the tariff has been raised from 5

to

9Y2 cents. This is marvelous success they have had in increasing the
tariff. [Laughter.]
Senator WuLrs. If the Senator will yield for a moment, I will
say it not only has been raised, but in your testimony I understood you
to say, ou described it as a 20-percent reduction across the board that
you hadobtained.

Senator DOUGLAS. On manufactured products.

Senator VILLIAMS. He referred to it as an across the board, and

apparently he did not figure these items worthy of mention.
M.N.BALI,. May I clear this up if I can! First of all, the 20 percent
related to industrial products, and I dealt with the agricultural products differently.
Now with respect to poultry, the German Cabinet has just
decided
"
Senator DOUOLAS. Today?
Mr. BALL. About 2 weeks ago, which has been announced in the
German press and is well known in Germany, to recommend a level
of protection which will be about the same as applied in the past.
Senator DOUGLAS. What is this, what does this 91/2 cents a pound
mean?
Mr. BALL. This has not yet become effective. Under the Common
Agricultural Policy which went into effect on July 30, the 91 cents
applies but the German Cabinet has just decided within the last
fortnight to recommend a return to a level of protection which would
be about the same that has prevailed before under whichSenator DouGLAs. They a ready have kept out a good deal of
American poultry.
Mr. BALL. We have a very great rising market, Senator Douglas,
of American poultry.
Senator W Lums. Would you, Mr. Secretary, furnish a memorandum of that change and when it is going to go into effect?

Mr. BALL. Surely.

Let me be quite clear about what has occurred.
The decision of the German Cabinet must be approved by the European
Economic Commission, and with regard to this I anticipate no,
difficulty.4
Senator WILLIAMS. But in the meantime is it not a fact that as of
July 31 this raise went into effect !
Mr. BALL. It has gone into effect.
Senator WILLAMS. And it is in effect today !

Mr. BALL. Yes, that is right.

What I am saying is that the German Cabinet of the German
Government has made a governmental decision to cut this bac. This
is to be asSenator WILLIAMS. Is the German Government the only one that
would be affected in this?
Mr. BALL. I beg your pardon, sir? Let me describe exactly the
situation if I may sir.
As in all civilized governments there is not merely an executive
decision involved however, there is a legislative decision. The matters is being, and will be, submitted to the Bundestag against the
background of the German Government decision for the reduction in
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this level of protection, when the Bundestag reconvenes--which I
think, will be about the end of October or the first of November.
This means that Senator Douglas' discussion with Mr. Erhard and
several of the other Ministers in Germany have had sore effect. and
this is a matter- ---Senator DouoLAs. I will believe it when I see it Mr. Ball.
Senator McCARTIY. If Senator Douglas would yield, I would like
to ask a question of the Secretary, whether !a Iis opinion a civilized
government is one which is marked by having the concurrence of the
legislative branch in all tariff decisions? [Laughter].
Senator WILLIAMS. I was going to raise the same question. They
did not delegate to their executive branch the authority which you are
asking us to delegate to you under this bill; is that correct?
Mr. BALL. Well, the situation isSenator WiLLTARArs. Is that correct?
Mr. BALL. The situation is thisSenator W JLTAMR. I would appreciate knowing if it is correct that
they did not delegate to their executive branch the authority that you
are requesting that we delegate to you in connection with tariffs under
this bill.
Mr. BALL. The whole structure is different as between the parliamentary government, and governments such as our own, which is a
presidential government.
Senator ' VLIA'MS. I will ask you the question again.
Mr. BALL. It, would not be appropriate or indeed there would be
some question as to whether it would be really possible under a parliamentary government to proceed on this basis.
Senator WILLIA.MS. I agree with you on the propriety, but I would
appreciate an answer yes or no.
Mr. B1ALL. They do'not, because of a totally different governmental
structure. I may say that a decision which the executive makes in
any of these countries, however, when it is approved by the cabinet is
normally the decision which is followed.
We have had no difficulty in the trade negotiations which we have
conducted with governments over the years about, their ability to get
the acceptance of their government. to the agreements that have been
made. The reason for this is implicit in the structure of a parliamentary government because the government represents the majority
party, and the majority party usually responds t,-) the decisions which
the government iikes. But [laughterj I am describing, I may say, a
situation that exists in other countries-not my own.
Senator DoUa,,As. There is this difference that in a parliamentary
govennent members of the cabinet are'selected from the ranks of the
majority party.
Mr. B3A.,. That is right.
Senator DouGLAS. And have to have the consent of the majority
party. In this country the members of the Cabinet are selected by
the President or by the caprice of the President, and I sure you the
Members of the Senate have very little to say about it.
Mr. BALL. They give their advice and consent.
Senator DOUGLAs. They are confirmed by the President and selected
from his own party.
Senator BENNrr. Mr. Chairman, I want to take note of the fact
that the majority patty has in the Congress of the United States, two
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to one, and Adenauer does not have a majority. HIe is in power by'vir.
tue of a coalition.
Mr. BAuL.. That is right. But a governmental decision is a decision
wade by the government which represents the coalition.
Senator WuiaAxms. Do I understand seriously there is no doubt in
your mind but that when the October 30 meeting of th German
3undestag takes place that this reduction in poultry will be rolled
back to the rate that was in effect prior to this increase?
Mir. BALL. I would not want to say that; Senator Williams, at all.
All I will say is that there has been a governmental decision taken at
the governmental level. What the Bundestag decision would be
would not be at all proper for me to speculate on.
Senator WIa Alts. Then I understand we have really. nothing to
look forward to except the fact that they are just promising to negotiate.
Mr. BALL. No; the Governmnent has made a decision. This is a
step in the governmental process under the German Constitution,
a i Cd
iman essent ial step.
Senator HARTKE. Will the Senator yield?
What is the decision I I am sorry; I must have lost it.
Mr. BALL. Tile decision has been widely discussed in Germany actually within the last 2 weeks.
Senator HARTKE. I would like to have not widely discussed, just a
little bit discussed, here.
Mr. BALL. The decision is to return the level of protection roughly
to that which existed prior to the imposition of the variable levies on
July 30.
Senator HAHTKF. That is 5.5 cents?
Mr. BALL. That is about what it comes out at. It is a little different.
The ChAIRM.N. What nations have increased it from 5.5 to 9.5?
Mr. BALL. I beg your pardon '?
The CHAIRMAN. What nations have increased the tariff from 5.5
cents a pound to 9.5 cents; is that what the figure is?
Mr. BALL. It is not exactly an increase in tariff. It is a part of
the arrangements under the common agricultural policy.
Senator WILLIAMS. Variable fees and gate prices?
Mr. BALL. Variable fees and gate prices.
The CHAIRMAN. The purpose of it is to prevent the impolation
of poultry; is it not ?
Mr. BALTL. The theory of the variable fee, as it is applied, is to
enable the countries to move toward a common support price, and
during the period when they are moving toward the common support
price, there will be a variable fee employed for this purpose.
The CHAIRMAN. What Germany finally does will be taken as a
standard for the Common Market involving all the other nations;
will it not?
Mr. BALL. I am sorry; will be what, sir?
The CIAIRMAN. I say what Germany does in respect to a matter
of this kind will be taken as a standard for the other members of the
Common Market.
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Mr. BAu. No--well, as far as the variable fee situation in Germany
is concerned, this is a measure that the Germans have taken, I think.
because they are the principal consuming nation.
The Italians have taken off their quantitative restrictions on
poultry.
I do not think-this will not be the same because during the period
that each country is moving toward the common agricultural policyand this is over a period of 7 years-there will be variations due to
the level of price within each country. In other words there is not
at the moment a single price for poultry in Europe, but they are
moving toward it.
The CHAIRMAN. It will naturally lead to a common action, won't it,
if it is a common marketV
Mr. BALI. Each country adopts the kind of protection which enables it to maintain its present price as that price moves toward a
common
price.
. The CHAIMMAN.
You can answer one question in the affirmative, I
think-

Mr. BALL. Yes.

The CHAIRAN (continuing). That the increase has been made, and
it is effective as of this day.
Mr. BA1. July 30; yes.

The CHAIRMAN. I say it is effective today.
Mr. BALY. That is right.

Senator W1A MS. One other question, if I might, that I would
like to ask at this point. You can also answer in the affirmative.
The question the chairman asked earlier, the purpose of putting these
variable fees on was to restrict the importation of poultry into these
countries; was that answer "Yes" or "No"?
Mr. BAL . Let me describe what the situation has been.
Senator WnL. ma. Describe it.
The CHAIRMAN. I do not want to be discourteous to you, but please
answer these questions more directly. You are going to answer them
"Yes" or "No"; you will talk in circles otherwise.
Mr. BALL. Mr. Chairman, I think that simple answers, categorical
answers in this case are going to mislead the committee.
The dHArMAN. You can say "Yes" or "No" on some particular,
and then explain why, couldn't you?
Mr. BATT. All right. The answer, of course, is "Yes, they are to
protect." But they are in substitution for a wholly different structure of protection.
Now, whether Europe is going to come out mire protective or less
protective as far as agriculture is concerned is something which is
going to be decided over a period of time.
In other words, variable levies themselves do not necessarily mean
more protection. These countries have had all kinds of quantitative
limitations on agricultural imports.
The question is,At what level are the variable levies going to be
determined? This will be based ultimately on the decision as to

what will be the price-support level within the Community on these
products which are under a variable levy system.
I
This is a matter which is of very great concern to us because if they
adopt an artificially uneconomic high price, then it is going to bring
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into production and maintain in production a lot of uneconomic farms
and produce rs.
On the other hand, if they adopt a reasonable price polioy-and
there are forces working both ways within Europe on this matter,
there are many people in Europe, and many people in important positions in Europe who want to see a reasonable price policy, a reasonable
support price--then the variable levies will below.
This is a matter which will come into the negotiations under the
legislation which I hope this committee will make available to us.
Senator WILLIAHS. Just as these other members pointed out in the
instance of coal, you have here a situation where an industry is not
in any way, shape, or form by our Department of
supported
Aaiculture.
is is one agricultural commodity which is produced in this country without the benefit of any support program, and it never has had
a support program, and with all of it, even with the higher price of
feed and labor, they can put this poultry down in these European
markets cheaper than they can produce it there and yet the State
Department agreed to these variable levies, which increased the tariffs
or increased the cost of putting them in there by as much as a hundred percent in some instances.
Mr. BALL. Senator Williams, let me make this point clear, the
State Department has not agreed to these variable limits.
Senator Wmi.Ms. You may have disagreed, but it does not make
much difference. You did not do much about it.
Mr. BALL. On that I would also like toSenator WILLIAmS. A man goes broke on sympathy, you realize
that.
Mr. BALL. I would also like to respectfully differ with you, sir.
We have done a very great deal about this. This has been a matter
where no greater effort has gone into anything than in protecting
the interests of American agriculture over the last few months when
this whole question has been under consideration.
Now, the variable levies are not agreed to and, as a matter of fact,
under the agreements that were reached with respect to the concessions that were given at Geneva, there was a reservation of our rights

with respect to these things.

This is a matter for continuing discussion. This is a matter which
we will discuss again with these nations as they agree themselves on
the kind of policies which they are going to adopt.
It is a matter which will be the subject for further negotiation.
But I can assure you, sir, that there has been no matter on which
greater effort and energy has been put than this, or in which the politlcal-economic leverage, commercial leverage--all of the resources at
our command-havebeen employed more tlan they have with regard
to the expansion of the access rights and the maintenance of the access rights for American agriculture.
Senator WnAmmu s. I do not question for one rioment you have not
been negotiated extensively, but what I am afrt id of is you will be
negotiating 5 years from now.
Senator CARLSON. Right op that point, Mr. Secretary you state in
your statement this morning that by 1970 there will be free trade
in virtually all agricultural products among the member states.
872TO--62--pt. 4---N
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Do you really believe that based on a $3.05 ceiling in Germany on
wheat, and $2.30 in France, do you think they can work that out?
Mr. BALL. They have committed themselves to do it., Senator Carl.
son. I think there is reason to think they will succeed. This will
take very difficult political decisions for them.
Senator DOUGLAS. Mr. Ball, what is the world price of wheat in the
Liverpool market? Liverpool is, I think, the free trade market of
the world. Is it not$1.75 a bushel?
Mr. BALL. It is about $2, I believe, Senator Douglas.
Senator DoUoLAS. We can get the exact figures?
Mr. BALL. Yes, I would be glad to.
Senator DOUOLAS. What is it?
Mr. BALL. $2, I think.
Senator DoUGLAS. $21
Mr. BALL. About it.
Senator DoUGLAs. Do you think the French farmer will be willing
to come down from $2.30 to $2, and the political peasants who furnish
the political backbone for Adenauer's Christian Democratic Party
will be willing to come down from $3 to $2? That will be the elimination of Germany as a wheat-producing area.
Mr. BALL. I do not expect that, Senator. I do not expect they
would be prepared to come down to the world price any more than
we maintainSenator DoUGLAS. Wouldn't you like to be equipped with some
weapons that you can use? You are fine fellows. You are patriotic.
You are skilled, and all the rest. You want cooperation. You want
peace. These are things that are excellent. But you do not have a
switch in the woodshed. All you can say is, "Please, do this," and
when they say, "No," you say, "We will continue to negotiate."
The only weapon you have in this bill is to say, "WVell, if they don't
behave we won't give them future concessions."" That is about all you
have got.. Wouldn't you like to have a clause fhat if in the opinion of
the President the foreign governments are discriminating against
America, either by tariffs, by quotas, or by rc.rictions, that the President should have power to increase tariffs? We hope he never would
have to use it, but when you went to negotiate you would have this
switch tucked away in your spacious back pocket.
You are a perfect gentleman. You would not mention it very often,
but, by the method which diplomats know, you could let them understand'it was there, and the prospect of the woodshed would induce
much more cooperation than more plaintive pleas.
Mr. BA LL. We have it, Senator Douglas.
Senator DouLAS You what?
Mr. BALL. We have all the authority we need under section 252.
Senator DovOLA s. Why don't you use it, then?
Mr. BALL. Because, as I attempted to explain in my statement this
morning, this is a double-edged sword, an we can cut our own head
off very quickly.
Senator DouXlAS. You know the 1.,ther of the free trade movement
and the man whose thoughts caused England to move in the direction
of the free trade and the anticorn laws in 1846 was Adam Smith who
advocated more eloquently than anyone else, more cogently than anyone else, the advantages of the extension of the market an5 free traae
within that market, and permitting geographic specialization.

TRADE E)PANSION

ACT OF 1982

2231

Then Corden and Bright came along and showed that these economic interconnections bred peace, too.
I believe in that firmly ancdevoutly.
But Smith also said, Suppose some nations refuse to cooperated
Then he said, "You have two choices. One is to make a reduction in
tariffs hoping that this example will cause others to follow, or you
have the possibility of threatening increases in tariffs in the hope
that this threat will cause the other countries to change their policies
and also to cooperate."
Then he has this phrase, which is unusual for an economist because
it is stylistically good, which most phrases from economists are not,
that the choice as to which of these methods is to be used is not for
the economist to make but for that cra fty and insidious animal vul.
garly teamed a "statesman" or a "politician."
I do n0t know whether you are a statesman or a politician, Mr. Ball.
I think you have tried your hand at both things. I certainly would
not accuse you of being a crafty and insidious animal, but wouldn't
you like to have this possibility present, and I want to say as one who
has believed in international cooperation and who supported the Marshall plan, and who campaigned for the Marshall plan in what was
supposedly an isolationist State, and as one who supported the NATO
and the European Alliance, you will forgive me, when the proposal
came to send our troops overseas, I was afraid we might get sucked
in, soI announced I was going to introducean amendment that the
number of American divisions would be limited to one-fifth of the
total NATO force; that, for every American division there must be
four European divisions.
I Mr. Acheson, whom I respect highly, and who, I think, was one of
the great Secretaries of State, caie to me and pleaded with me not
to introduce that resolution. He said: "Let us gro ahead and show
our good faith and the Europeans will follow."
So against my better judgment. I did not present that amendment,
and I voted for NATO and the sending of American troops overseas.
What has happened? We have sent five divisions overseas; Great
Britain has withdrawn most of its conventional forces from the Continent. France, I believe, has not turned over more than two divisions
to NATO. The NATO army consists almost entirely of the five
American divisions, and the Orerman divisions.
Germany, indeed, is refusing now to increase its army up to 750,000
Men.
Tie burden has fallen upon us, and you go to them and say, "Yes,
you must contribute to the defense of your own continent, you should
do t.)ii. Also it is hurting our balance of payments. Vou should
bear a larger share in foreign trade."
You negotiate and nothing happens.
Shouldn't you have some weapons to back up your honest efforts
to get some of this load off our backs? Shouldn't you have something besides merely an appeal to good will which, thus far, has
seemed ineffective?
It, is hard to say that, but it is true, and I see representatives of foreign governments in this room busily taking notes as I say this, and I
hope the message will be carried back, as one who has always believed
in cooperation with Europe, and still believes it.
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But cooperation is a two-way street, and I think they have oome to
take us for granted, to feel that they can impose continuourly upon
us, that those of us who believe in international cooperation when
we come to the sticking point will always yield, that they can push
us further and further and further, and that we will be committed to
defend them without limit, cooperate with them without limit, receive
unilateral treatment from their hands without limit.
I have been going through some changes in the Inst year, based both
on my experience on the Senate floorSenator MCCARTHY. When a Quaker takes up force, look out.
daughterr.]
Senator DorLAs. (continuing). Both in the experience on the Senate floor and nationally, and I have been rereading Machiavelli who,
in many ways, was not quite an estimable character, but he said one
thing which was very important:
"Now, therefore, all the unarmed prophets have perished and only
the armed prophets have survived."
Our great enemy is the Soviet Union. We have got. to defend ourselves from them. The Commion Market, will hell) in that direction by
bringing the countries more closely together.
It wi be of immediate and ultimate benefit to Europe. It will be
of ultimate benefit to us because by increasing the prosperity of Europe
they will be able to buy more from us. Immediately it is good politically; ultimately it is good economically; in the short run it. is going
to be adverse economically inevitably. I am willing to take that providing we reduce the danger.
The discouraging thing is that the European countries take us completely for granted, and I want to give you powers with which to
negotiate.
We have talked this over many times. Wouldn't you favor a clause
that would give to the President the power to impose higher tariffs if
these are necessary in order to-in his opinion necessary to---obtain
relaxation of European restrictions, either in the tariffs or nontariff
nations.
Mr. BALI. We have, under section 252 of the present lawSenator DoUGLAs. Do you favor the principleI
Mr. BATj. As I pointed out in the statement, Senator Douglas, I
favor retaliation under certain circumstances. I gave certain
examples.
Senator DoUGLAs. Why not make it explicit?
Mr. BALL. It exists to a very considerable extent under section 2,52.
Senator DOUGLAS. No. The power you have now is to deprive the
European countries of concessions which you would otherwise make,
not to impose additional ones.
Now, we have that great economic weapon which we touched on
briefly, automobiles. if the European tariff is 22 percent on automobiles and ours is 6--if we would threaten to increase the tariff on
automobiles unless they reduced their restrictions on our farm products
and coal, you would be in a better position to bargain.
Mr. BALI,. Let me refer again to the example which I gave in the
statement a moment ago, which is the reverse of this, because I think
it illustrates the point, Senator Douglas. This is the case of the recent
act ion-
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. Senator DoluoLs. Excuse me just a moment.' My assistant corrects
rae. He says that they do not come to 22 percent until 1970.
Mr. BALL. That, is right.
Senator DouGLAS. But they are above 22.
Mr. B4zL. Well, above or below.
Sen, tor DouoLAs. Vell, in the main., above. This is a grest weapon
which we hold over them.
We have given away most of our marbles, but we have one left.
Mr. BALL. Let, me say, first, under section 252 we have a greater
power than I think you suggeted, sir. We have the power to return
to the Smoot-Hawley tarilf by the withdrawal of concessions in cases
where they impose an illegal restriction.
Senator DOUGLAS. Do you really have that
Mr. BAIL. It is under section 252.
Senator DOUGLAS. Why don't you use it then if you really have it I
Mr. BALL. Becau.e this was given to us by the House version of
the bill.
Senator Douoi...s. Why not put it in explicitly? I drafted the
letter of the 1,034 economists against the Smoot-Hawley tariff. I
think it was an abominable tariff which set back this country for
years. I will not defend the Smoot-Hawley tariff. I do not say we
should go up to Smoot-Hawley plus 50 percent, that would be terrible,
but at least let the President have the authority to go up if he needs to.
Mr. Morton announces that he has signed a cloture petition to stop
me, so I will stop [Laughter]. But I must go to the floor, Mr. Chairman, and I thinkSenator MomroN. That is where the filibuster is going on over on
the floor. This is the wrong place. [Laughter.]
Senator DouGLAS. I wish the Secretary would not leave, and that
we can have him back this afternoon.
The CHAJRMAN. We will meet again at 2:30 this afternoon.
Senator McC.%wrnY. Mr. Chairman, I would like to pose a question.
Mr. Ball, I have a letter dated August 9 from Mr. Dutton, in answer
to a letter that I sent to him on the 23rd of July relating to the in.
creased tariff duties on poultry imports into Europe.
I virote to him about the increase, and his letter, in the first paragraph says:
I received your letter regarding the poultry exports to the Common market.
*
* We have continued to discuss this matter at the highest levels with the
German Government,

I made no mention of the German Government. I am interested
in the procedure.
Do you go to the Common Market government which you think
hs the greatest interest in having these duties reduced, and ask them,
in a sense, to represent you in the Common Market with ECC or how
do you proceed, how did youproceed in this cam ?
Mr. BALL. In this case, Senator McCarthy, the Common Market
does not exist yet, I mean it is something that is coming into being,
as you well understand, sir.
We have made representations to all of the governments in regard
to poultry.
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The reason I mentioned the German Government is this is far
and away our biggest market in Europe. It is an enormous market
which has developed in the last 2 years.
The importance of this for us is if we can get the German Government to move on this it will open up the market far more than would
action by any of these other governments.
But this does not mean that we have not discussed tiis with other
governments and, in fact, th Italian Government has as a result of
our discussions taken off its quantitative restrictions on imports of
our poultry.
Senator MCCARTIY. What arguments do you make to them? Do
you simply say, "It is in your interest to do this?" They know that,
do they not 'ihat
W
do you do, do you threaten them? Do you say,
"We may have to raise the duties on Volkswagens when they come into
the United States?"
. Mr. BALL. I can assure you, Senator McCarthy, that every resource
that we have that is usable, as a part of the whole context of relations
which we have, as I tried to point out in my statement, is brought to
bear in discussions with the foreign government on a matter of this
vital importance.
This is discussed within the context of discussions which go on between governments. One does not separate one relationship and deal
with it exclusively apart from the others.
Senator MCCArrY. What happened by way of retaliation on the
part of the European community when you raised the duties on glass
and on carpets. They acted almost immediately, didn't they?
Mr. BALL. They took the position that the offers of compensation
which we gave, and which we were able to give, under existing authority, which was simply the authority thai was remaining under the
Trade Agreements legislation, did not in their opinion represent adequate compensation, and they took action against certain other of our
products.
Senator MCCARTHY. Did they offer any compensation to you with
reference to the poultry increases?
Mr. BAIL. The question of the poultry increases was a. matter which
was reserved for discussion, and which will be discussed. Again, this
will be discussed in terms of trying to get a reasonable level of protection for poultry and, obviouly, &iequestion of compensation arises
as well.
Now, this was-Senator MNICCARTHY. I heard about the procedure. Why is there a
different procedure when they act against an increase here and a different procedure ora procedure different from what you follow when
they imposed additional duties?
Mr. BALL. Their action was taken within the context of the whole

movement toward a Europeal Common Market.
This involved a major negotiation in which a great many different
items! were involved, industrial items, poultry items, and so on.
Now, the requirement, again under article XXIV, was that they
come out of this. with about, the same level of prot ction across the
board that. they had before.
This does not mean that they have to have the same level of pro-

tection with respect to any particular item that they had before, but
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that the total incidence is about the same, and this is the standard
which is set up by article XXIV. This is the frame work within
which thisSenator McCARTHY. Do you think they are operating within that
framework?
Mr. BALL. Yes.
Senator MCCARTHY. Do you think we have a case against them?

Mr. BALL. I think we are operating within the framework. The
total discussions have not, concluded in the sense that we have reserved
under those negotiations the opportunities and rights to discuss the
level of protection which might be achieved with respect to certain
agricultural products.
Senator MCCARTHY. Then it would be your opinion that so far as

we are concerned we have no case against them on the poultry increases&
The only case that can be made would be one that could be made within
that community itself?
Mr. BALL. This is a matter upon which I would rather not comment

publicly before this committee because we are going to have discussions with the governments within the GATT on this very question.
Mr. MCCARTHY. Am I to accept the last paragraph of Mr. Dutton's
letter as a consolation I am concerned and the poultry producers
are concerned. While the decision of the German Cabinet is most
gratifying, is this our consolation: that the German Cabinet has made
a gratifying decision? This is worse than a congressional letter.
This is like saying, "The subcommittee has acted favorably and I will
continue to watch this with interest."
Ir. BALL. This is a part of the governmental process. The Government makes the decision and it follows a regular course. All we are
reporting to you is that the District court in a lawsuit has made a
favorable decision, but that there is a Court of Appeals to consider
as well, and I cannot give you the answer from the Court of Appeals
because it.has not made its decision.
Senator MCCARTHY. The trouble is I am not sure I have my lawyer
in court.
Mr. BALL. Well, I am sorry because I can assure you that you havoc
not had a more diligent advocate than the Department of State in
this matter.
Senator MCCARTHY. I have no further questions on this point.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Williams.
Senator BENNErr, May I ask one question ? I have only one.
You say that there are about 900 items on which we levy a duty of
30 percent or more. You say that products governed by such high
rates are largely excluded from the American market.
I think it would be interesting to the committee, if this would not
be completely burdensome, if you could have somi-body take that list
of 900 items (it must exist somewhere), and arrange it in scales of
products that are in excess of 30 percent, and then tell us in another
column what percentage of the American market the maii, and important products in those areas do contain-you make the statement
they are largely excluded. Our staff man tells lie has a study which
indicates that in some of those items they may run as high as 25 percent of the total American market.
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Mr. BAL. We will be glad to do this. It is a fairly big satistical
job, but we will be happy to do it, and I think it might be useful to
the committee.
Senator BzwNzr. I do not want to get down to nit-picking.
Products that are of no particular concern one way or another should
be
left out
but there is a grave question that these high products are
largely
excluded.
Senator MORO. Would the Senator yield for one specific
question?
I understand with respect to the duty on finished dyestuffs, for
instance, that is still at about 40 percent. Yet I understand that
on certain dyestuffs, domestic prices have been lowered in the last
few weeks merely because of importations. So even the 40 percent
duty on finished dyestuffs I do not think is a wall.
On the intermediates, that is those products which go into dyestuffs, I think we lowered them some years ago to 25 percent plus
3.5 cents, and they have not-at that rate come in rather substantialiy, so I think if you get the major items that you seek there for
the committee, it would be helpful.
Mr. BALL. I would be glad to.
Senator MORTON. Because there is an opinion that some of these
high tariffs automatically put up a wall, yet some of the very highest
duty products come into the domestic market. in great amount.
Senator BErNwrrr. There is a fundamental question we always face,
and that is the difference in costs of production overseas. Are these
30, 40, 50 percent tariff rates effective? The implication of your
statement is that they are, and when you get up to as high as 30 percent or above this excludes these commodities. We on the committee have some doubts.
Mr. BALL. You get, of course, a wide difference in the relative cost
of production between the United States and overseas depending on
the type of article or commodity which is involved.
We have certain advantages; they have certain advantages. It
depends on how those advantages combine with respect to the production of the particular item.
Senator BENNETT. I realize that you cannot get an accurate
measure of this relative advantage, but it would be interesting to
me, as a member of the committee, to take a look at the important
items among these 900, and then let us see what percentage of our
market they assume.
You mentioned 30 percent in your statement. I would like tot if
you could, to have you separate out those items which have tariffs
left over 50 percent, and let us separate them out by themselves for
another reason. Many of us would assume your concessions are going to be made in this area where the tariffs are still relatively high.
This is the area in which you have more trading stock than you have
on commodities where the tariffs are very low.
So we would like to take a look at, these commodities, and at the
percentage of the market which the important commodities now involve. That is all I have.
Senator MORTON. Are we returning this afternoon?
The CHAIRMAN. At 2:30.
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Swiator Monrow. I will be back this afternoon, but I would like to
ask the Secretary, if you want to wait a few minutes more, a couple
of questions.
First, the colloquy that you had with the chairman concerning

Japan, Mr. Secretary, I think one thing should be pointed out.
(Discussion off the record.)
The CHAIWUAN. We will recess until 2:30 this afternoon.

(Whereupon, at 12:30 p.m., the committee recessed, to reconvene at
2:30 p.m., this same day.)
AFTERNOON SESSION

The CHAmxRuN. The committee will come to order.
The Chair recognizes the Senator from Kentucky, Senator Morton.
STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE W. BALL, UNDER SECRETARY OF
STATE; ACCOMPANIED BY LEONARD WEISS, DIRECTOR, OFFICE
OF INTERNATIONAL TRADE AND FINANCE; AND ARA
AYE.
THE LEGAL ADVISER DEPARTXM T OF STATE-Sumed
Senator MorroN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Secretary, in the colloquy with the chairman this morning, you
discussed at some length the question of the impact of Japanese textile
on the economy of this country.
I recognize this. There are textile manufacturers in my Stat But
isn't it true that the Japanese have tried vohmtarily even to be cooperative in not flooding the U.S. market I
Mr. BALL. That is correct, Senator Morton. They have shown I
think, a great deal of understanding of the problem that is faced
the textile industry in this market, and considerable statesmanship.
Over a period of years we have had voluntary arrangements which
they have entered into, and which I may say, on the whole have been
very carefully complied with on their part. And currently we have
an arrangement with the Japanese which has worked out quite-satisfactorily.
Senator MoRTON. Isn't it also true, Mr. Secretary, that there are
other offshore cases of textiles, which have had a negative effect on
the domestic industry other than the JapaneseI
Mr. BALL. Well, the problem which was created and which gave
rise to the consideration of a special arrangement last. year in the
form of a short-term cotton textile agreement, was the rise of imports
from Hong Kong, primarily, although other less developed countries
were involved.
Hong Kong was the principal beneficiary of this great increase in
imports. This occurred during a time that the Japanese Government
was maintaining their imports under voluntary restraint.
It put the Japanese Government or Japanese industry in a position
where by exercising restraint and statesmanship they were, in effect,
being at a disadvantage
as agi
against those countries which were not
under voluntary restramL
What w~e achieved by thd textile agreement was to import into
these arrangements a measure of equitybeas between
the
procomplying,
forforeign
p
ducing countries, so that one wouldn't
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while another took advantage of an opportunity to increase-its own
trade.
Senator MoRroN. I recall in 1957 I was with our then Ambassador

in Japan, Douglas MacArthur, III; incidentally, he showed some good
judgment when he married a Kentuckian, tle daughter of Senator

Barkley; but we were talking to some textile entrepreneurs in Japan,

and one of them made this statement to me which I thought rather
significant.

lie said, "You know, one of your biggest buyers came to us the
other day and pulled out a piece of cloth and lie said, 'Can you (upli-

cate this?'"
And we said "Of course we can."

Ile said, "We would like to have your price on 500,000 yards of

this cloth."

, I said, "No, we are not going to bid on it because we are trying to
operate"-then-"under a completely voluntary agreement and -we

tiink that Is enough,"
16. said, "All right, if that is. the wayou ,feel," and he closed up
his portfolio and he .aid, 'We will go to HongKong and get it there.'
The reason I pursue the questioning, Mr.-Secretary, is I do think
the Japanese and their industry have made aneffort to play ball, and
I think that we are up against' imports from many countries that are
either now operating efficiently in the textile field or potentially ca",
which makes this )roblem much greater than just the Japanese
problem.

* Mr. BALL. I quite agree, Senator Morton.

Of course, as I say, this is one reason why the arrangements which
we now have under'the short-term agreement and will have under the
long-term agreement, create a much more equitable situation than
existed before, because all the producing countries will be under
restraint.
Senator MORTON. Now, Mr. Secretary, if we will get back to this
problem we were belaboring this morning in the agricultural exports:
Do you find it difficult in carrying on negotiations, and I know you
vigorously have been carrying them on because we also have a twoprice system.
In other words, here is West Germany with a $3.05 support price on
wheat.
* Now, my good friend from Kansas knows that out in his country
they can raise it for $1.20 per bushel and make money on it. He won't
admit that.
Senator CAmRSON. We have not admitted it. rLaughter.]
Senator MORTON. Anyway, it is a fact [Laughter.],
But here we are trying to break down certain barriers that are being
placed against us on poultry, feed grains, wheat, any number of agricultural items, but can't they just. turn to you, if you am the head of
the negotiating team and say, ."Well, Secretary ball, this is a good
argument you are making but you are doing the same thing," wouldn't
we be better off if we had a one-price system?
,
Mr. BALL. Senator Morton, you are leading me into a field of domostio agriculture and agricultural policy Nyhich is really. not within
my comnpetence.
Sfiiator Momzir.
.do, it deliberately, too. [Laug!iter.]
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Mr. BALL. We do have, as you know, section 22 of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act which enables us to protect the support price system
which we have, and to the extent that we do protect our support price
system, of course, it does furnish an argument for other countries to
say they protect their support, price system, and this is an argument
which webecome very familiar with in negotiations.
At the same time, I think that we have in many agricultural sectors,
the most efficient agriculture in the world. There are inany reasons
why I think our agriculture will continue to be more efficient than
in many other parts of the world even though those other sections of
the world begin to apply the new agricultural technology to the same
extent that we do.
It is partly a matter of land tenure, the fact we have large fields.
In Europe, for example, under historic land tenure, the fields are'fragmented, mechanized agriculture is not possible to the same extent it
is here and so on. But it is to everyone's interest, that we are able to
bring about an agreement on the part of our European friends-which is for usthe really big agricultural market,-to maintain a reasonable price structure so that they are not in a'position of maintaining
and invitina nonproductive, inefficient farming.
This wilFmeah more money, more goods, more everything for them.
I am not at all pessimistic about the future of American agricultural
markets. I think we are going to be able to maintain them. I think
that while the system of variable levies, which tie Europeans are now
embarking on as a means of reaching a common agricultural policy
within the European Community, is subject to an abuse of being usel
protectively, it is also capable o? being used in a very liberal fashion:
But, in the long run, the question is what is going to be the level of their
support prices?
If it is high, the levies will be hi.gh in order to protect those suport prices. If the support prices are reasonable, the levies will
reasonable. If the support prices are reasonable, Europe will not
move toward self-sufficiency in agricultural production.
If they are extremely high, Europe will move toward agricultural
solf-sufficiencv at great cost. to thenslve, as well as to us.
So that there are a great many elements that are involved in this.
There are a great mady reasons from the European point of view,
why they should adopt reasonable price policies.
may say that in the negotiations which have just been underway
between the European Economic Community and the United Kingdom. over the accession of the United Kingdom to the Rome Treaty,
this is one of the major prolleIns. As a:matter of fact, it is the
problem which ,his brought: about the. temporary adjournment of
these discisiids. It is the pi~blem of how one defines the reasonablenes of a price policy which these countries willfollow.'
The United Kingdom obviouly. s perhaps the major food' importing country in the world, is greatlyinterested in low prices for foodstuffs. Therefore, it is on tle side*of liberalism, it is on the side of
imports not only from the Commonwealth but from the United
States.
I would hope that out, of this negotiation there will come an additional influence leading the Europeans to come down on the side of
liberalism, and I think that by the use of the powers which we hope-
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fully will have under the Trade Expansion Act we will be able to
help bring this about.
Senator MoR-oN. I hope we have those powers.
Senator CARLSON. Will the Senator yield to me at this pointI
Senator Moanr. Yes.
Senator CARLSON. I wonder if the distinguished Senator from Kentucky will make the same proposition for tobacco as for wheat?
Senator MORTON. Tobacco is a unique product, it is neither food
nor fiber. It has one end use; you can't substitute it for anything
else.
You can put wheat in chicken feed if you want to. [Laughter.]
And there are all kinds of uses for wheat. And if we had that
flatland you have, why we would raise wheat as cheap as you do.
[Laughter.]
I am sorry the Senator from Kansas keeps interrupting my train
of thought. [Laughter.]
I hope that the statement that you just made is correct and it works
out. I think certainly it is in the interest of the German Ieople
based on their bread price alone, to not have a $3.05 support price on
wheat and then charge us different.
This same thing applies as we went into that this morning with
coal and other items.
Isn't the basis of this bill where you get 80 percent of the trade
enabling full negotiating powers v'- a practical exten , dependent on
Britain's entry into the Common MarketI
Mr. BALL. Yes, to a very large extent. I would say that the 8Wpercent nrovision would be usable only to a negligible degree if the
United Kingdom does not join the Conmnon Market.
Senator MORTON. Why are we in such a hurry then I Shouldn't
we wait for Britain to move?
Mr. BALL. No. I think there are several reasons why it is imperative
that. we move quickly.
First of all, the current negotiations between the United Kingdom
and the Community are being shaped to a ccnsiderable extent in the
expectation that the Trade Expansion Act will be available.
Let me give you a very concrete example. At the moment Canada
and Australia, particularly, have preferential arrangements for their
manufactured products, in the British market. This goes back to the
ol Ottawa agreements. It has been a historic part of their trade
st ricture.
Now, a large measure of agreement has been reached between the
United Kingdom and the European Community, and if the chairman
would like I might submit for the record the British white paper, it
isn't very long, which summarizes the agreements that have been
reached so far.
The CHAIRMAN'. Without objection.
(The paper referred to follows:)
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Misellaneous No. 25 (1962)
THE UNITED KINGDOM AND THE EUROPEAN ECONOMIC
COMMUNITY
Report by the Lord Privy Seal on the Meeting With Ministers of Member States
of the European Economic Community at Brussels from August 1-A, 1962
Presented to Parifament by the Lord Privy Seal by Command of Her MaJety,
August 1968
PROoRBS

OF THE Bnuss.Ls NEGOTIATIONS:

mINISTERIAL MEETING, AUGUST 1--5

INTRODUCTION

In recent months the Lord Privy Seal has made statements in the House of
Commons on the progress of the negotiations between the United Kingdom and
the member Governments of the European Economic Community after each
Ministerial meeting in Brussels. His most recent statement, following the Ministerial meeting of July 24 to 28, was made on July 30, shortly befo-e the House
adjourned for the Summer Recess. (Hansard, Vol. 664, No. 155, Cols. 34-35).
2. After making the statement Mr. Heath undertook to issue a further public
statement after each Ministerial meeting which took place when the House was
not sitting.
3. The following Is an account of the meeting which took place in Brussels
fromn August 1 to 5.
ASSOCIATION

UNDER PART IV OF TilE TRF-ITY OF ROME

4. Ministers gave further consideration to the question of association under
Part IV of the Treaty of Rome in relation to both dependent and Independent
countries of the Commonwealth. The United Kingdem has made known to the
members of the European Economic Community Its own views in this respect
and there was a further exchange of views on this occasion. It will be recalled
that member countries of the European Economic Community have been engaged
in (11.iussion with the associates of the Community on the content of a new C,-vention of Association to take effect from January 1, 1963.
5. As regards dependent territories of the Commonwealth, Ministers agreed
that, with certain possible exceptions, association under Part IV of the Treaty
of Rome provided the most satisfactory arrangement for such territories and that
they would be eligible for it. It will be for the British Government at an appropriate moment, and when the terms of the new Association Convention are
settled, to state which of these territories are to be as..oclated after such consultations as may be necessary.
0. Particular considerations arise In respect of:
Singapore, Sarawak, North Borneo and Brunei.-In view of the discussions which are taking place on the establishment of a Greater Malaysian
Federation, the posltionof these territories will be considered at a later
date.
Aden -There will be further examination of the appropriate arrangements for Aden taking account of the production there of petroleum products.
Basutoland, BechuanalandProtectorateand Swaziland.-Certaln technical
problems arising from the existing customs union with South Africa are to
be given further consideration.
Itog Kong.-The Community agreed to work out with the British Governimezit, before Britain's entry Into the Community, appropriate measures in
the field of trade relations.
7. As regards Independent countries of the Commonwealth and those which
will shortly become independent, Ministers agreed that association with the
Ciatnmnity under the proposed new Convention would be a suitable arrangement
for Commonwealth countries in Africa and the Caribbean which so desired. It
was also agreed that at the appropriate time there should be consultation between
the member Governments of the Community (after consultation with the States
already associated) and the British Government (after consultation with the
Governments of the Commonwealth countries concerned) with a view to the
association of these countries.
8. The heading under which arrangements suitable for the Federation of
Rhodesia and Nyssalond should be considered remains for further discumsinn.
9. If certain countries do not become associates there will be consultations
between the United Kingdom and the member States of the European Aconomic
Community about what alternative economic arrangements might be possible.
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10. Further discussion will be needed at a later stage about the level of the
Common External Tariff on certain tropical products and about trade In tropical
products of interest to Commonwealth countries and territories which do not
become associated.
11. As European territories, Malta and Gibraltar are not eligible for associa.
tion under Part IV of the Treaty of Rome. The British Government will make
proposals in due course about the relationship of these territories to the enlarged
Community.
INDIA, PAKISTAN

AND CEYLON

12. Provision proposals were agreed on the treatment of trade (with the exception of certain items) between an enlarged Community and India, Pakistan and
Ceylon. Ministers, recogiiize that in the definition of the future commercial
policy of the enlarged Community, account should be taken of the necessity for
these countries to increase and diversify their national production with a view
to raising the standard of living of their populations. The arrangement worked
out comprises the following elements:
(a) Cotnprehensive trade agreements
The enlarged Community would seek to negotiate comprehensive trade
agreements with India, Pakistan and Ceylon, at the latest by the eiid of
I16. The objective of these agreements would be to develop trade and so
to maintain and increase the foreign currency earnings of these countries
and in general to facilitate tike implementation of their development plans
TIhe means by which this could be done would Include tariff ploicy, quota
policy, export policy and measures to facilitate tie promotion of private
investment and the provision of technical assistance.
(b) Tea
Agreement was reached on a reduction to nil of the existing Common
External Tariff of 18 per cent. on tea.
(C) Cotton tcxille
The Common External Tariff would not be applied to these Imports in
accordance with the normal timetable but in four stages: the first step of
20 per cent. would be taken on the accession of the United Kingdom to
the Community; a second step of 20 per cent. 18 months later; a third
step of 30 per cent. a year thereafter; the final step of 30 per cent. when
the Common External Tariff applies throughout the Community. As in the
main the rate of duty in the Common External Tariff is 18 per cent., the

rates applied by the United Kingdom In the first three stages would be
about 31A ptc cent., 7 per cent. and 121/ per cent. ad valorcm.

It was agreed that until the conclusion of the trade agreements referred
to in (a) above, or the end of 1966, the enlarged Community would take
steps without delay to restore the situation if, as a result of the progressive application of the Common External Tariff by the United Kingdom
exports to the Community were to decline. Such a decline would be meastred in relation to a base level for such exports to the Community which
would be established before the accession of the United Kingdom. It would
be at least the average tonnage of imports into the member countries of
the enlarged Community during the years 1959 and 1960.
Provision for certain additions in accordance with the Geneva Arrangement was also agreed in principle so far as the markets of the present
Comm nity are concerned. The United Kingdom would restrict its imports
from India and Pakistan to about the present limit.
Arrangements were agreed that during the period when exports to the
United Kingdom of Indian or Pakistani grey cloth pay a rate of duty lower
than that represented by the Common External Tariff, a control should be
exercised over exports of goods made from this . iL'erlal from the United
Kingdom to other members of the Community in the event of difficulties
arising In the latter's markets.
(d) Other timanufacturcd goods end processed foodstuffs
Agreement was reached that the Common External Tariff .liould be reduced to zero in the case of some mnwor industrial products, notably certain
sports goods.
As regards the remainder of products under this heading, it was agreed
that there should be a subsAnt'al delay. In the normal timetable -fer the
application of the Common External Tariff. The agreement provides for
the application of the tariff by the following stages: 15 percent of the
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appropriate rate on Britain's accession; 15 percent on July 1, 1965; 20 percent
on January 1, 1967; 20 percent on July 1, 198 and the binal step on January,
1, 1970.
(e) Jute good*
The provisional proposals agreed provide for a progressive application
of the Common External Tariff. The United Kingdom would establish
a quota for goods (other than heavy Jute goods) from other member States
of 3,000 tons increasing annually by 700 tols. Quantitative restrictions
would be abolished on January 1, 1970, at the latest.
(f) Tropicalproducts
A suspension of duties (under Article 28) was agreed for a number of
items including cashew nuts and handloonm products (the latter subject to
an agreement on customs definition). The treatment of other tropical
products, including coffee, which are also of interest to associates of the
Community, will be considered at a later stage.
(g) It ems for further discussion
The British Government's proposals for nil duties on East India kips,
coir inats and matting, certain heavy Jute goods and hand-knotted carpets
are to be discussed further.
TEMPERAtE AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS
13. There was a prolonged discussion on arrangements for trade In temperate
agricultural products from Canada, Australia and New Zealand and much common ground was established. A good deal of work remains to be done, however, both as regards individual commodities and in order to give greater precision to some of the proposed arrangements.
14. The arrangements proposed relate both to the longer term and to the
transitional period.
15. As regards the longer term, it will be recalled that, in earlier discussions,
all the Seven Governments agreed, In the context of an enlarged Community, to
take an early initiative to secure world-wide agreements for the principal agricultural products. This decision reflected recognition of the responsibility of
the enlarged Community as the most important food importer in the world. In
the discussions that have just concluded, Ministers clarified further purposes
of such agreements and amplified the points to be covered in them. The latter
would include the price and production policy to be followed by the exporting
and importing countries, the minimum and maximum quantities to enter international trade, stock-piling policy and the special aspects of trade with developing countries. The purpose would be to seek to work out the most suitable
structure of international trade in agricultural products in order to ensure an
agreed balance between the interests of consumers and of producers and to meet
in particular the development of requirements and outlets in the different parts
of the world. It was agreedathat such world-wide agreements would be subject
to revision every three years.
16. It was agreed that the Community's future price policy was particularly
Important since, it would largely determine the volume of production and thus
tho-,utlet opportunities for exporting countries. Ministers recognilsed therefore that it would be desirable that the Community should rhake an early declaration expressing Its intention to define its price policy as soon as possible and to
pursue a reasonable policy in conformity with the objectives of Articles 110 and
39 of the Treaty of Rome.
17. Thus the Community, in taking appropriate measures to raise the Individual earnings of those engaged in agriculture In the Community by ensuring
the rational development of agricultural production, would also endeavour to
contribute to a harmonionus development of world trade including a satisfactory
level of trade between itself and third countries, including Commonwealth
countries. The price policy of the Community would, within the framework of
world-wide agreements, be, the subject of a confrontation with the price policy
of other producer countries ready to take part.
JR. An explicit statement was alsq agreed that the policy which the enlarged
Community intended to pursue would offer reasonable opportunities in its
markets for exports of temperate foodstuffs. It was confirmed that the agricultural regulations adopted by the Community required the abolition of quanti-
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tative restrictions both between member States and on Imports from third
countries subject to exceptional provision in the event of grave disturbance.
19. Ministers further considered the position which would arise if world.
wide agreements did not prove practicable. The Community reaffirmed their
readiness to conclude agreements for the same purpose with those countries
who wished to do so and, in particular, with Commonwealth countries.
20. As regards the transitional period, further arrangements remain to be
discussed for a number of major commodities. But a framework was worked
out for the treatment which could be applied to all individual commodities for
which there would be an intra-Community preference. In the case of cereals,
the members of the Community stated their intention to ensure that the opera.
tion of the intra-Community preference would not lead to sudden and consider.
able alterations in trade patterns. If these were to occur, the. Community would
review the operation of the intra-Community preference in consultation with
Commonwealth countries. A similar safeguard was offered for all products
where there would be an Intra-Community preference. It was agreed that
imports into the United Kingdom of cereals at present enjoying a tariff preference
in the United Kingdom should benefit from an agreed application of the intraCommunity preference. The precise application is to be discussed further when
negotiations are resumed.
21. The Ministers of the Community said that they had been giving special
consideration to the position of New Zealand. They recognised the particular
difficulties affecting New Zealand because of its high degree of dependence on
the United Kingdom market and expressed their readiness to consider special
provisions to deal with these difficulties.
FINANCIAL REGULATION

22. Ministers considered the Regulation of the European Economic Community
relating to the financing of the Common Agricultural Policy. The United Kingdom delegation confirmed that the British Government would accept the Regulation in full if the United Kingdom joined the Community and indicated that at
the appropriate time they would be prepared to participate with other members
of the Community in an examination of the relation of this Regulation to the
financing of Community expenditure in the period from 1965 to 1970 and in the
Common Market period. The French Delegation took the view that it was not
possible for it to give its agreement to arrangements for temperate foodstuffs
from the Commonwealth until further consideration had been given to the
question of the Financial Regulation.
FUTURE PROORAMME or WORK

23. At earlier meetings, Ministers had worked out arrangements covering
other sectors of the negotiations, including the treatment of manufactured goods
from the developed Commonwealth countries and some aspects of domestic
agriculture, notably provision for annual reviews and a further assurance for
farmers in the enlarged Community.
24. At the meeting which has Just concluded a great deal of progress was
made on major questions affecting the Commonwelath-association under Part
IV of the Treaty of Rome, the particular interests of India, Pakistan and Ceylon,
and temperate agricultural products from Canada, Australia and New Zealand.
In addition to the work which remains to be done on some of these questions.
Ministers have to take decisions on the proposAls which the British Government
have put forward for nil tariffs on some industrial raw materials and arrangements have to be agreed on processed foodstuffs. There are also important
matters to be settled in the fields of domestic agriculture and horticulture, In
particular those concerning individual commoditie
25. Ministers agreed that the negotiations would be resumed in September at
the official level and that the next Ministerial meeting should take place in the
first days of October.

Mr. BAL,. One of these agreements calls for the phasing out of the
preferential arrangement for industrial products between now and
1970.
Now, quite explicitly the basis upon which this was done was stated
to be because the Trade Expansion Act would make possible a major
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liberalization of the market for manufactures in the combined expanded European Community, and therefore, the preferential arrangements which the Commonwealth countries had enjoyed with
respect to finished manufactures weren't going to be necessary to the
maintenance of their trade.
Now this, of course, is to our very considerable benefit. The promise
of the Trade Expansion Act hovers like a kind of omnipresence over
the whole United Kingdom-EEC negotiation and to the extent that
this promise exists it will be a very great influence in bringing about
liberal solutions to the problems which these countries are working
on now-liberal solutions from which we will very greatly beihefit.
It would be highly undesirable from our point of view if what should
happen as the result of the United Kingdom coming into the Common
Market would be the preservation of all the Ottawa arrangements on
top of the necessary trade advantages that will flow to the countries
within the market in trading with one another.
So this is one of the reasons why I think it extremely important
that we move promptly on this.
Secondly, and related to this, is the fact that the Trade Expansion
Act has been the greatest evidence of a determination of the United
States to follow a liberal trading policy that has been demonstrated for
a long time. It has given ail inspiration to the Europeans-not simply
a mechanical reliance on the act but that there will be a spirit of
liberalism. Because we are, in effect, the leaders of the free world,
and we do as I suggested this morning in my statement, to a large
extent set the trading tone for the free world.
If we were to eliminate the 80 percent section or if Congress were
to modify tle bill in such a way as to greatly reduce the trading
authority of thi President, thii I think that this could have a very
serious effect on the way things are being done in Europe today from
the point of view of our longer range trading interests.
Senator MowroN. You think that was a quid pro quo or was it essential we go ahead at this session of Congress with legislation of this
kind even though we can only forshadow and in no way predict what
is going to ultimately happen between the United Kin gdom and the
Commoil Market?
Air. BALL. That is rightaSenator Morton.
Let me say one further thing if I may, because I think it is important for the record to have this made clear: once this legislation is
passed, if Congress acts this summer, it will still be the end of 1963
before we can get into negotiations. This is simply the mechanics of
the operation.
Now in the meantime what will be the position of an American
manufacturer who wants to get into this market early, establish his
goods while there is still fluidity, before the trade lines are all set?
How is he going to do it? Ile can do it in one of two ways.
He can invest in the Eur,,pean mark,'t and build a plant there
%-hichwill have, from our point of view, several long-range disad-

vantagee.

Senator Mom-row. Not under the tax laws we are going to pass.
Mr. BALL. The tax laws will have an effect but they are only one
element in an investment decision. They are only one element.
Senator Momx2€. I was facetious, Mr. Secretary.
87270-43--pt. 4-4-9
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Mr. BAL. Or he can make his plans to sell in the European market producing over here. One of the elements which has to go into
his investment decision is the effect of the protection of the common
external tariff. If we don't act now, if Congress does not act now,
then he will have no assurance whatever that there will be a possibility
of a reduction of the common external tariff, and this has to go into
his investment planning.
Thus there are a number of compelling reasons why there shouldn't
be a delay here from the point of view of establishing our own
products in the European market.
Senator MORTON. Well, Mr. Secretary, I am asking these questions because they have been asked of me. I am attempting tohelp
make a record here that, will give me some answers. You don't think
then that we are tipping our hand by passing this bill before the
British go into the Common MarketI
Mr. HALL. I should say, on the contrary, that we are helping the
Europeans to arrive at liberal solutions for our benefit, and that we
have nothing to lose and everything to gain by this.
Senator MORTON. Do you think, Mr. Secretary, that th bill as
passed by the House is adequate in giving you the power that you
will needas the negotiator in these matters, to go beyond just tariffs.
Actually today what happens? We negotiate a tariff reduction
on each side, and then we run into some domestic tax of some kind
that precludes the import of U.S. goods into that country.
We talked a lot about autonobilea here. Senator Douglas brought
out that 22 percent against 8 pzcent was the case. That is not what
is stopping American automobile sales in the Argentine. What is
stopping it is they put a domestic tax on either horsepower or weight,
things characteristic of American automobiles. They put a quota
on coal as the Senator pointed out this morning.
Are you sure that in this bill you have adequate authority to see
that tley don't set up an artificial domestic barrier even though
they give us the tariff relief?
Mr. BALL. This bill gives us, I think, all the authority that can be
devised for this. There are two kinds of nontariff restrictions which
the foreign governments may use.
One is whiat one can call illegal restrictions under the GATTthere is other terminology which is sometimes used.
The second consists of restrictions which are legal under the GATT
but which nevertheless are very disadivantageous from our point oi
view.
No-,t, with respect to the first we shouldn't pay anything for the

elimination of these and we don't intend to. We intend to bring
about their elimination but we intend to do it within the framework
of all of the considerations we have discussed this morning-the relationships between ourselves and those governments and the mobilization of world opinion through the GATT which itself can be an
effective thing in some cases.
With respect to the second-which are legitimate in that they don't
contravene any of the provisions of the GATT-this is a matter
where we can use the bargaining powers that 'are provided under the
Trade Act as well as we use them to obtain reductions in tariffs, and
we intend to do so.
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Senator MoirroN. As an example, Mr. Secretary, I have here a tele8 constituent of my good friend from Minnesota, stating
that inthe flour-milling capital of the world, Minneapolis, exports to
the Netherlands have been completely stopped by the recent impositon of excessive import levies.
Now, historically, to my knowledge, for 30 Tears, and probably
going back 50 years, we hrve had an export business on grain products, mostly wheat flour, to the Netherlands. Yet, it suddenly stops,
and under this bill do you have the authority to move into the situation and try to recapture that market that has historically been ours
for a half century?
Mr. BALL. That is right.
We have been able to obtain some small relief on this already.
But I quite agree with you, I think that the levy was reduced from
6 guilders per hmdredweight to 5 guilders. Historically, it used
gram from

to De a little over 1 &gtilder
per hundredweight.
But certainly, I ] ,an this is exactly a situation where legislation
would be usable.
Senator MORTOR. Do you think there should be some greater legislative oversight in the matter of possible escape clause or peril poiit
than is in the bill?
Mr. BALL. No. Escape clauses are not a source of strength to us;
from a bargaining point of view they are a source of weakness.
Senator MorroN. They are a source of strength to the domestic

economy?

'

Mr. BALL. They are a source of protection to the domestic economy
but they are a source of weakness in international bargaining. I will
tell you why I say that and I am not suggesting that we are dissatisfled with the escape clause provisions as they are written in the bill.
I am not suggesting they be eliminated but I think it should be
made clear they do not add but actually detract from our bargaining
power, because when a concession is given to a foreign country one
of the big questions that the foreign government asks is: You give
it now but will it stay or will you withdraw it?"
To the extent that there is an escape clause the fear of the foreign
manufacturer or foreign producer is that if he establishes himself
in the U.S. market and sifcceeds, then there will be pressure to exercise the escape clause. He will have lost his investment in establishinghimself.
So to the extent that the escape clause is a prominent feature of the
legislation, it somewhat detracts from our bargaining power. Tightening up the escape clause wouldn't give us more of a weapon to
achieve these things we want.
But we are satisfied that this legislation in its present form gives
us the power that we do need. We are satisfied that we can make
great progress toward trade liberalization.
Senator MorToN. Do other countries have the escape clause
provision?
Mr. BALL. Again they have quite a different structure. When you
have a parliamentary government in some cases the government
itself may make a deci-Jion to modify a tariff and when that decision
is made, since it represents the decision of the majority party which
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is the majority party in the parliament and since the members of
the government themselves are parliamentarians, this is effective.
But it is not presented as an escape clause as such. But I am ht
complaining about the escape clause. I think that in its present form
it is all right.
Senator MoRroN. Since 1, a few years ago, sat on your side of
the table on this same subject, I recognize the validity of your arguments, but since I am now on this side of the table, I have to point
out that for instance, in the case of light bicycles, we had, I remember a question of putting a tariff on them after the British had
developed the market over here, just as you point out, and they came
in and with some degree of justification, with a statement that, "Well,
we developed this market under this system. Now, you can't prevent
us from this market through tariffs."
But here the Dutch, after 50 years of American flour products
going to Holland, seem to have no qualms whatsoever about completely pricing us out of a market, completely shutting us out of a
market we have enjoyed for half a century.
Mr. BALL. I am satisfied that we must obtain the reduction of this
excessive levy on flour. I am quite sympathetic with the position that
you take in it.
Senator MoRToN. You said, Mr. Secretary, in a paper written by a
committee which I understand you chaired in the preinaugural days
of 1961, that in the past, U.S. policy on trade with the bloc countries
has been almost completely negative in character.
It has failed to recognize that trade is attractive and often necessary
for many other industrialized countries. As a result of these U.
policies, expansion of East-West trade has taken place largely on
Communist terms.
Do you still feel, sir, that East-West trade with the effect which
you stated then is still correct?
Mr. BALM. Well, that paper, Senator Morton, to which you refer,
was a task force report which was prepared for the then Presidentelect Kennedy. The position that I have necessarily taken is that
it is a paper in the control of the President, since it was a confidential
paper for him. But if you care to ask me as to my ownopinion with
regard to the question of East-West trade, I feel quite free to answer
you and would be happy to do so.
I am satisfied witfhthe policies of the U.S. Government with regard
to East-West trade, and I think that we have some problems facing
us which are of a very acute kind.
The possibility of a development of. Soviet trade in certain commodities as the Soviet Union develops export surpluses in those commodities-oil is the most conspicuous example-can be of very real
concern principally because of the possibility of countries outside the
Iron Curtain becoming too dependent on the Soviet Union as a source
of supply.
There is the continuing problem of trying to work with our allies
to bring about a substantial agreement with them on the maintenance
of sufficiently strict controls not only over strategic materials as such,
but over materials which could contribute to the economic buildup
of the bloc countries. These are matters which we have constantly
under review, and I fully support the position which this Govern-
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ment has taken, which I may say, I don't find at all dissimilar from
the position that the Eisenhower administration took before.
Senator Mowro. If this bill is enacted, do you envision trade
agreements with so-called Communist or Iron Curtain countries?
Mr. BALL. No. As you know, under this bill, the most-favorednation provisions do not extend to the bloc countries-to the countries
which are Communist dominated.
I suggted this morning that we very much hope that there can
be a substantive amendment to the present legislation which would
restore the same flexibility that President Eisenhower had or that
President Kennedy or any of his predecessors have had with respect
to the extension of the most-favored-nation clause when in his judgment he finds that it is in the national interest.
Now, what we are actually talking about is Poland and Yugoslavia,
and this question has come up before the Congress very recently in
connection with a question of almost exactly the same kind.
It came up in connection with the foreign aid legislation and I
would hope that this committee would feel that since Congre_ has
made a decision with regard to the foreign aid legislation that it
can make the same decision with regard to this bill, because tie principle is almost identical.
Senator Moirrow. Would you advocate and push for the mostfavored-nation treatment for an example in the case of Japan which
doesn't get it nowI
Mr. BAL.. It gets it as far as we are concerned.
Senator Moirrow. As far as we are concerned, yes.
Mr. BALL. The situation there is this, Senator Morton, that at the
time that Japan became a member of the General Agreements on
Tariffs and TradeSenator MoRToN. 1955.
Mr. BALL. 1955. Yes. Countries had an opportunity to make a
reservation with regard to the extension of most-favored-nation treatment to Japan. We did not elect to make that reservation. Certain
of the European countries did.
Now, over a period of time several of the countries that made that
original reservation have withdrawn it and are according most-favored-nation treatment to Japan.
Our influence has been on the side of trying to bring an agreement
from all of the European nations to extend most-favored-nation treat-.
ment to Japan. I think we have made very great progress. I think
the British Government is seriously considering action on this.
I would hope very much that the French Government will do so;
the German Government, has already done so, and the Italian Government has already done so. I would hope within a short time that
Japan will be accorded most-favored-nation treatment by all the
members of the GATT.
Senator MowroN. Again, sitting in your seat I can remember when
we did that and brother, I caught the devil from Capitol Hill.
[LAughter.]
Mr. BALL. Well, I think that the merits of what you did then, Senator Morton, have been demonstrated.
Senator MorroN. I don't know, it has oome back to haunt me.
[Laughter.]
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Senator Morrozr. Mr. Secretary, the administration seems to resist
the establishment in this bill of guidelines for the negotiator or for the
President, tight guidelines for this program.
I should think that you would like to have certain guidelines because then as you sit at the negotiating table you can say, "Well, I
agree with you, fellow, but hereI have a law back of me, I have a Congress back of me that tells me I have got to do this."
Mr. BALL. This legislation, of course, has been in existence in very
much the same general form since 1934, and I think that the guidelines,
the working principles of negotiation, have been very well established
over those years.
As I said this morning, I think that the negotiators have been very
successful, and I don't think that anything more than confusion could
be added by an attempt to write strict guidelines into the bill.
The principle of reciprocity is well established. We are quite prepared to say to this committee and to the Congress that this bill will
be administered in a way where there will be full reciprocity for every
concession that the United States make.
Senator MORTON. One final question, Mr. Secretary: our program
has been criticized for a good many years, not under your administration but prior to it, because we did not include industry experts
in our negotiating procedure.
Specifically what we do, and the Eisenhower administration was
guilty of this, too, we go to the chamber of commerce and we say,
"We want industry representation," we got, broad industry repre,entation. We sit down with the Germans, let's say, or the French
or anyone else, and we deal with a slcific tariff. Lets take chemicals,
dye stuffs, anything you want to mention. They have got a specialist
in that field. We have got an industry representative who is not a
specialist.. Will it, be your policy, if this is enacted, to see that on
the specific issues we have specific representatives from the industry
concerned who are expert in thlie articularr field?
Mr. BALL. I thinkthat it is necessary to keep some distinctions
very clear.
1 irst of all, among the European governments the actual negotiators at these l)roceedings are representatives of governments. The
extent to which they draw for advice on industry representatives
differs from country to country. To a very considerable extent they
rely on technicians trom within their own governments.
I think that it is extremely important that the U.S. negotiators
have available to them technical advice, technical advice which can
be provided by industry people. Industry representatives can come
and establish themselves at Geneva, they can be consulted. Industry
advice can also be provided, as has been the practice, through the
hearings before the Committee for Reciprocity Information. It can
be provided, as it is by technicians who are members of the staff of
the delegations drawn from the departments, such as people from
the Department of Agriculture, who are specialists in particular
commodities.
But there is a very great distinction between drawing on representatives of private interests for technical advice and involving them
in the actual substantive decisions of the negotiators themselves
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In order that the negotiators should have the benefit of advice from
industry, agriculture, labor, we have had the practice, as you know,
sir, of inviting very distinguished representatives of industry, labor,
and agriculture to participate as advisers in the negotiation and to be
privy to the decisions that are made and the offers that are about to
be made, and even to sit in at negotiating meetings.
These people, however, when they assume that responsibility, assume it as U.S. citizens and they cease to be specific representatives
of one trade interest or another, or one commodity interest or another.
This is vitally important out of deference to the whole principle
of the conflict of interests.
Let's suppose that industry representatives actually participated
in the negotiations or sat with our negotiators in Geneva and were
told about each offer that was proposed to be made with respect to
each particular commodity by the negotiators on a day-to-day basis. First of all, what would they be there for? They would be there
to safeguard the interests of their particular industry. They would
be there to see that no concessions were given with respect to the products of their industry but that the largest possible concessions were
requested from foreign governments.
If their influence was effective within the councils of the negotiating
group then their industry would have been greatly benefited but at
the expense of some industry which probably wouldn't be represented, because in the nature of things you can t have every industry

represented.
Wut even more than that this would be a direct and serious violation
of the conflict-of-interest principle which this body has been most
diligent to see that the execeptive department follows, and I don't
think that it is at all feasible to think of industry representatives or
representatives of particular agricultural sectors being privy to the
decisions that are being made on a day-to-day basis by the negotiators
and having an influence brought to bear on those decisions-trying to
make sure that their industry was protected even though it was at the
expense of somebody else.
There has to be a point at which private responsibility stops and
official responsibility r gilis, and this is the place, and I don't see how
we can do otherwise.
Senator MowRoN. I can see your point about conflict of interests but
at the same time, I think it is somewhat difficult to understand whytake the city of Cincinnati, the biggest machine tool manufacturing
center in this country, perhaps the biggest soap manufacturer-why
should the soap man pass, give you ad vice as to the tariff on machine
tools, I think you have to listen to the machine tool man and we export
machine tools, you have got to listen to him a little bit if you are
dealing with the tariff on machine tools. I don't think that conflict
of interest necessarily prevails.
I think that-I don't say he has to sit at the table with you-but
what I am asking you is will you give him his day in court before you
make your final decisionI
Mr. BAIL, Well, he has his day in court uhder existing procedures
in that he is invited to come in and make a full presentation of his
position, with all of the statistical and technical data necessary.

2252

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1982

There is a further thing he can do. If we wants to have a representative in Geneva he can talk every day to the members and staff of
the official delegation and I may say that so far as 1 am concerned and
to the extent that I will have anything to do with this I think that the
negotiators should be encouraged to talk wih him fully and freely so
long as what they are talking about are the technical pi oblems of the
industry and the technical problems of negotation but not about the
substantive decision. This is the point which you can't go beyond or
you are going to get into a very serious problem of conflict of interest,
that would be contrary to the principles upon which we operate in
every other area.
One other thing which is very important-and I may say ihat the
State Department is fully sympathetic with it-is the provision in
this bill for the appointment of a special representative to be t3 chief
negotiator, who will be appointed with the advice and consent of the
Senate, by the President. He will hopefully be drawn, I think, from
the ranks of the people who have had vast experience in busine:is and
are sympathetic with the problems of agriculture or drawn from agriculture and are sympathetic with the problems of business. I think
this is an important move and I am all for it and I think it can be very
helpful indeed.
One of the provisions of the bill directs that he seek infornia ion
and advice with respectto the negotiations from representatives of the
various sectors-in ustry, agriculture, and labor-but in doing so lie
cannot tell them what lie is going to do specifically with respect fo
their commodity or to any other commodity because once he does U i
then he is transgressing this line of demarcation I have suggested.
Senator MORTON. I see your point there and I think it is well taken.
I just hope that the industry concerned will have its day in court.
I remember a few years ago, I think one of the things of which
I am rather proud that I accomplished, I got the distinguished chairman of this committee to go to the GATW' meeting.
I think that is the first time anybody ever got him to go there, and
I persuaded him to go there and I think that has made this committee
more sympathetic with your problems, and I yield, Mr. Chairman.
Senator Douolxs. Mr. Chairman, the Senator from Kentucky was
very kind enough this morning, very politely, to state that a cloture

petition had been filed on the questions of the Senator from Illinois.
I wonder if it would be appropriate for a similar p)etitioni to be filed
with respect to the Senator from KentuckyI
Senator MowroN. I would like the Senator to Lwow that I have
taken butSenator LoNo. You cannot file a cloture petition now because the
Chair has yielded me the floor, and I do not yield for that purpose.
[Laughter.]
The CIIAIRMAN. Senator Long is recognized.
Senator MORTON. Touche. [Laughter.]
Senator LoNG. Mr. Secretary just what is your attitude with regard
to a legitimate, long-established American business going out of business as a result of low-cost competition? Now, Just one instance
occurs to me. It may involve a relatively small number of people,
but it is my State andi we have been kind of famous as shrimp fishermen down there in Louisiana, so much so that when the Louisiana team
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took on the Washington State team to ?lay a baseball game, we named
our team the "Louisiana Shrimpboats."
We are practically out of the shrimp business. These other people
might catch shrimps in sniall catches, but they are working with 6-cent
labor, and we cannot obey the minimum wage law and stay in business in competition with them.
We have tried to get a quota, and we have tried to get a tariff quota
arrangement but, as a practical matter, if we get our shrimp beds
reestablished we are still out of business, and those people are starving.
We never have had any tariff on shrimp, so far as I know.
Historically we could catch all the shrimp we needed to, and sell it
on the domestic market and get by.
I assume that is parallel to what will happen to some other industries. Is it your attitude that when a historic industry like this finds
it has become a higher cost producer as a result of minimum wages,
let us say, and improved foreign competition, that it just ought to
make their plans to get out of the business?
Mr. BALL. I would say that to the extent that their problem results
from the action of the trade legislation and the concessions which
have been granted under it, of course, they have recourse now to the
escape clause procedures.
Senator LONG. What recourse can we have to escape clause or anything else when we never have had any tariff on shrimp?
Mr. BALL. This has always been a problem in this legislation in the
sense that the President is not given power to create tariffs where no
duty concession is involved. He is given power to reduce or, under
the escape clause provision to withdraw concessions, which have been
made. But to give the President the power to impose tariffs, of
course, you are entering into an entirely new terrain.
Senator LoNo. So far as we are concerned we have a big investment, we are broke, we are out of business, and we have a lot of people
involved.
Now, what would your attitude be,and could you tell me what you
think the administration's attitude would be with respect to an
amendment here to sort of impose some sort of a tariff arrangement
to keep us in the shrimp business?
M r. BALL. I would have to study the question, Senator Long.
We do not want to see damage done to American industry where
the conditions are such that it contributes greatly to a community
or where the conditions are such that it would be diffic-'It for the
people to find work or where there would be major losses in capital
involved, and so on. That is the reason for the adjustment assistance
provisions.
At the same time, if this is a situation where there never has been
protection, I think that a decision to extend protection in this area
initially would require a very careful study of all the factors.
Senator LANe. Here is the point, Mr. Secretary. Historically we
did not need it. In other words, I would say up to 5 years ago, 10
years ago, we did not need any protection, and we did not come to you
asking for something we did not need. So far as we were concerned
we were happy. But now in this industry we find that we are out
of business.
87270-2-t. 4--40
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I can be a statesman about the textile thing. They ran us out of
business. We are no longer in the textile business. All of our textile
mills in Louisiana have been shut down.
We might take some cloth, cut it out, and sew it together in a pants
factor) or something of that sort but., as far as the big cotton mills
we used to have-Lane Cotton Mills and others-they ire all out of
business, so I can be a statesman about the textile industry
I cannot afford to be a statesman about the shrimp industry. If
you look back 30 years ago, 20 years ago, back up to anq time until the
close of World War II, we had no problem about our oil industry, and
that is the biggest ir Louisiana.
We were relatively low-cost. producer, until these bi Saudi Arabia
fields came it, and since Creole did so well at Lake Aaracaibo; and
those countries do not have. any conservation practices, as you know.
As you know, they turn the wells wide open.
We have some tideland wells that can compete with them, but we
cannot. compete with these upland wells.
Right now, Canada can bring all the oil she wants to produce into
this country. The world price is about $1.75, the American price is
$3. E4,very barrel of oil that Canada produce. she sells in the'1 united
States, and every barrel she consumes she buys on the world market.
Is there anything going to be done about that or are we just going
to sit down there and continue to watch them expand their fields and
put it all into the Tnited States?
Mr. BALI,. I un(lerstand that the question of the import restrictions
on oil is under stu(dy at the moment. I think there is a group taking
a look at this. Involved in this is the level of imports under the overLldl 'xeRinlt ion, as I tm Ier-,talld it.
Louisiana Ilivorce yourselves from
Sellatolox;. 1Before ve folks ill
ti evslrotectiomiists. we have got to k-ow what the fate of the oil
our shrinip and oil industry
industry is gong to be, Iecaise if we lo.s,
way. I do not think
wP a, gollg0
to he in pretty bad shial, downi Vuy
V11 Ihave eiiough inioIev to'take care of all our folks'on public welfare
ill t Ili evellt we have to clos.e t hose two industries down.
Mr. li.1.. Wt ell, the shrimip 0l(hldstriv, as I say, Senator l)ig, is not
antvthiniz about wlich the administration has po)vei to act under
.-I lis legislation. This is a problem which
Senator IoNG. As you know, my daddy used to be anm ol share-thewealth nan. and I am sort of a share-the-burden maii.
My feelii'g is that if we are going to have to let. all these imports in
we ought to ,imid of split it ill ) so that everybody takes his part of the
They
load iatheii than just putting it all oi my shrnmip fishermen.
iave always thought maybe we ought to
ark not (Ilite that strong.
have sort, of a flexible tling, where you can make your tariff reductions,b.ut, where once an intistrv loses 10 percent of the market, the
tariff goes u ) a little bit. If the'iidustry loses another5 percent., the
tariff goes up a little higher--keep raising it a little higher hoping
t-e ind(listry can stay in business somehow. But. there never has been
too much appeal over at the State Department for that kind of
philosophy, and it looks like you are either in business or not.
It seems to me that there ought to be something of an in-between,
a "Mr. In-Between."
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Mr. BAIL. This is the philosophy of the escape clause. As imports
rise and the industry is daage then it applies for the right to have
the cones ions withdrawn. But the shrimp situation is a different
one because there never has been a concession made, so there is nothing to withdraw.
I enator Lox.,c.. I want to use some of these things to get some
leverage. I never have been able to get any Secretary of State, John
Foster Dulles, or any Democratic Secretary of State, to use any of these
leverages. It seems to me one of the best State Department officers we
had was the one who served in Brazil at the time when they withdrew
America's base rights to land their planes.
That fellow just, put a stop order on that RFC loan. They were
Going to borrow money to establish their owe .airlines, and they
abruptly terminated our lan J ag'rights, and we needed them to get
our lanes back and forth Yefoss the ocean, and lie just 1u)t'a.top order
,
on tf'e RFC.
He had a lot of prgsure from Americap Airjnes and poop@ like
that, but he stood 1 is ground, ani4seo in about 3 weeks , when Bxazil
saw that they wemgoing to haeto respect our rights in order to get
our rights, and we ieter have
I the RFC loanabolft
I " had anr
...
inor trouble Lhjyit restored
violatingg our treat Ights,'
INaat is your reach ion about these p1o
t they agreed to in ra rd to our rights to dobusrinss
wh
violating
in
,
in their"count rli s |
Mr. I ALL. Y u are spef i'g of Brazil specifically, Senator?
t&~good example.
Senator Lox4. Well, Br1azi
Mr. ltin.. Well, the problem wikh regard to Brazil, which, I think,
concerns you ni~st directly, rm sure is theSenator LoxI-c. We wan to *11 tleqn soine sulfur. We used to sell
them 95 percent '9f their requirements on sulfur, and now tley put a
discriminatory ta\*on us. They do not apply it, to Mexico, but they
il)ply it to us, and t4ow, in fact, I-suspect they are in direct violation of
that ant icon fiscal ioii amendment.
Are you folks going to administer it the way we hoped at th0 time
we pa.,id it I
Mr. ].,LL. Weexpectto,,enator.
reference-Senator IA)Xo. Beeause~liit,.apiendment
tor
witeh, and
beginexploit
tomakes
as a matter of fact, I proposed tie tliinag
Hickenlooper said that I was too soft. I was not. too soft, he *tfigle
wanted to amend it so that this anticonfiscation thing includT" also
discriminatory taxation against American firms.
From what I can hear of it it looks to me. as though Brazil is in violation of that amendment, and it seems to me as though the burden is
on you to tell those people that "It is too bad, fellow. We tried to defeat this anticonfiscation amendment and tried to get the President
the right to dispense with it., but we don't have that right. We have
got to tell you that you don't get the aid, you don't get. your sugar
quota. If you don't watch out they are going to amend the trade
bill saying that we can't even trade with you if you are going to do
this to our people."
Mr. BALL. This sulfur ease came to my attention just last week,
and I immediately sent another message down to our Ambassador,
who is meeting this week with the Foreign Minister of Brazil. I agree
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with you that this is a very serious matter and one which requires very
vigorous attention.
Senator LoNo. Mr. Secretary, I am of the opinion that if you
folks get tough about this you can win this without too much trouble.
But if you let them think you are not going to stand up and really fight
them on it, they are going to run us out.
Frankly, Castro took all of Freeport Sulfur's investment in Cuba,
and now poor Freeport Sulfur and the other companies--Jefferson
Lake and others operating in my State--are in position of losing 8 percent of their market.
It seems to me as though if you people just tell a country, "you can.
not do it, if you do it the law forces us to retaliate, and we just don't
want to but we have no choice the law makes us"Mr. BALL. This, as I say , has just come to my attention last week,
*and I can assure you we will take the most vigorous action with regard to this.
Senator LoNrG. Thank you so much, Mr. Secretary.
The CIIAIRMAN. SenatorWilliams.
Senator CARLsoN. Mr. Secretary, just two or three things are all
that I want to go into. The Senator from Louisiana went into the oil
situation.
Is this not correct that last December or thereabouts the Department of Interior made a suggestion that we cut back some of our imports, probably 50,000 barrels and after much discussion this suggestion was not adopted because of the opposition of the State Depart,
ment and probably the Defense Department?
Mr. BALL. This related to imports from Mexico?
Senator CARLSON. No-well, from outside the United States. I
won't get it to any one place, but it was a cutbackMr.BALL. Not under the overland exemption.
Senator CARLSON. Yes.
Mr. BALL. I see. So far as the quota was concerned-

Senator

CARLSON.

That is right.

Mr. BALL (continuing). Frankly, Senator Carlson, I jiut do not
know. I will be glad to look into it.. I was unfamiliar with it at
the time.
Senator CARLSON. Is it not a fact that at that time the decision was
made that you would reach a decision on it by July 1? July 1 arrived,
aind it is no% September 1.
Mr. BALL. I will have to look into this. I'm sorry I'm not up on it.
Senator CARLSON. I think you will find that to be a fact that at a
time when we really do have some problems in the oil industry as the
Senator from Louisiana has just mentioned, when yoti realize that some
of our fields are backI was interested to note here that the percent of U.S. crude oil production which, of course, now will include the residual as well, that
we import 28.4 percent of the domestic production, and if you just
take a percentage of U.S. crude it is 19 percent and that gets to be a
substantial item when you have the active drilling crews cutback 30
percent; you have wells drilled in 1961 that are down 19 percent,
the rotary rigs are down 33 percent from 1956; the employment in the
'production of oil and gas is down 9 percent below 1956; the price for
domestic crude was 20 cents a barrel less than in 1957 in the face of
steadily ireasing costs.
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I mention this because these are items that concern those of .uson,
this committee and those of us who are responsible to protect the industries of the United States.
I do hope that you will give some thought to that as you begin to
make decisions on these particular problems that affect our Nation's
industries.
Mr. BALL. Senator Carlson, there is, I believe, a committee which
has been set up under the White House to look into this whole oil
import problem because it concerns the Defense Department, the Interior Departmlent and ourselves, and I will be very glad to personally
look into it. I appreciate your comments on this because I am not as
familiar with it as Ishould be.
Senator Cuiusox.. I agree with you fully that there is a committee, because I am somewhat familiar with it, and the only thing I am
hoping for is, as the Senator from Louisiana said, we would like to
et a decision. I mean, we would like to know. In fact, I would
ike to know before we pass the trade bill. I think it is going to have
some effect on my views and position on it.
We have that same situation in agriculture, and I am not going into
it, because you have discussed it generally, but I brought up yesterday with the Secretary of Agriculture the question in regard to these
assurances that were received at the meeting at which you represented
us with Howard Petersen, I believe, at Geneva on these assurances
that Canada got on the protection of their own markets for wheat.
Mr. BALL. Yes.
Senator CARLSON. What assurances did we get?
Mr. BALL. They are exactly the same as the ones that were given
to Canada.
Senator CARLSON. All right. And now what are they?
Mi'. BALL. Let me see if I can give you the exact language of them.
These agreements )rovide for a standstill in the existing terms of
access for Canadian wheat into the Conunon Market, and that means
also for U.S. wheat.
Under these agreements the Community and the six member
countries undertake to negotiate with the United States, not later
than June 30 of next year the terms of access which, by virtue of
the Common Agricultuvpl Policy will displace the existing national
systems of protection that exist.
Furthermore, mtil the putting into force of this policy which will
result from these negotiations, the six member countries undertake
not to intensify or otherwise adversely alter the existing terms of access for our wheat.
In the event that the imports of U.S. wheat should, as a result of this
agricultural policy, fall appreciably below the levels specified in the
agreements, the member states will take steps to rectify that situation.
Senator CARLSON. In other words, about all this assurance amounts
to or is is that nothing will be done until June 30,1963.
Mr. BALL. No; it is a little different from that. It is that they
will undertake to negotiate with us not later than June 30, and that
nothing will be done umtil the putting into force of a policy that
results from the negotiations, and if that policy results in a decline
below the level that is set, they will take steps to rectify the situation.
Senator CARLSON. Do you have any hope that we are going to got
some agreements that will be helpful in that situation I
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Mr. BALL. Yes; I think so. Again it depends to a very large extent
on the decisions that are reached with regard to the level of support
prices within the community. By and large, the wheat that is pro.
duced in Europe is soft wheat, as you know, and the wheat, a large
part of our export trade, is hard wheat. I would hope that we can
continue and, perhaps, even expand our hard wheat markets in
Europe.
Senator CAwIoN. I hate to bring these various complaints up that
I get from people concerning the future of this trade program but,
after all, I just think we have to give some thought to them.
Weget to the livestock industry, and I have had many communications from people who are greatly concerned about the imports, increased imports of meat products, livestock.
In the 5-month period-and this is an interesting table hpre--in
the 5-month period in 1961 we imported 214.626,000 pounds of beef
and
In veal.
the period in 1962. the same 5 months, we imported 334.699,000
pounds, or an increase of 56 percent.
It seems to me that these peol)le who are in the. livestock industry
and business have a right to be somewhat concerned about these everincreasing amounts of meat and meat products.
What isyour thought on that? What have you got to say about it?
Mr. BALIL. Well, first of all, Senator Carlson, this meat, I believe,
comes in largely in the form of frozen me-at and processed -neat products.
One of the problems in the past has been that in the form in which
this meat came in, it was not an exactly similar product to the product
produced in the United States and, therefore, under the escape clause
procedures, it could not be demonstrated that the American producer
had been injured by the production of the same product.
This is taken care of by the new legislation which has a provision
which is different from the provision in the past in that in the definitionsSenator Dorr,rAs. Where is this in the bill I
Mr. BALI,. It is in 405(4). It defines an imported article directly
competitive with a domestic article--let me read it as it is written.
It says:
An imported article is "directly competitive with" a domestic article at an

earlier or later stage of processing, and a domestic article Is "directly competitive with" an imported article at an earlier or later stage of processing, If the
importation of the imported article has an economic effect on producers of the

domestic article comparable to the effect of importation of articles in the same
stage of processing as the domestic article.

What this means is that under the new legislation, escape clause
relief can be available where it has not been availabl.k before, because
it is not required that the imported article be the same or in the same
stage of processing, which has been the situation up to this point.
Senator CARLSON. You mentioned, Mr. Secretary, this was largely
canned or processed products, which is a correct statement.
But in 1959 there were 688,000 head of live cattle brought into the
United States; in 1960, 645,000; in 1961, 1,026,000. So there has
been a substantial increase, about a 40 percent increase, in regard to
the live cattle that have come into the United States.
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Mr. BALL. Well, to the extent, Senator Carlson, that the import
of live cattle resulted in the injury of the meat industry in the United
States, there would be escape clause relief available under this new
definition, which has not been available before.
Senator CARLsoN. We have had some experiences wi.h peril point
cases and escape clause cases in the past, and I sincerely hope the
statement you have just made will be an accurate one when we get
into the field of trying to use some of these agencies to protect an
American industry.
It is interesting to note that 8.1 percent of the imports of U.S.
production of beef and veal have come into the United States, and
that is a substantial amount., based on tables from the Department of
Agriculture.

Mr. BALL. That is total production.
Senator CARLSON. That is right.

Mr. BALL. That again comas in as frozen boneless beef, is that right,
and processed beef?
Senator CARLSON. It totals up with the live cattle that I have mentioned, the equivalent in v eight and pounds of these live cattle, would
be 263,000 pounds, beef an-, veal total would be 1,321,000, or a total
of 16,321,000 pounds, both live atund processed, or 8 percent.
Mr. BALL. I would certainly suggest, Senator Carlson, that there is a
possibility of relief under the new legislation which has not existed
before

Senator

CARLSON.

We arc going to hold you t that statement, I

assure you.
That is all, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Douglas.

Senator DouoL.s. Mr. Chairman, for certain reasons which I shall
nct mention, I wish to disassociate myself from any d scussion of the
sulfur situation in Brazil. But I think the shrimp illustration which
the Senator from Louisiana mentioned lends addcd strength to what I
have been urging on you for several months i namely, that the President should have power to impose tariffs or raise tariffs or impose other
restrictions when increases have gone up on our products or when
nontariff restrictions are imposed.
But we will gi e you an'hrmistice on that question for a few minutes,
and I want to deal, first, with a matter which worried the Congressman
from Wisconsin, Mr. Reuss, which he raised in his testimony on
Monday.
A large part of this bill has been predicated upon the hope and,
indeed, upon the assumption, that Great Britain would enter the
Common Market, and various members of EFTA, and they would
have a trading area of 170 million, and we would have a trading area
of 270 or 300 million, and it is only in that context that there is much
meaning to the ability of the President to eliminate all tariffs on products 80 percent of the world trade of which is between Common Market
and the United States.
Now, in recent weeks there is grave doubt as to whether Great Britain will enter the Common Market or will be permitted to enter the
Common Market.
It is apparent she will not be able to bring much of the Commonwealth in with her, and she will not be able touring much of Canadian
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wheat or Australian wheat or New Zealand butter and cheese or New
Zealand and Australian wool and mutton, and in the Commonwealth
conference which is shortly coming up, we may find such objections
from the Conunonwealth that Great Britain will decide that she
cannot risk estranging the Commonwealth in order to enter the Comimon Market.
In addition to this, of course, opposition to entrance is rising among
the back benches of the Conservative Party, and in certain sections of
the Labor Party.
To complicate the situation still further, President de Gaulle is
suspected of not wishing to have British entrance because lie wants to
maintain continental superiority and does not wish to have too much
British influence.
If this entrance of Britain should not occur, and the Common Market remains in its present form Congressman Reuss has studied the
subject and he says that aircraft would be virtually the only major
item where 80 percent of the world trade would be on the part of the
United States, and the world market, and therefore, he proposed
that in dealing with the phrase "Common Market," chapter 2, that
wherever there is reference to the European Economic Community
there should be inserted the following words, "and the countries of "he
European Free Trade Area," and lie goes on to say that this wou1m
permit the trade of the countries of the second group to be counted
in determining the categories for down to zero bargaining and insure
the inclusion of most of the industrial goods categories important in
Atlantic trade.
He is speaking Iprimarily of durable consumer goods.
In the actual trade associations Congre-ssian Reuss went cii to say
that the United States would seek adherence of the EFTA countries
as well as the Common Market to the same schedule of reductions
down to zero in any category selected for bargaining.
I was greatly impressed'by Congressman Reuss statement, and in
informal conversations which I had with him, and I tend to lean iy
his direction.
I wondered if you had any comments.
Mr. BALL. Yes. I would like to comment on that, Senator Douglas.
First of all, as I said in ny statement this morning, I just returned
from Europe. I was there this last weekend and I had an opportunity to consult with the representatives we have in the capitals of
some of the principal countries that are parties to this negotiation.
Since we are not a party to the negotiation ourselves I do not think
I should speculate too freely. I would say, however, that the, impression which our own representatives liavd who have been watching this
very closely as well as my own impression, sir, is that very great
progress has been made in settling the difficult problems between the
United Kingdom and the European Community and that the remainder of the problems shouldd not prove impossible'of reasonable solution.
Now, this does not mean that they will be worked out. It is a higlfI
complicated negotiation. My own impression is that they will be.
Senator DouoL&s. Suppose it does not happen? Suppose you
should be mistaken? Then it will be some months before we know.
Now, we have to act on this tariff bill in the next few weeks--I hope
in the next few days. We do not want to gamble on the hope that
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Great Britain will enter the Common Market. What harm will there
be in including EFTA in the area of negotiation along with the
Common Market?
Mr. BALI.. I find myself in a curious position, Senator Douglas.
Senator DOUGLAS. Y did not want to put you in such a position, but
the country is in a serious position.
Mr. BALL. I said "curious."

Senator DoUGLAS. Oh; I thought you said "serious."

Mr. BALL. In suggesting that we do not wish larger powers to reduce tariffs than are represented in this bill.
But there are several reasons why I think the legislation in its present form is as it should be. First of all, the 80-percent provision is in
addition to the basic formula which is the ability to cut tariffs by 50
percent. The 80-percent provision was put in with this in mind;
that if we were trading with a single trading area which could speak
with one voice, and if between us, we commanded 80 percent of the
trade of the world, then that would mean that we could make a tariff
agreement which, even under the most-favored-nation clause, would
produce a minimum of third-country problems.
One of the great difficulties that'we have had in negotiating tariffs
in the past has been that because of the great preponderance of our
own economic position we have been an enormous market negotiating
with a whole group of small markets. It has been very difficult to
work out arrangements under which we gave access to our markets
while what was given in return was access by this small country, access
also by another small country, access by a third and fourth country,
and so on.
On the other hand, this problem would be largely avoided in a negotiation in which the United States and the expanded Common Market
were the sole partners. Therefore, we felt it would be possible, without creating further problems of third-country benefits, to go much
further down the line toward complete liberalization of trade than
was otherwise the case.
Furthermore, because of the fact that the United States was economically similar to the countries making up the Common Marketthat is, both highly industrialized-the opportunity for a much greater
liberalization of trade presented itself because of these comparative
conditions.
Now, if we were to change at. this point, we would be doing something we have rather care fully avoided doing up to this time. We
would be injecting ourselves into the United Kingdom-EEC negotiations in a way which I think could have very serious consequencesin the sense that it would add a new element to an already highly
complicated negotiation.
Opponents of the entry of Britain into the Common Market could
say that there was an alternative presented to Britain which had not
been available before. They would say the United States had given
up hope that Great Britain was going to enter the Common Market
and therefore that it was a hopeless enterprise, and so on.
I think that this politically would be a highly undesirable action
for the United States to take.

Senator DoUGLAS. May I reply to that?
Mr. BALL. Surely.
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Senator DouaLA.. You say the United States should not inject itself
into the negotiations between Great Britain and the Common Market.
I would say that this existing provision implicitly injects the United
States, because what you are in effect saving to Great Britain is, "If
you join the Common Market (and Great Britain and the Common
Market together will have 80 percent of this wide range of goods)
then you can come into tie American market."
While you have been very diplomatic in your answers, I would
say you have already been injecting yourself on the side of putting
pressure on Great Britain to get into the Comnon 'Market, which for
political reasons, I also would like to see them do.
But now you say this iniglht induce them to stay out of the Common
Market. Should not that e Great Britain's decision to make on her
own, of course and should not we be willing to deal with EFTA or
the Common Market? Why should we put this pressure to get
into the Common Market?
Mr. BALL. I think the difference here Senator Douglas, is that after
a negotiation is well underway towari a conclusion one way or another, we should not change the international rules.
Senator DOUGLAS. Well, now, just a minute. The European countries should know that it is Congress who makes the laws, not the
State Department. We are not bound by the bill which you sent up to
Congress. We have the right to change that bill. I am very sorry
that we did not go into the old League of Nations in 1919. ButI
think the European complaint that.Wilson had by agreement with the
League of Nations made an implicit promise that we would go in was
completely wrong.
The Senate had the legal right to reject the League. We have a
legal right to reject this bill.
I hope we do not do it, I hop, we are not forced to do it, but we
have the right to change it. I do not see that we are changing the
rules of the game at all. We aire trying to protect. ourelves from the
possibility that Great Britain may not go in, and if she does not
go in, then we are somewhat restricted in the degree to which we can
expand our trade.
Congressman Reuss pointed out very well that our greatest hope
for export to Europe is durable goods-refrigerators, television sets,
washing machines, dryers, all those things; this is our hope. We
can only get the tariffs on these goods slashed if the countries of the
Common Market have 80 percent of world trade. If we do not have
80 percent of the world trade, we cannot get this expansion. With
EFTA we could get the expansion, not only with the Inner Six but
the Outer Seven or whatever group should affiliate themselves with
them.
Mr. BALL. Senator I am not suggesting, of course, that Congress
does not have the right to pass this law in any way it sees fit. You
asked me if I thought it was a good idea or not. I said I thought
from a political point of view, we would be changing the international rulesSenator DouoiAs. What you mean is reduce the pressure on Great
Britain to go into the Common Market.
Mr.
BALL. I think that is really not the proper formulation, with
due
respect.
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Senator DouoLS. May I temporarily cease my cross-examination
with the understanding that I do not lose my right if and when 2
return?

The

CHARMAN.

The Chair recognizes Senator Williams in the

interim.
Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. Secretary, I will ask the question, and if
you do not. have the answer, maybe it can be furnished.
Senator HARTI{E. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question of procedureI
I do want to ask a question or two. I have patiently waited. I have
tried to answer the quorum calls and I want to go vote, whether the
rest of them want to vote or not.
I plan to go vote. I respectfully request that I have a right to
question this witness.
The CHAIRMA.N. We will not have a. chance to answer many questions because they have already called the roll.
Senator MORTOn. Go on and vote and come back. We are always
glad to have you.
Mr. Secretary, with this huge attendance that you have here, the
discussion on poultry this morning was somewhat broken up. Could
you tell us precisely what happened in a consecutive fashion, and I
promise you that I will send it to each of my colleagues on the comInittee?
Mr. BALL. I had a memorandum here.
The situation is that in Senator MORTON. If you want to put it in the record, you can just
Vut it. in the record. I think I know, but I was asking this for the
edification of my colleagues, whom I think have deserted me.
Mr. BALL. I will be glad to put it in the record, or I can read it if
you would like.
Senator MORTON. Just put it in the record. It will save time, but
we did get it broken up this morning.
Mr. BALL. I am happy to have it in the record.
(The following was 1water received for the record:)
(1) Prior to 1958 U.S. export markets for poultry in Germany were substantially curtailed by German Import restrictions. In 1958, our prolonged efforts to
achieve the lifting of these restrictions began to show results, and our exports
ruse from more than $3 milliorpin that year to$50 million in 1961.
(2) In January of this year while the Geneva tariff negotiations were in
progress the EEC agreed upon the basic features of its common agricultural
policy, Including the import system for poultry. Under this system, which was
to enter into force on July 30, all poultry was to be subject to a variable levy
whose amount was still to be determined. This levy would fully replace all
quantitative import restrictions maintained by any of the EEC countries. In
the settlement reached at Geneva the United States obtained agreement of the
EEC to defer negotiations on poultry and certain other variable levy items. The
United States reserved all rights it had on poultry and other variable levy items
as of September 1960.
(3) In anticipation of the imposition of a levy on poultry as of July 30 in
excess of the existing German import duties, the Department of State and the
Department of Agriculture pressed the German Government at the highest level
to refrain from Imposing the increase in import duties by the EEC permitted
under the Common Agricultural Policy. The German Cabinet decided on July 29
to request permission from the EMC Oommission to impose substantially lower
duties on poultry for the remainder of this year than would otherwise apply.
The EEC Commission must still approve the German request. The German
Bundestag will then have to concur In the Cabinet decision before the lower duty
can be made effective. Since the Bundestag is not expected to meet until fall, it
was unavoidable that the higher levy would go into effect as scheduled on July 30.
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However, our shipments of poultry to Germany in recent months have been
abnormally large in anticipation of an increase in the levy, aud we are hoping
that by the time normal shipments might be expected to resume the Bundestag
will have acted to reduce the levy.

Senator MorroN. One further thing. I should have asked this when
Senator Douglas was here, because some questions have been asked
as to the power of the United States to retaliate under the proposed
act. Do you have a memorandum or would you cam to tell us about
what you understand that power to be under the appropriate section
of the bill I
Mr. BALL. Yes; the appropriate section is section 252 of the act,
which provides that whenever there are unjustifiable foreign import
restrictions that impair the value of tariff commitments that have
been made to the United States, oppress the commerce of the United
States, or prevent the expansion of trade on a mutually advantageous
basis-the key word here is "unjustifiable", and I would suggest that
unjustifiable in this context relates to those commitments-those import restrictions which are not under the rules of the GATT so that
they are illegal from a GATT point of view.
Whenever there are illegal foreign import restrictions, then the
President has the right to suspend, withdraw or prevent the application of the benefits of trade agreements concessions to products of such
country or instrumentality or refrain from proclaiming benefits to
trade agreement concessions to carry out t.'ade agreements with such
country.
What this amounts to is a broad grant of power whenever there are
illegal import restrictions to retaliate by withdrawing concessions
already made or by refusing to proclaim concessions which have been
worked out.
Now, as I suggested in the statement I made this morning, I thought
that where there were these illegal or unjustifiable restrictions, retaliation, if used sparingly -and by sparingly I mean used in such a way
that it might have a possibility of being effective-that this would be
desirable and I think section 252 in its present form is desirable.
I think the quarrel I would have with Senator Douglas-perhaps I
should wait until he returns-relates to the utilization of retaliation
or the threat of retaliation in the normal course of a trade agreement
negotiation, where we are unable to persuade a foreign government
to give us the concession we want even though we offer substantial concessions to that government.
Here, instead of acting in accordance with the GATT rules ourselves, we would be acting in violation of those rules. We have no
business retaliating under the GATT rules simply because the foreign government oes not believe it is getting an adequate quid pro
quo.
Senator MortoN. We fail to gain our objective if we cannot use it
then.
Mr. BALL. If we were to retaliate, under the rules of the GATT,
the foreign government would have the right to say "You have violated the GATT by imposing an unjustifiable restriction on us, so we
will retaliate against you."
It is unlikely that retaliation would effect the result we wanted,
because it would be against some other product which had a whole
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different set of political and economic pressures surrounding it in
the foregin country itself. All we would succeed in doing would be
setting in motion a chain reaction of retaliation and counter-retaliation which would do violence to our posture as the world leader which
sets the tone in trade matters.
It would be a reversal of all we have tried to accomplish here for
'26 or 2" years, since 1934, and would invite the kind of closing up of*
markets against us and ganging up against us in world markets which,,
in the long run, would hurt us more than anyone else because of thevery fact that we do have a very substantial balance on merchandise
account and therefore we can be hurt by the contraction of trade to a
much greater degree than a country which has an adverse- trade
balance.
Senator MoRToN. I think, Mr. Secretary, one question is going to beput to those of us who support this measure, and I hope I can be onew
of them when it comes to the floor. That is going to be, what is ar
unjustifiable restriction? I mean, is it any restriction after a tariff
has been negotiated, any restriction such as those artificial restrictions
of licenses, sales taxes, quotas--are any of these restrictions unjustifiable in the framework of GATT?
Mr. BAL. Almost all of them unless they cn be justified for a
balance-of-payments reason. After the general move to convertibility
in 1958, as you know, most countries have been put in a position where
they are no longer capable of claiming that. There are a few other
exceptions-health and welfare restrictions, and so on-like our
sanitary restrictions on the import of beef from Argentina, for
example.
But by and large, I wholly agree with you. I think that, as I said
this morning, under the right conditions where there was a chance of
its being effective, I see no reason why we should not retaliate, and as
a matter of fact, I am sure the chairman would be interested to know
that with respect to some articles, commodities in which he is greatly
interested-apples and pears--we have set in motion a mechanism
which will free us to retaliate against two European countries who
have been imposing unjustified restrictions on the import of those
commodities.
Senator MORTOON. Exciufe me, Mr. Secretary.
(Brief recess taken.)
Senator MCCARTHY. The committee will be in order.
The Senator from Indiana had some questions?

Senator ILMRTKE. I yield to my distinguished friend.
Senator MCCARTHY. I have one or two questions.

Mr. Ball, the increased importation of iron ore from Venezuela and
particularly from Canada created some special problems for us in the
Iron Range area of Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Michigan. Since
1948, those imports have grown from approximately 2 million tons
a year to something like 35 or 40 million tons a year. Iron ore is on
the free list. If this were genuine economic competition, I think most
of us would be inclined to let it pass and say this is a good thing. The
fact is that much of this competition from foreign ore is subsidized,
either directly or indirectly, and consequently, it does set up what I
consider to be unfair competition. Is there any way for us to pro-
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ceed or for you to proceed under existing tariff legislation against
importation of iron ore?
Mr. BALL. Well, as I understand it, there was an escape clause proceeding an escape clause investigation that was undertaken by the
Tariff Commission. In 1960, I believe, at the end of the year, there
was a report by the Tariff Commission that iron ore was not being
imported in such increased quantities as to cause or threaten serious
injury, which was the standard under the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951.
Now, iron ore is in the position of any other commodity. The pro.
ducers have available the remedies which are generally available.
The question of whether there is subsidization is not the same as the
question of whether there is discriminatory tariff treatment. If there
were dumping, that could be the basis for an antidumping action, with
the possibility of a countervailing duty. But apart from those possibilities, if the foreign government wants to change the conditions of
production by some form of subsidization, I would not see that that
would be the basis on which we could ask for discriminatory treatment.

Senator McCARTiY. In other words, you would need additional

authority of some kind to proceed, let's say against the Canadian Government which has given U.S. ore-producing firms a 3-year moratorium on taxes. This has the same effect on competition as if they
were directly subsidized.
Mr. BALL. That does not apply primarily to the ore they export,
that applies to ore generally.
Senator MCCARTHY. But all or nearly all of the ore is exported.
Mr. BALL. If it is not set up in a way which by its terms discriminates solely in favor of exports then it does not become an export
subsidy as such.
Senator MCCARTHY. As far as the competition with ore produced
in the three Iron Range States I have mentioned, this is subsidized
competition.
Mr. BALL. I can understand how it would have that effect. I was
merely addressing myself to the consequences under the ternis of the
GATT and the relevant legislation. I would suppose that as far as
administrative action is concerned, the only remedies that would be
available would be under section 7, which is the escape clause proceeding, orSenator McCAmIIY. Well, a decline of a few million tons below the
not injured the industry, even though production has gone down from
about 60 or 80 million tons a year, to something like 40 million tons,
which would seem significant.
Mr. BALL. I believe there has also been some decline in imports also.
Is that not trui ?
Senator MCCARTH1Y. Well, a decline of a few million tons below the
high point. But if you go back to the 1940's, or look at the decline in
production of Amcrican ore, this difference of 4 or 5 million tons in
variable importation I would say has little significance.
Mr. 3ALL. Does not that result somewhat, Senator, from the exhaustion of certain types of ore reservesI
Senator McCARTHY. It results in part from the exhaustion of highgrade ore. As a matter of fs.t, the iron content of much of our ore
at the present time is higher than the iron content of much of the
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Canadian ore which is being processed by many of our American
firms and reimported. It has some bearing on it. But I am not
concerned about those technical factors. My concern is over the advantage that comes from direct and indirect subsidy. In the case of
Canada, it is largely from tax concessions. In the case of Liberia
and other countries you have it as a result of loans, as a result of
subsidized shipping and a number of other forms of hidden subsidy.
I believe you indicated that there is a reexamination of the oil
quotas at the present time.
Mr. BALL. There is a White House study group on which there is
representation not only from the White House staff itself, but from
the Interior, Defense, and I believe State Department and perhaps
Commerce.
They are actively working on this matter. I do not know just when
this report is done. I thought it was in a very short time.
Senator MCCARMY. I assume this is in response to demands that
the import quotas be further reduced.
Mr. BALL. I think that the pressure or the suggestions that brought
about the creation of this group were from the industry here asking
for a tightening of the quotas, yes.
Senator McCARTY. What percentage of the domestic market for
oil is now allocated to domestic producers-approximately what, 86
percent?
Mr. BALL. I do not know the figure offhand.
Senator MCCARThY. About 85 percent, I believe.

Mr. WEiss. That is correct.

Senator MCCARTHY. Roughly what is the difference in theprice of
a barrel of domestic oil in contrast to what would be paid for, say,
Middle Eastern oil laid down at an eastern port?
Air. BALL. I think I can give you some information on that, Senator
in just a moment.
The import figures that we have would indicate that the imports
represent something over 18 percent of domestic production. We
do not have here, I am sorry to say, any price figures and I am not
sufficiently familiar with this to kno; them offhand.
Senator MCCARTHY. Senator Long, if I understood him correctly,
said the difference is abodt $1.35 a barrel, did le not?
Mr. BALL. That is my recollection, yes.
Senator MCCART11Y. W"7hat is the total consumption of oil in the
United States; do you have those figures?
Mr. BALL. Yes. The domestic production of crude oil is 7 million
barrels a day. Imports amount to about 1.2, making an 8.3 total consumption-that is production plus imports, which may give you a
consumption figure. although there is a time lag involved.
Senator McCARTiY. The annual consumption would be something
over 3 billion barrels?
Mr. BALL. Ibegyour pardon, sir?
Senator McCAirHiY. What is the annual consumption of oil; do
you have that?
Mr. BALL. If you take these figures, which really are not consumption figures, but are imports pis production figures-.
Senator McCARir. Use figures is what I want.
Mr. BALL. I suppose the only way you could do would be to takb
the barrels per day and multiply.*
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Senator MCCARrIIY. That. would be about 3 billion barrels a year.
If there is a differential of $1 a barrel, and I assume there would be
some adjustment. If we would buy that much oil in the world mar
ket. If we could supply our needs in the world market, even to the
extent of 50 percent, this would result in a reduction of the cost of oil
and gas to consumers in the United States, would it not?
Mr. BALL. Yes; I think that is quite clear.
Senator MCCARTHY. This is a quota that was imposed in the name
of national defense, is it?
Mr. BALL. Yes; that is right.
It was imposed under the 1958 extension to the Trade Agreements
Act, under the national security provision, so called.
Senator MCCARTHY. Had there been no quota before 1958?
Mr. BALL. A voluntary quota, I understand.
Senator MCCARTHY. But in the name of national defense, not before 1958.
Mr. BALL. No mandatory quota until after the 1958 act was passed.
Senator MCCARTHY. Was there any change in the prospective defense activities since 1958 that suggested that 85 perc..nt should be
sugplied by the domestic oil producers?
Mr. BALL. No; I think the rationale for it was that it would be
essential to have an active domestic industry to support military action and that production could only be maintained if exploration
were maintained and this could only be financed if there were an
adequate level of demand over a period of time. It was on this basis
that it was felt that-under the national security provision, there was
a decision by the OCDM at that time, I believe, which found that Sonie
restriction was necessary in the interest of national security and that
was the basis of which it, was done.
Senator MCCARTHY. Was 85 percent of our oil supplied during
World War II by domestic suppliers?
Mr. BALL. I could not tell you, Senator McCarthy.
We would be glad to put that information in the record, if you
would like.
Senator MCCARTHY. If you could do that, I think the record might
show that we were supplied to that extent even during World War II.
(The following was later received for the record:)
Crude oil imports as percent ol U.S. dotme.stic demand'
Percent

1940 --------------------------1941 --------------------------1942 --------------------------1E :elusive of offshore procurement of

3.2 1943 --------------------------3.5 1944 --------------------------0.911945 ---------------------------

P('cent

0.9
2.6
4.2

oil for use of U.S. Navy.

Senator MCCARTHY. The possibility is that the next military crisis
will be one of much shorter duration. I would suggest thit they
might reexamine the 85 percent quota in terms of the national economic interest and at the same time we might give some consideration
to whether or not perhaps we ought to have 85 percent of our iron
ore supplied from domestic sources.
Mr. BALL. Senator the study committee, I am sure, is taking a
close look at the whoie question of the import quota situation as far
as crude oil is concerned, and residual fuel oil. On iron ore, we
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would be glad to study that situation. That is not one I am familiar
with.
Senator MCCARTHY. Senator Byrd, I am sort of holding the line
here for Senator llartke.
The CHAIRMAN. He is going to vote and come back.
Mr. Secretary, some members of the committee have been under
considerable pressure to delay the bill until a decision is made in the
textile case. That has been in progress for 10 months.
What do you think about that
Mr. BALL. Well, I think-I hope that it would not be necessary to
delay the bill. I understand that the Tariff Commission, which is
making the study, is hoping to make a decision on this matter very
shortly, I think within a matter of a fortnight or so.
rie CHAIRMAN. I got a letter from them yesterday, I think, in
which they said they would make the decision on the 15th but would
not make the report until 2 weeks later, which would be about Labor
Day.
I do not exactly understand why they have taken so long. The
President requested the investigation on November 21 of last year.
Now, Senator Talmadge cannot be here and he has asked me to ask
you three quest ions.
The first is, several spokesmen for the administration have said that
cotton, imports of cotton goods would be held under the short-term
Geneva agreement at or about the level of fiscal year 1961 by country
and by category.
The 9 months data show that impols are on a 101-percent basis,
with indications that iL.will go to pefh 1ps 120 percent. Many categoi ies are far in excess of base. Why is the agreement here failing to
mhe
et its promise and what is being done about it ?
Mr. BALL. Mr. Chairman, the short-term agreement was worked
out at a time when there was no apparatus and no experience in theadministration of an agreement of this kind. While it was being
worked out, the shipments caine in in large quantities before the apparatus for the administration of the agreement could be put into effect.
As a result, there was a certain amount of slippage in the adininist ration of the agreement during its early period.
Now, the fact, that th-e is a high percentage over the base period
which has come into the country tip to this point does not mean that
the imports will continue at the same level throughout the balance
of the term, because the restraint requests which have been made are
now becoming operative and the rate of shipments which were made
during the early part will not be continued. There will be, I think,
some excess over the base period, but I think that 20 percent is quite
high as an estimate.
One of the problems which we faced was that we had no legal basis
for requesting restraint from nonmember countries and that authority
did not become available until the Congress gave us that legislative
authority last June.
The total, I think, will be something under 6 percent of domestic
production that will be brought in during this period of the shortterm agreement. It will be under 6 percent of U.S. production. The
adiniist ration of the long-term arrangement should go smoothly since
87270---62- pt. 4-
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-theadministrative arrangements have now been set up, so that I think
it can be more easily administered.
The CHARMAN. Senator Talmadge's second question is: Under the
long-term Geneva agreement which becomes effective on October 1,
the import experience of a short-term agreement becomes a new base.
In other words, it is the ruling base which would seem to reward the
violations now taking place. What will be done to get the base back
in line with the President's commitments?
Ar. BALL. lVell, I think that certainly the extent to which the
base has been exceeded during this year would be a factor which the
Department of Commerce would have in mind in its administration.
The base period for the long-term agreement is the level of trade
in the first 12 months of the 15 months preceding the month in which
the request for restraint is made.
The CIAIRHAN. The third question: 'When the short-term Geneva
agreement was being negotiated in Geneva last July, the industry and
labor advisers that were present recognized that the nature of the
agreement was such that it would be extremely difficult for it to work
unless the unfair impact of the two-price cotton system could be corrected. This is because the windfall profits which accrue both to
domestic importers and foreign importers are so great that it generates constant pressure for a second international agreement. Experience to date certainly indicates this to be true.
Is the State Department giving all-out support to a correction of
this situation through the case for an offset import fee now pending
before the Tariff Commission?
Mr. BALL. This is a matter fhich is pending and which the Tariff
Commission will have to decide. At that time, when the Tariff Commission makes its decision, then the President will have to make his
recommendation. But this is simply a matter of whether the Tariff
Commission makes the finding which the industry has requested, and
this is something which we will not know for a couple of weeks.
The CHAIRMAN. That is involved in its present proceedings?
Mr. BALL. That is right.
The CHAIRMAN. Here is a question of my own.
We have a separate bilateral agreement with Japan which ends
on December 31, 1962. The long-term agreement permits these bilateral agreements. What will be the situation between October 1,
when the long-term agreement is effected, until December 31? Will
we or will Japan want or need a continuation of that bilateral agreement with this country
Mr. BALL. Our impiression is, from the position that the Japanese
delegation took at the meeting when the long-term agreement was
negotiated, that they would support the long-term agreement. When
the short-term agreement ends this year, Japan will come under the
long-term agreement for its duration.
The CHAIR-MAN. Senator HIartkeV
Senator IIAWrKi.. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Secretary, with regard to the exports at the present time, what
is the proportion and percentage of the exports, our total exports, to
each one of the countries inside the Common Market?"
Mr. BALL. To the Common Market-I will give it first, if I may,
to the Common Market as a whole. Our exports to the Connon
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Market as a whole, and theft %m 1.460 figures, are 18 percent of our
total exports.
Our imports from the Common Market are 16 percent of our total
imports.
Now, when I say 18 percent of our total exports, that includes the
noncommercial exports-that is, the exports that may be financed by
foreign assistance. So the 18-percent figure would actually be higher
if you excluded the foreign assistance exports.
Senator HARTKE. Lets exclude the foreign assistance exports. Can
you bring those downI
Mr. BALL. It would be something above 18 percent, because the
exports of the Community are not being financed under foreign assistance. It would be about 25 percent.
I am not sure I can give the figures to you by the individual countries.
I have them in absolute dollar value.
Senator HArnTKr.
All right; give them in dollars.
Mr. BALL. If we take 1961-to the Common Market as a whole, it
is roughly $3.5 billion; to Belgium and Luxembourg, $420 million;
France, $564 million; West Germany, $1 billion-i am giving you
these in round numbers-Italy, $795 million; and the Netherands,
roughly $700 million.
Senator HAwm-z.. These are in dollars?
Mr. BALL. That is right.
Senator HA&rrKm Do you have the figure there also for i he United
Kingdom?
Mr. BAIL. Yes; the figure for the United Kingdom is $1.180 billion.
Senator HARTmKE. Do you have the imports to these same countries
there?
Mr. BALL. Imports from the United StatesI
Senator It4rri!. ImporU from these countries into the United
States.
TMr. BALL. I think I can give them to you.
Our imports from the Common Market, $2.226 billion as a total.
Of that, $3.50 million from Belgimn and Luxembourg; $435 million
from Fra;ice; $855 million from West Germany; $375 million from
Italy; and $208 million from the Netherlands.
Senator HARTKE. And for the United Kingdom?
Mr. BALL. For the United Kingdon, it is $900 million.
Senator HARTKE'. Now, can you give it also at the same time for
Poland and Yugoslavia?

Mr. BALL. Yes.

You want both sides?

Senator LARTKE. Yes; exports and inports.
Mr. BALL. Exports amount to $154 million for Yugoslavia and for
Poland and Danzig, $75 million; roughly.
The imports from Poland are $41 million and the imports from
Yugoslavia amount to about,$40 million.
Senator HARTKF.

I am sorry; I did not see the Senator from Illi-

nois return. He had the floor and I will be glad to yield to him.
Senator Douor-s (presiding). Go ahead, Senator, please.
Senator H4 %BTKE. Under the proposal, what percentages of increase
do you anticipate to these countries? Do you have any idea where
you expect this increase to occur?
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Mr. BALL. It is impossible to know what kind of a bargain could
be struck. I think that we really could not possibly make a forecast.
.enator
HAirKE. You spoke of automobiles at one time in the testimony, that this is always one of the prime examples. There is a good
reason for it to be a prime example, is there not, because of the fact
that it is one of the prime industries in the United States?

Mr. BALL. That is right.

Senator HARTKE. And if it were not for automobiles, the American
economy would suffer severely.
Mr. BALL. It is an important element.
Senator HArrKE. One of the major elements is the fact, though, that
in very few of these European countries have we been able to invade
the automobile market at all because of very restrictive import duties
and taxes ?
Mr. BALL. I think there are two reasons. One is the fact that they
have high. import duties. Another is a matter that was referred to
this morning, that many of them have horsepower taxes which are
designed in such a way that the type of American automobile which
has been traditionally made here is very heavily taxed.
Now, of course, since we ourselves have gone into the business of
making compact cars, they are not subject to this same disability.
Senator IARTKE. But under the revision, if it was revised down
even to 22 percent, is there any real hope or any opportunity for exportation of our automobiles into that market?
Mir. BALL. Yes; I would think so. The tariff came down, I think,
fmn 29 to 22, which represents a substantial difference in the cost in
Europe, with the increased European income per capita, so that they
have the ability to buy larger and more expensive automobiles than
has been the case in the past.
Senator I-ARTKE. Let Us take Italy, for example. Just how are we
going to move and do you know what type of automobile we have at
the present time that we are manufacturing here that we have any
chance of moving into that market?
Mr. BAwL. The Italian market has historically been one of the most
tightly protected from the automobile point of view that is true, and
there is one manufacturer who has highly dominated that to a degree.
It has been protected from imports from other European countries
as well. I would think what we are doing is getting rid of the quantitative restrictions on our automobile exports and I think these are
pretty well gotten rid of now. What is left is a cost differential.
Now, the problem is twofold, I suppose; one to eliminate or work
down the tariff to the point where the cost diderential is greatly reduced, and at the same time, to the extent th.at the American automobile producer begins to make a car which is more adapted to the
European countries, the better off he will be.
This has been the big development in the automobile industry in
the last few years--the American compact..
Senator HRUTKE. But the American compact has really made no
dent whatever in the European market, has it V
Mir. BALL. I think exports have been going up, not in very dramatic
terms.
Senator HArrKE. And as a matter of fact, as long as you have the
duty of even 22 percent, this is sufficient from the point of view of
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cost differential, to all intents and purposes, to keep American automobiles out.
Mr. BALL I think it is a duty which is very prohibitive; I agree
with you.
Senator HARTKE. NOW, we come back to agricultural products which
we were talking about with Secretary FLw'eman. Is it not a generally
agreed upon fact that in the first years the agriculture indust
of
America, is going to be most severely damaged as a result of the Common Market arrangement, irrespective of this law but just due to the
Common Market arrangement. And isnt it true that with the proposed agreements this industry is going to suffer most?
Mr. BALL. Agriculture'
Senator IIARTKE. Yes.
Mr. BALL. I think that it would be premature to say. lWe have
talked a lot in the course of these proceedings about the variable fee
situation. The very fact that it is variable means that it could be
high or low.
This again means that decisions will be made by, the Europeans
largely with respect to their own sul))ort l)rices. If they set those
prices'low enough, I think we will continue to serve a considerable
part of the inarket.
There are two factors here which have to be taken into account.
Any common market such as we have in Europe has two economic effects. One is a tri~de-creating effect and one is a trade-diverting effect..
To the extent that the creation of the Common Market unleashes
economic forces which mean a higher level of economic activity and
the generation of greater income, t hat in itself may be sufficient to overcome any kind of trade (lisadvantage that outside producers suffer
under, depending upon.the level of protection that results.
We estimated, for exam ple, i,a very rough way. and I know this
is a kind of rule of thumb which ethers have followed, that a onequarter of 1 percent increase in the incremeNtal growth rate in Wrestern Eurol e would probably offset any trade disadvantage which would
inure to tile American producers.
Senator JI.\mirE. Do you niean that an increase of one-quarter of
I percentMr. BALL. If I may. lot me start. back a little and I will explain just
what I do mean.
The Common Market does not create new obstacles to the movement
of goods into the countries; it simply substitutes a new system of
protection which is a uniform system for all the countries instead of
each having its own set of protective devices.
Under the terms of the rreatv of Ronme, so far as industrial goods
are concerned-and hopefully somewhat the ,ame result might apply
in thicase of agricultural gods-it would be an average level of natinal tariffs.
Now, if you assume an average level of protection, our own calculations--we'had rather elaborate impact studies run to see what the
effects would be--our own calculations indicate that a one-quarter of
1 percent increase inthe inciremental growth rate--that is, the addition, the rate of growth-would generate enough additional demand
to offset any trade disadvantage that might result from the fact that
within this'market, domestic producers v-uld have an.advantage as
again. outside producers.
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Senator HAmrrz. Now, this assumes, then, in conformity with your
statement, that you are assuming, generally speaking, that there is a
question in your mind as to whether or not the European countries are
going to continue their present economic growth, or their social progress, as they call it.
Mr. BALL. I think there is every sign that they are going to continue to move ahead at a very rapid rate.
Senator HARTKE. In your statement you said it appeared to slow
down.
fr. BALL. What I meant to suggest was that in some countries,
th,re has been some indication of slowdowns, but actually we have had
alarms of that kind over the past. year and they have not proved to be
the case.
It is always hazardous to make a prediction about a rate of growth,
but. there is every evidence that they will continue at. a very high rate.
Senator HA'rKE. But you have said they maintain an average
growth rate of slightly over 5 percent.. What you are saying is if they
are able to increase thi's to 51A percent., is that what you mean?
Mr. BALL. Yes; if it goes up a quarter of a percent.
Senator HARTKE. This contrasts with our own growth rate of 3.6
percent.
You are saying we shall be able to offset this in the field of agriculture?
Mr. BALL. As I say, I made that statement on the assumption that
there would not be an increase in the average level of protection, but
it,would be the same.
Now, in the field of agriculture, we are in a very different situation
in that this was not an area where. protection was dependent upon
tariffs, so you cannot apply the same sort of mechanistic formula to
see where you ,ome out.
The big ehment, the determinative element is going to be the decisions that .ire going to be made under the agricultural policy with
resl)ect to the internal price. If it. is high, there, will be a lot of marginal production maintained. If it is low, the marginal production
will be eliminated and the workers will go into industry.
Here again the level of economic growth within the community,
since it puts pressure on the labor force, may have some effect also
on the price support, levels in ariculture. These things-this is a
very complex formula we are dealing with.
We also have this circumstance which I suggested this morning, that,
as income goes up per capita and there is a movement from direct
cereal consumption to protein consumption-the factor to produce a
pound of beef as against a pound of cereal is something like 7 to 1there will be an expansion in total consumption of the basic foods, the
cereals.
Now, this may mean a shift from wheat to feed grains, something of
this sort. But it can mean an increased total market for our products.
Senator HARTKE. All right. Let's come back to this thing which
was left a few moments ago on page 7 which you are talking about,
which is an apparent contradiction.
On page 7, you aid that the growth rate of Europe.an Common
Market countries is about. 5 percent.. This contrasted with our own
growth rate of 3.6 percent. Yet on page 6 you say that as far as the
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American industry is concerned, there is no reason why we should
not continue to display the vitality and creativeness that has marked
its performance in the past. Industrial research in the United States
continues on a level substantially higher than that of Europe, and
each year, American industry creates, produces, and processes, and
sOo.
You said back here someplace that in the European market, basically
we are able to outproduce the Europeans; isn't that right I
Mr. B.LL. Yes; what I was suggesting was this, Senator Hartk,
that we have a mastery of mass production techniques which has been
developed over the years, which the Europeans have never developed
because they have never had mass markets available to them in the
same degree and that we could therefore find in this new European
market a possible outlet for our production, to which our own productive knowledge, techniques, know-how and so on, were more
adaptable than those of the Europeans.
Senator HARTKE. I understand this, but what I am getting back
to is the fact of the matter that on one hand, we are seemingly telling
everybody in the world about the tremendous growth strides of the
European nations and how they are outstripping us. On the other
hand, we say not alone have we been able to keep up here in the United
States but in effect we have been able to outstrip the Europeans. We
use one argument when we are trying to sell one point of view and
another argument when we are trying to sell another point of view.
Mr. BALL. We are talking about two different things.
Senator IlmTiKE. We ae talking about two different things in percentages, but the actual response of the overall effect on the United
States cannot he better for Europe and better for the United States
-it the same time. They might have a better percentage increase
because of the lower baSe, but we cannot make an argument, essentially, awd this is in your paper here, that we have been consistently
able to outstrip the Europeans and at the same time, come back and
lythat at the present rate of growth, Europe is outstripping the
United States.
Mr. BALL. I did not mean to say we are outstripping the Europeans
in terms of growth rate. What I did mean to say is in deevloping
the means to serve a mass market, we had responded to the opportunities of the great continental market of the United States m a
way which gave us a technological advantage in this situation.
Senator 1II TKE. Yes; and following in line with this-I do not
want to belabor this, but following in line with that, you come down
with the next, conclusion that a common market basically, as a result
of this formation of the union and increased trade and our adoption
of this law, this act the increased trade between us will economically
iinprove the living 'conditions of Western Europe; isn't that right?
Mr. B.Aui.. I think it will be economically helpful to Western Europe, as to us.
Senator HAyrKE. That is right. And also will create, then, an
increased political stability for them; is that not true?
Mr. BAL,. I think that follows. I think Western Europe is going
to be politically stabilized.
Senator HA~rTK. Therefore, not only is it economically advisable,
but politically advisable.
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BALL. I think so, yes.
Senator IARTKE. And therefore, it tends to stabilize their own
political situation?
Mr. BALL. Not only that, but by contributing to growth on both
sides, by creating habits of working together in trade matters as well
as other matters of economic cooperation, we bring a stability to the
whole free world.
Senator HArK. None of these nations is a totalitarian government,
is it?
Mr. BALL. That is right.
Senator 1IARrKE. Yet at the same time 'ou propose that we increase
the economic stability of two countries, PolandI an( Yugoslavia which
are operating under a complete dictatorship, and thereby adding to
their political stability, to a system which we say, and Ifunderstand
the President to say, we are absolutely not in favor of promoting.
Mr. BALL. That is not really, what I say. Senator llartke. Let us
take the case of Yugoslavia, for example. We are not trying to Fromote the stability or solidity of the present regime in Y ugosalvia.
What we are doing is to provide an alternative so that Yugoslavia is
not compelled to move completely into the Communist bloc, but is
able to maintain the independence which it first established in 1948
and has maintained ever since with our help over the years.
Now, in the course of the years, Yugoslavs have come here in great
numbers under various programs of exchanges and so on. The
economy of Yugoslavia has developed very differently from the economy of bloc countries-much more in the general directionn of freedom than is the case within the bloc. It has been quite significant
that an economy which has not developed within the rigid forms of
state socialism in the same vay as has been the case in the bloc has
nevertheless achieved the highest living standard of any of the Cornmun ist countries.
What this has meant is that the alternatives are better than the bloc
itself-imore successful.
What this has meant is that the generations who have had a taste
of Western life, Western ideas, are being Western oriented. What
they want to do is have the opportunity, many of them-and I say
"many of thei"-to build closer ties with the'Vest and maintain a
high degree of independence from the bloc.
Senator HARTKE. Just a minute. Lets come back on that. You are
talk in about people now, are you not, not governments?
Mr. BALL. I am talking about people.
Senator HARTKE. YOU had this in Hungary, the people who , 1;
want the Communist regime in Ihungary and in Albania. They
iL
to bat not only to orient themselves with trade, but to orient themselves with sticks and hammers and rocks and stones.
Mr. BALL. You have a different situation in Yugoslavia than in
Hungary. Yugoslavia has not allied itself with t le bloc and has
maintained a highly independent status.
Senator IIAR KE. So has Albania.
What we are trying to do is not. make a decision on the basis of
economic philosophy, because the philosophies are basically the same.
They are dictatorial. You want to call them socialism, I think they
sre plain, outright diet atorship--total it arian rule, at least.
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Mr. BALL. I would not at all try to argue to this committee that
the Yugoslavian Governnent is not a Communist government. I
would not at all try to argue that the degree of freedom which exists
is at all comparable to ti freedom that exists in Western Society.
There are degrees in this matter.
I would assert that it has a degree of independence from the bloc
and is not dependent on the bloc in a way which distinguishes it from
any other of the Communist countries.
enator IAR'(E. In Albania?
Mr. BALL. Well, we are talking about Yugoslavia.
Senator I fARTKE. You said they have a degree of independence that
is not in relation to any other country, I ask is Albania more attached
to the bloc than is Yugoslavia?
Mr. BALL. Albania's relations are with Peking right now much
more than with Moscow.
Senator HARTKE. But not with the bloc.
Mr. BALL, The distinction as to whether a country is a member
of the bloc is whether it is a member of the War-saw Pact. Albania
is a member and Yugoslavia is not.
Senator LIARrKE,. I pointed out that they made application a year
ago to get membership and were rejected.
Senator DoUGLAs. There is a roilcall. I shall have to leave.
Senator 1,RrKE. I want to vote.
Senator DOUGLAS. I will leave the conduct of affairs with the Senator from Indiana.
If I may ask two very simple questions:
I could not understand from your replies to my question as to
whether the President should be given the powers to increase tariffs,
impose restrictions upon countries which pursued unfair tactics
against us, I could not understand whether you said, first, he should
not be oiven these powers or, second, whether lie already had them.
M111.
flu,. What I said, Senator Douglas, was that under section
252, lie has powers which we believe are adequate to permit him to
inposeSenator DOUGL.S. Those are simply powers, to permit him to with110(1 concessions, not powers to permit hinit to put on increases.
Mr. BALL. NO.
a
Senator DOUGr.. s. This is a very important point and I do not see
how you can get any other conclusion.
The second question which I would like to ask is, suppose we make
an agreement with the Common Market or EFTA, then as I see it
under 251, the most favored nation clause, this is applied across the
board, even though the other countries make no concessions with us.
I am wondering, therefore, whether we should stick to the present
interpretation of most. favored nation or whether we should go back
to the provisions which existed prior, I think, to 1922 or 1934, when
the most-favored-nation clause was interpreted in bargaining between
powers.
Mr. BALL. I would like to have an opportunity to address myself
to this.
Senator DoveroAs. All right.
Do you want to file a statement on the record for this?
It would be improper for us to hold you any longer.
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Mr. BALL. I would be happy to stay, sir.
Senator DOUGLAS. I do not know what is happening on the floor.
I have some very important, things there. I hesitate to subect you
to further discomfort, because you have been most cooperative.
If you prefer to submit a statement to be printed at this point in
the record, I am sure most of us will study it with great care.
Sr.BALL. I would be happy to.
(The material submitted 'in response to Senator Douglas's two
questions is as follow:)
The question has been raised as to whether the President under the proposed
bill does have the power to take action against unfair Import restrictions not
only by failing to proclaim new tariff concessions but also by withdrawing
existing tariff concessions.
Section 252(b) clearly gives the President power to do both. Under that
subsection, if the President finds that any unjustifiable foreign import restriction exists and If he determines that it would be consistent with the
purposes of the bill, he may do two things.
First, as provided In subparagraph (A), lie may suspend, wtihdraw, or prevent the application of tariff concessions to products of the country concerned.
This means that a country can be completely denied the benefits of all tariff
concessions granted by the United States since 1934 under trade agreements
legislation. This would have the effect of reimposing the tariff levels of the
Smoot-Ilawley Tariff Act of 1930.
Second, as provided in subparagraph (B). the President may refrain from
putting Into effect new tariff concessions which have been negotiated with the
country concerned.
In short, section 252(b) gives the President the widest possible range of
retaliatory powers within the statutory tariff structure established by the
Congress. On either a selective or comprehensive basis, the President may
retaliate by not proclaiming newly negotiated concessions, while leaving Intact
existing concessions. Or, he may withdraw existing concessions and go so
far as to reimpose the high rates in the Tariff Act of 1930. This places a very
formidable power in the hands of the President.
The question has been raised as to whether the unconditional most-favorednation (MFN) policy, as provided for in section 251 of M.R. 11970, should be
abandoned and replaced by the conditional MFN policy pursued by the United
States prior to 1923. Under the conditonal policy MFN benefits could be withheld from countries which did not offer equivalent conccessious in compensation
for reductions in U.S. tariffs. The Department strongly oplpres this proposed
change for the following reasons:
(a) Violation of commitments in cxiating trade agreemnents and treaties
We have exchanged commitments with a total of 75 other free world countries
in the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, in bilateral trade agreements,
and in treaties of friendship, commerce, and navigation, under which we are
obligated to extend to them any tariff benefit we grant to any country and they
are obligated to extend to us any tariff benefit they grant to any other country.
The proposal to limit benefits would run counter to this basic legal obligation
and would be likely to deprive us of the very considerable benefits which our
trade receives from the application to it of MFN treatment by the countries
which receive MFN treatment from us.
(b) The danger of retaliation and the restriction of international commerce
In 1923 the United States rejected the conditional MFN policy on grounds of
impracticality, ineffectiveness, and imprudence. The reasons for rejection then
are valid today. If the United States were to withhold from third countries concessions negotiated wtih, and paid for, by others, we could expect those nations
discriminated against to apply similar policies against us. The result would (a)
restrict rather than liberalize international trade; (b) undercut future effort.1
by the United States to induce others to eliminate discriminatory measures hindering our exports; and (c) deprive U.S. exporters of the benefits to be gained as
a result of tariff concessions exchanged among other countries for which the
United States granted nothing in return.
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(0) Costraditlonof other U.S. policy goals
In addition to the danger of retaliation against the United States there is a
related danger that others may use discriminatory measures against third countries In a manner which would conflict with U.S. policy goals. The possibility
of discrimination against exports from less developed countries, whose trade we
are seeking to encourage, comes immediately to mind. The fact that the President would use his authority to discriminate only in isolated cases is no assurance that others would follow this example and would certainly be overshadowed by the precedent established by our break with unconditional MFN
treatmenL
Furthermore, failure to generalize tariff concessions made to the European
Economic Community (EEC) would undercut our efforts to bring about the removal of all existing discrimination by other free world countries against
Japanese imports. To the extent that we can achieve success in this effort, the
Impact of Japanese competition will be spread through the free world as a whole.
We are especially concerned that Japan should obtain nondiscriminatory access
to the growing EEC market. Although Germany and Italy have undertaken commitments to Japan under the GATT, France and the Benelux countries have
declined to do so. We are hopeful that the EEC as a whole can be induced to
undertake an MIN commitment to Japan and thus agree to give it the full
benefit of all tariff concessions It makes to any other country. If we should
decline to generalize our tariff reductions to Japan, the EEC would be certain
to do the same. It is clearly In our best interest to continue to strive for nondiscriminatory treatment for Japan. If we are to be successful In this endeavor,
we must take the course of action we want others to follow.
(d) Disruptionof the stability essential for internationalcommerce
Under a conditional MFN policy each tariff change must be negotiated with
all, and not Just the principal suppliers. This results in continuous piecemeal
bargaining which is further complicated by difficulties in determining "equivalent" concessions. The complexities and problems involved in implementing this
policy prior to 1923 and the disruption of stability in international commerce
which ensued were among the princilml reasons leading to adoption by the United
States of an unconditional MFN policy. If the United States were to attempt
a conditional MFN policy today, chaos would result because we would now have
to bargain with substantially more countries and the bargaining would involve
the much larger number of products entering into international trade.
A conditional MFN policy also leads to administrative complications in levying
multiple rather than single rates of duty. Imports of a given product from the
EEC, for example, would be dutiable at rates other than those applicable to
imports of the same product from certain, but pssibly not all, non-EEC nations.
Such a development would also conflict with congressional policy of tariff
simplification.
(e) The safeguards inherent in the special EEO authority afford adequate protection ichile continuing the unconditional MFN policy
The nature of the specilA authority in the act for negotiations with the EEO
itself minimizes the possibility that a problem could arise from generalizing concessions made under this authority. The authority to exceed the basic 50-percent tariff-reducing limitation under section 211 of H.R. 11970 applies only
to categories of industrial goods in which the United States plus the EEC
account for 80 percent or more of free world exports. It is in these categories
that the United States and the EEC have demonstrated their competitive
superiority. Moreover, as provided in the bill, the authority would be used in
the light of advice received from the Tariff Commission and other sources as
to the economic effect of tariff concessions on our domestic industry.
(f)

The technique of multilaterall negotiations guards against tnrequlted
benefits
In negotiations utilizing the special EEC authority care would be taken to
insure that third countries would not derive substantial unrequited benefits from
it. This problem would be taken care of in the course of a multilateral tariff
conference by negotiating with third countries a package of reciprocal concessions to pay for the benefits they would receive from our utilization of the dominant supplier authority. In past multilateral negotiations use of this technique
has proved to be successful. Under the increased negotiating authority available in H.R. 11970 we would expect to derive greater benefits from third
countries in return for our concessions.
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Senator DOuL .S. I apologize for keeping you so long, but rollcalls
and motions permit of no delay.
This concludes the hearings.
(The following was later received for the record:)
Tin, SECRrF'ARY OF COMMERCE,
lVashiglon, D.C., August 16, 1962.
lon. PAui, II. DouoL.s,
U.S. Senate,
WashingtoN, D.C.
DER SENATOR DouoLAs: You will rieall that in the course of my testimony
before the Senate Finance Committee on the Trade Expansion Act, you raised
the possibility of extending to the President authority to raise tariffs as well as
lower them, in order to secure favorable trade agreements and to obtain the
removal of unduly burdensome trade restrictions against the United States.
As you are aware, this is a highly significant issue, touching upon the basic
tactics use( during trade negotiations. I s4id at the time that I would submit
to you a full report of the administration's views upon the subject. That is the
purpose of this letter.
It'strikes me that your suggestion raises two separate questions:
1. Does the United States have adequate tools, in either present law or the
proposed Trade Expansion Act, to bring about the removal or modification of
unJustifiable foreign trade restrictions against U.S. exports; and if not, is
authority to raise tariffs required for this purpose?
2. Should the United States, in the course of trade negotiations make use of
suggestions that U.S. tariffs may be raised unless we obtain concessions of a
certain magnitude, in order to persuade our trading partners to offer us concessions in which we have a strong trade Interest?
With regard to the first question, I am convinced that present statutes and
the provisions of H.R. 11970 would provide our Government with ample authority to work for easing of foreign trade restrictions. I am enclosing a copy of a
paper submitted to Mr. Serge Benson, of the staff of the Senate Finance Committee, listing three current statutory sources of authority for U.S. retaliation
against foreign discrimination against our trade. The paper indicates that this
authority has been actually employed extremely sparingly and explains why this
is thought to have been a wise policy.
Section 252 of H.. 11970 reinforces this present authority with the power to
deny the benefit, of U.S. tariff concessions to foreign countries which maintain
unjustifiable nontariff restrictions (including unlimited variable imlm)rt fees
such as the Common Market has recently imisQed upon several agricultural
products) whenever such action would be consistent with the lurposcs of the
Trade Expansion Act. This authority to withdraw concssmi would empower
the President to go so far as to return to the statutory rate of duty in force on
an article before any concessions were made in reciprocal trade negotiations.
In other words, he would reimpose the high rates of duty set in the SmootHawley tariff of 1030.
Here, I should add that the "Tme hazards and difficulties involved in the use of
retaliatory mwer discussed in the paper referred to ahove are equally applicable
to section 252. From your remarks during our colloquy on thi.4 subject at the
Finance Committee hearings, I gather that you agree that retaliation holefully
will not have to be used often, and then only as a last resort, since its mwse risks
instigation of a "tariff war" between ourselves and our trading partners, and
results in the elimination of all possibility of obtaining relaxation of the foreign
trade restrictions In question.
The second matter you raised, concerning the pollcy of threatening, in the
course of trade negotiations with other nations, to raise U.S. tariffs in order
to induce our trading partners to make concessions that they might not otherwise honor, is an important and fundamental one. You are correct in saying
that the President does not now have the power unilaterally to raise U.S. tariffs,
except in an escape-clause or national security case or in retaliation against unjustifiable foreign restrictions which burden U.S. trade. You suggest that it
would be a good idea to arm him with this power in order to strengthen the U.S.
bargaining position in trade negotiations.
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It will not be easy to persuade the EEC to make concessions of value to our
exporters. The combined negotiating power of the six countries of the EEC and
the United Kingdom and the rapid rate of growth of their economies since the war
have significantly diminished the negotiating imbalance between these countries
and the United States. Future trade negotiations between the United States
and an enlarged EEC will be discussions among equals. I think that there are
two points to stress in this connection. Because the countries making up the
EEC have a newly found source of strength, we can deal with them as equals
with no fear that a hard position on our part would be construed as an abuse
of our position of power and responsibility in the world. Secondly, the EEC
Itself, by virtue of its newly acquired strength and size, will be increasingly
constrained to recognize the restraints that size, power, and responsibility dictate
In the present world.
It seems clear that threats, recrimninations and retaliation are not the tools
which responsible and large power groups in the free world need to use to
achieve their objectives. We cannot expect the EEC to offer concessions to us
without ourselves making meaningful concessions, and we must expect that the
EEC, in many cases, will be as reluctant as we sometimes are in offering concessions of value. Our negotiators must then work vigorously to overcome this
reluctance, but our previous experience in negotiations with the EEC indicates
that equality combined with mutually meaningful concessions will accomplish
significantly more than threats of retaliation.
I have thought long and hard over your proposal, especially because the objective behind-forceful U.S. negotiating on trade and tariff matters--is one
that I feel strongly about. Frankly, however, I foresee dangers and difficulties.
that would likely be created by such an amendment to the President's trade
negotiating authority as you suggest. Accordingly, I believe that this authority
need not and should not be Increased.
Under your proposal, as I understand it, the United States could raise its tariffs even when foreign countries have not taken unjustifiable restrictive action
against our own commerce. As you know, to take such action on articles on
which ie have granted tariff concessions would be in violation of the GATT: it
would oblige us, under the agreement to offer offsetting compensation on other
articles, and would run counter to the principles of mutual tariff-reduction on
which the GATT is founded. U.S. trade benefits as much as that of any
nation from the orderly tariff and trade procedures which the OATT prescribes.
If we were to undermine the GATT with unilateral tariff increases, then our
own commerce would suffer. Trade within the free world would likely be
restricted by the illfeeling and uncertainty growing out of the abandonment,
first by us, and then by others, of the GATT rule of multilateral tariff agreements.
I also suspect that unilateral action on our part will probably not cow our
trading partners Into making the Fort of concession that we seek. Rather they
will be spurred into taking retaliatory action against ours, to the disadvantage
of both sides' trade.
For these reason, J do not think that It would be either wise or profitable to
make unilateral tariff increases, unless our present means of obtaining the
concessions we need are proved useless. I realize that you are not proposing
that we impose tariff increases frequently, but that the executive branch be
equipped with this authority in order to be able to suggest, as a bargaining
gambit, that It might be used. Unless at some point we actually use this authority, though, I am afraid it would be regarded as a hollow threat, especially
since it would represent a break in our past policy. And if we did use it, even
infrequently, this would risk setting off the retaliatory chain reaction that I am
afraid of.
What is needed more than anything else to accomplish your objective, which
I fully support, is tough and expert negotiations by our representatives and
I have every expectation that this will be accomplished under the provision of
the new trade bill.
Sincerely yours,
Lu'rnEa H. HoDGEs,
Secretary of CommerceEnclosure.
(3) Under what provisions of law can the President retaliate against acts of
discrimination against U.S. commerce, and what retaliatory steps has the President taken in the recent past?
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The following statutes (texts of which are attached) authorize the President
to retaliate against acts of discrimination:
(1) 19 U.S.C. 1351(a) (5), the provision in the Trade Agreements Act
which provides for suspension of moet-favored-nation treatment with respect to trade agreements concessions.
(2) 19 U.S.C. 1338, part of the Tariff Act of 1930, which provides for Imposition of offsetting duties and, in certain cases, for exclusion of imports as
well.
(3) 19 U.S.C. 181, an earlier statute, which provides for exclusion of
imports.
These statutes have not been invoked in recent years. Since it is the U.S.
Government's objective to obtain removal of unwarranted barriers to U.S.
trade, it has been considered desirable to exhaust all possible diplomatic
and other available legal procedures to this end before we resort to retaliation.
Precipitate retaliation would tend to frustrate the achievement of the favorable
treatment that we seek for our exports; it would freeze ourselves and our trading partners Into mutually antagonistic trading postures which would Injure the
commerce of both.
The legal provisions listed above are useful as a deterrent to further acts of
discrimination, even thought they have been infrequently emplyed, and they
aid in strengthening the efforts of the United States to secure the elimination
of past discrimination. These efforts have been vigorous tind quit' successful.
In the recent past, by far the most important acts of discrimination against
U.S. exports have been quantitative restrictions and licensing requirements imposed due to balance-of-payments difficulties In vnrious countries.
In large
measure, these countries' balance-of-payments problems have been cured, and
the United States has pressed strongly for termination of import restrictions that
are therefore no longer Justified. This remedial action has been pursued through
diplomatic representations, through consultations under the General Agreement
on Tariffs and Trade, to which the great majority of our major trading partners
are signatories, and through its complaint procedures. As a result, since 19.58
a substantial number of countries have removed most restrictions formerly applied for balance-of-payments reasons.
A study is now being P'ad under the GATT to identify all residual nontariff
restrictions wiheh are incoieisent with the provisions of GATT and are presently in force, so that steps may be taken for their removal. The United States
is forcefully supporting this effort and is making similar efforts, on its own and
through other international organizations, such as the International Monetary
Fund and the Organization for Ecovnomic Cooperation and I)evelopment.
A thorough description of steps taken by the United States to eliminate discrimination against our exports, and of our success, is contained in the annual
reports of the President on the operation of the trade agreements program.
Further information and data is available in the published hearings on the
Trade Expansion Act before the Ways and Means Committee, part I, page 162 and
following.
19 U.S.C. 1351(a)(5)
Subject to the provision of section 5 of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of
1951 (19 U.S.C., see. 1362), duties and other import restrictions proclaimed pursuant to this section shall apply to articles the growth, produce, or manufacture
of all foreign countries, whether imported directly or indirectly: Provided, That
the President shall, as soon as practicable, suspend the application to articles the
growth, produce, or manufacture of any country because of its discriminatory
treatment of American commerce or because of other acts (including the operations of international cartels) or policies which in his opinion tend to defeat the
purpose of this section.
19 U.S.C. 181. Imports from Countries Making Discriminations
Exclusion of imports from countries making discriminations
Whenever the President shall be satisfied that unjust discriminations are made
by or under the authority of any foreign state against the importation to or sale
in such foreign state of any product of the United States, he may direct that
such products of such foreign state so discriminating against any product of the
United States as he may deem proper shall be excluded from importation to the
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United States; and in such case he shall make proclamation of his direction in
the premises, and therein name the time when such direction against importation
shall take effect, and after such date the importation of the articles named in
such proclamation shall be unlawful. The President may at any time revoke,
modify, terminate, or renew any such direction as, In his opinion, the public
Interest may require. Aug. 30, 1890, c 839, §5, 26 Stat. 415.

SEC. 328. DISCRIMINATION BY FOREIGN COUNTRIES.
(a) Additional duties.-The Prmsidsnt when he finds that the public Interest
will be served thereby shall by proclamation specify and declare new or additional duties as hereinafter provided upon articles wholly or In part the growth
or product of, or imported In a vessel of, any foreign country whenever he shall
find as a fact that such country(1) Imposes, directly or Indirectly, upon the disposition in or transportation in transit through or reexportation from such country of any article
wholly or in part the growth or product of the United States any unreasonsonable charge, exaction, regulation, or limitation which is not equally enforced upon the like articles of every foreign country ; or
(2) Discriminates in fact against the commerce of the United States,
directly or indirectly, by law or administration regulation or practice, by
or in respect to any customs, tonnage, or port duty, fee, charge, exaction,
classification, regulation, condition, restriction, or prohibition, n such manner as to place the commerce of the United States at a disadvantage compared with the commerce of any foreign country.
(b) EXCLUSION FROM IMPORTATION.-lf at any time the President shall find
it to be a fact that any foreign country has not only discriminated against the
commerce of the United States, as aforesaid, but has, after the issuance of a
proclamation as authorized In subdivision (a) of this section, maintained or
Increased its said discriminations against the commerce of the United States,
the President is hereby authorized, if he deems it consistent with the interests
of the United States, to issue a further proclamation directing that such products of said country or such articles imported in its vessels as he shall deem
consistent with the public Interests shall be excluded from importation into the
United States.
(c) APPLICATION OF PROCLAMATIOx.-Any proclamation Issued by the President under the authority of this section shall, if he deems it consistent with
the interests of the United States, extend to the whole of any foreign country
or may be confined to any subdivision or subdivisions thereof; and the President shall, whenever he deems the public interests require, suspend, revoke,
supplement, or amend any such proclamation.
(d) Durus To OFFSET COMMERCIAL DISADVATAES.-Whenever the President
shall find as a fact that any foreign country places any burden or disadvantage
upon the commerce of the United States by any of the unequal impositions or
discriminations aforesaid, he~hall, when he finds that the public interest will
be served thereby, by proclamation specify and declare such new or additional
rate or rates of duty as he shall determine will offset such burden or disadvantage, not to exceed 50 per centum ad valorem or Its equivalent, on any products
of, or on articles imported in a vessel of, such foreign country; and thirty days
after the date of such proclamation there shall be levied, collected, and paid
upon the articles enumerated in such proclamation when imported into the
United States from such foreign country such new or additional rate or rates
of duty; or, in case of articles declared subject to exclusion from importation.
into the United States under the provisions of subdivision (b) of this section,
such articles shall be excluded from importation.
(e) DUTIES TO OFFSET BENEFITS TO TIJIRD CoUNTRY.- --Whenever the President
shall find as a fact that any foreign country imposes any unequal Imposition or
discrimination as aforesaid upon the commerce of the United States, or that any
benefits accrue or are likely to accrue to any industry in any foreign country by
reason of any such imposition or discrimination Imposed by any foreign country
other than the foreign country in which such industry is located, and whenever
the President shall determine that any new or additional rate or rates of duty
or any prohibition hereinbefore provided for do not effectively remove such
Imposition or discrimination and that any benefits from any such Imposition or
discrimination accrue or are likely to accrue to any industry in any foreign
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-ecuntry, he shall, when he finds that the public interest will be served thereby, by
proclamation specify and declare such new or additional rate or rates of duty
upon the articles wholly or in part the growth or product of any such industry
as he shall determine will offset such benefits, not to exceed 50 per centum ad
valorem or its equivalent, upon importation from any foreign country into the
United States of such articles; and on and after thirty days after the date of any
such proclamation such new or additional rate or rates of duty so specified
and declared in such proclamation shall be levied, collected, and paid upon such
articles.
(f) FORFEITURE or ARTICLES.-All articles imported contrary to the provisions
of this section shall be forfeited to the United States and shall be liable to be
seized, prosecuted, and condemned in like manner and under the same regulations, restrictions, and provisions as may from time to time be established for
the recovery, collection, distribution, and remission of forfeitures to the United
States by the several revenue laws. Whenever the provisions of this Act shall
be applicable to importations into the United States of articles wholly or in
part the growth or product of any foreign country, they shall be applicable
thereto whether such articles are imported directly or indirectly.
(g) ASCERTAT'MFNT BY COMMISSION OF DISCRIMINATIONS.-It shall be the duty
of the commission to ascertain and at all times to be informed whether any of
the discriminations agains. tbe commerce of the United States enumerated in
subdivisions (a), (b), anC (c) of this section are practiced by any country;
and if and when such discriminatory acts are disclosed, it shall be the duty of
the commission to bring the matter to the attention of the President together with
recommendations.
(h) RULES AND REoULATIONS OF SECRETARY OF TREAsuRY.-The Secretary of
the Treasury with the approval of the President shall make such rules and
regulations as are necessary for the execution of such proclamations as the
President may issue in accordance with the provisions of this section.
(i) DzFrNrrioN.-When used In this section the term "foreign country" means
any empire, country, dominion, colony or protectorate, or any subdivision or
subdivisions thereof (other than the United States avd its possessions), within
which separate tariff rates or separate regulations of commerce are enforced.

(Thereupon, at 5:10 p.m., the hearing terminated.)

