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TAX INCENTIVES FOR EXPORTS

MONDAY, JUNE 18, 1979

U.S. SENATE,
SuBCOMMITTEE ON TAXATION AND
DEBT MANAGEMENT GENERALLY,
CoMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee m%,ﬁpursuant to notice, at 9:30 a.m., in room
2221, Dirksen Senate ice Building, Hon. Harry F. Byrd, Jr.
(chairman of the subcommittee) presi ,

Present: Senators Byrd, Jr., of Virginia, Long, Bentsen, Bradley,
Packwood, Wallop, and Danforth.

[The press release announcing this hearing and the bills S. 231,
S. 700, S. 935, S. 1008, and S. 1065 follow:]

PRESS RELEASE
For Immediate Release—May 17, 1979
U.S. SENATE, COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

FINANCE SUBCOMMITTEE ON TAXATION AND DEBT MANAGEMENT ANNOUNCES
HEARINGS ON TAX INCENTIVES FOR EXPORTS

Subcommittee Chairman H F. Byrd, Jr. (I, Va.) today announced that the
Subcommittee on Taxation and Tax Management will hold a hearing on tax incen-
tives for exports.

The hearing will be held on June 18, 1979, in Room 2221, Dirksen Senate Office
Building. The hearing will begin at 9:50 A.M. :

The following Senate bills of general application will be examined:

S. 231, introduced by Senator Bentsen, to expand the Asset Depreciation e
(ADR) variance from 20 percent to 30 percent and to provide a simplified table for
faster depreciation for small business. :

S. 700, introduced by Senator Danforth, to provide a 10 percent investment tax
credit for research and development expenditures.

S. 1003, introduced by Senators Bentsen and Danforth, to amend the existing bad
debt and research and development provisions and to provide an annual realization
for foreign currency losses.

S. 1065, introduced by Senator Danforth for himself and Senators Javits and
Mtr:énihan. to provide a credit corporations for contributions for basic research.

venue estimates will be available at the time of the hearing.

Witnessges who desire to testify at the hearinmhould submit a written request to
Michael Stern, Staff Director, Committee on Finance, Room 227, Dirksen Senate
Office Building, Washington, D.C. 20510, by no later than the close of business on

Legislative Reoliganization Act.—Senator Byrd stated that the Legislative Reorga-
nization Act of 1946, as amended, requires all witnesses appearing before the
Committees of Co! “to file in advance written statements of their proposed
testi?}gny, and to limit their oral presentations to brief summaries of their argu-
ment.

Witnesses scheduled to testify should comply with the followin%:ules:

(1) A copy of the statement must be filed by noon the day before the day the

witness is scheduled to testify
)



2

(2) All witnesses must include with their written statement a summary of the
principal points included in the statement. )

(3) The written statement must be t; on letter-size paper (not leszl size) and at
least 100 copies must be submitted by the close of business the day before the
witness is scheduled to testify.

(4) Witnesses are not to read their written statements to the Subcommittee, but
are to confine their ten-minute oral presentations to a summary of the points
included in the statement.

(5) Not more than ten minutes will be allowed for oral presentation.

Written Testimony.—Senator Byrd stated that the Subcommittee would be pleased
to receive written testimony from those persons or organizations who wish to submit
statements for the record. Statements submitted for inclusion in the record should
be typewritten, not more than 256 double-spaced pages in length and mailed with
five (5) copies gmuly 6, 1979, to Michael Stern, Staff Director, Committee on
Finance, Room , Dirksen Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 20510. .
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To amend the Internal Revenue Code to help increase productivity end reduce

To
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inflation by providing larger tax deductions for depreciation.

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

JANUARY 25 (legislative day, JANUARY 15), 1979

BenTsEN introduced the following bill; which was read twice and referred to
the Committee on Finance

A BILL

amend the Internal Revenue Code to help increase produc-
tivity and reduce inflation by providing larger tax deductions
for deprecigtion.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. INCREASE iN CLASS LIFE SYSTEM VARIANCE.

(8) In GENERu.—Puaéraph (1) of section 167(m) of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to class lives) is
amended by striking out ‘20 percent” in the text and insert-
ing in lieu thereof ““30 percent”.

N—-E@®
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(b) D1sREGARD OF SALVAGE VALUE.—The following
is inserted immediately following paragraph (3) of section
167(m):

‘“(4) SALVAGE VALUE DISREGARDED.—Notwith-
standing Subsection (f), salvage ‘value may be disre-
garded in computing the allowance under this subsec-
tion.”.

SEC. 2. SIMPLIFIED DEPRECIATION TABLE FOR SMALL
BUSINESS.

Section 167 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 is
amended by adding the following new subsection (q):

“(Q) SIMPLIFIED DEPRECIATION FOR SMALL Busi-
NESS.—Any business with an adjusted tax basis in assets
(other than real estate) of $250,000 or less shall be eligible to

use the following straight line depreciation table:

DepPRECIATION L1vES FOR SMALL BUSINESS ASSETS

Specific depreciable assets used in all business activities:
Office fUrniture A1d fIXLUFES ......c..oecovrrereeerrrierireesisistssssesesssesssessiaeserasnaes
- Information systems (computers) and other data handling equipment..........
Airplanes........ccccievieeiiinee RN
Automobiles e e et e e aeae see e e b et e e nens

LAght tucks o...oovvcviisiiceieecssciesinsne et sesesstaas st st s seee s nesmenane
Heavy LruCKS ...ttt s st e et
Truck trailers ..............
Vessels and barges ......
Land improvements ................. e b eaen
Depreciable assets used in broad activity groups:
FAMMING 488618 ..ottt 5
Farm buildings ....
Mining......ccooeuemne. .-
COMSLIUCKION co.eerevrensisinsimisses s secssasse e e sssbsssena s s sasras s abonassasasans 2
Manufacturing:
A. Production of electronic products, textured yarn, sawmill and
logging operations and oil well drilling.......ccovrvrrervnicrerinneresneseisrenienne 3

B DNND = DN DY
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B. Production of machinery; metal, stone and clay, glass, rubber,
chemical, wood, plastic, textile, appare), leather, paper, electric and

serospace products; boat building, and printing and publishing ............... 5
C. Production of grain, sugar and vegetable food products, tobacco

products, and petroleum refining 8
Wholesale and retail trade, recreational activities, and personal and profes-

SIONAl SEIVICES ....ocerecrrersercerrrensnssinencnreeeaserns 5

1 SEC. 3. EFFECTIVE DATE.
2 The amendments made by this bill shall apply to prop-
3 erty placed in service in taxable years beginning after De-
4 cember 31, 1978. .
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Extending the investment credit to certain research and experimental
expenditures.

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

MagcH 21 (legislative day, FEBRUARY 22), 1979

Mr. DANFPORTH introduced the following bill; which was read twice and referred
to the Committee on Finance

A BILL

Extending the investment credit to certain research and
experimental expenditures.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
That the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 is amended as
follows: .

{a) QUALIFIED INVESTMENT FOR RESEARCH AND Ex-
PERIMENTAL ExXPENDITURE.—Paragraph (1) of section

46(c) (relating to qualified investment) is amended by striking

P ~a & O B W D

the period in subparagraph (B) and inserting “, plus” and
O—E
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inserting immediately after subparagraph (B), the following
new subparagraph:
“(C) the amount of qualified research and ex-
perimental expenditures (as defined in section
48(q) paid or incurred by the taxpayer during
such taxable year.”.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—Section 48 (relating to definitions
and special rules) is amended by inserting immediately after
subsection (p), the following new subsection:

‘“/q) QUALIFIED RESEARCH AND EXPRRIMENTPAL EX-
PENDITURES.—For purposes of this subpart, the term ‘quali-
fied research and experimental expenditures’ has the same
meaning as the phrase ‘research and experimental expendi-
tures’ contained in section 174.”.

(¢) EFFEOTIVE DATE.—The amendments made by this
section shall apply to expenditures made in taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 1979, |
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96T CONGRESS
1ST SESSION . 1003

To amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 with respect to the income tax
treatment of certain items relating to export activities of American firms.

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

APRIL 25 (legislative day, ApBIL 9), 1979

Mr. BENTSEN (for himself and Mr. DANFORTH) introduced the following bill;
which was read twice and referred to the Committee on Finance

A BILL

To amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 with respect to
the income tax treatment of certain items relating to export
activities of American firms.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. REASONABLE ESTIMATION OF BAD DEBT RE-

SERVES FOR EXPORT RECEIVABLES.

Code of 1954 (relating to reserve for bad debts) is amended

1
2
3
4
5 Subsection (c) of section 166 of the Internal Revenue
6
7 to read as follows:

8

‘) RESERVE FOR BAD DEBTS.—



96tH CONGRESS
18T SESSION S ° 935

To amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to provide an election to depreciate

property eligible for the investment credit over 5 years, to allow the amorti-
zation of pollution control equipment over 2 years, and for other purposes.

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
APz 10 (legislative day, APRIL 9), 1970

Mr. CHAFPEE introduced the following bill; which was read twice and referred to

To

S Or b W N e

the Committee on Finance

A BILL

amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to provide an
election to depreciate property eligible for the investment
credit over 5 years, to allow the amortization of pollution
contro] equipment over 2 years, and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
That this Act may be cited as the ‘‘Capital Cost Recovery
Act of 1979,

SEc. 2. (a) Section 167 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 (relating fo depreciation) is amended by redesignating
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1 subsection (r) as subsection (s) and by inserting after subsec-

2 tion (q) the following new subsection:

3 “(r) 5-YEAR UseruL LiFe For CERTAIN SECTION 38
4 PROPERTY.—

5 “(1) In GENERAL.—In the case of any eligible
6 property, the taxpayer may elect, for purposes of com-
7 puting the depreciation deduction allowed by subsec-
8 tion (a), to treat such property as having a useful life
9 of not less than 5 years.

10 “(2) HALF-YEAR CONVENTION REQUIRED.—If
11 the taxpayer elects under paragraph (1) to have this
12 subsection apply with respect to any eligible property
13 during the taxable year, all eligible propertjv placed in
14 service by the taxpayer during the taxable year (re-
15 gardless of whether this subsection applies to such
16 . property) shall be treated as having been placed in
117 service on the first day of the second half of the tax-

18 able year.

19 “(3) EL1GIBLE PROPERTY.—For purposes of this
20 subsection, the term ‘eligible property’ means section
21 38 property (within the meaning of section 48(a)) other

22 than property described in subparagraphs (C), (D), and
23 (E) of section 48(a)(1).
24 “(4) ELECTION.—
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“(A) IN GENERAL.—An election under this
subsection shall be made at such time and such
manner as may be prescribed by the Secretary by
regulations.

‘“(B) TERMINATION.—A taxpayer may ter-
minate, in such manner as may be prescribed by
the Secretary by regulation, any election made
under this subsection for any taxable year at any
time on or before the earlier of—

(i) the date on which he files a return
of tax for such year, or
*“(ii) the due date for filing such return

(determined with regard to any extensions of

time for filing).

“(C) REVOCATION.—Subject to any period
of limitations, a taxpayer may revoke any election
in effect under this subsection for any taxable

year, but only with the consent of the Secre-

tary. .

(b) Subsection (d) of section 179 of such Code (relating
to additional first—year depreciation allowance for small busi-
ness) is amended by adding at the end thereof the following

new paragraph:

“(10) COORDINATION WITH SECTION 167(r).—

Section 179 property shall not include any property
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with respect to which an election is made under sec-

tion 167(r).”.

Sec. 8. (a) Subsection (a) of section 169 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to amortization of pollution
control facilities) is amended by striking out ‘60 months”
and inserting ‘‘24 months”.

w) Subsections (a) and (b) of such section 169 are each
amended by striking out “60-month” and inserting ‘24-
month”,

(c) Paragraph (4) of section 57(a) of such Code (relating
to items of tax preference) is repealed.

SEcC. 4. The amendments made by this Act shall apply
to property placed in service on or after the date of enact-
ment of this Act.
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“(1) GENEBAL RULE.—In liew of any deduction
under subsection (a), there shall be allowed (in the dis-
cretion of the Secretary) a deduction for a reasonable
addition to a reserve for bad debts.
“(2) REASONABLE ESTIMATION FOR BAD DEBTS
IN CONNECTION WITH EXPORTS.—

‘“(A) SEPARATE RESERVE.—A taxpayer en-
gaged in the trade or business of selling export
property or services for use outside the United
States may establish a separate reserve for bad
debts with respect to that trade or business.

“(B) ANNUAL ADDITION.—The amount
added to any such separate reserve for the taxable
year shall not exceed the greater of—

“@) 15 percent of the taxable income
from sources without the United States

(within the meaning of section 862(b)) for the

taxable year attributable to such trade or

business, or

“(ii) 2 percent of the taxpayer's export
receivables outstanding as of the close of the
taxable year.

“(C) MaxiMUM RESERVE.—No amount may
be added to any such reserve for the taxable year

which would cause the total amount credited to

49-059 0 - 79 - 2
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1 the reserve as of the close of the taxable year to

2 exceed 5 percent of the taxpayer’s export receiv-
8 ables outstanding as of the close of the taxable

4 year.

5 “(D) DeriNiTions.—For purposes of this

6 paragraph—

1 “()) EXPORT RECEIVABLES.—The term

8 ‘export receivables’ means accounts receiv-

9 able for export receipts.

10 “(ii) ExporT RECEIPTS.—The teﬁn

11 ‘export receipts’ means gross receipts from

12 the sale of export property or services for

13 use outside the United States.

14 “(iij) ExPORT PROPERTY.—The term

15 ‘export property’ has the same meaning as

16 such term has in section 971(e).”.

17 SEC. 2. CLARIFICATION OF TAX TREATMENT OF CERTAIN RE-
18 . SEARCH AND EXPERIMENTAL EXPENDITURES.
19 Section 174 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (re-
20 lating to research and experimental expenditures) is amended
21 by redesignating subsection (e) as (f), and by inserting imme-
22 diately after subsection (d) the following new subsection:

23 ‘“(e) CERTAIN EXPORT-RELATED EXPENDITURES.—
24 At the election of the taxpayer, made in accordance with

25 regulations prescribed by the Secretary, amounts paid or in-

L
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1 curred for the following items may be treated as research or

2 experimental expenditures under subsection (a) or (b):

3

L ® 3 O

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

‘(1) FOREIGN MARKET STUDIES, ETC.—Amounts
paid or incurred in connection with the survey or anal-
ysis of foreign markets and products.

“(2) FOREIGN MARKETING EXPENSES.—
Amounts paid or incurred in connection with market-
ing, outside the United States, goods produced in the
United States, including, but not limited to, amounts
paid or incurred in adapting United States products to
meet foreign market requirements.

“(3) FOREIGN PATENT cOSTS.—Amounts paid or
incurred in connection with the_ application for, or
maintenance of, international and foreign patents and
trademarks (without regard to whether the taxpayer is
the owner of, or the owner of the rights to, the United
States patent for the item) for use in the taxpayer's

trade or business.”.

SEC. 3. CLARIFICATION OF THE TAX TREATMENT OF FOR-

EIGN CURRENCY FLUCTUATION LOSSES ON
EXPORT RECEIVABLES.
Section 165 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (re-

23 lating to losses) is amended by redesignating subsection (i) as

24 (j), and by inserting after subsection (h) the following new

25 subsection:
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1 “(i) LossEs ATTRIBUTABLE TO FOREIGN CURRENCY
2 FructuaTions ON EXPORT RECEIVABLES.—

-3 “(1) GENERAL RULE.—At the election of the tax-
4 payer, there shall be allowed as a deduction an amount
5 equal to the foreign currency fluctuation loss of the
6 taxpayer for the taxable year with respect to export
1 receivables.' The election shall be made at such time
8 and in such manner as the Secretary may prescribe,
9 and may be made on a currency-by-currency basis.

10 “(2) DEFINITIONS; SPECIAL RULES.—For pur-
11 Aposes of this subsection—

12 ‘(A) FOREIGN CUBRENCY FLUCTUATION
13 Loss.—The term ‘foreign currency fluctuation

- 14 loss’ means the amount by which the value,

15 stated 'in United States dollars, of an export re-
16 ceivable, payable in foreign currency, on the later
17 of—
18 “(i) the first day of the taxable year, or
19 “(ii) the date on which the export re-
20 ceivable was created,

21 exceeds the value of the export receivable, stated

22 in United States dollars, on the last day of the

23 taxable year.
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‘“(B) EXPORT RECEIVABLE.—The term
‘export receivable’ has the same meaning as in
. section 166(0)(2)(D)(i).
“(C) DEDUCTION ALLOWED ONLY TO TAX-

PAYER WHOSE TRADE OR BUSINESS CREATED

THE EXPORT RECEIVABLE.—The deduction al-

lowed by this subsection shall be allowed only to

the taxpayer whose trade or business created the
export receivable with respect to which the de- |
duction is allowable.

“(3) RECAPTURE UPON RECEIPT.—If the amount
received by the taxpayer in satisfaction of an export
receivable exceeds—

‘(A) the value of that receivable, stated in

United States dollars, on the date on which it was

created, reduced by

“(B) the sum of the amounts allowed for all
taxable years under this subsection with respect
to that receivable,
then, for purposes of this chapter, the amount realized
by the taxpayer in satisfaction of that receivable shall
be increased by the amount of such excess.

‘(4) APPLICATION WITH SECTION 186.—For the

purpose of determining the amount of the deduction al-

lowable under section 166(a) for any taxable year for a
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(
debt which is an export receivable for which a deduc-
tion has been claimed under this subsection, the adjust-
ed basis shall be reduced by the sum of any deductions

allowed under this subsection for that and all prior tax-

1

2

3

4

5 able years.
6 “(5) ReEauLaTIONS.—The Secretary shall pre-
7 scribe such regulations as may be necessary to carry
8 out the -provisions of this subsection.”. -

9 SEC. 4. EFFECTIVE DATE.

10 The amendments made by this Act apply with respect

11 to taxable years beginning after September 30, 1980.
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96TH CONGRESS
18T SESSION S s 1 065

To amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to provide an income tax credit to
corpofations for contributions for basic research.

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

May 3 (legislative day, APRIL 9), 1879

Mr. DanrorTH (for himself, Mr. JAviTs, and Mr. MOYNIRAN) introduced the
following bill; which was read twice and referred to the Committee on Finance

A BILL .

To amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to provide an
income tax credit to corporations for contributions for basic
research.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. BASIC RESEARCH CREDIT.

(2) IN GENERAL.—Subpart A of part IV of subchapter
A of chapter 1 (relating to credits) is amended by inserting

A O B W N e

after section 44C the following new section:
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“SEC. 44D. BASIC RESEARCH CREDIT.

“(a) In the case of a corporation, other than an electing
small business corporation (as defined in section 1371), there
shall be allowed a credit against the tax imposed by this
chapter for the taxable year an amount equal to 25 percent
of—

(1) the excess of the qualified basic research con-
tributions for the taxable year over the average quali-
fied basic research contributions, reduced by

“(2) the excess of the average charitable contribu-
tions over the charitable contribution for the taxable
year.

“(b) AppLICATION WIiTH OTHER CrEDITS.—The
credit allowed by subsection (a) shall not exceed the tax im-
posed by this chap. er for the taxable year, reduced by the
sum of the credits allowable under a section of this subpart
having a lower number or letter designation than this section,
other than credits allowable by sections 31, 39, and 43.

“(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this section—

“(1) QUALIFIED BASIC RESEARCH (ONTRIBI'-
TIOI:I.-——The term ‘qualified basic research contribution’
means an amount of cash paid during the taxable year
for which a deduction is allowed under section 170 to
an educational organization (other than a primary or

secondary school) and which is required, as a condition
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of the transfer, to be used exclusively for scientific
basic research. .

“(2) AVERAGE QUALIFIED BASIC RESEARCH
CONTRIBUTIONS.—The term ‘average qualified basic
research contributions’ means one fourth of the sum of
the qualified basic research contributions made by the
taxpayer during the four preceding taxable years.

“(3) AVERAGE CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS.—
The term ‘average charitable contributions’ means one-
fourth of the sum of the deductions allowable under
section 170 to the taxpayer (other than qualified basic
research contributions) for the four preceding taxable
years.

‘“(4) CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS.—The term
‘charitable contribution’ means the. amount of deduction
allowable under section 170 to the taxpayer (other.
than deductions allowable for qualified basic research
contributions).

“(5) SCIENTIFIC BASIC RESEARCH.—The term
“scientiﬁc. basic research’ means fundamental research
in the physical sciences thé results of which are freely
available to the general public.

“(d) Seec1AL RuLes.— -

“(1) CONTROLLED GROT'P OF (COEPORATIONS.—

For purposes of this section, all members of the same -
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controlled group of corporations shall be treated as one
corporstion to which this section applies. In any such
case, the credit (if any) allowable by this section to
each such member shall be its proportionate contribu-
tion of gualified basic research contributions giving rise
to such credit. For purposes of this paragraph, the
term ‘controlled group of corporations’ has the mean-
ing given to such term by section 1561(a), except
that—

“() ‘more than 50 percent’ shall be substitut-
ed for ‘at least 80 percent’ each place it appears
1 section 1563(a)(1), and

“(ii) the determination shall be made without
regard to subsections (a)(4) and (e)(3)(C) of section
1563.

“(2) ADJUSTMENT FOR CERTAIN Acqmsr'i'xoss,
ETC.—Under regulations prescribed by the Secre-
tary—

“(i) AcQuisiTIONs.—If a taxpayer acquires
the major portion of ﬁ trade or business of another
person (hereinafter in this clause referred to as
the ‘predecessor’) or the major portion of a sepa-
rate unit of a trade of business of a predecessor,
then, for purposes of applying this section for any
year ending after such acquisition, the qualified
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basic research .contrihutions and the charitable
contributions of the taxpayer shall be increased by
so much of the qualified basic research contribu-
tions and the charitable contributions paid by the
predecessor with respect to the acquired trade of
business as is attributable to the portion of such
trade or business acquired by the taxpayer.
*(ii) D1spOSITIONS.—If—

*(T) a taxpayer disposes of the major
portion of any trade or business of the tax-
payer or the major portion of a separate unit
of a trade or business of the employer in a
transaction to which subparagraph (i) applies,
and '

‘(ID) the taxpayer furnishes the acquir-
ing person with such information as is neces-
sary for the application of subparagraph (i),
then, for purposes of applying this section to
any year after such disposition, the amount
of qualified basic research contributions and
charitable contributions paid by the taxpayer
during periods before such disposition shall
be decreased by so x.nuch of such qualified

basic research contributions and charitable
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contributions as is attributable to such trade
or business or separate unit.

“(3) TAX-EXEMPT ORGANIZATIONS.—No credit
shall be allowed under this section to any corporation
(other than a cooperative described in section 521)
which is exempt from income tax under this chap'ter.;”.
(b) TeEcHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

The table of sections for subpart A of part IV of subtitle A of
the Code is amended by inserting after section 44C the fol-
lowing:

“Sec. 44D. Basic Research Credit.”.

SEC. 2. EFFECTIVE DATE.

(a) GENERAL RuLE.—The amendment made by section
1 of this Act shall apply to taxable years beginning after
December 31, 1979.

(b) TrANSITIONAL RULE.—For taxable years begin-
ning before January 1, 1984, the average qualified basic re-
search contributions shall be determined by dividing the sum
of qualified basic research contributions made in preceding
taxable years beginning after December 31, 1979, by the

number of such preceding taxable years.
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Senator Byrp. The hour of 9:30 having arrived, the committee
will come to order.

The continuing American trade deficit is a discouraging re
for all Americans. In 1978, the trade deficit was $;§.5 billion.
During the first part of 1979, we have continued to be in a deficit
ﬁosition by $6.2 billion for the first quarter. Today, there is a

eated and extensive debate over what must be done to encourage
American exports and reduce the trade deficit.

Many courses of action have been suggested.

The subcommittee hearings today focus upon tax incentives
to encourage exports. The proposal deals with many different types
of such incentives ranging from measures which permit faster de-
preciation of business equipment to tax deductions and tax. credit
for research and development expenditures and contributic_ s.

While each of these measures is important, a single factor stands
out as being most significant. This is a need to reduce the rate of
inflation in the United States.

In 1978, inflation increased at a rate of 9 percent. During 1979,
the inflation rates continue to be high. Domestic inflation has a
serious impact upon American exports. As the price of American
goods go up, they become less and less competitive with foreign

goods.

No easy or simple cures exist for the problems of inflation.
Measures designed to increase American productivity thrg:fh tax
incentives are part of the solution. Productivity increases will help
- deflate the inflation caused by large wage increases.

Furthermore, a greater supply of goods will also tend to bring
prices down.

While tax incentives play an important role in im&oving our
Nation's capital investment, a reduction in the rate of Government
spending is, in my mind, the single most important policy direction
which we must take. In fiscal year 1978, Government spending
increased by 12 percent. A 7.5 percent increase in spending is
estimated for fiscal year 1979 and spending will increase by 8.4
percent in 1980.

Government spending financed by year after year of Government
deficit has led to year after year of inflation. American trade, and
growth of American exports, will depend ultimately upon the fun-

amental soundness of our domestic economy. Continued inflation
and budget deficits will only further erode international confidence
in our economy and make American exports more costly and less
competitive and undermine the strength of the dollar.

Fiscal discipline at home is a necessary element for the future
success of American exports.

Now, the bills under consideration today are S. 231, introduced
by the distinguished Senator from Texas, Mr. Bentsen; S. 935,
introduced by the distinguished Senator from Rhode Island, Mr.
Chafee; S. 700, introduced by the distinguished Senator from Mis-
souri, Mr. Danforth; S. 1008, introduced by the Senator from Texas,
Mr. Bentsen, and the Senator from Missouri, Mr. Danforth; and S.
1065, introduced by the Senator from Missouri, Mr. Danforth and
the two Senators from New York, Mr. Javits and Mr. Moynihan.

Senator Bentsen, do you have comments, before we proceed with
the witnesses?
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Senator BENTSEN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

What has happened to the American trade balance has had its
effect on the value of the dollar and has contributed to inflation.
There are not going to be any quick fixes for this problem. We are
a country that has really not concentrated on exports. We need a
true advocate when we talk about building exports for this country
of ours. We need a department of trade. We need someone who
points out how important it is to the value of the American dollar
that we increase our exports.

I agree with Senator Byrd that the problems of trade and infla-
tion are tied together. But I believe also that the problems of
productivity and trade are tied together.

Last year, this country’s groductivity increased by eight-tenths of
1 percent, the Japanese by 8 percent.

We still have the greatest productivity of any major nation in
the world, but the trend lines are alarming and they are changing
rapidly, and it means that we need to make some very substantive
changes in the economic direction of this count:rﬁs

One of the things that we have to do is to substantially increase
depreciation schedules in this country so you have the cash flow for
the modernization of productive capacity. This country has invest-
ed the smallest percentage of real national output back into the
modernization of its productive capacity of any major industrial-
ized nation in the world. The country next to us is England—you
can see their problems. The country that put the highest percent-
age back in was Japan. -

Greater capital formation is desperately needed in this country.
We started hearings on this problem 4 years ago in this committee.

We have the smallest percentage of savings of any major nation
in the world. The country that has the largest percentage of sav-
ings is, again, Japan. We have had tax policies that have penalized
savings and capital formation, and we have tried to encourage
consumption for 30 years in this country. ,

It is time to turn that around. The Joint Economic Committee of
Congress has had some lengthy studies on that in its annual
report. It has talked about the major substantive changes that have
to be made by concentration on the supply side of the economy.
That is what some of these bills do.

Senator Danforth and I have introduced a series of proposals,
and I have introduced some additional ones, to make major sub-
stantive changes in the economic direction of this country. This
committee is g)ing to have a primary responsibility for them.

The Senate Finance Committee has that jurisdiction and has the
kind of expertise on the staff and in the membership to help bring
that about.

Thank you ver{‘hmuch.

Senator Byrp. Thank you, Senator Bentsen.

Like Iyou, I think it is vitally important to concentrate on produc-
tivity. It is absolutely essential that there be an increase in produc-
tivity in our Nation.

Now, the first witness today will be Hon. Emil Sunley, Deputy
Assistant Secretary for Tax Analysis, Department of the Treasury.

I would ask the first three witnesses if they would confine their
formal statements to 15 minutes.
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Mr. Sunley, you may proceed as you wish.

STATEMENT OF EMIL SUNLEY, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRE-
TARY FOR TAX ANALYSIS, DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

Mr. SunLEy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of this
committee.

The various tax incentives for exports that this committee is
considering today should be evaluated in light of the improved
competitive position of the U.S. economy in world markets. While
the administration remains concerned over the size of the trade
and current account deficits, both have been reduced significantly.

In the first quarter of 1979, nonagricultural export volume was
up 22 percent from 1 year earlier, while nonoil import volume
increased only 1 percent. Our balance of trade in these categories,
expressed on an annual rate basis, improved by $22 billion over
that period.

We expect these elements of the international outlook to contin-
ue to improve in 1979. Since trade volumes adjust relatively slowly
to changes in relative prices, last year’s depreciation of the dollar
will continue to expand exports and restrain imports in the months
ahead. The administration’s anti-inflation program will also
strengthen our international competitiveness.

Other policies and programs have been initiated to improve the
trade picture. In recognition of the importance of exports to the
U.S. economy, President Carter announced a national export policy
in September 1978. This policy includes: A $500 million increase in
loan authority of the Eximbank; a commitment from the Small
Business Administration to channel up to $100 million of its loan
guarantees to small exporters; the earmarking of $20 million of the
Commerce and State Departments’ budgets to assist small- and
medium-sized businesses in their marketing efforts abroad; and a
review of administration and regulatory actions which adversely
affect exports.

The recently concluded multilateral trade negotiations will also
pave the way for the continued expansion of trade. The new agree-
ments provide a substantial reduction in industrial tariffs, and also.
new codes that will significantly reduce nontariff barriers to trade.
Especially important is the new code on subsidies and countervail-
ing measures. This code will bring much-needed discipline to one of
the most contentious areas of Government intervention in trade.
Its intent is to facilitate trade through the reduction and elimina-
tion of export incentives and subsidies.

Because export industries will be the clear beneficiaries of the
MTN, new tax incentives for these same industries may be neither
appropriate nor necessary. Indeed, the proposed export tax incen-
tives would seem to violate the spirit, and perhaps the letter, of the
new code. For the United States, the lowering of our own import
barriers will help reduce inflationary pressures by increasing com-
petition; our exports will benefit from the reduction of tariff and
nontariff barriers in major export markets.

The overall size of the trade deficit continues to depend upon the
dollar value of our oil imports. The President’s new energy pro-
gram is designed to reduce oil import volume by 1 million barrels a
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day by 1985. The phased decontrol of oil prices will increase domes-
tic oil production, encourage conservation of energy supplies, and
promote the use of alternative energy sources. The energy securit;
trust fund, which will be financed by the windfall profits tax, w1ﬁ
finance a program of new energy initiatives and investments aimed
at developing critically needed alternatives to imported oil.

The possibility that OPEC will significantly increase crude oil
prices this year is the one really negative prospect for our trade
balance. In 1978, the U.S. deficit for oil alone was $37.9 billion. A
small percentage increase in this amount can offset much of the
expected gain in nonoil export growth. This is all the more reason
tl\%'l‘ tgoid any actions to jeopardize the potential benefits from the

For the year 1979, we expect nonagricultural export volume to
average about 12 percent higher than last year, while nonoil
import volume should rise only about 2.5 percent. Overall, we
expect a $27 or $28 billion trade deficit and $10 to $11 billion
current account deficit in 1979. This is a major improvement from
the trade and current account deficits of $34 billion and $16 billion,
respectively, in 1978.

Let me comment first on the bills on export promotion, then I
will turn to those relating to research and development, and con-
clude on the set of bills relating specifically to capital formation,
although, as you realize, all of these bills are interrelated.

S. 1003 contains several provisions intended to encourage U.S.
exports. A problem with some of these provisions is that they may
be inconsistent with the commitments the United States has under-
taken in the multilateral trade negotiations. The signatories to the
subsidies/countervailing measures code agree not to grant export
subsidies for products other than certain primary commodities.
Among the export subsidies specifically mentioned in the annex to
the code is the allowance of special tax deductions related directly
to exports or export performance.

Section 1 of S. 1003 would grant a special bad debt deduction for
export receivables. This is by far the most expensive section of the

‘bill in terms of revenue cost as shown in table 1. Sections 2 and 3

of the bill may also raise objections from our trading partners. In
view of the United States energetic support for multilateral action
on export subsidies, any legislation which seems contrary to either
the spirit or substance of the subsidies code may be unwise.

Section 2 of the bill would allow certain export market develo
ment expenses to be treated as research and experimental expendi-
tures under section 174. Many of the eligible expenditures, howev-
er, such as for foreign market studies and foreign marketing ex-
penses, are sales, rather than development, related. They are in-
curred after the R. & D. phase of a product has been completed
and as its marketing is undertaken. Consequently, it would not be
appropriate to treat them as R. & D. activities for tax purposes.
Foreign patent application costs are also included in S. 1003, al-
though these may already be covered by section 174. In general,
the costs of obtaining a patent, such as attorney’s fees expended in
making and perfecting a patent application, may fall within the
scope of section 174.



Section 3 of S. 1003 represents undesirable tax and economic
policy. It would provide a current deduction for unrealized foreign
currency losses on export receivables, even if they are covered by
forward market hedges. Unrealized currency gains, however, would
not be taxed. This very favorable treatment of unrealized gains and
losses could encourage U.S. parent firms to transfer exchange risks
back to the United States from their foreign affiliates.

Another issue for all these proposals is the cost effectiveness of
tax measures to stimulate exports. The Treasury Department has
concluded in its annual reports on domestic international sales
corporations that the tax incentives offered by DISC’s have made
only a modest contribution to the growth of U.S. exports since
1971. The provisions of S. 1003, and particularly the expensive bad
debt deduction, provide incentives of a type similar to DISC and
can be expected to have the same limited effectiveness. The main
reason for the relative inefficiency of these kinds of measures is
that the tax benefits are not directed to those products that are
most likely to respond to the incentives. The special bad debt
deduction, for example, could particularly benefit industries with a
high ratio of receivable to sales. But these may not be the industries
most likely to export incentives.

Turning to research and development, this administration is
firmly committed to increased Federal support for research and
development. Overall, R. & D. expenditures have grown very slowly
in recent years. After correcting for inflation, these expenditures in
1975 were only 2.6 percent above their level in 1965. This slow
growth was largely a result of reduced Federal sponsorship of
defense and aerospace related research. While private expenditures
for R. & D. grew at roughly the same pace as the economy in the
decade beginning in 1965, real Federal support for R. & D. declined
by 1.9 percent per year. By contrast, real Federal support increased
by 4.2 percent in 1977 and by 2.6 percent in 1978, while total
R. & D. spending increased 4.4 percent and 2.8 percent, respective-
ly, in these 2 years. The 2-year gain in total R. & D. spending was
almost three times as great as the increase during the previous 10
years.

Recognizing the importance of basic research to innovation, the
administration will continue a significant expansion in the Federal
support of basic R. & D. Fiscal 1979 outlays will be about 14
percent above 1978 levels. A notable feature of the 1980 budget is
the continued growth in the funding of basic research. Obligations
for the conduct of basic research are estimated to be $4.6 billion in
1980. This represents an increase of $379 million, 9 percent over
the 1979 dollar level, or about 2 percent in real terms.

The proposed Federal obligations for the support of all R. & D.
are expected to total $30.6 billion in 1980, an increase of $1.2
billion over 1979. This includes $3.6 billion for energy reseach and
technology development. Congressional passage of the windfall
profits tax and the consequent creation of the energy security trust
fund will allow this investment in energy R. & D. to be nearly
doubled. ,

Research and development already receives substantial support
through incentives in the Internal Revenue Code.

49-059 0 - 79 - 3
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An income tax system that did not favor research and develop-
ment relative to tangible investment would require that wages,
materials, and all depreciation allocable to research and develop-
ment would be charged to capital account and depreciated over the
earning lifetime of the R. & D. property. Whether or not this
treatment would be administratively practical, it is the appropriate
standard for income tax neutrality between investments in R.& D.
and investments in tangible capital.

Secton 174(a) of the Internal Revenue Code, however, permits
business taxpayers to deduct research or experimental expenses in
the year they are incurred. Labor and materials are expensed,
while buildings and equipment are depreciated as if they were
employed in current production.

As a practical matter, the present treatment of R. & D. is an
administrative convenience in addition to providing an economic
incentive. It avoids the complex regulations, uncertainties and rul-
ings that could be required to distinguish research and develop-
ment expenditures from current production expenses. It would be
difficult, for example, to determine how much of the salaries paid
to workers in “white coats” is for product development as com-
pared to, say, quality control or market analysis. )

A second type of existing tax incentive is the allowance of a tax
deduction for contributions by individuals and corporations to edu-
cational and scientific orgnizations. Individual deductions are limit~
ed to 50 percent of adjusted gross income and corporate deductions
to 5 percent of otherwise taxable income.

A third incentive provides that the income of scientific and edu-
cational organizations to which deductible contributions may be
made is exempt from Federal income tax, except for the income an
organization derives from unrelated business activities. This allows
such organizations to reinvest earnings that would be subject to tax
if they were engaged in manufacturing or trade.

Finally, individual inventors who sell rights to their patents are
permitted to treat such revenue as capital gains even though one
might consider the sale of patents to be part of the ordinary
business of an inventor, and it would be so treated without the
special exception provided in the law. Corporations that sell pat-
ents or license inventions do not automatically qualify for capital
gains treatment, but such transactions may also be considered a
sale of a capital asset and therefore eligible for capital gains
treatment.

Other countries also provide tax incentives to R. & D. Generally
speaking, the major trading 8artners of the United States tend to
be more generous than the United States in providing incentives.
While the United States allows some R. & D. expenditures to be
deducted in the year incurred, other countries, such as Canada,
extend this favorable expensing rule to capital outlays for buildings
and other assets. Canada, Japan, the United Kingdom and West
Germany provide various tax credits and cash grants to qualifying
R. & D. expenditures. France, Japan, and West Germany provide
special depreciation allowances for property devoted to R. & D.

It is not clear, however, that these incentives have had a signifi-
cant imFact on R. & D. spending. While R. & D. expenditures as a
share of GNP have increased more rapidly in Germany and Japan
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in some recent fyl'ears than in the United States, the United States
still ranks at the top in R. & D. as a share of GNP. Canada, in
particular, has been among the most ive countries in pro-
moting R. & D. Over the past two decades, Canada has provided a
spectrum of tax incentives and direct financial assistance. It ap-
pears that Canadian R. & D. expenditures have not responded
robustly to the incentives. The proportion of GNP devoted to R. &
D. has increased only slightly and continues to be less than half
that of the United States.

The premise of the incentives in S. 700, S. 1003, and S. 1065 is
that export performance is closely related to levels of R. & D.
spending. In this connection, I would note that while the United

tates does, in fact, have a trade surplus in “technology intensive”
manufactured products and a trade deficit in “nontechnology inten-
sive” manufactured products, one should be cautious in concluding
that trade surpluses are the result of high levels of R. & D.
spending.

For example, R. & D. may be performed in the United States
while the production embodying that R. & D. may occur elsewhere.
Also, because of the long lag between R. & D. and the introduction
of new products, the impact, if any, of R. & D. on trade is difficult
to estimate. More likely, a strong trade performance depends on a
sound economy overall, including a strong world economy, rather
than any one factor as specific as R. & D. ?ending.

The specific tax incentives being considered by this committee
would raise a number of difficult administrative and definitional
issues. Moreover, the increment to R. & D. effort that they might
produce would be small relative to the size of subsidy provided.
Most of the budget cost would be used to reward activities that
would have occurred without the incentive. These proposals would
also add substantive administrative complexity to the Internal Rev-
enue Code. Let me now discuss each of the bills in turn.

S. 700 calls for a 10-percent investment tax credit for R. & D.
expenditures. Eligible expenditures are defined in the bill by refer-
ence to section 174. However, this section, in fact, serves exactl
the opposite jmrpose. Its effect, as I pointed out earlier, is specifi-
cally to avoid the need to define costs allocable to “research and
development” in most cases. A taxpaﬁer is not obliged to identify
the expenses that are allocable to R. & D. since they may be
currently deducted whether properly allocable to R. & D. or to
activities generating current income. Under the proposed tax
credit, the aforementioned problems of identifying costs allocable
to research and development would be introduced.

S. 1065 would provide a 25-percent tax credit for eﬂual' ing cor-
porate grants to colleges and universities earmarked for basic re-
search. This would require the formulation of an administrable
definition of basic research. Even if this were possible, there is
probably no way to assure that the earmarking of such funds
would actually increase basic research expenditures. Since basic
research is a major ongoing function of colleges and universities,
existing nonearmarked funds could readily be shifted to other com-
peting educational programs.

We strongly support the idea of more mongf for college and
university research, but the direct expenditure alternative may be
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more efficient. Agencies familiar with research activities such as
the National Science Foundation or the Commerce Department,
would have more expertise in identifying basic research than
would the Internal Revenue Service. They might also be better able
to require increased effort as a condition for grants. A direct ex-
penditure program also offers the attraction of being subject to the
rigors of the normal budget appropriation process. It also is subject
to administration and congressional review and oversight.

Turning now to the tax measures to stimulate capital formation,
the administration has stressed repeatedly the importance of busi-
ness investment in advancing our economic objectives. An increase
in the rate of U.S. investment spending can be expected to improve
our international competitive ition. It could also increase do-
mestic groductivity and thus the growth rate of real incomes, as
well as help slow inflation.

However, if we seek to promote investment through a special tax
program, the offsetting revenue cost must be weighed in the bal-
ance. To realize the desired economic objectives, any such tax
program must be consistent with continued improvement in the
budget tposition. The goal of a balanced budget in fiscal 1981, which
is itself important for business confidence and encouragement of
private saving, is in direct competition with any substantial addi-
tional business tax reduction for 1981.

Even if you believe that budget balance must be postponed to
allow additional tax reduction, we must also weigh the competing
claims of individual taxpayers for income and payroll tax relief
against the benefits of business tax reduction. In this regard, we
should remember that the share of tax reduction in the 1978 act
devoted to capital formation was very large by historical standards.
Nearly half of the net tax cut produced by that act was devoted to
measures that increase the returns to capital investment. These
include the capital gains and minimum tax reductions, the corpo-
rate rate reductions, liberalization of the investment credit, the
portion of the individual rate reductions applying to property
income, and a number of small business tax provisions.

The economy is now early in the process of reacting to the large
reductions in business taxes provided in the 1978 act. Recent expe-
rience continues to confirm, as economic research has repeatedly
indicated, that tax incentives for investment act with a long time-
lag. This fact does not diminish their importance, but it does mean
that we should perhaps take a longer perspective in the planning
of additional investment incentives and expect to stay with the
choices for some time. It is, however, not premature to be studying
the alternatives now and to consider the long-term as well as short-
term budget consequences of each.

I believe that it is useful to distinguish two classes of tax policy
to encourage investment. The first involves general tax reduction
on the rewards from owning and employing capital. These would
include corporate and individual rate uctions, reduction or
elimination of the double tax on corporate dividends, and more
favorable treatment of household saving. This general approach
often has the advantage of neutrality—that is, it is less likely to
favor certain kinds of physical plant and equipment over others, or
to favor particular industries over others. The other general ap-



33

proach to investment incentives would tie tax reduction directly to
capital put in place. This type of policy is often perceived as havin,
a quicker effect than rate reductions or saving incentives, althoug]
it may not have“any larger eventual impact for an equivalent
amount of annual revenue cost.

Both bills, S. 231 and S. 935, which are before us for discussion
today are incentives of this second type. Either means of accelerat-
ing depreciation allowances ties the value of tax forgiveness or
deferral for any company to the amount of investment put in place
within a given year. Because these bills are the immediate subject
of our attention, I will concentrate my remarks on investment
incentives of this general type. This does not imply a preference for
this type as compared to rate reduction, corporate integration, or
saving relief. These more general approaches should also be includ-
ed in any full evaluation of tax options to promote investment.

As a practical matter, a decision to tie tax reduction directly to
annual investment expenditure probably means either increasing
the investment credit or speeding up depreciation allowances. I
have recently presented my views on the investment tax credit in
testimony before the Subcommittee on Oversight of the House
Ways and Means Committee. Let me just repeat some of the major
conclusions here.

First, the investment credit stimulates investment in qualified
property by reducing the cost of acquiring and using it. The credit
1s analagous to cash grants.

Second, the investment credit was just expanded significantly in
the Revenue Act of 1978. In particular, this expansion eliminates a
reduction in the credit rate, generally from 10 to 7 percent, that
had been scheduled for 1981 and allows a much larger proportion
of the credit earned by investment in any given year to be claimed
by the taxpayer in that same year. The result is to make the credit
more certain—a major factor in the effectiveness of any investment
incentive. On the other hand, in spite of some liberalization in the
1978 act, the credit is still mainly restricted to investment in
machinery and equipment. And because of a number of structural

roblems, its impact is strongest for those assets having a useful
ife of 7 years. Industrial structures and very short-lived machinery
and equipment are left unsubsidized by the investment credit.

Third, to increase the rate of the investment credit without
further structural reform would tend to magnify these defects and
to increase once again the proportion of the credit that must be
carried forward. Structural reform would be contentious and ex-
pensive. It is perhaps for these reasons that legislative interest
seems recently to have moved from expansion of the investment
credit toward liberalization of depreciation allowances as a direct
investment incentive.

Accelerated depreciation reduces the cost of employing capital
goods in essentially the same way as expanding the investment
credit. Each may be thought of as a bonus for installing additional
capacity or rep. acinlﬁ and modernizing existing capacity. The in-
vestment credit is like a series of cash grants for initial purchase
and replacement of equipment, while accelerated depreciation is
more analagous to a series of interest-free loans. course, the
amount of these interest-free loans may be set so as to have the.
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same equivalent cash value as any given increase in the invest-
ment credit. '

However, accelerating depreciation and increasing the invest-
ment credit have different implications for the Federal budget.
Since much of the revenue loss associated with accelerating depre-
ciation is postponed to later years, it appears to have a larger
“bang for the buck” at the time of enactment. Such appearances
may be dangerous to long-term budget planning. Five year revenue
cost projections for the specific proposals under discussion are
given in table 2. These costs rise very steeply over this period.

Before discussing the two depreciation proposals being considered
at tﬂis hearing, it may be helpful to review briefly the current law
in this area.

CURRENT LAW REGARDING DEPRECIATION

In computing taxable income, a taxpayer is permitted a deduc-
tion for the depreciation of assets used for business or investment
purposes. The imputed annual decline of asset value is regarded as
a cost of doing business, similar to expenditures for utilities, wages,
and maintenance. Depreciation can be computed in one of two
ways: First, by reference to the facts and circumstances surrounding
each item of depreciable property; and second, by using the asset
depreciation range and class life (ADR) system.

Under the facts and circumstances method, a taxpayer must
estimate the useful life and salvage value of each asset. Asset cost
less salvage value represents the total amount to be depreciated,
and useful life measures the period of depreciation. Annual deduc-
tions are then computed by a depreciation method that assumes a
ratable decline in value—straight-line depreciation—or a dispropor-
tionately large decline in the early years—accelerated depreciation
such as declining balance or sura of the years digits. Depreciation
of individual assets through facts and circumstances estimation is
usually speculative and time consuming. The determination is a
source of frequent controversies between the IRS and taxpayers.

The ADR system was adopted by Treasury and ratified by Con-
gress in 1971. Under ADR, there are over 100 guideline class lives
for assets, based either upon the activity in which the assets are
used—for example, mining or agriculture—or the type of asset
involved—for example, automobiles or office furniture. The classes
and lives are those established by Treasury under 1962 guidelines,
with some modifications resulting from Treasury’s examination of
data collected since 1971.

Each year a taxpayer may elect whether or not to use ADR for
the assets placed in service that year. If ADR is elected, the tax-
payer establishes for each asset class a separate account containing
onf’y the property acquired that year—a “vintage account”. As an
example, a typical manufacturer of electronic products would es-
tablish a vintage account for its office furniture acquired in 1978,
another account for its typewriters, an account for its automobiles,
an account for its light trucks, and another account for the remain-
der of its assets. New vintage accounts are established for acquisi-
tions in subsequent years.
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Assets grouped in the vintage accounts are depreciated under
special ADR rules, adopted in 1971 for the purpose of encouraging
investment in equipment. Treasury has generally established a
guideline life for each asset class that is shorter than the actual
useful lives of 70 percent of all assets in that class. A taxpayer may
then choose a depreciation allowance that lies within a range from
20 percent below to 20 percent above the prescribed class life,
without regard to that taxpayer’s particular facts and circum-
stances. For instance, the electronics manufacturer could use any
life from 3 to 5 fgears for its light trucks and any life from 8 to 12
years for its office furniture. The result can be substantial tax
savings as compared to determination by facts and circumstances.

PROPOSED DEPRECIATION CHANGES

S. 231 would allow the taxpayer electing the ADR depreciation
system to reduce the depreciation period by 30 percent below the
guideline life, instead of 20 percent as in present law. This bill also

rescribes a set of shorter lives that may be taken on a straight-
ine method by smaller businesses having $250,000 or less of assets
other than real estate.

S. 935 represents a much different approach to depreciation
allowances. This bill would allow taxpayers to write off all assets
now eligible for the investment credit over a 5-year period, and to
write off all pollution control devices over a 2-year period. I would
like briefly to compare the general approaches of these two bills
without treating the sﬁecifics in any detail.

S. 231 recognizes the current problems many small businesses
encounter in dealing with ADR. Only 0.36 percent of corporate
taxpayers with $500,000 or less in depreciable assets elected ADR
in 1974, the latest year for which data are available. By contrast,
ADR was elected in that year by over 90 percent of corporate
taxpayers with depreciable assets of $1 billion or more. Undoubted-
ly, some taxpayers illegitimately use the short lives permitted
under ADR without formally electing the system and complying
with the accounting and reporting requirement. But for many
small businesses, the perceived complexity of the ADR system has
discouraged its use and led to a loss of tax benefits available to
la%er taxpayers.

nder S. 231, small businesses could use simple straight line
depreciation and still obtain the tax savings otherwise available
under accelerated depreciation methods. The permissible depreci-
ation lives for small businesses would be shortened below the
shortest lives allowed under ADR so that the present value of
depreciation deductions would be identical under the two systems.
However, the special shortening of lives would not be counted
against the taxpayer in determining eligibility for the investment
tax credit. Unlike some other proposals for small business benefits,
this bill would not give small businesses greater tax benefits than
those available to other firms. Rather, equivalent benefits would be
rovided in a form that makes fewer demands on taxpayer record-
Kee ing. As a result, this proposal should avoid the tax-sheltering
problems associated with provisions that target special relief to
taxpayers who satisfy prescribed eligibility criteria.
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In my written statement, I also discuss the arbitrary cost-recov-
ery system proposed by others and recognize that this would be a
much more radical change in our depreciation approach as devel-
oged over the years. It would tend to favor those industries with
the longer lived assets and to provide little or no benefit to indus-
tries which typically have shorter replacement periods. It would
move away from trying to base the useful life for depreciation
purposes on the actual anticipated future replacement pattern for
each industry, and instead call for arbitrary lives to be set by
Congress. Since these lives would clearly be too rapid for many
industries, I believe that we would have to develop very careful
rules to make sure that the system did not lead to substantial tax
sheltering.

In choosing between these two depreciation methods—liberaliz-
ing the ADR system and establishing an arbitrary cost-recovery
system—we have to weigh the possible gains in simplification from
the arbitrary cost recovery system with the radical break with our
traditional method of depreciation and possible promotion of tax
sheltering.

I am sorry I have gone over my time. I must say you have a full
plate of bills to try to comment on in 15 minutes.

Senator Byrp. You have done a very fine job in commenting on
them, Mr. Sunley. Thank you very much.

Let me say that so far as the chairman of this subcommittee is
concerned, I have taken no position on any of these pieces of
legislation. I want to get the various viewpoints and the facts
before making the decision as to how my one vote will be cast.

Now, Mr. Sunley, in regard to capital investment, Senator Bent-
sen’s and Senator Chafee’s proposals are directed to increasing U.S.
capital investment through greater depreciation.

How do you see the linkage between greater depreciation and
U.S. exports?

Mr. SunLEY. The linkage is a long-term one. A key element in
improving our export performance is the increased competitive
position of the U.S. economy. Accelerated depreciation, increasing
the investment credit, or other business tax reductions can reduce
the tax burden on the income from capital and thus lead to in-
creased capital-intensity of the U.S. economy, more capital per
worker, improved productivity, and improve our competitive posi-
tion in the world economy.

But I think that we must recognize that tax reductions to stimu-
late capital formation not only operate on the supply side of the
economy by increasing capital formation but they also have an
impact on the demand for investment. The introduction of such
incentives must be carefully tied to a time when tax reduction is
appropriate in the overall economy—that is, taking into account
the level of unemployment, the level of inflation, and the position
of the budget deficit.

Senator Byrp. What is Treasury’s overall view in regard to de-
preciation?

Mr. Suniey. I think that this is one of the forms of business tax
reduction that ought to be given very serious attention and it may
very well be the appropriate approach, the next time that it is
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desirable to have a major business tax reduction. I cannot, at this
point, indicate for you just when that time is going to be.

Senator Byrp. The Chairman of the Federal Reserve Board—if I
recall his words accurately, and I think I do—Mr. Miller, who has
had wide experience in business besides his expertise in the posi-
tion he is now in, stated recently that the country gets more bang
for the buck from depreciation than any other tax proposal.

How does that statement impress you?

Mr. SunLey. That is a very complicated issue, Mr. Byrd. Let me
see if I can address it. I made some references to that in my
testimony. Let me elaborate on it.

I think when you properly measure the bucks, it is not clear that
depreciation has more bang for the buck than increasing the in-
vestment credit. What happens is that for any given form of accel-
erating depreciation—you choose the form—I can increase the in-
vestment credit and provide the same tax reduction for business in
present value terms.

Senator Byrp. Is it not correct that the investment tax credit
basically is used mostly by big business and, to a much lesser
extent, by small business, whereas depreciation is probably the
reverse? K

Mr. SunLEY. I do not think that is so, Mr. Byrd. Either the
investment credit or accelerated depreciation is a tax reduction
that depends upon placing machinery and equipment in service. It
is true that capital-intensive businesses benefit more than labor-
intensive businesses, and capital-intensive businesses tend to be the
larger businesses; but I do not see a distinction between small
business and big business when it comes to choosing between the
investment credit and accelerated depreciation.

If anything, the investment credit would be slightly more attrac-
tive to small business since the benefits of accelerated depreciation
depend on the marginal tax rate of the business. When you provide
a tax-free loan in the form of accelerating depreciation, this is
worth more if you are in the 46 percent corporate tax bracket than
the 20 percent corporate tax bracket.

Senator Byrp. At this point, I will ask one more question and
then yield to Senator Packwood.

In your statement you say that the President’s energy program
will reduce oil import volume by $1 million barrels a day by 1985.
I am not sure that that is a very encouraging statement to say,
ghat his program will reduce the imports by 5 percent 6 years

ence.

Mr. SuNLEY. When it comes to energy, most data are very grim. I
fear that there is a long time lag between the increased incentives
and increased production. The administration may have been con-
servative in presenting its estimates of the impact of the Presi-
dent’s program.

Senator Byrbp. It very seldom is.

Mr. SunLEY. That may also be true, Senator Byrd, but I think
these are reasonable estimates of the response to decontrol coupled
with the President’s proposed tax.

Senator Byrp. Thank you.

Senator Packwood?
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. Senator PAckwoob. First-come-first-served. Senator Bentsen was
ere.

Senator BYRp. Senator Bentsen?

Senator BENTSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Sunley, I participated in the MTN negotiations and in the
formulation of the MTN implementing legis ?ation. I do not think
that the MTN code prohibits modest tax changes.

We are talking about tax provisions already there for our com-
petitors. One of the provisions in S. 1003—the bad-debt reserve—
identical to French law.

What about the value-added tax in Europe, which is imposed on
imports but rebated on exports?

Doesn’t that put our country at a competitive disadvantage in
trading?

I fully understand that, as a result of the negotiations, they call
the value-added tax an indirect tax. I think that is an outrageous
definition.

VAT was agreed to back in about 1955, as I recall, but it cer-
tainly is as direct a tax as many U.S. taxes.

How would you respond to the fact that we have copied the
French law in S. 1003? We do not want more than what they give
their people.

Mr. SuNLEY. Let me respond to both the MTN agreement and
article IX and then that question specifically.

Article IX of the agreement states that signatories shall not
grant export subsidies on products other than certain primary
products. Then it says that the practices listed in the annex are
illustrative of the export subsidies, such as paragraph (e), the full
or partial exemption, remission or deferral, specifically related to
export of direct taxes or social welfare charges paid or payable by
industrial, commercial enterprises.

As I noted in my statement, section 1 of S. 1003 probably is not
in conformity with this agreement. Countries are prohibited both
from maintaining present subsidies or enacting new ones. The code
is intended to discourage new export subsidies. Although the spe-
cial problems created by existing subsidies are recognized, the code
ret;l:gts the expectation that all subsidies eventually will be elimi-
nated. .

Senator BENTSEN. I do not believe that a modest change such as
a tax-deductible reserve for foreign bad debts is going to be a
serious problem in that regard.

If we are going to turn inflation around and take care of our
trade deficit we need some major, substantive tax changes to en-
courage the modernization of the productive capacity in this coun-
try. That is what major changes in the depreciation schedule can
bring about.

I am strongly in support of the distinguished chairman of the
subcommittee here, who says he has not taken a position on any of
these yet, and I want you to know I am very strongly for this, and I
am going to be pushing it as hard as we can.

Mr. SUNLEY. We have worked with your staff, as you know, on
developing part of your proposal.

Senator BENTSEN. We are appreciative of your assistance.
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How about R. & D.? For the past 5 years, foreign citizens have
won over a third of the patents given in this country. In the 1950’s,
we show that 82 percent of the major inventions were developed in
the United States.

In the 1960’s it had declined to 55 percent. In a recent study by
Data Resources, a company spending heavily on R. & D. increased
the productivity of the employees 75 percent.

We have a witness coming up in a few minutes who can com-
ment to that point.

I feel very strongly that these things contribute in a major way
to the increase of productivity in this country.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SuNLEY. Mr. Chairman, may I comment one moment on the
German value-added tax?

Senator Bentsen has made a number of valuable points, but I
think that we ought to think seriously about the balance of trade
effects of the value-added tax. I know you are not recommending it;
you are comparing the German situation. There has been a wide
political discussion on the value-added tax this year.

The key question when you introduce the value-added tax is, do
you believe it will be inflationary? Japan has said the new value-
added tax will be inflationary; and England last week, in raising its
value-added tax—or proposing to raise it—indicated that it would
add 1 or 2 percentage points to their inflation rate.

If the whole value-added tax is passed forward in higher prices
and then you rebate that tax at the border, your export prices have
not improved vis-a-vis other countries. You may not have as great
a trade effect as some people suggest you will have from a value-
added tax, if the introduction of a VAT leads to domestic inflation.

I think it is a question that has to be looked at very carefully
before we decide that we have to have a value-added tax for trade
reasons.

Senator BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, that is an important subject.

Senator BYRD. It is not before the committee this morning.

Senator Packwood? .

Senator PAckwoob. Several of the witnesses who will speak sub-
sequently say that it is necessary for this country to move toward
consumption taxes and away from investment or capital taxes. Do
you agree with that?

Mr. SuNLEY. I believe that that is one of the possibilities that
ought to be carefully examined. We find that the key parameter in
determining whether that is the correct way to go is how respon-
sive savings will be to an improvement in its real rate of return.

There is considerable disf{mte within the economics profession on
that issue. I would be the first to admit, however, that the econom- .
ics profession is working toward the view, as compared to 10 years
ago, that a greater reliance on consumption-based taxes would be
appropriate; and that tax system has moved in that direction over
the past 10 years as we have continually reduced the role of the
corporate income tax in our tax system and increased the role of
payroll taxes in our overall revenue system.

t is still an important question whether an additional movement
in this direction, such as England announced last week, would have
an important effect on capital formation.
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Senator PAckwoob. I that most economists seem to be
moving in that direction. aking for the administration, do you
think that we should move further in that direction?

Mr. SuNLEY. As I said, I think this is one of the areas that ought
to be carefully reviewed. I do not, at this point, have a tax program
for the administration.

We have indicated, as you well know, that we do not believe that
a tax reduction is appropriate at this time, but at the time when a
tax reduction is appropriate, we ought to give careful consideration
to additional business tax reductions that would have the effect of
reducing income taxes and shifting the burden of taxation onto
consumption.

Senator PAckwoor. You could have a shift in consumption taxes
and no general tax reduction. What I am curious about is whether
the administration has a tendency or a desire to move in that
direction.

Mr. SuNLEY. We have a tendency to move in that direction, but
at this point, we do not have a program. I think that you can talk
about cutting some taxes and increasing others, but in reality we
tend to wait until inflation has had an impact on the tax system,
and then reduce some taxes more than others. I have some difficul-
ty proposing a significant increase in consumption taxes to permit,
at the same time, a reduction in other taxes. I do not see that as a
reality this year or next. It may be a reality in 1981 or later.

Senator PaAckwoob. The reality is there is no tax policy from the
administration but the status quo?

Mr. Suncrey. The administration’s tax program now is not to
ro tax reductions. We want to move toward a balanced
udget. We think that would have an important effect on business

confidence and savings and that that goal is still achievable.

The economic situation could change. The slowdown in the econ-
omy could become more severe than the administration is predict-
ing. Any further OPEC price increases could serve as a tax in-
crease and would have a very detrimental effect on the economy. If
the situation does change, you may want, at that point, to propose
a tax reduction.

Senator PAckwoob. Let me ask the question for the fourth time.
I am not talking about a tax reduction. Does the administration
have any policy of moving toward more consumption taxes so that
the taxes on capital and investment might be reduced proportion-
ately to the amount of income received from the consumption tax?

r. SUNLEY. The administration does not have a policy on that
at this time.

Senator PAckwoop. All right.

Senator Byrp. Senator Danforth?

Senator DANFORTH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Sunley, in the state of the Union message, the President
said: “I call on Congress to take other anti-inflation action to
reassert our Nation’s technological superiority * * * basic scientif-
ic research and development is an investment in the Nation’s
future,” and so on. _

Has the administration changed its policy since then?

Mr. SunLey. No; it has not, Senator Danforth. I believe the
President’s budget for the last several years, including this year,
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has included increased Federal support of research and develop-
ment.

S}fx‘l’ator DANFORTH. You mean direct Federal grants, is that
right?

Mr. SuNLEY. Yes.

Senator DANFORTH. Then the President went on to say, “We rel
on industry to do its full part in the demonstration of new technol-
ogies in energy and other fields. Rather than Government funding
of the research and development, companies need more favorable
investment climates, better economic growth.”

Has the administration changed its position on that?

Mr. SunLEY. No.

Senator DANFORTH. As I understand it, you are opposed to every-
thing. Is that right?

Mr. SuNLEY. I do not believe so, Senator Danforth.

Senator DANFORTH. What are you for?

Mr. SunLEY. We are o ——

Senator DANFORTH. What are you for?

Mr. SuNLEY. In the R. & D. tax incentive area?

Senator DANFORTH. Yes.

Mr. SunLEY. We are opposed to targeted tax incentives for R. &
D. at this time. We have not ruled out the depreciation changes
that I discussed at the end of my testimony.

I remind you that the administration has had a major inter-
agency review of technology and what can be done to encourage
research and development, chaired by the Commerce Department.
The business community, when they made their presentation to
this interagency task force, argued very strongly that additional
tax incentives for R. & D. would be a “mere tinkering at the
margin”’—that was their term. The business representatives sug-
gested if we only had $500 million for increased incentives, it
should be in the form of accelerating depreciation, not in the form
of tax incentives for research and development.

We have, as I think I indicated today, been looking very carefully
for alternative ways to stimulate general investment, although we
are not very enthusiastic about targeted tax breaks for research
and development.

Senator DANFORTH. Are you concerned about the trade deficit?

Mr. SuNLEY. Yes.

Senator DANFORTH. Is it not a fact that there is a relationship
between research and development intensive and research and de-
velc()lp‘r’nent-nonintensive businesses and how they fare in foreign
trade?

We have always counted on know-how, technological superiority,
and research and develoment, to provide the cutting edge for our
country in foreign trade, have we not?

Mr. SUNLEY. Yes.

Senator DaNrORTH. There is a statistical relationship between
research and development efforts, research and development-inten-
sive industries, and our ability to sell on a world market. Is that
not correct?

Mr. SuNLEY. I am not aware of any completely definitive statisti-
cal demonstration of that sort. Investigators have found a correla-
tion between the research intensity of an industry and its export
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performance, but there are even higher correlations between
export performance and other variables, such as the skill level of
workers in the indystry. It is therefore difficult to identify the most
important forces at work. Moreover, I believe that researchers have
not been able to establish a relationship between increases in R. &
D. in an industry and improvements in its export performance. It
is true that we have a surplus in the products of techmnology-
intensive industry and a deficit in the products of nontechnology
intensive industry.

The relationship for R. & D. which is performed in the United
States and proven increases in the trade balances is fairly tenuous
in the short run. It is quite possible that R. & D. performed in the
United States will be embodied in goods produced abroad, while R.
& D. that has occurred abroad, will be embodied in goods produced
in the United States.

Senator DANFORTH. Can we not at least agree on that? Can we
not at least agree that R. & D. is good? Can we not agree that R. &
D. benefits our balance of trade.

Mr. SunLEY. We can believe that R. & D. is good. Then we have
to ask the question——

Senator DaANFORTH. The President so stated in his state of the
Union message.

Mr. SunLEY. That is true. '

You still have the question: For the next billion dollars of busi-
ness tax reductions, should it be in the form of R. & D. or in more
general incentives for capital formation.

Senator DANFORTH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator BYrp. Senator Wallop?

Senator WaLLop. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to pursue the same line that Senator Bentsen and
Senator Danforth were on. Also, I would like to recommend as
standard reading the article in this month’s Fortune magazine on
the effects of proposition 13 in California which pretty clearly
demonstrates that that economic climate was stimulated far more
than anybody widely predicted, and therefore they had a better
year than all the rest of the country.

What worries me about what I hear you saying from the admin-
istration is that there is only an awareness that something is going
just a little bit wrong out there.

Do you agree with Senator Bentsen’s assessment of reinvestment
and the technology seen in America and the fact that we are losing
our patent lead in the world to foreign nationals?

Mr. Suniey. The United States remains still the leader in the
world—in terms of total expenditures on R. & D. compared to
GNP—and the declines that have occurred in the United States in
that area is not private R. & D., but Government-sponsored R. & D.

If you look at the privately funded R. & D. as a percent of GNP
it has remained stable over the past 5 or 10 years. The decline in
our total R. & D. to GNP has n in the area of Government-
sponsored R. & D. In the last several years, President Carter has
pr$osed significant increases in Government-sponsored R. & D.

e remain ahead of nearly all the other countries in the world
in privately funded R. & D. It does not mean that we cannot do
more; more R. & D. would be good. The question we continually
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have to ask ourselves is where do you want to spend the next
gigion dollars, and the 10-percent tax credit in S. 700 is close to $2
ion.

Senator WaLLoP. Spend the next billion dollars?

I have a bit of trouble with the way Treasury comes at this. You
do not spend it until you have got it.

It is not in your pocket until it has been assessed. So when you
talk about having a tax break or something, you are not spending
that money. You do not have it yet.

All the product and all the goods and services of America do not
belong to the Treasury Department. It belongs to America and you
tax what you need to get out. Let’s not call it spending. Let's say
we are in the sector. We could use money that belongs to the
people first.

Mr. SuNLEY. I believe we have a fundamental disagreement
there, Mr. Wallop.

Senator WaLLop. You do believe that all the goods and services
belong to the Treasury Department?

Mr. SunLEy. No, I do not. No, of course not. But I think that we
have to recognize that certain tax subsidies are very close to direct
expenditure programs; allocating Government moneys in the form
of tax subsidies, narrowly targeted tax subsidies, is no different
than running a program by HEW or the Interior Department.

The Treasury Department does run the largest housing program
in this Government through the various tax subsidies for housing
that encourage investment in owner-occupied housing as distinct
from investment in machinery and equipment.

I think it is useful in examining various proposals for narrowly
targeted tax reductions, proposals to encourage people to do this or
do that, to recognize that they are very similar to direct expendi-
ture programs.

If the word ‘‘spend” offends you, then I withdraw it But I must
say that when we are talking about allocating the next billion
dollars of business tax reductions, we still have to ask the question:
Would it be better to do it in the form of R. & D. incentives or in
the form of general capital subsidies, such as increasing the invest-
ment credit or accelerating depreciation.

I would urge that this committee ask the business spokesmen
today and other business spokesmen, the Business Round Table
and other groups, whether narrowly targeted incentives for R. & D.
or more general incentives, such as the investment credit and
accelerated depreciation, would have a greater payoff in improving
our capital formation and improving our balance of trade.

Senator WaLLop. The position of the administration is that it
does not know?

Mr. SuniLEy. I said very clearly in my testimony that we are
opposed to these specific R. & D. tax incentives. We do not believe
this is an appropriate time for a tax reduction. When that appro-
priate time comes, the depreciation proposals that you have before
your committee deserve very careful consideration; we have been
studying these alternatives for- the last 15 months. But you also
ought to look at proposals to increase the investment tax credit, to
integrate the individual and corporate income taxes and perhaps
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cut the corporate income tax more than it was reduced last year.
There is not a simple answer at this time.

We have two issues: First, when is a tax reduction appropriate—
that is essentially a question of the state of the economy—then,
what is the more appropriate reduction?

I have by no means made any statement today which would
suggest that accelerated depreciation would be inappropriate when
the right time comes.

Senator Byrp. Just one final question, Mr. Sunley. Specifically,
what do you think should be done to encourage American exports?

Mr. SunLEy. I think a key element in encouraging American
exports is Eﬁtting inflation under control. A key element of that, as
you well know, Mr. Chairman, is improving the overall budget
situation of the Government. I do not think at this time that a tax
incentive—that that would rank 7th, 8th, 9th or 10th of things that
might be done. '

I think the improvement of the macroeconomy, getting inflation
under control, is the key element and not additional tax incentives
targeted at exports.

Senator Byrp. Thank you, Mr. Sunley.

Senator Bentsen?

Senator BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Sunley, you have covered
your subject well, and I appreciate that. I understand the question
of timing is what troubles you on these tax cuts, trying to decide
when—I have a hunch we may have to do that earlier than some
think. But I read the article in the New York Times this morning
that says the Treasury is working on a new study for social secu-
rity funding and det[.)reciation lowances for business; that the
Treasury is arguing for more rapid depreciation to spur plant and
equipment spending and build up the supply side of the economy to
help check inflation.

I think that is a grand statement. Thank you very much.

Senator Byrp. Thank you, Mr. Sunley.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Sunley follows:]

STATEMENT OF EMIL M. SUNLEY, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY
ForR TAx Poricy

Mr. Chairman and Members of this distinguished Committee:

IMPROVED INTERNATIONAL OUTLOOK

The various tax incentives for exports that this Committee is considering toda
should be evaluated in light of the immed competitive position of the U.S.
economy in world markets. While the Administration remains concerned over the
size of the trade and current account deficits, both have been reduced significantly
in the past year. As growth abroad has accelerated and foreign currency values
have increased, our nonagricultural exports and nonoil imports have responded
dramatically. In the first quarter of 1979, for example, nonagricultural export
volume was up 22 percent from 1 year earlier, while nonoil import volume increased
only 1 percent. Our balance of trade in these categories (expressed on an annual
rate basis) improved by $22 billion over that period. .

We expect these elements of the international outlook to continue to improve in
1979. Since trade volumes adjust relatively slowly to changes in relative prices, last
year's depreciation of the dollar will continue to promote expansion of exports and
restrain imports in the months ahead. The Administration’s anti-inflation program
will also strengthen our international competitiveness. .

Other policies and programs have been initiated to improve the trade picture. In
recognition of the importance of exports to the U.S. economy, President Carter
announced a National Export Policy in September 1978. This policy includes: a $500
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million increase in loan authority of the Eximbank; a commitment from the Small
Business Administration to channel up to $100 million of its loan guarantees to
small exporters; the earmarking of $20 million of the Commerce and State Depart-
ment's budgets to assist small- and medium-sized businesses in their marketing
efforts abroad; and a review of administration and regulatory actions which adverse-
ly affect exports.

The recently concluded Multilateral Trade Negotiations (MTN) will also pave the
we? for the continued expansion of trade. The new agreements provide a substantial
reduction in industrial tariffs, and also new codes that will significantly reduce
nontariff barriers to trade. Especially important is the new code on subsidies and
countervailing measures. This code will bring much needed discipline to one of the
most contentious areas of Government intervention in trade. Its intent is to facili-
tate trade through the reduction and elimination of export incentives and subsidies.

Because export industries will be the clear beneficiaries of the MTN, new tax
incentives for these same industries may be neither appropriate nor necessary.
Indeed the proposed export tax incentives would seem to violate the spirit, and
perhaps the letter, of the new code. For the United States, the lowering of our own
import barriers will helg reduce inflationary pressures by increasing competition;
our exports will benefit from the reduction of tariff and nontariff barriers in major
export markets.

e overall size of the trade deficit continues to depend upon the dollar value of
our oil imports. The President’'s new energy pn’ﬁram is designed to reduce oil
import volume by 1 million barrels a day by 1985. The phased decontrol of oil prices
will increase domestic oil production, encourage conservation of ene supplies,
and promote the use of alternative energy sources. The Energy Security Trust Fund,
which will be financed by the windfall profits tax, will finance a program of new
energy initiatives alternatives to imported oil.

The possibility that OPEC will significantly increase crude oil prices this year is
the one really negative prospect for our trade balance. In 1978, the U.S. deficit for
oil alone was $37.9 billion. A small percentage increase in this amount can offset
much of the expected gain in nonoil export growth. This is all the more reason to
avoid any action’s to jeopardize the potential benefits from the MTN.

For the year 1979, we expect nonagricultural export volume to average about 12

rcent higher than last year, while nonoil import volume should rise only about

% percent. Overall, we expect a $27 or $28 billion trade deficit and $10 to $11
billion current account deficit in 1979. This is a major improvement from the trade
and current account deficits of $34 billion and $16 billion, respectively, in 1978.

SPECIFIC PROPOSALS FOR EXPORT PROMOTION

S. 1003 contains several provisions intended to encourage U.S. exports. A problem
with some of these provisions is that they may be inconsistent with the commit-
ments the U.S. has undertaken in the Multilateral Trade Negotiations. The signa-
tories to the Subsidies/Countervailing Measures Code agree not to grant export
subsidies for products other than certain primari commodities. Among the export
subsidies specifically mentioned in the Annex to the Code is the allowance of special
tax deduction for export receivables. This is also by far the most expensive section
of the bill in terms of revenue cost as shown in Table 1. Sections 2 and 3 of the bill

TABLE 1.—REVENUE COST OF BILL S. 1003

[la_ ihons of doftars)

1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1385

Special deduction for bad debts......... 1106 116.6 1283 3.1 38.6 425

Expensing of certain R & D costs ..... 5 5.0 5.0 50 5.0 50
Deduction of unrealized currency

losses in export receivables........... 10 10 L1 1.2 1.3 1.4

(0171 O 121 122.6 134.4 413 49 489

' This estimate assumes that fims choose to add 2 percent of export recervables to a bad debt reserve If they alternatively choose lo deduct S
percent of foresgr source income, the main wmpact woukd be on the time phasing of revenue kosses because of the 5 percent limit on the bad debt
Teserve.

QOtfice of the Secretary of the Treasury, Office of Tax Analysis—June 13, 1979

43-059 0 - 79 - 4
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may also raise objection from our trading partners. In view of the United States’
energetic support for multilateral action on export subsidies, any legislation which
seems contrary to either the spirit and substance of the Subsidies Code may be
unwise.

Section 2 of the bill would allow certain export market development expenses to
be treated as research and experimental expenditures under section 174. Many of
the eligible expenditures, however, such as for foreign market studies and foreign
marketing expenses, are sales, rather than development, related. They are incurred
after the R&D phase of a product has been completed and as its marketing is
undertaken. Consequently, it would not be appropriate to treat them as R&D
activities for tax purposes. Foreign patent application costs are also included in S.
1003 although these maﬁ already be covered by section 174. In general, the costs of
obtaining a patent, such as attorney’s fees expended in making and perfecting a
patent application, may fall within the scope of section 174.

Section 3 of S. 1003 represents undesirable tax and economic policy. It would
provide a current deduction for unrealized foreign currency losses on export receiv-
ables even if they are covered by forward market hedges. Unrealized currency
gains, however, would not be taxed. This very favorable treatment of unrealized
gains and losses could encourage U.S. parent firms to transfer exchange risks back
to the U.S. from their foreign affiliates.

Another issue for all these proj is the coet effectiveness of tax measures to
stimulate exports. The Treasury Department has reported in its annual reports on
Domestic International Sales Corporations that the tax incentives offered by DISCs
have made onlg a modest contribution to the growth of U.S. exports since 1971. The
provisions of S. 1003, and particularly the expensive bad debt deduction provide
incentives of a type similar to DISC and they can be ex to have the same
limited effectiveness. The main reason for the relative inefficiency of these kinds of
measures is that the tax benefits are not directed to those products that are most
likely to respond to the incentives. For example, the special bad debt deduction
could particularly benefit industries with a high ratio of receivables to sales. This is
not a criterion for judging the response to export incentives.

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

This Administration if firmly committed to increasing Federal support for re-
search and development. Overall, R&D expenditures have grown very slowly in
recent years. After correcting for inflation, these expenditures in 1975 were only 2.6
percent above their level in 1965. This slow growth was largely a result of reduced
Federal sponsorship of defense and aerospace related research. While private ex-

nditures for R&D grew at roughly the same Bace as the economy in the decade

inning in 1965, real Federal support for R&D declined by 1.9 percent per year.
By contrast, real Federal supggt was increased by 4.2 percent in 1977 and by 2.6
percent in 1978, while total D spending increased 4.4 Dpercent and 2.8 percent
respectively in these 2 years. The 2-year gain in total R&D spending was almost 3
times as great as the increase during the previous 10 years.

Recognizing the importance of basic research to innovation, the Administration
will continue a significant expansion in the Federal support of basic R&D. Fiscal
1979 outlays will be about 14 percent above 1978 levels. A notable feature of the
1980 budget is the continued growth in the funding of basic research. Obligations for
the conduct of basic research are estimated to be $4.6 billion in 1980. This repre-
sents an increase of $379 million, 9 percent over the 1979 dollar level, or about 2
percent in real terms.

The proposed Federal obligations for the support of all R&D are expected to total
$30.6 billion in 1980, an increase of $1.2 billion over 1979. This includes $3.6 billion
for energy research and technology development. Congressional passage of the wind-
fall profits tax and the consequent creation of the Eneregg Security Trust Fund will
allow this investment in energy R&D to be nearly doubled.

Research and development already receives substantial support through incen-
tives in the Internal Revenue Code.

An income tax system that did not favor research and development relative to
tangible investment would require that all expenses associated with an R&D project
be capitalized. In the case of research and development expenses, this would require
that wages, materials, and all depreciation allocable to research and development
would be charged to capital account and depreciated over the earning lifetime of the
R&D “property”’. Whether or not this treatment would be administratively practi-
cal, this treatment is the appropriate standard for income tax neutrality between
investments in R&D and investments in tangible capital.
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Section 174(a) of the Internal Revenue Code, however, permits business taxpayers

to deduct research or experimental expenses in the year they are incurred. Labor
and materials are expensed, while buildings and equipment are depreciated as if
they were employed in current production.
. As a practical matter, the present treatment of R&D is an administrative conven-
ience in addition to providing economic incentive. It avoids the complex regulations,
uncertainties and rulings that would be required to distinguish research and devel-
opment expenditures from current production expenses. It would be difficult to
determine how much of the salaries paid to workers in “white coats” goes to
product development as compared to, say, quality control or market analysis.

A second type of existing tax incentive is the allowance of a tax deduction for
contributions by individuals and corporations to educational and scientific organiza-
tions. Individual deductions are limited to 50 percent of adjusted gross income,
corporate deductions to 5 percent of otherwise taxable income.

ird, the income of scientific and educational organizations to which deductible
contributions may be made is exempt from Federal income tax, except for the
income an organization derives from ‘“unrelated” business activities. This allows
such organizations to reinvest earnings that would be subject to tax if they were
engag in manufacturing or trade.

inally, individual inventors who sell rigl):ts to their patents are permitted to
treat such revenue as capital gains even though one might consider the sale of
patents is part of the ordinary business of an inventor, and it would be so treated
without the special exception provided in the law. Corporations that sell patents or
license inventions do not automatically qualify for capital gains treatment, but such
transactions may also be considered a sale of a capital asset and therefore eligible
for capital gains treatment.

Other countries also provide tax incentives to R&D and, generally speaking, the
major trading partners of the United States tend to be more generous than the
United States. ile the United States allows some R&D expenditures to be deduct-
ed in the year incurred, other countries, such as Canada, extend this favorable
expensing rule to capital outlays for buildings and other assets. Canada, Japan, the
United Kingdom and West Germany provide various tax credits and cash grants to

ualifying D expenditures. France, Japan, and West Germany provide special
epreciation allowances for property devoted to R&D.

t is not clear, however, that these incentives have had a significant impact on
R&D spending. While R&D expenditures as a share of GNP have increased more
rapidly in Germanir and Japan in some recent years than in the United States, the
Uni States still ranks at the top in R&D as a share of GNP.: Canada, in
particular, has been among the most ive countries in promoting R&D. Over
the past 2 decades, Canada has provided a specturm of tax incentives and direct
financial assistance. It appears that Canadian R&D expenditures have n«t respond-
ed robustly to the incentives. The proportion of GNP devoted to R&D hes increased
on%.slightly and contines to be less than half that of the United States.

e premise of the incentives in S. 700, S. 1003, and S. 1065 is that_export
performance is closely related to levels of R&D spending. In this connection, I would
note that while the United States does, in fact, have a trade surplus in “‘technol
intensive”’ manufactured products and a trade deficit in “nontechnology intensive”’
manufactured products, one should be cautious, in concluding that trade surpluses
are the result of high levels of R&D spending. For example, R&D ma{sebe performed
in the U.S. while the production embodying that R&D may occur elsewhere. Also,
because of the long lag between R&D and the intorduction of new products, the
impact, if eny, of R&D on trade is difficult to estimate. More likely, a strong trade
performance depends on a sound economy overall, including a strong world econo-
my, rather than any one factor as specific as R&D spending.

PROPOSALS FOR RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT INCENTIVES

The specific tax incentives being considered by this Committee would raise a
number of difficult administrative and definitional issues. Moreover, the increment
to R&D effort that they might produce would be small relative to the size of subsidy
provided. Most of the budget coet would be used to regard activities that would have
occurred without the incentive. These proposals would also add substantive adminis-
trative complexity. Let me now discuss each of the bills, in turn. .

S. 700 calls for a 10 percent investment tax credit for R&D expenditures. Eligible
expenditures are defined in the bill by reference to section 174. However, this
section, in fact, serves exactly the opposite purpose. Its effect, as I pointed out

' However, when R&D expenditures on defense and space are subtracted from these tota!l R&D
figures, the U.S. ranks behind Germany and Japan in civil R&D expenditures.
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earlier, is specifically to avoid the need to define costs allocable to “‘research and
development” in most cases. A taxpayer is not obliged to identify the expenses that
are allocable to R&D since they may be currently dedu whether properly
allocable to R&D or to activities generating current income. Under the pro; tax
credit, the aforementionex(.logroblems of identifying costs allocable to research and
deé/eli)&%ent wlguld be dini: 2goed edit £
X would provide a 25 percent tax credit for quahf;{};g‘ ing corporate grants to

colleges and universities earmarked for basic research. This would uire the
formulation of an administrable definition of basic research. Even if this were
possible, there is probably no way to assure that the earmarking of such funds
would actually increase basic research expenditures. Since basic research is a major
ongoing function of colleges and universities, existing nonearmarked funds could
readily be shifted to other competing educational lprog‘rams

We strongly support the idea of more money for college and university research
but the direct expenditure alternative may be more efficient. Agencies familiar with
research activities, such as the National Science Foundation or the Commerce
Department, would have more expertise in identif{:ng basic research than would
the Internal Revenue Service. They might also be better able to require increased
effort as a condition for grants. A direct expenditure program also offers the
attraction of being subject to the rigors of the normal budget a%propriation process.
It is also subject to Administration and Congressional review and oversight.

TAX MEASURES TO STIMULATE CAPITAL FORMATION

The Administration has stressed repeatedly the importance of business invest-
ment in advancing our economic objectives. An increase in the rate of U.S. invest-
ment spending can be expected to improve our international competitive position. It
could also increase domestic productivity and thus the growth rate of real incomes,
and it could help slow inflation.

However, if we seek to promote investment through a special tax program, the
offsetting revenue cost must be weighed in the balance. To realize the desired
economic objectives, any such tax program must be consistent with continued im-
provement in the budget position. The goal of a balanced budget in fiscal 1981,
which is itself important for business confidence and encouragement of private
savix}g, ifggi direct competition with any substantial additional business tax reduc-
tion for .

Even if you believe that budget balance must be postponed to allow additional tax
reduction, we must also weigh the comﬁtin? claims of individual taxpayers for
income and payroll tax relief against the benefits of business tax reductions. In this
regard, we should remember that the share of tax reduction in the 1978 Act devoted
to capital formation was very large by historical standards. Nearly half of the net
tax cut produced by that Act was devoted to measures that increase the returns to
capital investment. These include the capital gains and minimum tax reductions,
the corporate rate reductions, liberalization of the investment credit, the portion of
the individual rate reductions applying to property income, and a number of small
business tax provisions.

The economy is now early in the process of reacting to the large reductions in
business taxes provided in the 1978 Act. Recent experience continues to confirm, as
economic research has repeatedly indicated, that tax incentives for investment act
with a long time lag. This fact does not diminish their importance, but it does mean
that we should perhaps take a longer perspective in the planning of additional
investment incentives and expect to stay with the choices for some time. It is,
however, not premature to be studying the alternatives now and to consider the
long term as well as short-term budget consequences of each.

ALTERNATIVE WAYS TO STIMULATE CAPITAL FORMATION

I believe that it is useful to distinguish two classes of tax po!ﬁ to encourage
investment. The first involves general tax reduction on the rewards from owning
and employing capital. These would include corporate and individual rate reduc-
tions, reduction or elimination of the double tax on corporate dividends, and more
favorable treatment of household saving. This general approach often has the ad-
vantage of neutrality—that is, it is less likely to favor certain kinds of physical
plant and equipment over others, or to favor particular industries over others. The
other general afproach to investment incentives would tie tax reduction directly to
capital put in place. This type of policy is often perceived as having a quicker etfect
than rate reductions or saving incentives, although it may not have any larger
eventual impact for an equivalent amount of annual revenue cost.
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Both bills, S. 231 and S. 395, which are before us for discussion today are
incentives of this second type. Either means of accelerating depreciation allowances
ties the value of tax forgiveness or deferral for any company to the amount of
investment put in place within a given year. Because these bills are the immediate
subject of our attention here, I will concentrate my remarks on investment incen-
tives of this general type. This does not imply a preference for this type as com-
pared to rate reduction, corporate integration, or saving relief. These more general
approaches should also be included in any full evaluation of tax options to promote
investment.

As a practical matter, a decision to tie tax reduction directly to annual invest-
ment expenditure probably means either increasing the investment credit or speed-
ing up depreciation allowances. I have recently presented by views on the invest-
ment tax credit in testimony before the Subcommittee on Oversight of the House
Ways and Means Commiittee. Let me just repeat some of the major conclusions here.
First, the investment credit stimulates investment in qualifed proierty by reducing
the cost of acquiring and using it. The credit is analogous to cash grants. Second,
the investment credit was just expanded significantly in the Revenue Act of 1978. In
particular, this expansion eliminates a reduction in the credit rate, generally from
10 to 7 percent, that had been scheduled for 1981 and allows a much larger
proportion of the credit earned by investment in any given year to be claimed by
the taxpayer in that same year. The result is to make the credit more certain—a
major factor in effectiveness of any investment incentive. On the other hand, in
spite of some liberalization in the 1978 Act, the credit is still mainly restricted to
investment in machinery and equipment. And, because of a number of structural
problems, its impact is strongest for those assets having a useful life of 7 years.
Industrial structures and very short-lived machinery and equipment are left unsub-
sidized by the investment credit. Third, to increase the rate of the investment credit
without further structural reform would tend to magnify these defects and to
increase once again the proportion of the credit that must be carried forward.
Structural reform would be contentious and expensive. It is perhaps for these
reasons that legislative interest seems recently to have moved from expansion of the
investment credit toward liberalization of depreciation allowances as a direct invest-
ment incentive.

Accelcrated depreciation reduces the cost of employing capital goods in essentially
the sanie way as expanding the investment credit. Each may be thought of as a
bonus for installing additional capacity or replacing and modernizing existing capac-
ity. The investment credit is like a series of cash grants for initial purchase and
replacement of equipment, while accelerated depreciation is more analogous to a
series of interest-{ree loans. Of course, the amount of these interest-free loans may
be set so as to have the same equivalent cash value as any given increase in the
investment credit.

However, accelerating depreciation and increasing the investment credit have
different implications for the Federal budget. Much of the revenue loss associated
with accelerating depreciation is postponed to later years, it appears to have a
larger “bang for the buck” at the time of enactment. Such appearances may be
dangerous to long-term budget planning. Five year revene cost projections for the
specific proposals under discussions are given in Table 2. These costs rise very
steeply over this period.

Before discussing the two depreciation proposals being considered at this hearing,
it may be helpful to review briefly the current law in this area.

Current law regarding depreciation.—In computing taxable income, a taxpayer is
permitted a deduction for the depreciation of assets used for business or investment
purposes. The imputed annual decline of asset value is regarded as a cost of doing
business, similar to expenditures for utilities, wages, and maintenance. Depreciation
can now be computed in one of two ways: (i} by reference to the ‘facts and
circumstances” surrounding each item of depreciable property, or (ii) by using the
asset depreciation range and class life (ADR) system.
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TABLE 2—REVENUE COST OF SENATE BILLS S. 231, S. 935, S. 700, S. 1003, AND S. 1065 TO BE
EXAMINED BY THE FINANCE SUBCOMMITTEE ON TAXATION AND DEBT MANAGEMENT AS PART OF
HEARINGS ON TAX INCENTIVES FOR EXPORTS

{in mithons of dokars)
Calendar years
1980 1981 1982 1983 1984
S. 231:
Expand ADR from 20 percent to 30
percent and simplify small business
0epreciation 1.........coovvrveerererecnnrsennes 1,248 1,802 2,332 2,897 3,385

S. 935:
S-year depreciation for equipment, with
2 years for pollution control facilities. 2,682 6,531 8,383 9,684 10,721
S. 700:
10 percent investment tax credit for
research and development expendi-
tures 1,872 2221 2,516 2,767 2,99¢
S. 1003:
Amend bad debt and research and de-
velopment provisions and provide for
annual realization of foreign currency

losses. 121 123 134 4] 49
S. 1065:
Credit for contributions by corporations
to basic 1esearch............o.cvvveermsvennn. 40 25 25 30 35

* In addition, calendar year 1979 Habilities are reduced by $475 million.
Office of the Secetary of the Treasury, Office of Tax Anatysis— June 15, 1979.

Under the facts and circumstances method, a taxpayer must estimate the useful
life and salvage value of each asset. Asset cost less salvage value represents the
total amount to be depreciated, and useful life measures the period of depreciation.
Annual deductions are then computed by a depeciation method that assumes a
ratable decline in value (strai%ht—line depreciation) or a dispro{aortionately large
decline in the early years (accelerated depreciation such as “declining balance” or
“sum-of-the-years digits”). Depreciation of individual assets through facts and cir-
cumstances estimation is usually speculative and time consuming. The determina-
tion is a source of frequent controversies between IRS agents and taxpayers.

The ADR system was adoyted by Treasury and ratified by Congress in 1971.
Under ADR, there are over 100 guideline class lives for assets, based either upon
the activity in which the assets are used (e.g, mining or agriculture) or the type of
asset involved (e.g., automobiles or office furniture). The classes and lives are those
established by Treasury under 1962 guidelines, with some modifications resulting
from Treasury's examination of data collected since 1971.

Each year a taxpayer may elect whether or not to use ADR for the assets placed
in service that year. If ADR is elected, the taxpayer establishes for each asset a
separate account containing only the property acquired that year (a “vintage ac-
count”). As an example, a typical manufacturer of electronic products would estab-
lish a vintage account for its office furniture acquired in 1978, another account for
its twwriters, an account for its automobiles, an account for its light trucks, and
another account for the remainder of its assets. New vintage accounts are estab-
lished for acquisitions in subsequent years.

ts grou in the vintage accounts are depreciated under special ADR rules,
adopted in 1971 for the purpose of enooura(ging investment in equipment. Treasury
has generally established a guideline life for each asset class that is shorter than
the actual useful lives of 70 percent of all assets in that class. A taxpayer may then
choose a depreciation allowance that lies within a e from 20 percent below to 20
rcent above the prescribed class life, wihout to that taxpayer's icular
acts and circumstances. For instance, the electronics manufacturer could use any
life form 3 to 5 years for its light trucks and any life from 8 to 12 years for its office
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furniture. The result can be substantial tax savings as compared to determination
by facts and circumstances. ADR permits many businesses to recover their equip-
ment costs over a time period about one-half as long as would be warranted under
facts and circumstances.

Proposed depreciatigr changes.—S. 231 would allow the taxpager electing the ADR
depreciation system to reduce the depreciation period by 30 percent below the
guideline life, instead of 20 percent as in present law. This bill also prescribes a set
of shorter lives that may be taken on a straight line method by smaller businesses
having $250,000 or less of assets other than real estate. S. 493 represents a much
different approach to depreciation allowances. This bill would allow taxpayers to
write off all assets now eligible for the investment credit over a 5-year period, and
to write off all pollution control devices over a 2-year period. I would lice briefly to
gomparg ‘Qﬁ general approaches of these 2 approaches without treating the vpecifics
in any detail.

S. 231 r izes the current problems many small businesses encounter in deal-
ing with ADR. Onl{ 0.36 percent of corporate taxpayers with $500,000 or less in
depreciable assets elected ADR in 1974 (the latest year for which data are available).
By contrast, ADR was elected in that year by over 90 percent of corporate taxfayers
with depreciable assets of $1 billion or more. Undoubtedly, some taxpayers illegiti-
mately use the short lives permitted under ADR without formally electing the
system and complying with the accounting and reporting requirement. But for
many small businesses, the perceived complexity of the R system has discour-

ed its use and led to a loss of tax benefits available to larger taxpayers.

Under S. 231, small businesses could use simdple straightline depreciation and still
obtain the tax savings otherwise available under accelerated depreciation methods.
The permissible depreciation lives for small businesses would shortened below
the shortest lives allowed under ADR, so that the present value of depreciation
deductions would be identical under the two systems. However, the special shorten-
ing of lives would not be counted against the taxpayer in determining eligibility for
the investment tax credit.

Unlike some other proposals for “small business” benefits, this bill would not give
small businesses greater tax benefits than those available to other firms. Rather,
equivalent benefits would be provided in a form that makes fewer demands on
taxpayer recordkeeping. As a result, this proposal should avoid the tax sheltering
problems associated with provisions that target special relief to taxpayers who
satisfy afn’eecribed eligibility criteria.

An alternative for small businesses is to make ADR election attractive by drasti-
cally sinvm‘rlifying the reporting requirements and, perbaps, consolidating certain
classes. With more universal coverage of the ADR system, an expansion of the ADR
range would have the advantages of continuing an existing, and now familiar,
system and providing relatively even-handed relief among companies that have
cagital of varying durabilities.

. 935 also offers several tax simplification advantages. Replacing the present
system of depreciation allowances with a system having a single cost recovery
period, or a small number of such periods, offers administrative simplicity as well as
substantial tax reduction for most businesses. There would be no distinction be-
tween electors and nonelectors, no need to review and monitor guideline periods,
and very simple accounting rules. For these reasons, these proposals deserve very
careful study.

However, there are potentially serious drawbacks connected with the system
prescribed in S. 935. Any proposal that reduces the number of asset classes from
over 100 (under ADR) to 2 or 3 will create tax benefits that are disproportionate
among various industries. In the case of S. 935, those companies having relatively
long-lived machinery and equipment would certainly enjoy the largest relative
advantage. As a result, partnership interests in long-lived productive assets would
become most attractive to high bracket taxpayers as tax shelters. Provisions to limit
shelters and turnover of ownership might negate many of the potential benefits of
simplification.

Instituting a cost recovery system that has 2 or 3 broad classes would either have
a very high revenue cost or result in no tax reduction for companies having mainly
short-lived assets. In particular S. 935 would also provide no parailel reductions for
expenditures on plant and other structures. This would reinforce the tendency of
the investment credit to attract capital away from structures toward machinery and
equipment. Such proposals will also generally weaken the investment credit since
most depreciation periods are reduced below 7 years. Consideration of such propos-
als should, therefore, be accompanied by reconsideration of the structure of the
investment credit. . )
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In sum, a few general observations can be offered. Expansion of the ADR range is
the approach to direct investment incentives that requires a less radical departure
from present law and current business practice while a simplified capital recovery
system offers administrative advantages that cannot be attained under ADR. Reve-
nue cost is a formidable obstacle to immediate enactment of subetantial tax cuts
along the lines proposed b‘y either S. 231 and S. 493. But, with an awareness of the
budgetary constraints we face, we should carefully study these and other programs,
including more general tax reductions for business income, to develop a solid and
long-lasting tax basis for capital expansion.

Senator Byrp. The next witness is Mr. Mark Shepherd, Jr.,
chairman and chief executive officer of Texas Instruments, Inc.

We are glad to have you, Mr. Shepherd.—

Mr. SHEPHERD. Thank you, sir. I am glad to be here.

Senator BENTSEN. I would like to attest that this is one of the
very most distinguished business leaders of America. He and his
associates in their company, have done an outstanding job on re-
search and development and technology and remaining competitive
in a really tough, competitive trade world today.

Senator Byrp. You may proceed.

STATEMENT OF MARK SHEPHERD, JR., CHAIRMAN AND CHIEF
EXECUTIVE OFFICER, TEXAS INSTRUMENTS, INC,

Mr. SHEPHERD. Thank you.

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I would like to
summarize my testimony for you and respond to any questions you
have. The full text of my statement will be submitted for inclusion
in the record.

Senator Byrp. It will be included in the record.

Mr. SHEPHERD. We, at Texas Instruments, have been enthusiastic
supporters of efforts, such as those under consideration today, to
provide investment incentives for business, to boost productivity
and to stimulate research and development. Legislation such as
that formulated by Senator Bentsen and others is critically needed
to revitalize economic growth.

Texas Instruments has recently sponsored a study on tax credits
for R. & D. spending. Today, in view of time constraints, I would
like to focus my discussion on those tax incentives that relate, in
particular, to Senate bill 700, introduced by Senator Danforth.

S. 700 recognizes the relationship between research and develop-
ment and exports. Increasing R. & D. expenditures is one way to
stimulate exports but other ways should be, and are being, consid-
ered by this subcommittee.

To demonstrate the need for stimulation we must first examine
the reasons for our export problem.

The size of that problem has been described earlier by the chair-

man.
It is easy to place the blame for the imbalance on our trading
partners and some of it belongs there. But even if they did every-
thing we could ask, we still would suffer a massive deficit. Our
béasic roblems are right here at home, and they are easy to
identify:

High rates of inflation. .

A low rate of productivity improvement.

Lack of an aggressive export policy and lack of an effective

energy policy.
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A successful anti-inflation program is a necessary prerequisite
for a meaningful export program.

Inflation can be brought under control. But to accomplish that
goal without serious disruptions of employment and output re-
quires a gradual unwinding, over many years, of inflationary ex-
pectations.

To stabilize prices in the long run, we should put a ceiling on
Federal Government spending as a percentage of GNP and require
balanced budgets on a rolling 3- to 5-year basis.

Wide fluctuations in the growth of the money stock must be
avoided. We should gradually bring the growth of the money stock
down to a steady rate about equal to the long-term average real
growth of GNP.

Our Government must provide the proper environment for
growth and profitability by redirecting tax policy to encourage
more investment and less consumption. A blueprint for basic tax
reform should include the elimination of double taxation of divi-
dends, still lower tax rates on capital gains, higher investment tax
credits, accelerated depreciation of equipment and facilities and the
introduction of tax credits for R. & D. spending and exports.

And we must strive continuously to make industry and govern-
ment at all levels aware that productivity gains are absolutely
essential to our efforts to remain competitive in the world market-
place, as well as to reduce inflationary pressures at home.

Tax credits for R. & D. spending. Gains in productivity follow
increases in capital investment. However, in order to obtain step-
function increases in productivity, the accumulation of capital
must be accompanied by more research and development.

Edward Denison, at the Brookings Institution, and others have
reached the remarkable conclusions that about one-half of the U.S.
increases in productivity can be attributed to advances in techno-
logical/managerial knowledge—and some residual sources.

By contrast, only 15 percent is attributable to capital usage.

This does not diminish the importance of capital outlays. They
create the new capacity essential to a growing economy, and it is
through new equipment and facilities that more advanced technol-
ogy is injected into the production and distribution streams of the
economy. Denison’s studies do imply, however, that the impact on
productivity of a dollar spent on R. & D. is several times greater
than that of a dollar invested in conventional fixed capital.

It is those countries with higher rates of growth in R. & D.
expenditures that also have higher productivity gains. In Japan,
annual increases in R. & D. spending close to 18 percent have
contributed to yearly productivity improvements of about 8 per-
cent.

Conversely, the United States with an R. & D. growth rate of 6.8
percent has experienced the lowest productivity improvements
among the major industrialized countries.

Nearly every measure demonstrates that the level of capital
formation and the pace of R. & D. activity have slowed markedl
in recent years. Total industrial R. & D. spending in constant dol-
lars has declined sharply from 2.15 percent of GNP in 1963 to less
than 1.6 percent in 1977. If these trends continue, the United
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States will lose its standing as one of the world’s most innovative
countries and one of the largest exporters of high-technology goods.

It follows that, if the United States intends to remain competi-
tive, Congress and the administration should examine seriously a
tax credit for research and development expenditures similar to
the investment tax credit.

Texas Instruments has sponsored a study that brings into focus
the effects of a tax credit on R. & D. spending. The results of the
analysis, prepared by Andrew Brimmer in cooperation with Data
Resources, Inc., demonstrate the positive impact of a tax credit on
R. & D. spending, productivity and inflation.

For example, 25 percent tax credit on R. & D. spending starting
in 1966 would have added 0.2 percentage points to annual produc-
tivity gains during 1966-77, 0.3 percentage points per year in 1978-
87 and 0.4 percentage points per year in 1988-97.

To put these numbers in perspective, we only need to recall that
the total productivity increase in 1978 was 0.4 percent.

The annual boosts to productivity of a 25-percent tax credit
would have reduced the consumer price index by 0.1 percentage
points per year during the first decade, 0.4 percentage points per
year in the second decade, and 0.6 percentage points per year in
the third decade.

The study also examined the impact of tax credits of 10 percent
and 50 percent. The comparison indicates that the results are not
linear but exhibit larger than proportionate gains. For example, in
the period 1988-97 when we double the tax credit from 25 percent
to 50 percent, the R. & D. outlays increase by a factor of 3.5.

An interesting byproduct of the analysis reveals the beneficial
impact on exports of increased R. & D. spending. At first the
impact is small but it grows progressively larFer through time. For
instance, a 50-percent R. & D. tax credit would add $26.58 per year
to real exports during 1988-97. This represents a 12-percent in-
grease over the projected volume of exports during that time

rame.

We estimate that the net revenue loss of a 25-percent R. & D.
tax credit program would average $2.3 billion annually for the first
10 years. However, in subsequent time perods, the cumulative
impact of R. & D. begins to pay large dividends. Faster economic
growth produces larger tax gains and the net impact becomes a
positive $6.1 billion per year in the second decade, more than
offsetting the losses in the previous period.

This result, together with the larger gains to be realized in
future years, indicates that the R. & D. tax credit yields positive
returns to society as well as to private firms.

More R. & D. spending and higher productivity gains will im-
%ove the environment for exports, but this is still not enough. The

.S. share of the world export market is in a serious long-term
decline dropping from 18 percent in 1960 to 11.8 percent in 1977.

The U.S. export policy must have as its objective to end this loss
of market share and increase exports sufficiently to bring about
equilibrium in our trade balance.

To reach that objective, we must move on two fronts: the elimi-
nation of disincentives to export generated by Government regula-
tions and the creation of incentives to export.
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We need to jar our economy into awareness of the national need
to export. We must have dramatic incentives for all U.S. businesses
to export and we must put money in the exporters’ pockets now in
response to good performance.

Among many proposals for financial incentives, we feel the most
effective would be based on a change in the investment tax credit.
This approach would permit a credit of up to 15 percent of invest-
ment in qualified assets for firms that increase their exports by up
to 25 percent above a base period.

The impact of this change would be to stimulate investment and
exports—-both highly beneficial to the U.S. economy. ‘

This proposal is just a starting point. Further studies will be
neleded to ascertain the exact parameters that provide an optimal
solution.

As current models appear unable to provide specific answers to
this problem, we used the DRI model to stimulate the economic
consequences of a similar tax scheme.

The simulations performed by DRI illustrate the impact of a 5-
percent tax credit on exports under two alternative assumptions:

The first simulation assumes that two-thirds of the export tax
credit is given to business in the form of a credit on business
equipment and one-third is passed on in reductions of export
prices. Real investment would increase by $8.4 billion per year—
roughly 5 percent per year—over the baseline forecast while the
volume of exports would rise by $2.2 billion—-about 2 percent per
year.

The second simulation assumes that two-thirds of the export tax
credit is translated into lower export prices and one-third is re-
tained in the form of an investment tax credit. Both exports and
investment would increase by 3 percent per year over the baseline
forecast.

The tax credits on R. & D. and exports described this morning
are ideal complements. We are unable to show their cumulative
impact because the simulations were conducted over different time
periods but it is certain that the combination of such credits would
provide a strong boost to our economy.

Finally, to further improve our trade balance, we should encour-
age domestic energy production by quickly removing all price con-
trols and by implementing the other measures described in the full
text of my testimony.

The challenge is to achieve, as a nation, the discipline and inno-
vation required to reverse the decline of the U.S. position in world
trade. To accomplish this will take a coordinated effort by U.S.
industry and U.S. Government at all levels.

The stakes are high. The future health of the U.S. economy—
vital to continued gains in our living standards and to our ability
for self-defense—depends in large measure on our success.

Thank you.

Senator Byrp. Thank you, Mr. Shepherd.

I have just one question, and then I will yield to Senator Bent-
sen.

How do you view the importance of depreciation in encouraging
American productivity?
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Mr. SHEPHERD. I think that depreciation is an important aspect
of the problem of capital formation. It lets us get our money back
faster, making cash available for the growth of our businesses.

I do think, if I might add, sir, that one of the problems we incur
when we talk about tax reform is that we take but one piece at a
time. We need to conduct many studies and many simulations to
optimize the mix of the tax items we choose to use, for maximizing
the growth of our economy and the growth of exports. I think
increased depreciation is important.

Senator Byrp. Senator Bentsen?

Senator BENTSEN. In this intensely competitive world, of all the
major countries, we are the only one who really does not have a
major export policy and we are the only one where business and
Government appear as adversaries. The Webb-Pomerene Act, for
example. It has not followed its original objective and has made it
very difficult to form a consortia of companies when it comes to
export trade.

Do you have any particular suggestions in what can be done
insofar as positive and aggressive trade policy for this country?

Mr. SHepPHERD. The Webb-Pomerene Act is not specifically appli-
cable to the type of business that my company engages in. It would
be more applicable to people with very large construction projects
such as refineries.

Senator BENTSEN. I am not referring to just that act. I am
talking about the overall export policy, what can be done.

Mr. SHEPHERD. As ] stated in the testimony, we need to eliminate
as many nitpicking disincentives as possible. We need to provide
some mechanism for generating a reward for people who do a good
export job.

Our manufacturers have been comfortable with our large domes-
tic market in the past. We have not had to export to live. Because
of our oil bill—and it is going to get bigger, not smaller—we now
have to export to live. We have to provide the incentives necessary
to get our people involved in exporting.

I think another important factor that many of our companies do
not recognize, and the Japanese recognize this very well, is that in
the process of serving a world market, you generate larger volumes
and lower costs and you are more competitive than when just
serving a national market.

Senator BENTSEN. Mr. Shepherd, on the annual report of the
Joint Economic Committee, for the first time in 20 years, we had
all the members sign that report and there was a substantial
change in economic philosophy, in talking about concentrating on
the supply side rather than the consumption side of the economy.

Would you think that was appropriate?

Mr. SHEPHERD. Yes, sir.

Senator BENTSEN. What we are talking about is trying to in-
crease productivity in the country. Insofar as you refer to nitpick-
ing rulings, when we get to the question of R. & D., as it is now
being treated, some of the regulations and rulings, is there a
danger that we will be exporting some of our R. & D. to subsidiary
plants in other countries?
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Mr. SHEPHERD. I think that yes, we will use our research and
development in plants that we own in other countries. I do not
think that is a great danger.

I think the great danger is in selling your R. & D. to a third
tlz,}?r%y with no strings attached. You just sell it for cash, and that is

at.

In my company, we have a policy of insisting on 100-percent
ownership of subsidiaries in other countries. If we cannot get 100-
percent ownership, we do not go.

Senator BENTSEN. The point you were talking about on trade, in
spite of the previous testimony about trade improving, the Com-
merce Department says the long-term Srospects are that we could
have a $40 billion deficit in the next decade. So it is a matter of
continued concern.

Another point you make, too, that it takes awhile for these
things to turn around. Too often we look to quick fixes in this
country, something that will take care of the next election. We are
going to have to pursue much more substantive and long-term
policies,

Thank you.

Senator Byrp. Senator Packwood?

Senator PAckwoop. On page 17 of your abbreviated statement,
you referred to energy. You said we should encourage domestic
ene production by quickly removing all price controls, with
which I agree, and by implementing the other measures described
in the full text of my testimony.

I have read the rest of it, and I cannot find what specifically you
are referring to as it relates to energy.

Mr. SHEPHERD. Great emphasis must be placed on the use of coal
in the United States, page 15 of the full testimony. I will not
bother to read it.

Senator PaAckwoop. Go ahead and tell us what we should do.

Mr. SHEPHERD. What we ought to do is to exert every effort to
develop all of the hydrocarbons remaining in this country—I per-
sonally think there are quite a few.

We are not going to find very many, if any, of the very large
reservoirs, but the distribution of reservoir size, as one might
expect, is many small reservoirs and large ones. We need to make
tge moneys available for the people who do that exploration to find
them.

The United States is the most intensively explored piece of real
estate in the world and we should not handcuff our domestic oil
companies in their efforts to look elsewhere in the world.

e must do something about getting on and using the huge
resources of coal. That may require compromises in the environ-
mental area.

I think nuclear energy has to play a greater role in the future of
not only this country but all countries, in spite of the current flap
due to Three Mile Island and then we can start thinking about the
exotics. We can think about solar. We can start thinking about the
tidal basins and all the other plans that you hear about.

Senator PaAckwoop. Do we need to give any additional incentives
for the production of domestic energy beyond decontrol of prices
generally?
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Mr. SHEPHERD. I think that decontrol would provide adequate
incentive at the moment.

Senator PAckwoop. We would not need any per barrel incentives
for shale oil or developmental credits for coal gasification or coal
liquefaction?

Mr. SHEPHERD. Let me state that I am not an energy expert, but
I think that if we decontrol and if OPEC continues to raise its
prices at a rate that I think they are going to continue to raise
them, we will rapidly reach the point where the world price per
Btu makes coal and gassification of coal, coal liquification of, and
shale o0il competitive on a Btu basis.

Senator Packwoop. This is just a procedural question. I am
sufficiently interested in this topic. I will read all the statements,
but when you make reference to page 15, are you talking about
something called the strategic planning conference?

Mr. SHEPHERD. No.

Senator PAckwoob. I do not have your full statement.

Mr. SHEPHERD. There is another statement, labeled ‘“Statement
of Mark Shepherd before the Finance Committee” and so on.
be?enator Packwoop. Thank you very much. I did not have it

ore.

I have no other questions.

Senator BYrp. Senator Danforth?

Senator DANFORTH. Mr. Shepherd what, in your opinion, is the
economic future of our country unless we provide greater incen-
tives for advances in research and development and new technol-
ogy? Where are we heading?

r. SHEPHERD. We are going to rapidly catch up with the United
Kingdom.

Senator DANFORTH. It seems to me that the problem with the
administration’s economic policy, if you can call it an economic
policy, is that it really offers no future for this country. It is simply
an effort to try to balance the budget largely by allowing tax
revenues to catch up with spending, that is, through the factor of
inflation pushing up tax revenues. But there is nothing meaningful
with respect to the so-called supply side of the economy that Sena-
tor Bentsen was referring to.

In fact, we are going in the £posite direction.

Between 1964 and 1977, R. & D. spending in America as a per-
centage of GNP declined 26 percent; in Japan it increased 58
percent; in Germany, it increased 64 percent. Even in France, it
increased 13 percent.
ahW% are going in the opposite direction. We are not moving

ead.

When you talk about nonmilitary R. & D., our performance is
even worse. We are behind Japan, we are behind Germany in
nonmilitary R. & D. as a rcentaﬁe of gross national product.

So the theory behind the Senate bill 700 is to provide some hope
for the future of this country.

Do you have any further comments along those lines?

Mr. SHEPHERD. I think that the R. & D. problem is even deeper
than you have stated.

If you omit military and space spending, we are down to the $21
or $2y2 billion level in the United States, and the Japanese—this is
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for 1977—are up to $14 billion. So they are rapidly closing the gap
in absolute dollars.

That is big trouble for us.

Senator DANFORTH. Senate bill 1065—I do not know if you are
familiar with that or not—that would provide a 25-percent tax
credit for additional corporate contributions to colleges and univer-
sities for basic research. The theory behind that is as follows:

First of all, there should be diverse sources of basic research
funds for colleges and universities. It should not solely be a matter
of going to Uncle Sam and getting funds from the Federal Govern-
ment to do research on the university campus. There should be
other possible source of funds, so that it would be beneficial to
bring the business community into a closer relationship with col-
leges and universities to develop a greater sense of community
between the two. There would be a very small (?rojected revenue
loss from doing this. About $18 million in 1980 is the projected
revenue loss from this bill, which is really not very much at all.
And that basic research as opposed to applied research is a funda-
mental need in America from which future growth stems.

That is the theory behind that particular bill. Do you have any
thoughts on it?

Mr. SHEPHERD. I think that it is a good mechanism. You may not
be shooting quite high enough, in my opinion, because we are short
of basic research and not too much real, basic research is per-
formed in industry. We in industry are similar to politicians. We
have to make a bottom line number every year, just as you have to
get reelected every so often, so most of the basic research would be
done in the universities.

I do not have any numbers in mind, but there is considerable
support presently supplied by industry to universities for unres-
tricted research.

Senator DANFORTH. | am told by business people that I know that
while they can get a deduction for up to 5 percent of their profits
contributed to not-for-profit organizations, the more typical figure
is 1 percent.

The effort here is to try to encourage an increase in what busi-
nesses are doing for colleges and universities, particularly in the
area of basic research.

Mr. SHEPHERD. Yes.

Senator Byrp. Senator Wallop?

Senator WaLLor, Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Shepherd, there are economists who argue that the invest-
ment tax credit and accelerated depreciation rates are basically
subsidies for corporate expenditures that would be made in any
event. Could you comment on that arsument, and would those
investments be made anyway, or would the economy simply go
without?

Mr. SHEPHERD. They improve the cash flow so that you do have
the money to make investments. If you do not have that money,
you have to go borrow it, or not make them.

There is some limit to how much you can borrow.

I do not think they are subsidies for investments that would be
made anyway. Obviously there would be some of that, but a rela-
tively small percentage.
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Senator WALLoP, When the administration contends that busi-
ness may well prefer a tax reduction related to capital formation
as opposed to R. & D., at the moment, what would be the posture of
your company?

Mr. SHEPHERD. Well, I do not know whether you noticed or not,
but as I went through my so-called blueprint for tax reform, I did
not include a corporate tax rate reduction, and that is very deliber-
ate.

A corporate tax rate reduction does two things. It locks in some
money where it already is and second, corporate tax rates going
down are dissipated in a relatively short period of time and prices
decrease to the consumer. That i1s good for inflation, but that is
still just tilting toward consumption and away from investment. It
does not tilt you toward investment.

Senator WaLLop. Ultimately, tilting more toward consumption is
inflationary in the long run anyway, is it not?

Mr. SHEPHERD. Yes, I think so.

Senator WaLLop. I have no further a;lestions.

Senator Byrp. Thank you, Senator Wallop.

If there are no additional questions, thank you very much, Mr.
Shepherd. You made a fine presentation.

e prepared statement of Mr. Shepherd follows:]
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. A MEANINGFUL EXPORT POLICY

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, I am
Mark Shepherd, Jr., Chairman of the Board and Chief Executive
Officer of Texas Instruments Incorporated. We, at Texas
Instruments, bhave been enthusiastic supporters of efforts,
such as those under consideration éoday, to provide invest-
ment incentives for business, to boost productivity and
to stimulate research and development. Legislation such as
that formulatec by Senator Bentsen and others, is critically

needed to re-vitalize economic growth.

Texas Instruments has recently sponsored a study on
tax credits for R&D spending. 1In view of time constraints,
today I would like to focus my discussion on those tax
incentives that relate, in particular, to Senate Bill 700,
introduced by Senator Danforth. S.700 recognizes the
relationship between research and development and exports.
Increasing R&D expenditu}es is one way to stimulate exports
but other ways should be and are being considered by this

Subcommittee.

To demonstrate the need for stimulation we must first

examine the reasons for our export problem.
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In 1978, the U.S. suffered a negative trade balance of

$34.1 billion. Although moderating somewhat, the trade
deficit will remain between $20-30 billion this year.
)

It is easy to place the blame for the U.S. imbalance
on cur trading partners and some of it belongs there. But
even if they did everything we could ask, we still would
suffer a massive deficit. Our basic problems are right here

at fome, and they are easy to identify:

. high rates of inflation
[ a low rate of productivity improvement
° lack of an aggressive export policy, and

» lack of an effective energy policy

MEASURBES TO COWTROJ, INFLATION

h successful anti-inflation program is a necessary
prerequisite {or a meaningful export program. The rise in
consumer prices for 1978 was nearly 8%, and inflation has
continued to sccelerate, from a rate o§ 8.8% in the third
quarter of 1978 to 9.1% in the fourth and to 11.1% in the

first quarter of 1979.
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Inflation can be brought under control. But to
accomplish that goal-without serious disruptions of employ-
ment and output requires a gradual unwinding >f inflationary
expectations. It is a 1ohg-term process, requir.ng patienc:
by all and the resolute maintenance of a course to that end

by the Federal Government.

e To stabilize prices in the long run, we sh>uld pit a
ceiling on Federal Government spending as a1 percent-
age of GNP and require balanced budgets on a rolling

three-to-five-year basis.

e Wide fluctuations in the growth of the mor2y stock
must be avoided. We should gradually brirjy the grow:h
of the money stock down to a steady rate acout equal

to the long-term average real growth of GN?,

e Our government must provide the proper environment for
growth and profitability by redirecting ta¢ policy to
encourage more investment and less consump:ion.
Interest paid is tax deductible, interest .arned is
taxed and usually at the highest applicabl: marginal
rate. A blueprint for basic tax reform shruld include
the elimination of double taxation of dividends, still

lower tax rates on capital gains, higher i westment
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1]
tax credits, accelerated depreciation of equipment and

facilities and the introduction of tax credits for Ré&D

spending and exports.

And we must strive continuously to make industry and
government at all levels aware that productivity gains are
absnlutely essential to our efforts to remain competitive in
the world marketplace, as well as to reduce inflationary

pressures at home.

TAX CREDITS FOR R&D SPENDING

Despite recent problems, the U.S. still maintains a
formidable international competitive position. We have '
aburdant natural resources, an exceptional food-producing
capability and absolute unit labor costs that last yea:
werc still 20% lower than Germany's and 25% lower than

Japen's (see ettachment 1).

The U.S. advantage is based on the accumulation of a
large stock of productivity gains between 1870 and 1950. But
in order to msintain this margin} the. U.S. economy will have
to reverse the dismal productivity performance of this

decade. 1In 1950, one American produced as much as seven
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Japanese or three Germans. Those ratios are now down to 2:1
for Japan and 1.3:1 for Germany. Current estimates are that

Germany will outproduce us by 1985,

Sources of U.S. productivity problems often cited are
a decline in the work ethic, lack of worker motivation and
general moral decay. Undoubtedly, ihete is something to such
concerns. But changed worker attitudes cannot explain the
dramatic deceleration in annual productivity growth from
about 3% in the 1950s and 1960s to less than 1% in the
mid-1970s., One must search elsewhere for the major reasons

for poor productivity performance.

Findings by Edward Denison, at the Brookings
Institution and John Kendrick, of George wWashington
University, indicate that the U.S. drop in productivity
growth has been caused primarily by slowdowns in the rate of
technological progress, the proliferation of government

regulation and the low level of investment.

Gains in productivity follow increases in :apital
investment (see attachment 2). However, in order to obtain
step-function increases in productivity, the accumulation of
capital in the form of facilities and equipment must be
accompanied by more research and development to increase th:
cffectiveness of capital investment, geﬁerating more

efficient manufacturing processes and creating nev products.
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Professor Solow, at the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology, has reached the conclusion that, "more than half
of the increase in productivity is a residual that seems to
be attributable to technical change; to scientific and
eng'neering advance, to industrial improvement and to knowhow
of management methods.” Edward Denison has reached similar
conclusions, According to his findings, about one half of
the U.S. increases in productivity can be attributed to
advances in technological/managerial knowledge and some
residual sources. By contrast, only 15% is attributable to

cap.tal usage ({see attachment 3).

This does not diminish the importance of capital
outlays. They create the new capacity essential to a growing
economy, and it is through new equipment and facilities that
more advanced technology is injected into the production and
distribution streams of the economy. Denison's studies do
imply, however, that the impact on productivity >f a dollar
spert for R&D is several times greater than that of a dollar
invested in conveantional fixed capital. It is those countries
witt higher rates of growth in R&D expenditures that also
have higher productivity gains. 1In Japan, annual increases
in P&D spendinj close to 18% have contributed to yearly
productivity imptovemeﬁts of about 8%. Conversely, the U.S.,
with an R&D growth rate of 6.8%, has experienced the lowest
productivity improvements.among the major industrialized

courtries (see attachment 4),.



The flow of inventions and the translatior of
discoveries into commercially feasible innovations have by no
means ceased in this country. Yet, nearly every measure
demonstrates that the level of capital formation and the pace
of R&D activity have slowed markedly in recent years. Total
industrial R&D spending in constant dollars has declined
sharply from 2.15% of GNP in 1963 to less than 1.68 in 1977
(see attachment 5). If these trends continue, the U.S. will
lose its standing as one of the world's most innovative
countries and one of the largest exporters of high-technology

goods,

It follows that, if the U.S, intends tn remnain
competitive, Congress and the Administration should examine
seriously a tax credit for research and development

expenditures similar to the investment tax credit.

Texas Instruments has sponsored a study that brings
intokfocus the effects of a tax credit on R&D spending. Th:
results of the analysis, prepared by Andrew Brimmar in
cooperation with Data Resources, Inc., demonstrate the
positive impact of a tax credit on R&D spending, o>roductivi:y

and real GNP growth (see attachment 6).
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For example, a 25% tax credit on R&D spending starting
in 1966 would have added 0.2 percentage points to annual
productivity gains during 1966-77, 0.3 percentage points per
yea: in 1978-87 and 0.4 percentage points per year in
1988-97. To put these numbers in perspective we only need to
recall that the total productivity increase in 13978 was 0.4%.

The annual boosts to productivity would have reduced
the consumer price index by 0.1 percentage points per year
during the first decade, 0.4 percentage points per year in
the second decade and 0.6 percentage points per year in the

third decade.

The study also examined the impact of tax credits of
10% and 508%. The comparison indicates that the results are
not linear but exhibit larger than proportionate gains. For
exarple, in the period 1988-97 when we double th2? tax credit
fron. 25% to 50%, the R&D outlays increase by a factor of 3.5
and the real GNP delta would increase by a factor of 3.2 to
about $326 billion, an amount larger than the United
Kingdom's present GNP. Moreover, the 50% tax credit would
add one percentage point to productivity and reduce inflation

by 1.3 percentage points per year.
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An interesting by-product of the analysis reveals the
beneficial impact on exports of increased R&D spending. At
first the impact is small but it grows progressively larger
through time. FPor instance, a 50% RsD tax credit would add
$26.5 billion per year to real exports during 1988-97. This
represents a 12% increase over the projected level of real

exports during that time frame.

We estimate that the tax cost of this program would
average a net loss of $2.3 billion annually for the first ten
years. However, in subsequent time periods, the zumulative
impact of R&D begins to pay large dividends. Faster economic
growth produces larger tax gains and the net tax impact
becomes a positive $6.1 billion per year in the second
decade, more than offsetting the tax losses in the previous
period (see attachment 7). This result, together with the
larger gains to be realized in future years, indicates that
the R&D tax credit yields positive returns to society as well

as to private firms.

As noted earlier, total industrial R&D as a percantaje
of GNP has dropped from 2.15% in 1963 to less than 1.6% in
1977, creating a gap of about 0.6 percentage points. A tax
credit on private industrial R&D would provide the means fo-
closing this gap. A 10% R&D tax credit doesn't have enough

punch to accomplish this task within our lifetimes, but a 24%
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tax credit would fill the gap shortly after the end of the
century. A 50% R&D tax credit would push R&D spending back
to its previous peak in less than eight years (see attachment

8).

TAX CREDITS FOR _EXPORTS

Increasing capital formation, R&D and productivity
gairs, as well as controlling the budget deficit and monetary
grovth, will improve the environment for exports, but this is
still not enough. The U.S. share of the world export market
iz in a serious long-term decline ~ dropping from 18.0% in

1960 to 11.8% in 1977 (see attachment 9).

The U.S. Export Policy must have as its objective to
end this loss of market share and increase exports suffi-
ciently to bring about equilibrium in our trade balance. To
reach that objective we must move on two fronts: the
elimination of disincentives to export generated by govern-
ment regulations and the creation of incentives to export.

Some examples of disincentives are:

e The imposition of U.S. environmental, health and
safety standards on exports to countries that don't

share thoge standards,
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e An unclear Foreign Corrupt Practices Act with criminal

sanctions for.the unwary,
. Overlapping and inconsistent anti-boycott regulations,
e Human rights embargoes,
. Cargo.preference laws, and

® Changes in the Internal Revenue Service Code that

increase the cost of maintaining Americans abroad.

Perhaps the most important target for correction is
the confusing and frustrating export licensing procedure
administered by the Department of Commerce. We must change
our control efforts to focus on critical technologies rathec
than on products, which will permit us to protect our

national security without strangling exports.

In countries like Germany and Japan, survival depends
on export trade. But our market is so large, U.S. business:s
aren't compelled to export. We need to jar our economy int>

awareness of the national need to export.
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We can't expect to solve this problem in 1979, but it
is c(lear that we must have dramatic incentives for all U.S.
bus.nesses to export. We must put money in the exporters'
poctets now in response to good performance. The simplest
mechanism is a straight export tax credit. An alternate
approach could be to eliminate taxation on the 50% of export

income classified as foreign source income.

2 more subtle approach would be to modify the
Investment Tax Credit to permit a credit of up to 15% of
investment in qualified assets* for firms that increase their
exports by up to 25% above a base period. The impact of this
charge would be to stimulate investment and exports - both

higtly teneficial to the U.S. economy (see attachment 10).

The main result of two simulations on export tax
crec its performed with the DRI model are shown in attachment
11. Simulation #1 assumes a 5% export tax credit enacted in
198(. Two-thirds of that credit are given to business in the
forn of a credit on business equipment and one~third is

passed on in réductions

* Machinery, office egquipment, removable fixtures, etc., and
some expenditure for rehabilitation expenditures of older

buildings.



74

of export prices. Real investment would {ncrease by $8.4
billion per year (roughly 5% per year) while the volume of
exports would rise by $2.2 billion (about 2; per year).
Simulation §2 assumes that two-thirds of the export tax
credit are translated into lower export prices and one-thir3
is retained in the form of an investment tax credit. Both

exports and investment would increase by 3% per year.

Still another approach would be to improve DISC to
permit deferral of U,S. income tax on an increased portion of
export profits., Or, we could accomplish this deferral by
repealing the provisions of the Revenue Act of 1962 relating

to foreign base company sales income.

Less controversial, but less effective, incentives

should also be implemented.

The tax code should be amended to provide tax credits
for export promotion. These would be credits against Federal
Income Tax for incremental international markft expenses,
such as sales trips, new sales offices and costs of trade
shows. A ceiling of $50,000 or $100,000 per year would

concentrate the benefit of the credit on smaller firms.
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The ExIm Bank should be permitted to purchase loans
from domestic banks with a wider spread for smaller loans to

ass .st small and medium-size firms in exporting.

The maximum percentage of a loan that the ExIm Bank
can guarantee should be increased from 85%, because the
funcamer.tal concern of any exporter is whether he will get

paic for his goods.

some of these proposals will be challenged under the
General Agreement in Tariffs and Trade (GATT) or the
Multilateral Trade Negotiations (MTN) agreements. These
incentives are not, however, substantially different from
incentives provided by our major trading partners,
particularly if we refuse to accept the strained distinction
between the remission or rebate of value added and
consumption taxes on exports versus the reduction of income

taxes on exports.

Finally, to help our trade deficit, we should
enccurage domestic energy production by quickly removing all
price controls. This would provide strong incentives for oil

and gas exploration.
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Mexico represents a vast potential supplier of
traditional fuels to.the U.S. We should improve relations
with Mexico by adopting a program which would allow Mexicans
to work in the U.S. for extended periods and return to their
home country after the work is done. By greatly improving
their domestic economy, Mexico's recent oil discoveries could
be the long term solution to the illegal alien problem whila
at the same time helping the U.S. in meeting its energy

tequirements.,

Greater emphasis must be placed on the use of coal,
and U.S, laws and regulations should facilitate, and not

impede, the conversion from oil and gas to coal.

Nuclear energy must play a greater role in the futur:
of all countries, Though highly controversial, present
nuclear technology provides energy at competitive prices, aid
someday, nuclear fusion could provide the earth with a nearly

limitless supply of electrical. energy.

While nuclear and fossil fuels will continue to be tie
major sources of energy for the rest of this century, we
should take steps now to develop supplemental sources. To
this end, research and‘development on exotic sources of

energy must be expanded to provide for the longer term.



M

The objective we have set to reach equilibrium in our
trade balance is ambitious. To achieve it, we must resolve
fundamental problems of inflation, reduced productivity and
insufficient R&D., We must eliminate disincentives to exports

and create incentives which will encourage all U.S. business

to attack the export market, aggressively.

These same problems have caused the decline of the
dol.ar, which has eroded business confidence in the U.,S., and
wil) eventually encourage exchange controls by foreign
central banks and the creation of trading blocs based on
other currencies, Solving these fundamental problems of
inflation, productivity improvement and export stimulation

wil]l reverse the slide of the dollar.

The challenge then is to achieve as a nation the
discipline and innovation required to reverse the decline of
the U.S, position in world trade. To accomplish this will
take a coordinated effort by U.S. industry and U.S.
government at all levels, especially the Federal government.
The stakes are high. The future health of the U.S. economy
-- vital to continued gains in our living standards and to
our ability for self-defense -- depends in large measure on

our success.

49-059 0 - 79 - 6
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IMPACT OF ALTERNATIVE R&D TAX CREDITS
(AVERAGE ANNUAL CHANGE FRON DRI BASELINE FORECAST)

1966-77 1978-87 1988-97
10z 25z 502 102 _25% 502 _10% _25% 50%

PRODUCTIVITY 0.07 0.21 0.63 0.10 0.28 0.78 0.12 0.36 1.01
GAINS (I PTS)

CPI (X POINTS) -0.03 -0.13 -0.42 -0.16 -0.42 -1.08 -0.23 -0.63 -1.30

BiLLioN 1972 $

R&D 0.7 2.1 6.4 1.7 5.2 16.8 3.4 10.6 36.7
GNP 1.4 3.7 11.6 12.3 36.2 105.6 33.7 101.7 325.9
EXPORTS 0.1 0.2 0.6 0.1 1.7 6.5 0.3 6.3 26.5

SOURCE: Data Resources, Inc.
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TAX COSTS/BENEFITS OF ALTERMATIVE R&D TAX CREDITS
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SOURCE: Texas Instruments Incorporated
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IMPACT OF ALTERNATIVE 5% EXPORT TAX CREDITS -- 1980-1984
(AVERAGE ANNUAL CHANGE FrROM DRI BASELINE FORECAST)

BiLL1oNs oF 1972 §
GNP
INVESTHMENT
EXPORTS

10.1
8.4
2.2

7.0
8.4
2.2

SIMULATION 1, ASSUMES 2/3 RETAINED AS AN INVESTMENT TAX CREDIT
AND 1/3 PASSED ON THROUGH A REDUCTION IN EXPORT PRICES.

SIMULATION 2, ASSUMES 1/3 RETAINED AS AN INVESTMENT TAX CREDIT
AND 2/3 PASSED ON THROUGH A REDUCTION IN EXPORT PRICES.

SOURCE: Data Resources,
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Senator Byrp. The next witness is Robert A. Best, executive vice
premdfnt of the American League for Exports & Security Assist-
ance, Inc.

Mr. Best, the committee is pleased to see you again. The commit-
tee remembers the fine contributions that you gave to this commit-
tee and we welcome you today.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT A. BEST, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESI-
DENT, AMERICAN LEAGUE FOR EXPORTS & SECURITY AS-
SISTANCE, INC.

Mr. Best. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

We welcome this opportunity to provide our views on the need
for a positive export trade program.

The American League for Exports and Security Assistance is a
unique labor-management organization. Founded in 1977, it has as
its charter and principal goal the development and implementation
of policies to encoux(')%%e American exports. The 34 corporations,
employing over 800, workers, and the 4 international unions,
representing 4.1 million American workers, in the ALESA mem-
bership firmly believe that the United States needs to adopt a
national policy that encourages the production and export of
American-made goods and services if we are to achieve the goals of
f]'ullll employment, price stability and preserving the integrity of the

ollar.

We are delighted that members of this committee have taken
initiatives to encourage U.S. exports. We only hope that the Con-
gress as a whole and the administration would see the critical
m’Fﬁrtance of exports to our economy.

e economic strength of this Nation is rapidly being eroded by
the vicious cycle of: Massive trade deficits begetting dollar weak-
ness; begetting domestic inflation; leading to tight money, or eco-
nomic controls, which inevitably will create a recession and again a
return to a massive budget deficit situation.

The May issue of “Economic Indicators,” published by Joint Eco-
nomic, showed a trade deficit rate of $36.2 billion during the first
quarter of 1979, and a budget deficit of the national income ac-
counts of $18.4 billion. Based on these data, I cannot see the
improvement referred to by the first witness, Mr. Sunley.

Mr. Chairman, we do not have all the answers, but we do strong-
ly believe that we cannot continue for very long to permit the
vicious cycle described above to persist.

We do know that every $1 billion worth of exports creates 40,000
to 50,000 jobs and every 1 million jobs creates in corporate and
individual taxes $22 billion in revenue to the U.S. Treasury.

Those are estimates of the Congressional Budget Office used by
Majority Leader Jim Wright. Assistant Secretary of the Treasury,
C. Fred Bergsten, has used even greater estimates of the job and
income creating effects of exports in his s hes.

Given the multiplier and feedback effects of exports on jobs,
income and revenue, if we only increased the ratio of exports to
GNP by 1 or 2 fpecentage points, we would eliminate the fiscal
deficits and gainfully employ another 1.6 million Americans. That
would be the best human rights program for American workers
and investors I can think of,
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We strongly believe that America’s greatest long-term strength—
our industrial base—depends importantly on the high technology
sector where we have maintained our only competitive advantage.
This in itself becomes an ever increasingly important factor in our
overall long-term national interest.

Across America, there is the growing sense that we as a nation
are falling behind in the commi:ive race, that our spirit of innova-
tion is gone, that we have me an overregulated, welfarized,
letlﬁrgic, and divided nation incapable of coming to grips with our
problems.

There has been in recent years a dangerous erosion in the ability
of U.S industry—particularly high technology industry—to com-
pete in the world marketplace. A major reason has been the anti-
export policies of the Government which inhibit and discourage
exports through laws, licensing procedures, regulations, and other
disincentives.

In contrast to U.S. policy, other major industrial nations have
developed positive export programs to provide jobs in the ﬁ:ivabe
sector through domestic production for export and to earn through
ex{mrts the foreign exchange needed to pay for energy imports.

n fact, Mr. Sunley, his statement indicated as much in that
portion of his statement he did not choose to read.

One has only to compare the $39.6 billion deficit, c.i.f. basis, of
the United States with the $20.3 billion surplus, c.if. basis, of
Germany and the $18.3 billion surplus, c.if. basis, of Japan to
recognize that those countries—despite the ap(rreciation of their
currencies, despite their 80-95 percent dependency on u;rorted
energy—have overcome external problems and maintained high
levels of employment and, particularly in Germany’s case, relative
price stability.

Germany and Japan have suer(!)assed the United States as the
leading exporter of manufactured products. Theg beat our brains
out in competition while we generously spend billions to defend
their freedom. While we should defend freedom, we cannot do it
with a weak domestic economy or a continuous decline in our
competitiveness. These facts underscore the critical importance of a
positive export policy for security as well as domestic economic
reasons.

Mr. Chairman, the domestic budget cannot be balanced as long
as our Nation maintains a passive approach to exports and permits
the stagflationary effects of massive trade deficits to continue.
Why? Trade deficits of the magnitudes we have experienced severe-
ly weaken the dollar; drive up the costs of imports, including
energy; thereby inducing inflation which leads either to controls or
recessions, or goth, thus creating further domestic budget deficits.
As long as the economy remains weakened by stagflation, it will be
impossible to balance the Federal budget.

e massive inflation-inducing trade deficits are symptomatic of
a deeper problem than the simple line heard frequently by admin-
istration officials, paraphrased as follows: “If we did not import $50
billion in oil each year, we would be in great shape.” That is the
reasoning of a deteated and/or bankrupt policy, not a positive,
aggressive approach. It is really more of an excuse for a lai
faire approach to the inflation-inducing effects of structural trade
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deficits. When you do not really want to solve the problem, you lay
the blame at someone else’s doorstep.

The sponsors of the four bills mentioned in the committee press
release are taking a positive approach to the structural trade defi-
cits. Senators Bentsen and Danforth correctly analyzed the long-
term nature of the problem, the importance of R. & D. to our
competitive Xosition and the relationship between trade deficits,
inflation, and jobs.

They are well thought out bills that deserve your attention.

Inevitably, the &1Bposals will be costed out by Treasury and the
joint committee staff. Hopefully, they will add a rational feedback
for the pro 5 Simplly assuming that despite added tax incen-
tives, R. & D. efforts will not be changed, will doom any intelligent
tax program before it gets off the drawing boards.

e critical issues involve which combination of writeoffs and
credits will get the most bang for the buck.

Having served on this committee’s staff for over 10 years, I have
learned to be very suspicious of official Treasury revenue esti-
mates. | am sure many members witnessing the yo yo pattern of
revenue estimates are also skeptical.

More often than not, these official estimates appear to tailor
assumptions to reach foreordained conclusions. I could cite many
examples under both Democratic and Republican administrations,
but will not take your time to do so, unless requested.

We completely agree, Mr. Chairman, with the emphasis in the
E:oposa.ls on encouraging medium-sized and smaller companies to

exporters. We should do everything reasonable to encourage
these companies to get into the export market.

However, we cannot fail to mention that exports are, and will
remain, a big business. The risks are great.

Currency fluctuations and exchange rates, U.S. and foreign refu-
lations, to name a few, are very complex to deal with, and smaller
companies are often discouraged before they get into the ball game.

In considering these bills Congress should avoid, therefore, the
traF of clobbering big business with punitive measures to theoreti-
cally recover sufficient revenues to subsidize small business. Big
business still provides the majority of the jobs, the income and the
taxes that make the economic machine work.

In fact, big business, in many instances, keeps small businesses
alive, through billions of dollars worth of subcontractors and sup-
plier relationships.

Mr. Chairman, I can submit for the record a series of recommen-
dations by a distinguished group of private citizens headed up by
Bill Norris, chairman of Control Data, which suggests tax incen-
tives for small business.

[The material referred to follows:]
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CRFATING JOBS
THROUGH THE SUCCESS OF SMALL,
INNOVATIVE BUSINESSES

A Report to the Assistant Secretary of Commerce

for Science and Technology

This report, prepared under the direction of William C. Norris,
Chairman of the Board and Chief Executive Officer of Control
Data Corporation and a member of the Commerce Technical Advisory
Board, represents the views of a Work Group of private citizens,
each of whom has had unique and valuable experience in technology
‘and entrepreneurship.

December, 1978
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WORK_GROUP MEMBERSHIP

William C, Norris
CEO, Control Data Corporation

Sherman R. Abrahamson
Special Assistant to the CEO, Control Data Corporation

John H, Carter
Director, Semiconductor Materials, IBM

Donald W. Collier
: Senior Vice President, Corporate Strategy, Borg-Warner
Corporation

Willis K. Drake
CEO, Data Card Corporation

John Freivalds :
Project Manager, Experience, Inc. (Agricultural Consulting
and Research)

Daniel S. Gregory
CEO, Greylock Management Corporation (Venture Capital)

Vernon H. Heath
President, Rosemount, Inc.

Herbert C. Johnson
CEO, Electro/General Corporation

Richard S. Morse
Consultant to and Director of several U.S. business firms

Harilyn Nelson
Chairman, Citizens State Bank of Waterville, Minnesota

Merton J. Peck
Chairman, Department of Economics, Yale University

Neil Sherburne
Member, U.S. Department of Labor Executive Reserve and
Regional Manpower Advisory Board

Robert Tapp
Chairman, Humanities Program and Professor of Religious
Studies, University of Minnesota

Biographic summaries/Work Group Members
are in the Appendix

Department of Commerce Liaison: Theodoxe Schell
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Job shortage in the United States is the most important
consequence of our recent decline in technological innovation.
Jobs are at the heart of American societ but we don't have

enougE of them, and we aren't creating new ones last enough
particularly s e obs.

The shortage of jobs underlies our blighted inner cities
and poverty stricken rural areas where residents, reliant on
welfare, are bereft of the means to regain control of their
personal lives to rise above the squalor. It also underlies the
unemployment rate of nearly 35 percent for minority teenagers.
This means a paucity of career opportunities that will attract
their commitment to self-improvement programs as realistic
al;ernativen to lives domirated by despair, desolation, and
crime.

The ability of our economy to carry out technological
innovation -~ to introduce commercially successful new
products, services, and processes -- is the foundation of
both our domestic prosperity and our international competitive-
ness. Because innovation is such a key factor in our economy,
it supports much of our real economic growth, which in turn
pernits a rising standard of living and provides a solution
to the stubborn problem of stagflation =-- rising prices
combined with high unemployment.

Internationally, our historic preeminence in technological
innovation is being challenged by other industrial nations,
Japan and West Germany in particular. The challenge is
explicit. It is shown clearly by recent trends in several
international economic indicators -~ the falling value of the
dollar, our declining share of world exports, and our negative
trade balances in manufactured goods. Continuation of these
trends promises the loss of U.S. leadership in technological
innovation and a further deterioration of our economic health.

Given their brilliant performance of the 50's and 60's
small businesses* again could play a major role in providing
more jobs and make significant contributions to the solutions
of the underlying problems of our economy. The performance
of the small business sector could be stimulated %3 provide
these benefits by changes In federal policy and commercia

ractices and without increases in federal budget support.
Whatever early losses in federal revenues they may cause are
expected to be offset by subsequent gains from the resulting
spurt in economic activity.

* Throughout this report small businesses are defined as those
that have less than 500 employees, are not majority owned by
larger firms, are operated for profit, and are involved in the
creation or creative use of new knowledge, products, processes,
or services. Activities related primarily to real estate
transactions are excluded.
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Throughout most of our history, small enterprises have
produced many of our best jobs; a large proportion of the
new products and services that have made us the world's
leading nation in science, engineering, and technology; and
a steady supply of creative entrepreneurs. But the contri-
butions of small firms have sharply declined over the last
decade. We believe the underlying causes are mainly certain
growth-inhibiting government policies.

One is the increase in capital gains taxation, which has
greatly reduced the availability of capital for small businesses.
Another is increased regulatory barriers inhibiting the access
of small firms to the capital market. A third is the
continuing concentration of research and development effort
in a few industries and in relatively few firms within those
industries, and little incentive to diffuse technologies.

Increasad technological innovation appropriate to the
small family farm and food processor is also needed. Rising
costs of energy, plateauing productivity of major food crops,
increasing scarcity of water, continuing high levels of
pollution, and decreasing fertility from erosion mandate
that small farms and food processors also be made significant
and lower-cost contributors to the nation's food supply.

The overall objectives of the recommendations in this
report are:

1. To assure that the small enterprises regain their
previous economic vitality, and

2. To foster the viahility of the small family farm and
small food processor through development and application
of technologies that require less capital and fossil fuel,
and are more conserving of other natural resources.

The following 12 recommendations are directed to changes
in federal policies and commercial practices in five categories:

eee Increasing the availability of capital and management
expertise in small businesses (Recommendations 1-5).

eeoe Reducing the burden on small businesses of compliance
with government regulations (Recommendation 6).

eee Stimulating the diffusion to and more effective
application by small businesses of the technology
developed in government laboratories and large
businesses (Recommendations 7 and 8).

eee Increasing the amount of R&D performed by small
businesses and its utility to small farms and food
processors (Recommendations 9, 10, and 11).
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eoe Stimulating the export performance of small businesses

(Recommendation 12).
' While we recognize the potential significance to small
businesses of issues relating to the U.S. patent system and
federal patent policy, we exclude recommendations for policy
changes in this area because it is under active review by the
pomestic Policy Review on Industrial Innovation and by the
Committee on Intellectual Property and Information of the Pederal
Coordinating Council for Science, Engineering, and:Technology.

The complete text of each recommendation follows:
Recommendation 1.

We recommend that the capital gains tax rate be reduced to

25 percent (the pre-1969 rate) on the capital gains realized
from the sales of stocks of small businesses (less than 500
employees at date of purchase) whenever such stocks have

been held for more than three years, with a rate of 10 percent
for the capital gains of investors in the smallest businesses
{less than 100 employees at date of purchase). The reduced
rates would not apply to capital gains realized from the sale
‘of real estate. (Pages 15-18)

Reconmendation 2.

We recommend deferral of capital gains taxes on the sales of
stock if the proceeds are reinvested within one year in small
businesses, except those whose principal activities are real
estate transactions. (Pages 18-19)

Recommendation 3.

We recommend that the threshold for application of the full

- corporate tax rate of 46% be raised from $100,000 to $200,000 of
annual net income; and for annual net income below $200,000 a
progressive rate schedule beginning at 108 on the first $50,000,
and increasing in 10% increments to $200,000 on each additional
$50,000. In addition we recommend that the carry-forward
provisions for start-up losses of small businesses be extended
from five to ten years. (Pages 19-20)

Recommendation 4.

We recommend restoration of the Qualified Stock Option Plan
‘for Key Employees of small busipeases. (Pages 20-21)

Recomnendation 5.

We recommend (1) that ERISA's prudent man standard be restated
so that it is clearly applicable to the total portfolio of
pension fund investments _ather than individual investments,
and (2) that pension fund managers explicitly be permitted

to invest up to five percent of pension fund assets in small
firms. (Page 21)
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Recommendation 6.

We recommend that small businesses be allowed to deduct twice
their payments for regulatory advisory services related to
compliance with federal, state, and local regulation.

‘(Pages 22-23)

Recommendation 7.

We recommend that each federal agency allocate five percent

of its R&D funds for technology transfer. These funds should
be used to establish well defined and organized programs of
technology transfer in which there are incentives to individual
researchers to contribute their time and skills to the identifi-
cation of commercial applications. Such incentives should be
related to the benefits realized from technology transfer.
(Pages 23-26)

Recomrendation 8.

We recommend that private sector individual or corporate owners of
technology be rewarded, through appropriate changes in the tax
code, for selling, leasing, or licensing their technology to small
business firms in the United States. In addition, we recommend the
establishment of a voluntary natjonal policy to encourage
companies to make their technologies available for uses by others.
{(Pages 26-27)

Recommendation 9.

we recommend that each federal agency receiving RéD funds b
appropriation from the Corngress be required to allocate at least
10 percent of all such funds (excluding those for basic research)
to small businesses and that this objective be achieved in annual
1% increments beginning in FY1980. ( Pages 27-30)

Recommendation 10.

We recommend that small business firms be allowed to establish
and maintain a reserve for R&D for use in times of financial -
stress. (Pages 30-31)

Recommendation 1l1.

‘We recommend that there be some redirection of federally
supported agricultural research to the development of
technology for improving the efficiency of small family
farms and food processors and for making food production,
transportation, and preservation less capital and fossil-
fuel intensive. (Pages 31-33)
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Recommendation 12,

We recommend that the creation of Small Business Export
Trade Corporations be encouraged hy a double deduction for
these corporations of up to $100,000 of annual expenses
associated with the exporting activities of each client,
with a loss carry-forward of ten years. In addition, we
recommend that small businesses be allowed a double deduc-
tion of special expenses of serving export markets up to
$100,000 annually. (Pages 33-34)
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I, INTRODUCTION

This report recommends changes in federal policies to
increase the contributions of small, technologically innovative
firms to our society. We define such firms as those that have less
than 500 employees, are not majority owned by larger firms, are
operated for profit, and are involved in the creation or creative
use of new knowledge, products, processes, or services. We exclude
throughout the report activities related primarily to real estate
transactions.

The small business sector no longer contributes as much to
economic prosperity as it so brilliantly did in the fifties and
sixties. The loss is not just for the few that might have had the
satisfaction of technological entrepreneurship; more importantly
it is a loss for all Americans who would have shared in the
abundant economic benefits and would have held the myriad of
skilled jobs that such pioneering would have made possible.

More innovation means more skilled jobs for an increasingly
educated population, an improved export performance, a higher rate
of productivity improvement, and at least a partial solution to
stagflation, a crippling combination of inflation and unemployment.
Further, we desperately reed more innovation to cope with both
new problems and widely accepted national goals = - better
central cities, safer and more satisfying work, a cleaner environ-
ment, and less dependence upon autocratically controlled overseas
sources of energy supplies. We need to recognize the growing
concern over the quality of ‘life in our ccuntry - - concern that
technological innovation is not focusing adequately on both
life's necessities of food and housing and on the amenities that
make life more enjoyable., We think commercially successful
innovation is like good health: a society can never have too
much,

our concerns span the entire spectrum of requirements for
successful innovation - - from the inception of the research
and development (RéD)1 tc the widespread use of a new product,
process, or concept. We look then well beyond research and develop-
ment (that is, activities to create new knowledge or design) to
encompass the introduction and diffusion of an invention through
its commercial application that creates jobs, increases product~-
ivity, and adds to exports. Thus successful innovation requires
a combination of market demand (need), technical feasibility,
and commitment of financial support. This combination ultimately
is manifested in the establishment of all of the producing and
marketing facilities required for national and international dis-
tribution of the product or service. Hence, our report deals not
only with the role of scientist, engineer, and inventor, but also
that of the financier, the production craftsman, and the marketing
person; all are involved in bringing an invention into widespread
use,

{Research and development includes (1) basic research (acquiring
scientific knowledge), (2) applied research (acquiring knowledge for
potential application), and (3) development (designing special
materials, devices, processes, and products).
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We recognize that federal policies alone cannot cause small,
technically oriented firms to flourish., Their existence depends on
the entrepreneurial spirit that has been an integral part of our
culture and institutions, and they have contributed importantly to
our economic strength. Other industrialized countries do not have
80 large a sector of technically oriented small businesses, which
explains in large part their historic lack in innovation. In
recent years however they have recognized this deficiency and
instituted policies to encourage the development of small
technically oriented companies. At the same time, policy changes
in the United States have had 1largely unintended adverse
consequences.

Our recommendations are to reshape certain existing policies
to make them less of a handicap to business, rather than to expand
the government into new areas, We stress that our recommendations
involve no increase in federal budgetary support, but they
probably would cause an initial reduction in federal revenues.

The report is focused on what can be done: measures that
will pay off to society. As a prelude to such recommendations,
we believe it is important to review briefly what we regard as the
present crisis in innovation and its consequences.

II., CONSEQUENCES OF THE SLOWDOWN IN INNOVATION

The loss of the potential contribution of the small, tech-
nically oriented firm and more generally the decline in innovation
in our economy have wide-ranging ramifications for jobs in the
United States, our trade position, our productivity, the general
performance of our economy, and our ability to meet the new
problems our society faces.

A. Jobs

Unemployment in the United States throughout the nineteen
seventies has persisted at unacceptable rates (See Figure l.). It
is increasingly recognized as a stubborn problem that is not
solvable by fine tuning of national fiscal and monetary policies.
Nor is the creation of temporary and dead-end jobs in the public
sector more than a palliative. Training programs go nowhere with-
out viable jobs for their graduates.

. Holding a meaningful skilled job is also recognized as the
means of admission to most of the benefits of a prosperous society
and to full citizenship in economic, social, and political life
for an individual and his family. Alternating periods of unemploy-
ment and dead~end jobs leave their scars on successive generations.

Finally, the concentration of unemployment and underemployment
among particular groups and localities means explosive social
problems. The consequences of unemployment spread through the
neighborhood to encompass its small businesses, its public services,
and its education system so as to poison the social atmosphere of
sections of our country.
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The solution must be found in job creation - - particularly
skilled jobs ~ - in the private sector. Innovation plays a key
role, for high employment has been associated with the development
of new industries and products, founded on new technology; and
small businesses have an impressive record of creating new jobs
through new technology. A previous study for the Commerce
Technical Advisory Board found that from 1969 to 1974 employment
increased at an annual rate of only 0.6 percent in a sample of
large mature companies, at a rate of 4.3 percent in established
but innovative companies, and at a rate of 40.7 percent in young
high technology con\panies.2 (See Figure 2.) Of course, the
success of new products may result in the displacement of old
products. Still the process of innovation - - the adding of new
products to the economy - - stimulates demand and investment.

It permits noninflationary growth in overall demand and offers
escape from the dilemmas of continuing stagflation.

B. Export Performance

The strength of the dollar rests ultimately on our. success
as a trading nation. The postwar pattern in U.S. trade is a
relatively simple one. We have deficits - - more imports than
exports = - in minerals, fuels, and other raw materials as well
as in less technologically intensive manufacturing products such
as textiles and shoes. K We cover these deficits by surpluses - -
more exports than imports - = in such technologically intensive
products as aircraft, chemicals, and electronics. Also contributing
significantly to the surplus is trade in agricultural products.
Much of our success in agriculture is based on the high level of
innovativeness displayed by American farmers and their supplying
industries, underscoring the importance of including small farms
andismall food processors within the concept of innovative small
businesses.

while our trade in agricultural products continues to provide
a significant surplus (See Figure 3.), the recent record of trade
in manufactured products is depressing. As shown in Figure 4, the
U.S. share of world exports of manufactured goods has dropped
alarmingly over the past 20 years. Traditionally, we have been
a net exporter of manufactured products, but our imports of such
products by 1972 grew to exceed exports, creating one of the
factors in the U,S. devaluation decision. With the price advantage

2The Role of New Technical Enterprises in the U.S. Bconom* (A
Report of the Technical Advisory Board to the Secretary o

Commerce, 1976) Appendix A. See also the statement of Dr. Edwin
V.W. 2schau, Chairman, Capital Formation Task Force of the American
Electronics Association, before the Senate Select Committee on
Small Business, February 8, 1978.
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from the 1973 devaluation, trade in manufactured products by 1975
generated a 22 billion dollar surplus. By mid-1978, however, our
trade surplus in manufactured goods disappeared, which also
demonstrates the decline in the U.S. competitive position in
manufactured products. (See Figure 5.)

The decline in the balance of trade with respect to manu-
factured products underlines the importance of continued innova-
tion, Economists have shown the existence of a product-cycle
in which new products tend to be developed and introduced in
industrialized countries and particularly in the United States.
Such products are exported to the rest of the world in their early
years., But as products become standardized, their technology
well known, and their market acceptance widespread, other countries,
especially those with lower wage rates, begin their manufacture,
first for their home market, ang then for export, and at times

-even to the innovating country.

In this product cycle our advantage has traditionally been in
innovation and, as products mature, we must innovate new or
improved products and create new processes. In this way we can
remain both a successful trading nation and a high-wage country.
The American trade problem originates, in part, with the declining
innovativeness of our economy relative to those of other countries.

Another of our advantages has been the high productivity of
our agriculture. The small family farm, however, is not realizing
its potential in contributing to both agriculture exports and
domestic consumption because not enough agricultural research has
been directed to technological innovations that are responsive
to its needs.

C. Productivity

One way the U.S. can offset the effects of its high wages
in international competition is by increasing productivity - -
more output per worker. reater productivity is also signifi-
cant domestically for it permits combining rising wages with
stable prices. And in the long run, more output per worker
creates the economic growth that has allowed each generation to
live better than its parents. o

While output per man~hour in manufacturing doubled in the
United States from 1950 to 1976, it increased nine times in
Japan, more than four times in West Germany, and nearly four

3Raymond Vernon, "“International Investment and International
Trade in the Product Cycle, "Quarterly Journal of Economics,
Vol, LXXX (May, 1966).
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times in France. Among the industrialized countries, only the United
Kingdom had an increase comparable to that in the United States.

{(See Figure 6.) While the record of other countries reflects a
recovery from World War 1I destruction, and some catch-up in
productivity was inevitable, the productivity record of the United
States during the last decade has been disappointing relative to

that of other countries, and to that of our own recent past.

Innovation plays the fundamental role in productivity gains.
The effect of innovation is most direct with process innovations
-- improved methods of producing existing products which raise
output per man-nour. New products affect productivity more
indirectly. A new product of one industry -- such as a computer, a
machine tool, or a new material -- will often raise productivity
in the firm that purchases the new product. Various studies have
shown that innovations in these two forms are the major sources of
productivity growth.

Another factor in productivity has been the rise of the
service sector. While services broadly defined were about half
the economy at the end of World War II, services now account for
two-thirds of the U.S. economic output.® Services have
traditionally had a slow rate of productivity increase, but the
reduction in clerical costs with the use of computers and office
machines illustrates what can be achieved with new products and
new methods. With a large and growing service sector, innovation
is of critical importance both in the service sector itself and in
the manufacturing industries that supply both improved products
and new ones. Moreover, in the service sector small businesses
play a larger role than they do in m3nufacturing.

D. Stagflation

While the causes of stagflation are not well understood,
there is evidence that a declining rate of innovation compounds
and intensifies the forces leading to stagflation. This is
because it is in the highly innovative sector that marked price
declines occur. To take three examples from innovative
industries: (1) the price of the transistor by 1965 fell to one
hundredth of its 1951 value, (2) the price of a long distance

4while productivity is often measured as output per worker,

total factor productivity is a more comprehensive meagure because
it reflects the role of increased capital per worker. Again,
however, innovation plays the key role in raising total tactor
productivity. See, for example, Edward S. Denison, Why Growth
Rates Differ (The Brookings Institution, 1967), pp. 7-9.

.

Su.s. Department of Commerce, U.S. Service Industries in World
Markets (1976), p. 7.
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telephone call by 1970¢ was half its 1930 price, and (3) the price
of a standardized calculation on a currgnt model computer in 1977
was one percent of what it was in 1957. Such sharp price
reductions contribute to price stability by offsetting price rises
elsewhere in the economy.

Innovation has also made American agriculture the most
productive in the world. <The American farmer now feeds 55 of his
fellow countrymen compared to 7 in 1900. A substantial part of
the gain in agricultural and food processing productivity has been
achieved through intensive use of large-scale capital equipment,
fossil fuel, and chemical based innovations. These innovations
are mostly applicable to the larger farms, and small farms and
food processing units have not received the attention warranted by
their economic potential. Furthermore, the recent slowdown in
agricultural productivity suggests that the traditional approaches
have diminishing returns even for large farm operations. The
inexorably rising costs of food in a hungry world, rising cost and
uncertain availability of fossil fuels, the plateauing of major
food crop productivity, growing scarcity of water, continuing high
rate of soil erosion, and growing concern over quality of life
indicate that innovation in agriculture is still urgently needed
but with a redirection toward technologies that arc less capital
and fossil-fuel intensive and more conserving of other natural
resources.

E. Innovation and New Problems

Today the economy is faced with challenges of achieving a
better environment, renewing blighted inner cities, developing
alternative sources of energy, and conserving energy and resources.
Small innovative enterprises can play important roles in all of
these areas, especially in rebuilding inner city communities.

with innovation, new opportunities and options become avail-
able for new, technically oriented, small businesses in revital-
izing inner city communities. These include new types of building
design, construction, and renovation; installation and maintenance
of solar energy devices; urban farming and small-scale food
processing; specialized computer-based education training centers;
technology application centers; health care centers; and private
delivery of welfare services. Widespread participation in small
enterprises gives control to residents of the inner city and
provides them the long-absent economic opportunity and incentives
for success. Most importantly, urban revitalization that is based
on diverse profitable enterprise rather than a host of public
programs will provide a community the means of being self-sufficient
and responsive to changing needs from within.

6pata for 1 and 2 from Burton Klein, Dynamic Economics (Harvard
University Press, 1977) pp. 130 and 138; for 3, Control Data
price/performance records on central processing units,
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F. The Unnoticed Crisis

By its nature a decline in innovativeness is not readily
perceived. We do not see this crisis the way we see the urban
decay or the lines at the employment office. But we think this
unnoticed crisis underlies in large part our visible crises.

The Work Group believes that innovativeness in U.S. industry
has declined substantially over the past decade. We also believe
that an important factor in the decline is a series of difficulties
besetting small, technically oriented firms. Because small firas
have been found to have a much greater efficiency in innovation,

a general decline in U.S. innovation could be expected if our
small, technologically innovative businesses were to fall upon
hard times.

Quantitative evidence corroborating this hypothesis is
scarce, but support is contained in a study commissioned by the
National Science Foundation and completed in 1975.7 The study
reported that in the 1953-73 period, about half of the major
innovations produced in U.S. industry were made by firms with
less than 1,000 employees and about one-quarter by firms with
less than 100. Also reported in the study was a significantly
sharper decline in the number of major innovations per sales
dollar attributable to smaller firms (less than 100 employees)
since 1967 than in larger ones (more than 1,000 employees):

33 1/3 percent compared to 21.1 percent. The decline in innovation
has been accompanied by the virtual disappearance of seed venture
capital to support the establishment and growth of small, tech-
nically oriented firms. (See Figure 7.)

This less visible crisis may contribute to some of the more
visible problems - - the deficit in the balance of payments and
weakening of the dollar, the productivity slowdown, and the
devastating effects of stagflation on jobs, urban blight, and our
standard of living - -all of which gives an urgency to the
consideration of measures to reversc this decline, and to permit
small, technically oriented firms to make again tine contributions
to the economy they achieved in the fifties and sixties. It is to
these recommendations that we now turn.

7William K. Scheirer, Small Firms and Federal RiD (Washington)
p.9. See also Richard O. Zerbe, Jr., "Research and Development
By Smaller Firms"™, Journal of Contemporary Business, Spring 1976.
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I1I. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR RESTORING AND
ENHANCING THE VITALITY OF SMALL
TECHNICALLY ORIENTED BUSINESSES

A. Increasing the Avajlability of Capital

Access to the public securities market for all business firms
is controlled by regulations of the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission. Full compliance with these regqulations, which is necessary
to protect the interests of investors, can be excessively burden-
some to business firms, and especially so to small business firms.
In recognition of this principle, the SEC created Regulation A,
which facilitates small securities offerings by exempting them from
the costly and time consuming requirements of full registration.
Over time, the value of the exemption was reduced markedly because
of inflation. The SEC has, however, recently raised its ceiling
and also modified Regulations 144 and 146 so as to facilitate the
sale of equities in small businesses by major stockholders. With
these changes in sécurities regulation, the major barrier hindering
access to the securities market by small businesses lies in the
tax laws., It is to be hoped that the SEC will review its regula-
tions on a regular basis and revise them periodically so as to
minimize their adverse impact upon small businesses.

SEC regulations are one illustration of the way government
policies shape the structure of capital markets. Actions of other
government agencies also have an impact. We believe that the
combined effect of policy changes over the past decade has served
to place small companies at a disadvantage with respect to access
to capital markets.

Policy changes have also made the climate for investment in
small businesses more unpredictable. Small operations are
inherently fraught with uncertainty, and abrupt changes in
government policy compound these uncertainties, making investment
in small businesses excessively risky.

We believe government policy must create a more favorable and
predictable climate for small business investment. Towards this
goal, we recommend five specific actions that reverse the trend of
placing small businesses at a disadvantage in obtaining capital
and key personnel.
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1. Taxation of Capital Gains

Changes in capital gains taxation are probably more
responsible than any other factor for the deterioration
in technologIcq!_gntreEreneursﬁxg thht has occurred in the
United States during the last decade. Such changes succes-
sively have lowered after-tax returns for successful
innovation to ‘a level where now, technologically innovative
firms no longer are able to attract adequate investment.
The present level of capital gains taxation has become a
critical constraint on the founding and expansion of
small, technically oriented firms.

Engaging in industrial innovation is inherently risky
because uncertainties of development of new technology are
compounded by uncertainties of market acceptance of new
products, processes, and services. At the same time
innovation is a capital intensive activity, not because
it requires such massive investment as steel and chemicals,
but because of the time lag between launching a development
and its large-scale market acceptance. Capital is required
to cover the expenditures for start-up costs before revenue
begins to be realized. Such capital is forthcoming only
when potential investors believe that the after-tax
returns will be adequate to cover the risks. The problem
of adequate rewards, however, is not just one for capital;
key management and technical personnel traditionally have
been compensated for the personal risks in joining uncertain
ventures by sharing in the fortunes of the firm rather than
by salary payments. In our free enterprise system successful
technical entrepreneurship creates the economic values.
These, in turn, are reflected in the rise in stock prices
of the enterprise and realized by investors and key
individuals by the sale of their stock in such enterprises.
Thus the after-tax capital gain is the critical incentive
for technical innovation by small firms.

Since 1970, the tax on capital gains has increased
dramatically. Prior to 1969, the maximum capital gains tax
rate paid by individuals was 25 percent. The Tax Reform
Act of 1969 increased that rate to a maximum of 40 percent =--
a 35 percent rate on the capital gains themselves and an
additional S5 percent possible from the operation of the
minimum tax. Legislation also reduced the tax on earned
income from a maximum rate of 70 percent to 50 percent.
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Thus the differential between the taxation of salaries and
capital gains narrowed from 70 percent on salaries and 25
percent on cagital gains to 50 percent and 40 percent
respectively.

The Tax Reform Act of 1976 provided for further increases
in the minimum tax and also raised the maximum rate on capital
gains to 49.5 percent. These changes virtually eliminated
the differential between the rates on earned income and
capital gains. The effect of these changes was further
compounded by a high rate of inflation which produced
significant capital gains in current dollars, and hence
capital gains taxes, for assets whose value after adjustment
for inflation had actually declined. The impact of such
changes in taxation has been dramatic for the small, technically
oriented firme in which the prospect of capital gains has been
the major incentive for investors. Therefore, we place the
highest priority on a capital gains tax reduction targeted
on small, technically oriented firms.

We consider such tax reduction a preferred method of
improving the availability of capital to small, technically
oriented firms. By increasing the rewards for successful
ventures, an incentive is provided to manage such enter-
prises in an efficient way, leaving to the marketplace the
distribution of the incentives among firms., Thus such an
approach is preferable to the provision of loans or other
federal financing to small firms, an approach that would
thrust upon the federal government the difficult task of
deciding among promising loan applicants, We recognize
that our proposal might result in an initial revenue loss to
the federal government, but given the narrowly limited
target of the proposed tax reduction, it would be a minimal
one, and losses would be offset by the gains in employment
and output from these successful firms,

The 95th Congress recngnized the negative consequences
of the present high rate of capital gains tax by passing
significant rate reductions. The legislation, however, does
not restore the 1969 rates. Given the risks of small,
technically oriented businesses we consider such a rollback
essential for these firms to realize their potential in such
vital areas as job creation. We also consider essential
an even lower rate of 10 percent to attract investment in
the smallest of businesses -- for example, those with less
than 100 employees. Application of the lower rate would be
determined by the size of the businesses at the time the
investment was made and thus serve to attract capital to

Brax Polic , Investment and Economic Growth (A Report by
Securities Industry Association, 1978) p. 63.

9Michael X. Evans., The Economic Effects of Reducing Capital
Gains Taxes. Chase Econometrics Associates, Inc., Aprig 1978.

See also Tax Policy, Investment and Economic Growth, pp. 34-7.
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new firms and to recognize the higher risk of investment

in the smallest firms. We would exclude from the rollback
all real estate activity, because such transactions do

not have as high a potential for job creation as investment
in other small businesses.

Recommendation 1.

We recormend that the capjital gains tax rate be reduced to

25 percent (the pre-1969 rate) on the capital gains realized
from the sales of stocks of small businesses (less than 500
employees aL date of purchase) whenever such stocks have

been held for more than three years, with a rate of 10
percent for the capital cains of investors in the smallest
businesses (less than 100 employees at date of purchase).
These reducec rates would not apply to capital gains realized
from the sale of real estate.

2. Tax-free Exchange of Stock

Continued investment even in successful, technically
oriented, small firms whose stock has risen in value usually
remains risky. Stockholders have a propensity to diversify
their investment. Under present tax laws often the most
profitable way to diversify is through merger with a large
firm, carried out by a tax-free exchange of stock. Investors
find that equity shares of large firms are likely to be more
liquid and represent a diversified set of economic activities.
Yet this method of diversification tends to concentrate
capital in larger firms.

We consider it important instcad to have tax policies
that encourage the use of capital in the start-up of new
firms. At the same time we recognize that that investor's
desire for diversification of his risk is a legitimate one.
Therefore we would like to est»klish an alternate route for
tax-free diversification of risk that would encourage the
formation and growth of small firms by allowing the tax-free
:gllover of investment in one small firm to another such

rm,

We think such a provision =-- similar to the rollover
provision on sale of homes -- would make funds available
to new, small, technically oriented firms, precisely from the
most knowledgeable and receptive investors =-- those that have
. already participated in such ventures. It would remove the
tax incentive for the premature sale of successful firms to
laxge firms and thus serve to retain at least some of them
as independent business entities during their dynamic early
stages of growth. Further, it would allow the investor to
diversify by holding stock in several small, technically
oriented firms.

Essentially the sane proposal was made in 1976 by the
Tax Policy Task Force of the Small Business Advisory Committee
on Economic Policy.
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Recommendation 2,

We recommend deferral of capital gains taxes on the sales of
stock if the proceeds are reinvested within one year in small
businesses, except those whose principal activities are real
estate transactions. —

3. Taxation of Corporate Income and Tax Treatment
of Start-up Lossecs

Taxation of Corporate Income. Not only have small
businesses experlenced great difficulty in obtaining capital
in their start-up period, but they continue to have trouble
finding capital for financing expansion during their early
years of existence. Although quantitative data are not -
readily available, capital shortage is believed to contribut
significantly to the high failure rate of small businesses.

Causes of capital shortages in business firms range over a
broad spectrum, but in the case of small young companies that are
bringing new products or services to market, current tax rates on
net earnings are so high as to preclude establishing a solid
financial base that is attractive to investors. The best and
easiest way for small firms to achieve a sound financial base and
adequate funds to support expansion is, of course, through
retained earnings. Current tax rates on corporate earnings are
not, however, sufficiently differentiated between small firms and
large established corporatjons, although the reductions made by
the 95th Congress in the corporate tax structure were a step in
the right direction. Before the 1978 reductions, net earnings by
all companies, regardless of size and age, were subject to a tax
of 208 on the first 325,000 of net income, 22% on the next
$25,000, and 48% on income over that amount. 1In 1978, Congress
lowered these rates to 178 on the first $25,000 of net income, 20%.
on the next $25,000, 30% on income between $50,000 and $75,000,
40% on income between $75.000 and $100,000, and 46% on income over
$100,000. Most states also collect income tax on small
businesses, and many in addition impose taxes on dividends to
stockholders.10 We believe small businesses would have better
chances for survival and growth if the tax rates on net earnings
were reduced further.

10Tax Review, Vol. XXXVIIJ, No. 12, December 1977, p. 47.
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Tax Treatment of Start~up Losses. The established
corporation is provided a tax incentive for innovation in
that its expenses for the early phases of innovation are a
deduction from its corporate income tax. The new firm cannot
obtain the same tax benefit since it lacks profits from which
losses can be deducted. Such losses can, however, be carried
forward and charged against income in subsequent years, but
only within a five-year period. Some of the most advanced
and promising technology has a longer gestation period and
s0 does not yield profits within this five-year span to
which earlier losses can be offset. In such cases there
is a tax bias against the smaller firm as compared to the
large firm. We believe this tax bias should be eliminated.

Recommendation_ 3.

We recommend that the threshold for application of the full
corporate tax rate of 46% be raised from $100,000 to $200,000 of
annual net income; and for annual net income below $200,000 a
progressive rate schedule beginning at 10% on the first $50,000,
and increasing in 10% increments to $200,000 on each additional
$50,000. In addition we recommend that the carry-forward
provisions for start-up losses of small businesses be extended
from five to ten years.

4. Qualified Stock Option Plan for Key Employees

Small, innovative companies depend upon stock incentives
to attract and retain key employees because they cannot
afford the high salaries paid by larger companies, Small
companies tend to go through a growth cycle where, in the early
stages, technical knowhow is the dominant skill required.

In due course, commercial products or services are

produced from this knowhow, but the number of customers

is small. Later, as market opportunities expand and
production grows, new requirements develop: how to
manufacture and market products on a larger scale and how
to organize and operate efficiently more complex activities.
This stage requires managerial talents that are more likely
to be found in larger firms than in smaller ones.

The problem, then, is how to attract experienced
managers from larger companies. Prior to 1976 a widely
used and successful incentive was an Incentive Stock
Option, which allowed a key employee the following choice:
If he chose not to be taxed in the year of grant on the
then value of the stock, he could defer payment of tax from
the exercise date of the option to the earlier of (1) the

' year of sale of the underlying stock or (2) ten years
after the grant of the option. The Tax Reform Act of 1976
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eliminated this option. Consequently, the current law
unduly penalizes key employees of smaller companies who
must sell optioned stock at the time of option exercise
in order to pay the required tax, yet are unable to sell
the stock obtained from exercising the option_because of
the limited or illiquid market for the stock.l

Recommendation 4.

We recommend restoration of the Qualified Stock Option
Plan for Key Employees of small businesses.

5. Pension Fund Investment

Funds available for investment are increasingly under
the control of institutional investors. Pension funds are
a leading example, and their assets are now about $200
billion. The managers of such funds are subject to ERISA
regulations, and a conservative interpretation of these

regulations requires the fund managers to limit their
equity investment to stocks of blue chip firms traded in
large volumes on public” exchanges. Amending ERISA
regulations could open up a new source of funds for

small, technically oriented firms. We find much merit in

the recommendation of a 1976-77 Small Business Administration
Task Force on Equity Finance that ERISA be amended in such

a way as to increase the availability of capital to new,
small, innovative firms without jeopardizing the safety of
pension plan investments.

Recommendation 5.

We recommend (1) that ERISA's prudent man standard be
restated so that it is clearly applicable to the total
portfolio of pension fund investments rather than
individual investments, and (2) that pension fund managers
explicitly be permitted to invest up to five percent of
pension fund assets in small firms.

ll'A Program of Tax Revision Proposals to Enhance Capital
Formation for Growth Businesses”, National Venture Capital
Association (NVCA)}, Washington, D.C. May 1, 1977, pp. 9-11.
Also see pp. 34-36 of Technological Innovation: Its
Environment and Management, U.S. Department of Commerce,
Washington, D.C., 1967, sometimes referred to as the Charpie
Report, for a discussion of the merits of liberalized stock
options for small firms.

12pages 14 and 15 of the cited report.
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B. Reducing the Burden of Regulation

Small businesses, along with large businesses and non-

profit institutions, have been burdened by the recent

expansion of both federal and state regulations. Some of

the recent regulations -- those for occupational safety and
health and for environmental protection =-- have impacted
most businesses. Others ~- those for food and drugs and

auto safety -- have applied to specific industries. We
understand the social concerns that led to such regulations,
and we are aware that both federal and state governments
are reviewing whether current regulations are the most
cost-effective way of dealing with these societal problems. FPor
example, the Interstate Commerce Commission is relaxing its rules
against shippers with their own trucking operations to seek
for-hire traffic to eliminate otherwise empty back-hauls. We also
recognize that the balancing of social gains and economic losses
in assessing regulation is a complex task, ill-suited to a work
roup focussing primarily on the job-creating potentials of
innovations by small, tecﬂnically oriented businesses.

We note, however, that innovations -- because they
involve new products, services, and processes == lse likely
to encounter considerable regulatory uncertainty. Such
uncertainty is particularly burdensome to small businesses
because they lack the specialized staff of large businesses
to cope with the regulatory maze. As a result the task of
regulatory compliance is likely to fall upon the already
over-committed line management of small businesses.
Ultimately it reduces their competitiveness both in
domestic and foreign markets. A partial solution lies
in the creation of regulatory advisory services, themselves
largely small profit-making businesses, which can develop
computer data bases and an expertise for coping more
effectively and efficiently with the complexity of govern=-
ment regulations than individual small businesses. Such
a service can save the time of small business management
and reduce the cost of compliance.

To encourage the formation of such firms as well as
to recognize that even the services of advisory firms will
only reduce, but not eliminate, the burden of regulatory
compliance on small businesses, we consider it desirable
that more than the deduction of the actual business
expense be permitted for payment to regulatory advisory
firms. Furthermore, as a matter of good government, we
think the cost of regulatory compliance for small businesses
should be highlighted in covernment decision making by a tax
deduction that exceeds the actual expense.

13Geotge S. Lockwood, Founder and General Partner, Monterey
Abalone Farms, "An Address to the Third Annual Colloquium or
Research and Development Policy," American Association for the
Advancement of Science, Washington, D.C., June 21, 1978.
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Recommendation 6.

We recommend that small businesses be allowed to deduct
twice their payments for regulatory advisory services
related to compliance with federal, state, and local
regulation.

C. Improving the Diffusion and Application of Technology

There exists in the United States an enormous volume of
information and technology in the laboratories of universities,
government, and business, Much of it lies dormant; little
is transferred from one of these huge knowledge reservoirs
to another, and even less from the reservoirs for transfor-
mation_into new products and services that serve societal
needs.l4 This is social waste: knowledge is one resource
whose use by one individual does not preclude its use
by another. And for individuals to rediscover what is
already known is costly to both the individual and society.

We lack well-defined programs to encourage the widespread

use of existing technology. We propose such a program that
focuses on both the public and private sectors and, as will be
emphasized repeatedly, is vital to small business.

Diffusion of technology is particularly important because our
nation's R&D efforts are so concentrated as to limit their
application to only a few sectors of the economy. Besides
important concentrations in federal laboratories and universities,
the largest firms in our economy account for much of the organized
industrial ReD, especially in the chemical, electronic,
aeronautical, and pharmaceutical industries. Small business
cannot afford self-sufficiency in technology, and our society can
ill afford to let technolcgy lie idle.

1. Technology Transfers from Federally-Sponsored R&D

Universities, The present level of research effort is
approximately $5 billion -- nearly 70 percent of which is financed
by the federal government.lS

The main reasons for the amall amount of technology
flowing into industry include lack of:

1. Well-defined programs and funds to implement
technology transfer.

2. Incentives for faculty researchers to seek
beneficial commercial applications for research
results and to participate in technology transfer
programs through personal linkages with users in
industry.

l4pyssel L. Ackoff and others, Designing a National
Scientific and Technological Communicatgon §¥l€:‘,

niversity ol Pennsylvania Press, , PP. =153,
15yational Science Poundation, National Patterns of R&D
Resources, National Science Foundation 77-310, pp. 10 and 23.
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3. Attention to needs of industry.

4. A positive government patent policy that stimulates
private industry to commercialize inventions by
transferring rights instead of retaining patent
rights in most cases.

Through the establishment of a well-defined technology
transfer program, technology flow into small business can be
substantially increased. One important element is commercially
available, computer-based information storage and communication
systems. Massive amounts of information can be stored in the
computer memory and quickly recalled. By including two types
of information in the data bases =-- one consisting of
descriptions of technologies in terms that show prospective
buyers the kinds of problems the technologies will solve, and
the other describing the problems that are to be solved ==~
interaction can be facilitated between providers and users
of technology.

Specifically, when an idea for innovative technology
occurs to a scientist during the course of a university
research project, he lists it with a commercial, computer-
based communications technology data base service. Conversely,
those seeking innovations use the same service to obtain
information about technologies that may satisfy their needs.
This interaction not only greatly increases the chances that
the idea will be used, but more importantly it makes
innovation possible in response to a combination of market
pull and technology push instead of just technology push.
Experience teaches that the most successful and least costly
innovations are those where there was early linkage between
the idea and the needs of the marketplace, because the
development could be properly guided through interaction
between researchers and users.

Funding for technology transfer programs should be
included as part of each government research project grant.
The amount recommended is five percent of the total project
funding, a small amount in relation to the expected benefit
to society.

16pemedies for this serious deficiency were not addressed by
this Work Group because it is being addressed by the Committee
on Intellectual Property and Information, which was established
by the Federal Coordinating Council for Science, Engineering,
and Technology. The Committee is in the midst of an effort

to arrive at an agreed Carter Administration policy with
respect to the allocation of rights in patentable inventions
resulting from federally-supported work done by nongovernmental
persons. The Committee is chaired by Dr. Jordan J. Baruch, the
Assistant Secretary of Comnerce for Science and Technology.

Its efforts are separate from, but to be coordinated with, the
Domestic Policy Review on Industrial Innovation.
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Within the university there should be a small administrative
organization to help market the ideas for innovative technology.
Royalties paid by industry should be divided among the university
(to help defray administrative costs), the scientists originating
the ideas, and those who are key in helping to find industrial
uses.

Another way to encourage closer relationships between small
businesses and universities is through having small businesses
sponsor the cesearch at universities just as large firms do
presently. Such sponsorship could be expanded by allowing small
businesses a double deduction from its income taxes.

Government Laboratories. The situation in government
laboratories is much like that in universities. A key
statistic is that the federal government spends over $1
billion annually to disseminate results of federally-funded
R&D.17 vYet it is frequently impossible or extremely difficult
for either government or industry to get these results. Reasons
for this are essentially the same as those listed for univer-
sities,

The government agency with the largest R&D budget and
least effectiveness in technology diffusion is the Department of
Defense. The low level of success is due to almost total
reliance on documents produced by research and development
projects as the means of transfer, Other government agencies
relying solely on documents have the same low level of results.

NASA, through its technology utilization program, has made
a greater and more diverse effort since 1962 to transfer its
research results into commercial use. 1In addition to the
dissemination of publications, NASA has established industrial
applications centers that assist industry in acquiring infor-
mation on NASA technologies. While the NASA program falls
far short of what might be achieved, more technology is moved
into industry than would be the case without the program.

The largest and most successful federal effort to diffuse
technology has been the Extension Service of the Department of
Agriculture. USDA field agents working at the county level
throughout the United States and drawing from the Department
of Agriculture sponsored research results make direct contact
with individual farmers.

A final observation to be made on government and univer-
sity technology transfer activities is that in all cases the
process begins after the research and development program has
been completed. As noted earlier, however, the most successful
industrial innovations are those where there was an early
linkage between the idea and the marketplace, so that the
development can be properly guided.

175¢e “Federal Management of Scientific and Technical
Information (STINFQ)" prepared for the Special Subcommittee
on the National Science Foundation of the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare, U.S. Senate, February 1976, pp. 9-10.

48-059 0 - 79 - 9
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We believe that there must be a change from the traditional
and ineffective practice by most agencies of merely disseminating
information as a means of technology transfer to the more
comprehensive approach that has been outlined. Funding for
implementing the comprehensive approach for technology transfer
should be included as part of every government project -- five
percent of the total project funds -- the same as for university
projects. For comparison purposes, it should be noted that the
U.S. Department of Agriculture Extension Service budget of $270
million is about 50 percent as large as the department's R&D
budget of $500 million, and the NASA technology utilization
budget is $9 million, or about 0.3 percent of the NASA R&D
budget.

~

Therefore, our proposals focus on facilitating the transfer
of technology from the concentrations in government laboratories,
universities, and industry to small businesses, where it can often
be applied to realize a larger share of its economic potential.

Recommendation 7.

We recommend that each federal agency allocate five percent of
its R&D funds for technology transfer. These funds should be
used to establish well defined and organized programs of
technology transfer in which there are incentives to individual
researchers to contribute their time and skills to the identifi-
cation of commercial applications. Such incentives should be
related to the benefits realized from technology transfer.

2. Technology Transferg Within the Private Sector

Another large store of under-utilized technology exists in
business firms. Most firms use only part of their stock of
technology in their own commercial activities, but the remaining,
unused technology may have commercial applications elsewhere in
our economy. Even more importantly, firms utilize technology in
one product that may have applications to other products.
Interfirm transfer of technology is constrained, however, by
concern for proprietary protection. Much of this concern is
unwarranted because even in the few areas of significant
technological breakthroughs in recent years, the new technology
was diffused so rapidly that any initial business advantage was
soon lost. Thus, in most industries, a number of companies are
selling the same basic product, differentiation being achieved by
design features to improve user application and appearance.

Hence, much of the technology of one firm can be used by others
with little competitive threat. Given the benefits to society
from increased technology transfer and in recognition of the added
costs of marketing technology, we recommend that both financial
and social incentives be used to stimulate large companies to make
their technology available to small companies.

Financial Incentives. The most frequerit method of
transfer is through a licensing arrangement. Another way
in which technology transfer occurs is through the spin-off
of small businesses by large firms. We believe that such
spin-offs will be encouraged by the capital gains rollback
for small business as set forth in our first recommendation.
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A large firm can use technology unrelated to its main
activity as the basis for ustablishing a small business

in which it takes a minority position. 1Its capital gains
would be taxed at the lower small business rate just as for
any other investor. .

Both licensing and spin-offs need to be supplemented
by greater incentives for business firms, large and small,
to participate more actively in technology transfers, and
these can be provided by changes in the tax code. It must
be recognized that such transfers are costly, and both
buyers and sellers must be able to perceive at least some
chance that their costs for transferring their unused
technology will be covered. Further, if they perceive
the possibility of greater profit, their interest in
transfer will be correspondingly greater.

Social Incentives: Social incentive would be provided
by the community in the form of a consensus that large
companies should make their technologies more available
as part of their obligation to society. This is a reasonable
gesture by any company, because all technology is in part a
product of our educational system and diffusion of knowledge
from the technical efforts of other organizations.

Recommendation 8.

We recommend that private sector individual or corporate
owners of technology be rewarded, through appropriate
changes in the tax code, for selling, leasing, or licensing
their technology to small business firms in the United
States. In addition, we recommend the establishment of a
voluntary national policy to encourage companies to make
their technologies available for noncompetitive uses by
others.

D. Some Redirection of R&D Spending Towards Small
Businesses and the Needs of Small Family Farms
and Food Processors

While there has been widespread comment on the decline
of U.S. R&D expenditures as a percent of our Gross National
Product, this same trend has in recent years also occurred
in such countries as France, the United Kingdom, and West
Germany; the notable exception being Japan (See Table 1l).
The United States remains by far the largest money spender
on R&D even if defense and space spending is excluded (See
Table 2).

The Work Group does not contend that R&D spending in
the U.S., in total or in the amount devoted to civilian
needs, is either demonstrably deficient or excessive. We
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do contend, however, that the amount spent by small firms

is grossly inadequate. 1In 1975 only about three percent

of our total national spending on R&D -- roughly $1 billion
out of $35 billion -- was attributable to small firms. Punds
from the federal governméent accounted for about two-thirds

of this gotal == the balance from small businesses them-
selves.l While this small proportion has prevailed for
some time, we consider it disturbingly low in view of the
impressive record of innovation by small businesses.

Table 1. pistribution of National R&D Expenditures in
Selected Industrially Advanced Countries as a
Percentage of GNP, 1961, 1967, 1972, and 1975.

1961 1967 1972 1975
United States 2.74 2.91 2.43 2,32
Canada 1.01 1.33 1.17 1.20E
France 1.38 2.16 1.83 1.48
Japan 1.45E 1.55 1.89 2,00F
United Kingdom 2.69 2.6  2.39 2.25E
West Germany 1.20F 1.97 2.3 2.25
Source: National Science roundaﬁion. Science Indicators

1976, p. 184, excect estimates, as noted.

IBScheiret, OR. Cit., p. 10.
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Table 2. Estimated R&D Expenditures for Civil Purposes, 1975

(In billions of dollars)

West
Canada France dJapan U.K, Germany U.s.

1. GNP ($) 152 338 493 229 425 1516
2. § R&D 1.2 1.48 2.0 2.25 2.25 2.32
3. R&D ($) 1.8 5.0 9.86 5.15 10.6 ] 35.2
4. % R&D in

Space and

National

Defense 5.3 26.2 1.7 24.5 8.1 34.4
5. 8§ R&D in

Civilian

Programs 94.7 73.8 98.3 75.5 91.9 65.6
6. R&D in

Civilian

Programs ($) 1.7 3.7 9.7 3.9 9.7 23.1

Sources: Row 1. World Mjlitary and Social Expenditures 1978,

PP. 21-2.
Row 2., Table 2.
Row 3. Product of Rows 1 and 2.
Row 4. National Science Foundation.
1976, pp. 186-7.
Row 5. 100% minus Row 4.
Row 6. Product of Rows 3 and 5.

Science Indicators
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As seen by the Work Group, one of our principal problems
is how to increase R&D in small business firms. Since there
have been important innovations created by cooperative work
between large and small businesses, we would include such
cooperation in our concern to increase the share of federal
R&D funds to small business firms,

The Work Group is aware of a recommendation made some
years ago (1972) by a Commission on Government Procurement
to the effect that awarding a fixed percentage of government
procurement to small business firms is not in the national
interest. While this may be a valid constraint insofar as
all government procurement is concerned, we do not believe
it should apply to federal R&D funds. The outstanding track
record of small business in technological innovation is
ample justification for assuring that R&D activity in small
business firms be stimulated through increasing its share
of federal spending on R&D. We recognize that in certain basic
research programs, the comrercial sector may be an inappropriate
institution for R&D. We believe, however, that applied research
projects jointly involving small businesses and universities can
be highly effective, and we recommend that a substantial number of
these be sponsored by the government.

The Work Group believes the National Science Poundation's
program called "Small Business Innovation Applied to National
Needs™ has great potential for increasing technological
innovation in the private sector and is worthy of emulation
or. even adoption by other federal agencies. By soliciting
innovative proposals from small businesses, the program
encourages the conversion of research on federal objectives
to technological innovation in the private sector. This is
done by requesting a contingent commitment for follow-on
funding from a venture capital or large business source for
continued development of the idea by the small firm if the
research meets mutually agreed upon objectives.

Recommendation 9.

We recommend that each federal agency receiving R&D funds
by appropriation from the Congress be required to allocate
at least 10 percent of all such funds (excluding those for
basic research) to small businesses and that this objective
be achieved in annual 1% increments beginning in FY1980.

* * *

Small business firms that invest substantial amounts
of their own funds in R&D are subject to risks of temporary
reversals that jeopardize the stability of R&D spending,
which is often less critical in the short run than other
uses of funds. Yet by reducing or eliminating R&D, the
small firm may endanger its future and the continued
development of new products and services necessary for
its longer term growth and survival. Collectively the
problem inhibits the growth of small innovative firms as
a national resource.
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Stability in R&D activity in small firms would be
encouraged if such firms were allowed to establish and
replenish a Reserve for Research and Development in better
profit years to be used to stabilize R&D in lower profit
or loss years. The reserve would allow the firm to retain
more earnings, which is important to firms seeking credit
and investment.

The reserve would not be available to firms that could
not generate earnings, but rather would assist those firms
that have proved their competence by profitable operations.
These are the firms that need encouragement to grow faster
and to invest in R&D and to stabilize R&D programs.

The reserve could be accumulated to a level of $100,000
or 10 percent of the most recent year's sales, whichever is
higher, up to a $1 million ceiling. Contributions to the
reserve could only be made to the extent that actual ReD
costs are incurred in any year and limited to the higher
of $50,000 or 5 percent of sales for any single year. Any
use of the reserve for R&D would be taxable just as
contributions to it are tax deductible, If the firm became
a large business through growth, or merger or acquisition
by another small firm, the reserve could be used but not
replenished. Acquisition by a large firm would result in
the reserve becoming taxable income.

Recommendation 10.

We recommend that small business firms be allowed to establish
and maintain a reserve for R&D for use in times of financial
stress,

* ] *

More must be done in addressing the steeply rising costs
of food throughout our country. Obviously, many factors con-
tribute to these increases, but one of the most important is
the plateauing of productivity in major food crops. Per acre
yields of wheat, sorghum, maize, soybeans, and potatoes have
not increased since 1970. A significant part of the previous
increases in productivity was accomplished with massive use
of fossil fuels for cultivation, irrigation power, fertilizer,
and pesticides. Costs of all of these are rising rapidly.
Water shortages in a number of areas of the United States
have occurred or are imminent. Productivity gains of the past
have been associated with large-scale capital and fossil-fuel
intensive agriculture. There is vast potential for improvement
with innovations directed at developing leas fossil-fuel and
capital-intensive technologies, and technologies that make more
efficient use of water and land. Research directed at creating
these technologies would benefit both large and small farm operations.

Small farms also are part of America's poverty problem.
The conditions for many people, particularly blacks in rural
areas in the South, are worse than in blighted urban areas.
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The key element in improving the efficiency of small farms
is technology. Capital, government policy, and other factors
are important; but withouu technology appropriate to the task,
capital and government policy cannot have the required effect. .

Further substantiation of the potential of more emphasis
on small-scale operations is provided by a brief review of some
relevant current achievements, experiments, and emerging technologies.

eeeThe Ball Company is marketing an energy-efficient
canning operation that fits into 750 square feet of
space.,

eeeSolar technologies are emerging that make small-scale -
grain drying and storage more efficient than present
methods, and provide a lower cost source of power for
irrigation.

eeeThe development of small-scale sprinkler irrigation
systems is nearing completion. Indications are that these
systems will provide a 15 percent savings in energy and as
much as a 20 percent savings of water.

eeeNew, stronger, weather-resistant plastics are becoming
available, which makes possible low-cost, small-scale
hydroponic food growing and the manufacturing of small-
scale methane gas generators.

seoFarm-size nitrogen fertilizer plants using air, water,
and electricity from windmills are under development.

eesMulti~-purpose, small scale farm tilling and harvesting
implements are becoming available.

eseoFarm management training for diversified small-scale
operations are now readily available through computer=~
based education.

eseOne of the most significant experiments under way is the
model farm at Tuskegee Institute, where an income of $20,000
net per year is to be generated by a farm of 25 acres, of
diversified high-value crops and other intensive agricultural
technologies.

These examples demonstrate that new technologies can be
developed to enhance significantly the productivity of small
family farms and food processors with reduced requirements for
capital and fossil fuels. With additional R&D effort, the
viability of small farms over a wide range of conditions could
be established. Furthermore, many of these kinds of small farm
technologies are needed by developing countries and represent an
important source of exports in the years ahead.
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Recommendation 11.

We recommend that there be some redirection of federally
supported agricultural research to the development of technology
for improving the efficiency of small family farms and food
processors and for making food production, transportation, and
preservation less capital and fossil-fuel intensive.

E. Improving Export Performance

Much has been written about the fact that among industrially
advanced countries, the United States is the least export minded.
This can be discerned from the fact that less than eight percent
of U.S. manufacturers export (perhaps 20,000 out of some 250,000
manufacturing companies). Moreover, the U.S. export base is
highly concentrated: a recent survey conducted by Business
International Corporation discovered that 123 firms accounted
for 41 percent of U,S. exports of manufactured goods in 1976.16

There are several explanations for the low rate of parti-
cipation of small firms in exporting activity. First, they lack
the knowhow to find and penetrate export markets. Such knowhow
can, of course, be bought or acquired through experience, but it
is expensive. Second, profit margins in international markets
have not, until recently, been sufficiently high to attract a
large number of small firms. The currency devaluations earlier
in this decade have shifted the terms of trade to such an extent
that exporting could well become a highly profitable activity
for many small firms.

For this development to occur to any important extent, two
kinds of measures are needed. One is institutional: a new
private sector organization should be created to enable small
firms to reach export markets on a shared-cost basis. The second
is financial: special tax incentives are required to encourage
small firms to overcome the initial costs of entering export
markets. Once threshold barriers are.overcome, the profitability
of exporting can be expected to sustain the growth of exports
from small, technologically based firms. Such exports would
strengthen our balance of payments while simultaneously providing
for the growth of small firms through opening new markets.

With respect to new organizations, we consider the most
promising to be Small Business Export Trade Corporations (SBETC)
-=- private corporations to provide marketing services to a group
of small firms. An SBETC must serve at least three clients
who are small business firms, and its primary activity must be
export promotion for small business. To encourage their formation,
these organizations need special tax incentives.

16'Effects of U.S. Corporate Foreign Investment, 1970-76,"
Business International Corporation, May 1978.
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With respect to individual small businesses, we consider
that significant tax incentives are needed to encourage the
incurring of the initial special costs of entry into export
markets. These include sales literature, sample advertising,
trade fair participation, special engineering and tooling, new
equipment, reserves for bad debts, and so forth. The special tax
incentives as described are believed to be consonant with U.S.
commitments to the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT).
If necessary, the-proposed upper limits could be further
constrained so as to prohibit a net rebate of income taxes to the
participating firms.

Recommendation 12,

We recommend that the creation of Small Business Export Trade
Corporations be encouraged by a double deduction for these
corporations of up to $100,000 of annual expenses associated
with the exporting activities of each client, with a loss carry-
forward of ten years. In addition, we recommend that small
businesses be allowed a double deduction of special expenses

of serving export markets up to $100,000 annually.

IV. CONCLUSION

More new jobs, especially skilled jobs; better solutions
to our national problems of urban decay, pollution, steeply
rising costs of food and housing, and health care; and increased
competitiveness in international markets, all depend upon our
ability to stimulate the rate of technological innovation in
the United States. Small businesses can play a significant role
in achieving this goal.

The recommendations contained in this report are directed
at restoring the vigor and vitality of our small businesses,
which traditionally have generated the larger share of the truly
innovative breakthroughs in science, technology, and engineer-
ing. Ways have been identified to increase the supply of venture
capital, without which new businesses cannot dget established,
much less flourish. Some redirection of government R&D spending
is recommended to channel more funds into R&D effort that is
most likely to benefit small businesses and small family farms.

Recommendations are made for not only increasing the supply
of new technology, but also for stimulating the transfer of
technology from federally funded R&D projects to the private
sector and from large business firms to small ones. Concrete
proposals are offered for expanding exports and for reducing
the heavy costs of compliance with government regulations.

Our recommendations do not call for federal aid to small
businesses and small farms. On the contrary, implementation of
all of the recommendations of this report, or of any one of them,
does not require any increase in budgetary support from the federal
government.
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In addition to our 12 recommendations, we urge the Department
of Commerce to encourage the creation of "Community Cooperation
Offices", which foster the start-up and growth of small businesses.
A community Cooperation Office is a nonprofit corporation supported
by private contributions., The major segments of society are partici-
pants, including state and local governments, large and small
business, academia, religious organizations, labor unions, and
farm organizations.

The Community Cooperation Office assists small businesses
in getting started by providing seed capital and in profitable
growth by furnishing assistance in locating needed technology
and consulting help. Cooperation Offices should be informally
linked with the Department of Commerce so that their experiences
and concerns can be most effectively shared. The Minnesota
Cooperation Office for Small Business represents a possible
prototype for consideration by other states.

Finally, we urge the Department of Commerce to undertake
the education of the American public as to the importance of
technological innovation in creating solutions to our major
social problems, and to the vital role of small business firms
in the innovation process.
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APPENDIX

Biographic Summaries of Work Group Members

WILLIAM C. NORRIS, Chairman
B.S.E.E., University of Nebraska; Founder, Chairman of the Board,
and Chief Executive Officer, Control Data Corporation; Founder,
Engineerinq Research Associates; former Vice President, Sperry
Univac.

SHERMAN R. ABRAHAMSON, Executive Secretary
Ph.D. (Geography), Clark University; Special Assistant to the
Chief Executive Officer, Control Data Corporation; former Office
Director, U.S. Department of Commerce; former Visiting Scholar
and Special Auditor in Economics, Harvard University; former
Professional Lecturer in Geography, Economics, and Business
Administration, George Washington University.

JOHN H. CARTER
Ph.D. (Physical Chemistry), University of Oregon; Director,
Semiconductor Materials Products, IBM; Member, Commerce Technical
Advisory Board; Member, Board of Directors, Communications
Village, Inc., Kingston, New York; Consultant, Harvard University
Institute for Minority Business Enterprises, and Urban Business
Education and Economic Development Association of Washington, D.C.

DONALD W. COLLIER
Ph.D. (Physical Chemistry), Princeton University; Senior Vice
President, Borg-Warner Corporation; Member, National Research
Council and Commerce Technical Advisory Board; Fellow, American
Institute of Chemical Engineers; former President, Thomas A. Edison
Research Laboratory; and former President, Industrial Research
Institute, Inc.

WILLIS K. DRAKE
B.S.A.E., Purdue University; Founder and Chief Executive Officer,
Data Card Corporation; Director, Riede Systems, Inc., Teleproducts
Corporation, and APCO Capital Corporation; Chairman, Bxecutive
Committee, Industry Advisory Council, Institute of Technology,
University of Minnesota; former Group Vice President, Data Products
Corporation.

JOHN FREIVALDS :
M.A. (Development Economics), George Washington University:;
Manager, Agricultural Projucts, Experience, Inc.; former U.S.
Peace Corps manager of farm cooperatives in Panama and Colombia;
former Economist, Development and Resources Corporation, State
. of California; former Assistant to the President, I.S. Joseph
Company, Minneapolis.

DANIEL S. GREGORY
M.B.A., Harvard University Business School; Chairman of the Board
and Chief Executive Officer, Greylock Management Corporation:
Director, Teradyne Corporation, National Venture Capital Association,
and others; Trustee, Institute of Contemporary Art and the New
England Medical Center.
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VERNON H. HEATH
B.B.A., University of Minnesota; Co-founder and President,
Rosemount, Inc,; Director, Tonka Corporation, Pirst Trust Company
of St. Paul, Abbott~Northwestern Hospital, and others; former
Chairman, Board of Directors, American Rehabilitation Foundation
(Sister Kenny Institute). )

HERBERT C. JOHNSON
B.S.M.E., University of Colorado; Chief Executive Officer,
Electro/General Corporation; Founder and former Chairman of
the Board and Chief Executive Officer, MTS Systems Corporation;
Director, Tonka Corporation; former Chairman of the Executive
Committee and Current Member of the Industry Advisory Council,
Institute of Technology, University of Minnesota.

RICHARD S. MORSE
S.B, (Engineering), Massachusetts Institute of Technology:;
Industry Consultant and Director, Dresser Industries, Inc.,
Compugraphic Corporation, Scientific Energy Systems Corporation,
and others; Founder and former President, National Research
Corporation; former Assistant Secretary of the Army (R&D);
former Senior Lecturer at the Sloan School of Management,
M,.I.T.

MARILYN NELSON
M.A, (Economics), Smith College; Chairman, Citizens State Bank
of Waterville, Minnesota; Director, Northwestern Bell Telephone
Company, Carlson Companies, Tyrone Guthrie Theater, Minnesota
Orchestral Association, and others; Trustee, Macalester College
and Member, Development Council, Smith College.

MERTON J. PECK
Ph.D. (Economics), Harvard University; Chairman, Department of
Economics, Yale University; former Member, President's Council
of Economic Advisers; former Director, Systems Analysis, U.S.
Department of Defense.

NEIL SHERBURNE
Studied at Kansas State College and University of Minnesota;
Member, U.S. Department of Labor Executive Reserve and Regional
Manpower Advisory Board; Member and former Chairman, Board of
Regents, University of Minnesota; former Secretary-Treasurer,
Minnesota AFL-CIO.

ROBERT TAPP
Ph.D. (Religion), University of Southern California; Chairman, .
Humanities Program-and Professor of Religious Studies, University
of Minnesota; former Professor of Philosophy of Religion, Meadville/
Lombard Theological School; former Managing Editor, 2ygon: Journal
of Religion and Science. )
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Mr. Best. We are not, at this time, in a ition to provide you
with a cost-benefit analysis of the proposa.mhat are before you.
i\{[y own judgment is that the proposals are modest, and cost effec-
ive.

I would hope for a bolder program to send the signal across
America to export now. We will, Mr. Chairman, ask all of the tax
and economic experts and the members of our organization to give
you their views on what should go into a comprehensive package.

The fundamental problem with the modest or bold approach, is
that the administration, as pointed out by their witness today,
appears to believe that there is no problem, or, at best, they under-
estimate the magnitude of the trade problem.

I am tempted to believe that some of the economic theorists in
the administration feel that trade deficits are good, that they keep
the rest of the world afloat. They reason that if we ended the
deficits the poor developing nations would go under.

I really believe that it is this attitude which underlies the refusal
to do anything positive to encourage exports and in fact to take
actions, administrative and regulatory, to discourage exports. Our
problem is not only foreign competitors and their barriers, but our
own attitudes and actions. We constantly subvert a tough realistic
trade program to tax theory or foreign policy considerations.

These theorists are wrong. We cannot resolve the world oil defi-
cit problem by continuing to run U.S. deficits to finance some
developing c¢ .ntries mounting debt to other developing countries.

doing that, we erode the value of the dollar, lead to greater
OPEC price ripoffs and further damage the developing countries
and ourselves.

Moreover, our deficits are not the surpluses of the poor develop-
ing countries; they are with the rich industrialized countries and
with OPEC.

If the present trade deficits persist for another year or two, we
believe our Nation’s currency will be persona non grata; that the
protectionism all the high theorists fear will indeed occur, and a
massive economic earthquake will indeed occur, and a massive
economic earthquake will ensue.

Perhaps that sounds alarmist, but these are not ordinary times.
The prestigious Bank for International Settlements sometimes re-
ferred to as the central bank’s central banker recently issued an
annual report which stated: “A loss of confidence in the dollar due
to a large current account deficit is likely to lead to a disorderly
and excessive depreciation, fueling inflation in the United States
and causing excessive appreciations elsewhere—not to mention its
impact on the prices of oil and other commodities.”

8n Saturday, June 9, the Congressional Budget Office warned
Congress to expect a full-fledged recession this year and through
most of 1980.

The warning signals are there but the administration appears to
ignore them. Never in my lifetime has the international economic,
and political, system appeared so fragile.

The President recently ?lppointed a disinguished group of Ameri-
cans to an Export Council, including Hon. Mark Shepherd. It is
nice to have an Export Council, especially of 40 Americans, but we
did not have the luxury to study the problem to death.
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I only wish we could develop a positive and meaningful program.
It took almost a year to appoint a council. How long do you think it
will take 40 people to agree on a program, when they meet but
several times a year, even though they would be capable and well
intended.

Mr. Chairman, I have one more page of my statement. I will
defer to your wishes.

I could read it, or answer your questions.

Senator Byrp. It is getting a little late. Unless it is something
special you want to bring out——

Mr. Best. I would suggest, Mr. Chairman, that the committee
request the Export Council for its views on the proposals before
you, and that you request the views of Bob Strauss, Frank Weil
and John Moore, all of whom have been making speeches for the
last 3 years on the urgency of coming up with an export program.

I doubt that these men, who are dedicated to the Nation, would
gpp(fse a meaningful program, as was done this morning by Mr.

unley.

Senator Byrp. Thank you, Mr. Best.

Senator Bentsen?

Senator Bentsen: Thank you very much, Mr. Best.

Mr. Best, I totally agree that we have to have an export policy.
The goal of MTN, which this committee has helped formulate, is to
try to get rid of inequities in international trade, to encourage
international trade. We should not think for a minute that our
competitors will not be trying to give their exporters a competitive
edge if they can.

Business Week states that the United States must look out for its
exporters and push their interests in every way it can. If this
country does not claim its fair share of expanding world markets,
ivtil <ian be sure that aggressive exporters from Europe and Japan

On that same point, Ambassador Strauss said the MTN is only a
first immediate, necessary step that will enable us to solve the
problems over the next 5 to 10 years. We have got to develop an
export thrust. I totally agree with that statement.

This question of the analysis of Treasury estimates on taxes, 1
have been there—so have you—under both Republican and Demo-
cratic administrations. I can recall when I proposed a particular
tax cut and was given a horrendous estimate of what it would cost.
The next year the Secretary of the Treasury proposed it, and they
had a new estimate, and all of a sudden it made money.

So these static analyses can be turned in other directions.

I understand Mr. Sunley’s problem when he was talking here
and the various others were asking what policy the administration
has on depreciation. There apparently is a debate going on in the
administration.

I quoted from the financial section of the New York Times this
morning that Treasury is arguing for more rapid depreciation to
build up the supply side of the economy to check inflation. I totally

agree.
But I do say, those not agreeing with them and trying to override
the policy, that I think there is a strong feeling in this committee
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and in this Congress to do those things to spur exports from our
country through tax policy.

Unless we-will take bold steps, unless the administration does,
they are going to see the ball taken away from them again, just as
it wus on capital gains, where you are now seeing more risk capital
available than we have had in 10 to 15 years in this country as a
result of what happened on capital gains.

So I urge the administration to come forth with a bold ogrogram
to encourage exports and to do the things to increase productivity
in this country.

Thank you very much.

Senator BYRD. Senator Packwood?

Senator PAckwoob. I have no questions.

Senator ByYRrp. Senator Danforth?

Senator DANFORTH. The only thing I would ask Mr. Best to do is
just to repeat his statement. It was excellent. However, I will not
do that in the name of saving time.

Thank you very much for your comments.

Senator Byrp. Senator Lon%?

Senator LoNG. I enjoyed the statement ve? much. If I started
asking questions, I would be lengthening this hearing. I appreciate
your statement. It was very good.

Senator Byrp. Thank you, Mr. Best.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Best follows:]
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STATEMENT OoF RoBERT A. BEST, ExecUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, AMERICAN LEAGUE
FOR ExPORTS & SECURITY ASSISTANCE, INC.

Mr. Chairman, members of the Subcommittee on Taxation
and Debt Managefhent, we welcome this opportunity to provide
our views on the need for a positive export trade program.

The American League for Exports and Security Assistance
is a unique labor-management organization. PFounded in 1977,
it has as its charter and principal goal the development
and implementation of policies to encourage American exports.
The thirty-four corporations, employing over 800,000 workers,
and the four international unions, representing 4.1 million
American workers, in the ALTSA membership firmly believe
that the United States needs to adopt a national policy that
encourages the production and export of American-made goods
and services if we are to achieve the goals of (1) full
erployment; (2) price stability; and, (3) preserving the
integrity of the dollar. .

We are delighted that Members of this Committee have
taken initiatives to encourage U. S. exports. We only hope
the Congress as a whole and the Administration would see
the critical importance of exports to our economy.

The economic strength of this nation is rapidly being

eroded by the vicious cycle of:

Massive Dollar Domestic
Trade-———> Weakness ———> Inflation

Deficits

Massive Tight Money
Budget€&—— Recession Economic

Deficits Controls

48-058 0 - 79 - 10



142

Mr. Chairman, we don't have all the answers but we do
3trongly believe that we cannot continue for very long
to permit the vicious cycle described above to persist.

We do know that:

-- every billion dollars worth of exports
create 40,000 to 50,000 jobs

- every 1 million jobs creates in taxes
(corporate and individual) $22 billion
in revenue to the U. S. Treasury

Those are estimates of the Congressional Budget Office
used by Majority lLeader Jim Wright.. Assistant Secretary of
the Treasury, C. Fred Bergsten, has used even greater
estimates of the job,and income creating effects of exports
in his speeches.

Given the multiplier ard feedback effects of exports on
jobs,income and revenue, if we only increased the ratio of
exports to GNP by 1 or 2 percentage points we would eliminate
the fiscal deficits and gainfully employ another 1.6 million
Americans. That's the best human rights program for American
workers and investors I can think of.

The issue therefore is exactly what you, Mr. Chairman,
indicated in your press release. The issue is not whether
we can afford to have a positive export policy; the issue is
whether we as a nation can afford not to have one.

We strongly believe that America's greatest long-term
strength -- our industrial base -- depends importantly on the
high technology sector where we have maintained our only

competitive advantage. This in itself becomes an ever
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increasingly important factor in our overall long-term
national interest.

Across America, there is the growing sense that we as
a nation are falling behind in the competitive race, that
our spirit of innovation is gone, that we have become an
over-regulated, welfarized, lethargic, and divided nation
incapable of coming to grips with our problems.

There has been in recent years, a dangerous erosion
in the ability of U. S. industry -- particularly high
technology industry =-- to compete in the world marketplace.

A major reason has been the anti-export policies of the
government which inhibit and discourage exports through

laws, licensing procedures, regulations, and other
disincentives. In contrast to U. S. policy, other major
industrial nations have developed positive export programs

to provide jobs in the priva&e sectoxr through domestic
production for export and to earn through exports the foreign
exchange needed to pay for energy imports.

One has only to compare the $39.6 billion deficit (cif =~
basis) of the United States with the $20.3 billion surplus (cif
basis) of Germany and the $1€.3 billion surplus (cif basis) of
Japan to recognize that those countries -- despite the appreciation
of their currencies, despite their 80-95 per cent dependence
on imported energy -- have overcome external problems and
maintained high levels of employment and, particularly in
Germany's case, relative price stability. Germany and.Japan
have surpassed the United States as the leading exporter

of manufactured products. They beat our brains out in
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competition while we generously spend billions to defend
their freedom. While we should defend freedom we cannot
do it with a weak domestic economy or a continuous decline in
our competitiveness. These facts underscore the critical

importance of a positive export policy for security as well

as domestic economic reasons.

Mr. Chairman, the domestic budget cannot be balanced
as long as our nation maintzins a passive approach to exports
and permits the stagflationary effects of massive trade
deficits. Why? Trade deficits of the magnitudes we have
experienced severely weaken the dollar; drive up the costs
of imports (including energy) thereby inducing inflation
which leads either to controls or recessions or both thus
creating further domestic budget deficits. As long as the
economy remains weakened by the stagflation it will be
impossible to balance the Federal budget.

The massive inflation-inducing trade deficits are
symptomatic of a deeper problem than the simple line heard
frequently by Administration officials, paraphrased as follows:
"if we didn't import $50 billion in oil each year, we would
be in great shape."” That iu the reasoning of a defeated and/or
bankrupt policy, not a positive, aggressive approach. 1It's

really more of an excuse for a laissez faire approach to the

inflation-inducing effects of structural trade deficits. When

you don't really want to solve the problem, you lay the blame at

someone else's doorstep.
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The sponsors of the fou:s bills mentioned in the
Committee press release are taking a positive approach
to the structural trade deficits. Senators Bentsen and
Danforth correctly analyzed the long term nature of the
problem, the importance of R&D to our competitive position
and the relationship between trade deficits, inflation and
Joss. '

Inevitably, the proposals will be "costed out" by
Treasury and the Joint Committee staff. Hopefully, they
will add a rational "feedback" for the proposals. Simply
assuming that despite added *tax incentives, R&D efforts
will not be changed, will doom any intelligent tax program
before it gets off the drawing boards. The critical issues
involve which combination of writeoffs and credits will get
the most bang for the buck.

Having served ‘on this Committee'’s staff for over ten
years, I have learned to be very suspicious of official Treasury
revenue estimates. I am sure many Members witnessing the yo
yo pattern of revenue estimates are also skeptical. More often
than not, these official estimates appear to tailor assumptions
to reach foreordained conclusions. I could cite many examples
under both Democratic and Republican Administrations, but will

not take your time to do so, unless requested.
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As to the budget implications, we agree with Senator
Byrd's statement "In light of the costs of energy imports, we
cannot afford not to have a program to increase exports. And
we should be especially interested in encouraging medium-size
and small companies to export."

We completely agree -- even with the emphasis on medium-
size and small companies. However, we cannot fail to mention
that U. S, exports are and will remain a big business; the
risks are great; coping with the maze of U. S. and foreign
regulations; currency fluctuations and exchange risks is
not a particular environment that "small business™ thrives
in. Nevertheless, we should do everything reasonable to
encourage medium and smaller sized firms to become exporters.
Many of the innovations that have greatly enriched our nation
have come from the "Tom Edisons” in smaller firms. Innovation
should be encouraged in every reasonable way.

At the same time we should avoid the trap of clobbering
"big business" with punitive measures to theoretically recover
sufficient revenue to subsidize "small business". Big business
provides the majority of the jobs, the income, the taxes that
make the economic machine work. 1In fact big business in many
instances keeps small business alive through billions of dollars

worth of subcontracts and supplier relationships.



147

We are not in a position to provide you with a cost
benefit analysis of the proposals that are before you. We do
promise to ask all of the tax and economic experts in our
membership for their thoughts on what should go into a
comprehensive export incentives program and provide this
Committee with the benefit cf their views.

The fundamental problem is that the Administration appears
to believe there is no problem, or at best, they underestimate
the magnitude of the trade problem. I am tempted to believe
that some of the economic theorists in the Administration feel
trade deficits are good =-- that they keep the rest of the
world afloat. They reason that if we ended the deficits the -
poor developing countries would "go under". I really believe
it is this attitude which underlies the refusal to do anything
positive to encourage exports and in fact to take actions,
administrative and regulatory, to discourage exports. oOur
problem is not only foreign competitors and their barriers,
but our own attitudes and actions. We constantly subvert
a tough realistic trade program to tax theory or foreign
policy considerations.

These theorists are wrong. We cannot resolve the
world oil deficit problem by continuing to run U, S. deficits
to finance some developing countries mounting debt to other
developing countries. By doing that we erode the value of
the dollar, lead to greater OPEC price rip-offs and further
damage the developing countries and ourselves. Moreover, our
deficits are not the surpluses of the poor developing countries;

they are with the rich industrialized countries and with OPEC.
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If the present trade deficits persist for another year
or two we believe our nation's currency will be persona non
grata; that the protectionism all the high theorists fear
will indeed occur, and a massive economic earthquake will
will ensue. Perhaps that sounds alarmist, but these are
not ordinary times. The prestigious Bank for International
Settlements (BIS), sometimes referred to as the "central bank's
‘central banker" recently issued an annual report which stated:

"A loss of confidence in the dollar due to a
large current account deficit is likely to

lead to a disordérly and excessive depreciation,
fueling inflation in the United States and
causing excessive appreciations elsewhere --
not to mention its iipact on the prices of

oil and other commodities."1

Oon Saturday, June 9, the Congressional Budget Office
warned Congress to expect a full-fledged recession this year
and through most of 1980,

The warning signals are there but the Administration
appears to ignore them. Never in my lifetime has the
international economic (and political) system appeared so
fragile. 1It's nice to have an Export Council of 40 distinguished
Americans; I only wish we could have a positive, meaningful
export program. It took almost a year to get a Council; how

long do you think it will take 40 people to agree on a program,

' when they meet but several times a year, even though they be

very capable and well intended.

1/Reported in Washington Post, June 11, 1979, p.D 10.
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Mr. Chairman, there is an urgent need for a comprehensive
export incentives package - NOW! The problem is too serious
and too urgent to nickel and dime it to death. If the Congress
wishes to make American corporations "export conscious”™ the
program must be bold. This is not just my view: the Chairman
of the President's Export Council, Reginald Jones, has spoken
often and forcefully for a strong export program. The interest
in this hearing among various elements in the export community
attests to the importance of the issue. May I suggest, Mr.
Chairman, that the Subcommittee request the official views
of the Export Council on the proposals before you. Moreover,
Bob Strauss, Frank Weil and John Moore all appear extremely
concerned about the export groblem. All are experienced
businessmen and bankers who understand the nature of the
export business. If they were allowed to express their own
independent judgements, I believe they would support a positive
incentives package including many of the provisions in the
legislation already introduced. It would surprise me if, under
those circumstances, these Aistinguished men would continue to
talk the problems without supporting an action program to
eliminate those problems.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my statement. I have tried
to be honest and straightforward in my support of what I
consider to be an absolute imperative: a positive export trade
program for this nation, the only industrialized nation without

one. I will be happy to ansdwer any questions.
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(From the Journal of Commerce Staff, May 29, 1979;

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT CLIMATE DETERIORATES IN THE UNITED STATES

(By Sidney Fish)

The climate for research and development has deteriorated in the U.S. As a
result, spending for R & D has been de-emphasized by some corporations, as they
evaluate the different areas in which they place their investment dollars.

igures compiled by the National Science Foundation show that research and
development, as a fraction of the federal budget, has declined 34 percent during the
period from 1968 to 1978. Investment by industry, as a percentage of net sales, has
dropped 32 percent during the same period. The percentage of scientists and eng-
neers engaged in research and development has declined 57 percent in the U.S.S.R.
and in West Germany, and 62 percent in Japan.

LEADERSHIP ENDANGERED

Technological leadership of the U.S. in many industries is endangﬁlted by the de-
emphasis of R & D in the U.S. In addition, it is estimated that one-third to one-half
of tl;gdgrowth rate of the gross national product in the U.S. is based on innovation
in ucts.
e National Science Foundation estimates that research and development, as a
rcentage of gross national product has dropped 20 percent in the U.S., while it
as risen 15 percent in the U.S.S.R., 16 percent in West Germany and 20 percent in

Japan.
STRONG PROGRAMS NEEDED

Strong R & D programs are needed in the U.S. to achieve a favorable balance of
payments. The favorable trade balance of R & D-intensive industries was $29 billion
in 1976, nearly five times as much as it had been in 1960. The industries that are
not R & D intensive showed a $16.5 billion trade deficit in 1976, compared with only
$179 million in 1960, according to an analysis by the Department of Defense.

The squeeze of R & D spending comes from several sources. R & D is extremely
expensive. It represents a big gamble for a corporation. At the same time, capital
investments have become much more expensive, partly as a result of mandatory
spending for environmental controls. Evaluating the advantages of growth from
within, through R & D, as contrasted with growth through mergers, some companies
are ?lecting to pursue the latter route, as one that affords quicker and more certain
results.

Important disincentives to investments in R & D have also been provided by new
laws and new legal theories of government agencies. The Kefauver Act of 1972,
controlling the approval of new , has led to a sharp drop in the number of new
drugs that are entered in the U.S. market each year by corporations. Since the
passage of this act, new drugs entering the marketplace have averaged only 15 a
year, compared with 43 a year from 1948 to 1962. The Kefauver Act required a
much more detailed presentation, in some cases involving hundreds of thousands of

es, to obtain approval for a drug from the Food and Drug Administration. A new
g Reform Act has been pro to streamline the approval process.

As a result of this law, much drug innovation has been transferred overseas. In
1963, 67 percent of all drug patents were oriﬁinated by U.S. residents and only 33
percent by foreign corporations. By 1977, the proportion accounted for b S.
citizens had dropped to 54 percent, while foreign applicants accounted for 46 per-

cent.

Owin% to the length of time needed to obtain approval of drugs, domestic compa-
nies find that often much of the 17-year period of protection afforded a recipient of
a drug gatent has expired before he can market the drug.

Another dxsoourasmfl regulawry development has been the efforts of the De;
ment of Justice and the Federal Trade Commission to “protect competitors from
competition” through new antitrust theories. Companies that achieve a dominant
position in the marketplace are often viewed by these agencies as monopolies,
although their dominance may have resulted merely through heavy spending and
risk-taking in research and development.

These antitrust agencies are often sympathetic to please from smaller or less well-
established companies that new technological developments of the successful compa-
nies are threatening their survival. .
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Senator Byrp. The next witnesses will be a panel of three: Mr.
Thomas J. McHugh, chairman, National Association of Manufac-
turers Corporate Income Tax and Capital Formation Subcommit-
tee; and Mr. Richard Brust, chairman, NAM International Tax-
ation Subcommittee on behalf of the National Association of Manu-
facturers.

Mr. EpwiN S. Cohen, chairman of the Taxation Committee of the
Chamber of Commerce of the United States.

Mr. Ricuarp C. Fenton, Council on Small Business Exports.

Welcome, gentlemen. I assume that you will divide up the time
among yourselves.

Mr. McHuGcH AND MR. Brust have 10 minutes; Mr. Cohen has 10
minutes and Mr. Fenton has 10 minutes.

STATEMENTS OF CLIFF MASSA 111, CHAIRMAN, NAM CORPO-
RATE INCOME TAX AND CAPITAL FORMATION SUBCOMMIT-
TEE, AND RICHARD BRUST, CHAIRMAN, NAM INTERNATIONAL
TAXATION SUBCOMMITTEE ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL
ASSOCIATION OF MANUFACTURERS

Mr. Brust. My name is Richard Brust. I am vice president for
taxes for 3M Co. and chairman of the International Taxation Sub-
committee of the National Association of Manufacturers.

Due to a death in his family, Mr. McHugh could not be here. In
his place, ] am accompanied % Mr. Cliff Massa, NAM vice presi-
dent and staff director for the ’Iyaxation Subcommittee.

We appreciate this opportunity to ap?ear. Since manufacturers
are all concerned about the quantity for American goods. Two-
thirds of the dollar value of U.S. exports comprise manufactured
goods. These exports provide one out of every nine manufacturing
jobs for over 2 million workers. That is an active export market for
American products and is important for 2 healthy economy.

In the interests of time, and based on the good presentations
made, I think that we are aware cf the problems. Without repeat-
ing some of the comments I would skip to a split in the program
between Mr. Massa and myself and, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Massa will
cover the capital recovery of the problem and I will cover the R. &
D. problem.

Mr. Massa. I should note, Mr. Chairman, that while we are
addressing tax proposals this morning, another department of the
NAM is very much involved with other areas, other types of legis-
lation affecting exports.

Just for the record, we are in the area of an improved Export
Administration Act, improving procedures to eliminate unneces-
sary procedures on U.S. export opportunities, including foreign
policy and national security.

Export controls. We support the efforts to eliminate foreign-
imposed barriers to U.S. exports and generally to restrain Govern-
Hment involvement in world markets, a matter that distorts trade

OWS.

While such policies are important, the general economic situa-
tion appears to us to be a major factor that determines the com-
petitiveness of U.S. exports over the long term.

Much has already been made this morning of the problems that
the United States faces with productivity. I will not go into detail
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on the figures, just to note the sagging productivity gains for the
United States, from a 2.9 percent average growth from 1959 to 1968
to averaging only 0.4 percent for the last 5 years and a rather
disturbing report from the Department of Labor for the first quar-
ter of this year which points to an annualized negative 4.6 percent
productivity gain for this year, all of which causes us considerable
concern.

We are looking at relatively low rates of productive investment
in the United States compared to our foreign competitors. The
stock of American physical capital—plant and equipment—must be
increased if we are going to provide the efficient tools needed by
American workers to improve productivity, thereby improving the
competitiveness of U.S. goods in world markets by restraining price
increases, if not helping to reduce them.

Three areas of concern that affect investment are excessive Fed-
eral regulation, inflationary budget policy, and counterproductive
tax policy. We applaud the efforts of the administration and the
Congress to work on two of these areas already, excessive regula-
tion and deficit spending, but we think it is also appropriate to
take a good, hard look at tax policies.

In our view, the depreciation reform proposals which have been
proposed in the last couple of years, and others which we feel will
be made this year, are the fundamental reforms needed to improve
p;gg:ctivity. productive capacity, and the competitiveness of U.S.

goods.

The existing system of useful life depreciation is, in our view,
exceedingly counterproductive. It forces a much higher cost of capi-
tal on the economy and makes the investment in new plants and
equipment much too expensive, particularly compared to our for-
eign competitors. '

We applaud the efforts of Senator Bentsen and other members of
this committee who, in the last 2 years, have focused the attention
of the country on the need for depreciation changes, and while not
saying any one particular approach is ideal, we do feel a major
change in the depreciation system, moving away from useful life, is
essential. The sooner we get about that business, the better.

We do not expect to be very active in this area during Congress,
because we think the increased desire of American industry to
invest in input will create a greater market for the investment and
research and development to produce those new, innovative tech-
nologies. We feel these proposals which are before you go hand in
hand. We urge the committee and the Congress attention to be
focused particularly on depreciation policy whenever the next tax
bill begins to move.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I would like to turn to Mr. Brust to
comment on the research and development matters before you.

Mr. BrusT. Research and development is a topic near and dear to
the heart of our company. Just in my tenure at the company I
have seen our research and development expenditures go from $5
million to over $200 million a year. We have a deep concern for
that type of expenditure.

One factor which certainly is related to the productivity slow-
down, and therefore to the erosion of our international competitive-
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ness, is an increased rate of growth on our spending on research
and development.

The background has already been stated, but briefly, for the
period 1968 to 1978 the climate for R. & D. in the United States
has deteriorated. R. & D. expenditures by industry as a percent of
sales has dropped 32 percent. R. & D. as a percent of GNP has
dropped 20 percent, where the reverse is true in West Germany,
Japan, the U.S.S.R.

The technological leadership is being threatened. The percentage
of scientists and engineers in R. & D. declined 13 percent, where
the reverse is true in the U.S.S.R. and West Germany, up 50
percent; Japan up 62 percent. One-third or one-half of our growth
‘rate of GNP is based on innovation and new product.

Senator Danforth, in his bill, S. 700, has made the points that
our declining trade position is due to a slowdown in the U.S.
growth rate in productivity. There is a favorable correlation be-
tween the intensity of R. & D. on export performance. There is a
similar correlation between R. & D. activity and productivity
growth, and R. & D. as a percent of GNP has declined from 3
percent to about 2 percent currently from about 1964 and in con-
stant dollars from 1967 to 1977 we have seen a 4-percent drop in R.
& D. whereas in the period 1961 through 1967 the U.S. experienced
a 6-percent annual increase.

The energy crisis has diverted R. & D. dollars and Federal regu-
lations and environmental concerns and OSHA and consumer pro-
tection has likewise diverted R. & D. dollars.

This is particularly true in our company. A lot of the regulations
have cut down the effectiveness of R. & D.

We are all familiar with perhaps the current R. & D. type tax
treatment where corporations are allowed to deduct current ex-
pense, entire R. & D. or, at their election, to be amortized over 5
years. If these expenditures result in a property, useful life, those
costs must be recovered over that life.

It is important that we note in R. & D. that we spent that money
originally to come up with an idea, but that cost only represents 10
percent of the total cost to bring that product to market and it is in
these additional costs that it is important. That has a tremendous
tie-in with the capital recovery type thing that Mr. Massa referred

to.

Likewise, sometimes these costs go on for 15 years before they
are matched by revenue. One particular problem, a very trouble-
some problem in the R. & D. area, is the regulation 1.8618. Senator
Bentsen asked a question that I would like to make reference to.

We consider this to be a tax disincentive, and it is just a basic
problem that in 1977, the IRS firmed up the regulations which, in
effect, serve to limit corporations in the foreign tax credit.

Senator Byrp. Thank you, Mr. Brust.

Anything additional will be published in the record.

Mr. Cohen?

[The prepared statement of Edwin S. Cohen follows:]
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STATEMENT OF EDWIN S. COHEN, CHAIRMAN, TAXATION COM-
MITTEE OF THE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE UNITED
STATES

Mr. CoxEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am Edwin S. Cohen. I
am a member of the board of directors of the Chamber of Com-
merce of the United States, and chairman of its taxation commit-
tee. I am a member of the law firm of Covington & Burling in
Washington.

The chamber of commerce is delighted to have the opportunity to
participate in these hearings today with respect to various propos-
als relating to exports and capital formation. We think they are of
the utmost importance, and we are very pleased that the commit-
tee is inquiring into the subject

Some months ago, the chamber appointed an export policy task
force, and that task force g)roduced a statement of policies and
programs for expanding U.S. exports which contains a number of
recommendations for the business sector and the government
sector, both with respect to taxes and other areas.

Mr. Chairman, if I may, along with my prepared statement, 1
would like to submit a copy of this statement of policies and
programs for exports for the record.

Co%enator Byrp. Yes. That will be published in the record, Mr.
en.

Mr. CoHEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Tax policy is obviously a significant and important phase in the
matter of exports. We think that one of the strongest moves that
can be made to support exports would be to support capital forma-
tion itself in its broadest context.

S. 231, which is before you, would seek to do so by increasing the
presently allowed variance in the ADR depreciation system from
20 percent to 30 percent and would produce a simplified schedule
for depreciation by small business.

The chamber has been concerned about the slowing of growth in
groductivity; about the fact that fixed investment in the United

tates as a percentage of gross domestic product is low compared to
that in other countries; and with the problems of inflation that
have increased the cost of replacing fixed assets.

We believe that this problem needs prompt, early attention.

It is our inclination that it would be better to proceed by adopt-
ing a simplified capital cost recovery system, and we have been
working on this with other organizations, particularly in an effort
to see iIf we can produce agreement in the various sectors of busi-
ness, between small business and the larger businesses, and agree
upon a suggestion that we can all support.

We believe the proposal is likely to appear shortly, and we
believe that it is likely to be toward a simplified capital cost
recovery program. But we think S. 231 would be a step in the right
direction.

With respect to research and development expenditures, the
chamber is convinced of the need to stimulate expenditures in that
area.

Senator BYrp. Excuse me. Mr. Cohen, that is the 5-minute bell.
There is a vote in the Senate. Senator Bentsen left early to vote
and he will be back just momentarily, so the committee will stand
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in recess just for a moment until Senator Bentsen is able to get
back and Senator Packwood and I can vote.

g: brief recess was taken.]

nator BENTSEN. The hearing will come to order.

Mr. Cohen, I believe you had 5 minutes remaining.

Mr. CoHeN. I had covered the matter of depreciation and the
capital cost recovery system which we think is important to insti-
tute. I had just started with respect to research and development
expenditures.

The chamber believes that attention to research and develop-
ment is a matter of prime importance and we are delighted that
the committee is considering this very important issue.

We have some question as to whether the specific language of
the two bills dealing with this is the appropriate way in which to
proceed. It may be that this can be corrected by further definition.

Our problem is that S. 700 would allow a 10-percent investment
credit with respect to expenditures falling under section 174, deal-
ing with research and development expenditures. Under current
law, it is not quite clear what is deductible under section 174 and
what is deductible as an ordinary and necessary business expense
under section 162, and often it does not matter.

But if you allowed a 10-percent investment credit solely for those
expenditures under 174 and not for those under 162, it would be a
matter of prime importance.

We cite as an illustration the problem of computer software costs
in which the IRS ruled some 10 years ago that those amounts
would be accorded the same accounting treatment as would be
available under section 174 because computer software costs so
closely resemble the expenditures for research and development
under section 174. But the Service never said that these costs were
covered by section 174.

I think that the bills, if you go forward with them, should make
an effort to define more precisely the items that are covered.
Otherwise, using the tax structure may not be the best system,
because the Internal Revenue Service is not particularly well-
equipped to determine what constitutes research and development
expenditures, or what expenditures are of the kind that Congress
intends to foster, and what are not.

We think it would result in substantial litigation and uncer-
tainty.

But the chamber supports, with strength, the stimulation by
Government in one form or another of research and development
expenditures.

e have some minor comments with respect to S. 1003, with
respect to specific provisions. For example, there is a provision to
amend section 174 to deal with market surveys. We would think
that it is important that these items should be currently deduct-
ible, but the bill refers only to their current deductibility with
respect to surveys of foreign markets, and we think that it should
currently be deductible, even in the case of research with respect to
domestic markets, and we believe that they are. So if these bills go
forward, we think that they should not contain any inference that
similar deduction is not available for expenditures in connection
with the domestic market.



156

While you were out, Senator, I said that the chamber had formed
a task force, and had produced a statement of policies and pro-
grams for expanding U.S. exports.

I ask that a copy of the pamphlet or brochure that sets forth a
numh&er of these proposals from the chamber be submitted for the,
record.

Senator BENTSEN. That will be made a part of the record.

Thank you very much.

Senator BENTSEN. Please proceed, sir?

STATEMENT OF RICHARD C. FENTON, COMMITTEE FOR SMALL
BUSINESS EXPORTS

Mr. FENTON. I am Richard C. Fenton. I have m{ own company of
management consultants working primarily with smaller compa-
nies involved in exports and I am here representing an organiza-
tion which has just been started called the Committee for Small
Business Exports.

I have just come back from a trip to Europe and have not had
time to examine carefully the four bills which are in front of you,

nor have I been able to get expert advice, and I am not a tax

expert.

I would like to look at S. 1003 and S. 700. Both could be of much
interest, if I understand them properly.

I am gratified that you, Senator Bentsen and Senator Danforth
are so interested. I could not be more pleased with the statement
that the chairman, Senator Byrd, made at the time of his an-
nouncement of this meeting. It is very appropriate, and high
time—I have believed for a long time, at least since 1963, that
smaller and medium-sized companies must be provided with incen-
tives to export and to engage in international business if the
United States is ever to solve its balance-of-payments problems.

Smaller and medium-sized companies cannot, in the short term,
make a major contribution. This must come from the large multi-
national corporations, which are the large exporters and the source
of repatriated foreign income and have the largest amount of pro-
duction abroad.

However, my personal experience is that smaller companies can
become large corporations. A company exporting $1 million in 1979
;:lan be exporting $50 million or $100 million in 1989. I have seen it

appen.

owever, the carrot of future large profits and cash flow must
itself be sufficiently enticing to overcome the present high cost and
initial problems.

Therefore, our first recommendation must be that smaller and
medium-sized companies, both those now exporting and those
which could export, be provided with substantial incentives, specifi-
cal’Il'{l designed to encourage them to export more.

e problem that I see with some of these bills is the reverse of
Mr. Cohen’s problem. I do not want to make the incentives equally
applicable to the U.S. market. I want to make them, as you have
done, specifically for export. That is the only way that chief execu-
tives of companies will be encouraged to turn their time and atten-
tion and money toward exports and away from exclusive preoccu-
pation with the domestic U.S. market.
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I have heard many proposals over the years for suitable incen-
tives. I have not, so far, heard any that, in my opinion, would be as
attracgive as tax incentives, provided the latter are substantial
enough.

Before 1963 and subpart F the United States had a tax incentive
for exporters, since a U.S. corporation was permitted to defer
export profit, if earned through a foreign corporation. Many of our
principal foreign competitors still have situations like this.

After much debate within the administration and the Congress,
this situation was partially restored through the DISC legislation.
Because of the strict pricing rules and the “deemed distribution”,
even before the incremental rules were established in 1976, only
about one-quarter of the tax on export profits was, in fact, effec-
tively deferred through DISC.

This is a modest incentive indeed, and it has been made more
modest by the 1976 changes. However, the DISC exists, and it has
proved an effective incentive for many smaller and medium-sized
companies.

I have had contact with several hundred such companies with
DISCs and almost unanimously they believe strongly that their
DISCs have stimulated and hel them to increase their exports.
They firmly believe that the DISC law has been effective in its
purposes and should be improved and made more effective. They
are convinced that their DISC's have been cost-effective to the
United States and that their DISC’s have generated additional
exports that would not have taken place without them, and that
these additional exports have produced more tax revenue to the
U.S. Treasury than the tax deferred in their DISC’s, and this is a
very important point.

Therefore, our second recommendation must be that unless and
until some better incentive can be devised and put in place, the
DISC should be retained and improved, regardlasss of the wishes of
our foreign competitors. It is in the interest of foreign countries, as
much as in our own interests, that the United States should solve
its balance-of-payments problem.

The DISC, as it stands, is a modest incentive for smaller and
medium-sized companies. The costs of entering export markets in a
sophisticated way are high; the payoff could be a long time coming.
An incentive must be correspondingly substantial to be effective.

At least for smaller and medium-sized companies we need DISC
to be more like the original proponents had in mind. We recom-
mend two changes to improve the incentive for smaller and
medium-sized companies at least. First, the “deemed distribution”
of 50 percent of DISC income should be eliminated to permit 100
percent instead of 50 percent tax deferral on at least the first
million dollars of DISC income.

Actually, because of the pricing rules, a 100 percent deferral
would not take place. It would be nearer 50 percent of total export
profit after this change.

Second, the small DISC exer:lggion to the incremental rule
should be increased to $1 million . [ am not sure, in either case,
that $1 milion is high enough, but it will help.

It may be objected that the cost of these changles to the US.
Treasury is too high. We would urge that the additional exports

49-053 0 - 79 - 11
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which would result from the changes would produce more tax than
the additional tax deferred.

There are some practical problems with DISC that need to be
addressed. First, the law and regulations have become very compli-
cated. Large corporations have large financial and legal staffs and
the financial ability to pay for outside advice. Smaller companies
may have one experienced financial man on the paﬁrroll and prob-
ably no lawyer. They do not have the profit and cash flow to spend
on much outside help.

If the chief executive himself cannot make time to understand
the subject properly, probably nothing will be done.

The next recommendation is, therefore, that the regulations and
documentation requirements be simplified and streamlined at least
for smaller and medium-sized companies. There are some fairly
simple ways to form and operate a DISC, but they are not known
to most chief executives of smaller companies. No publicity appears
to be given to them by the Government.

An incentive is not likely to be effective if it is not known about
and understood b{l the companies for which it is intended. We
recommend that the Congress somehow persuade the appropriate
executive departments to give intensive and effective s‘gublicit to
these more simple ways of forming and operating a DISC as weﬁ as
to the simplifications which will, hopefully, now occur.

One of the major problems with DISC is that, at least since 1965,
which was only 4 years after enactment, it has been the subject of
intense controversy in Congress and the Executive. Many smaller
and medium-sized companies have been unsure whether to form
and use the DISC. They did not understand what their govern-
ment's policy was, and still do not.

On the one hand, they are urged to export more and on the
other, the only practical incentive available to them is threatened
with extinction.

What can be done about this, we do not know, but it would
certainly improve our national export policy if it could include an
unequivocal statement that DISC is part of it.

There is some talk about designing new incentives to replace
DISC. We would certainly be willing to participate in a considera-
tion of alternatives, but our criterion for judging proposals would
clearly be, whether they would be better incentives for small and
medium-sized companies than what we have now, hopefully im-
proved as recommended.

At least, we hope and urge that the experience and views of
smaller and medium-sized companies will be sought and listened to
in this process. Top executives of such companies are more likely to
be able to give reliable advice as to whether any particular pro-
posed incentive would be effective in its purpose than specialist
financial or legal people, or bureaucrats. It cannot be too strongly
emphasized that the primary purpose of an incentive is to persuade
chief executives of target companies to pay more attention to ex-
ports and international marketing.

They will do this if they can see clearly and without the help of
specialist tax advisers, accountants, lawyers, and economists that
international business will be at least as profitable as domestic,
U.S. business.
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Senator BENTSEN. I must inform you that your time has expired.

Mr. FentoN. Thank you, Senator.

Or at least sufficiently profitable to justify their greater personal
attention and time, and their decision to allocate more of their
very limited financial and human resources to it.

Senator BENTSEN. Thank you very much, gentlemen.

Mr. Fenton, you were talking about incentives. The Library of
Congress has prepared a study for Congress on export tax incen-
tives of major industrial nations.

For example, Japan provides overseas market development
allowances which permit firms to deduct a percentage of their
export profits from taxable income.

French banks and exporting companies are allowed to create
de;l&xctible reserves to cover the risk inherent in the extension of
credit.

What I have tried to do, and what Senator Danforth has worked
on doing, is to try to point out some of the things that have been
done by other countries. We are only talking about a quid pro quo.
We are talking again about the value added tax, what has hap-
pened in other countries, what it does to give them a competitive
advantage over the United States.

Mr. Cohen, with your very vast experience at Treasury, let me
ask you about Treasury regulations under section 861 and the
allocation of R. & D. :

There has been some concern expressed that those interpreta-
tions of R. & D. under section 861 could result in some domestic
companies moving some of their laboratories.overseas. Would you
care to comment on that?

Mr. CoHEN. Senator, this is terribly complicated, but a terribly
important point. I think, to boil it down, the Treasury regulations
that were under consideration had proposed to allocate research
and development expenditures worldwide, according to sales of the
consolidated enterprise.

When you consider the foreign tax credit that is available to
American companies, the company would suffer a reduction in its
foreign tax credit if the research and development expenditures
incurred here in the United States were deemed to be incurred pro
rata abroad, because the sales occur abroad as well as in the
United States. The companies urged the Treasury not to so provide
in the final regulations, but to say instead that these expenditures
made in the United States, benefiting, to such a great extent, the
American economy, should be allocated to U.S. income rather than
foreign income.

The Treasury did not do that, in the final analysis, but put in
what is essentially an arbitrary formula with a phase in and I
think that this has solved most of the problem. But, because the
regulations phase in some of the rules, some of the companies will

in to feel the pinch.
do think that it needs review.

It does seem to me that it is the role of the Congress to tell the
Treasury as a matter of policy that research and development
expenses occurring in the United States should be fostered and
that their current rules, may, in fact, lead to some of it being done
overseas instead of here.
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A definite advantage exists, it seems to me, to have R. & D.
conducted in the United States, so that we have the first patents
and we have the know-how. R. & D. should not be allocated, pro
rata, around the world.

Senator BENTSEN. Thank you very much, Mr. Cohen. I am sure
that the chairman has explained to you that the rest of them went
to vote. I left a little early. We are, in effect, cycling Senators. I do
not want that to be an inference that I am talking about cycling
tenures of Senators.

Senator DANFORTH. Mr. Cohen, I would be interested in an
thoughts you might have on how ‘“research and development”
should be defined for the purposes of S. 700 or S. 1065. I would be
most appreciative if you could submit them for the record.

Mr. CoHEN. I am not sure, Senator, that I am in a position to do
it. I would be glad to assist in any way I can, but I am not a
scientist and I have not worked in this area.

There are some definitions, I think, that have been used by the
National Science Foundation, and others. My concern is whether
anyone who can spell it out in sufficient detail, in a few words in
the statute, and there will be problems if it is not spelled out with
some precision. It is difficult to leave it up to an Internal Revenue
agent on an audit of a return several years after the expenditures
have been made.

I think you will have considerable difficulty in that regard.

I pointed out while you were out the p#oblem with respect to
computer software costs where there was quite a controversy as to
whether they should be capitalized or should be written off as the
computer programs were developed.

The IRS finally resolved it not by saying that these costs were
covered by section 174 as a research and experimental expenditure,
but by saying there was sufficient similarity to those expenditures
that software costs warrant the same accounting treatment as that
accorded section 174 expenditures.

If you had a credit that applied only to expenditures covered by
174, that controversy would break out again, and it would be a
major one.

I do not have the familiarity with all the different types of
research and development expenditures to submit a program now. I
will be delighted to make an effort and to work with your staff, but
I do think that something of a more definite nature would be
needed if you were to go this route.

I have a further problem with the other bill in respect to contri-
butions by corporations to institutions, because there you have to
determine what is fundamental research. We have had no experi-
ence with that expression in the tax code, and the bill also requires
that it be fundamental research in the physical sciencies. I am not
quite sure that medicine, for example, is a physical science, but I
would assume it would be. Things of that kind are involved that I
thinll: cannot be left just to regulations to be issued by the tax
people. .

Senator DANFORTH. That is why I asked you for your help.

Mr. CoHEN. I would be delighted to try.

Senator BENTSEN. Thank you for your help, gentlemen.
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Mr. CoHEN. Senator, could I raise a guestion with you that I am
not sure I understood in Mr. Sunley’s testimony this morning?

It seems to be of major importance. Mr. Fenton has discussed the
DISC and I agree that it is a matter of major concern with respect
to exports, but I was not clear as to what Mr. Sunley said with
respect to the Government'’s position regarding DISC in light of the
new Multinational Treaty on Trade.

If DISC were to be outlawed, it would create havoc, it seems to
me, and I was not sure what he said with respect to it. I thought he
said at one point that he thought that DISC would violate the new
rules of the MTN.

On the other hand, he said at one point that the practices that
were in existence at the time that the new agreement would come
into effect would be deemed to be sanctioned, and that conceivably
would encompass the DISC.

But it seems to me that that is a major matter to which atten-
tion should be directed, to clarify the position on the DISC in
relation to the Multinational Trade Treaty.

Senator BENTSEN. It is my understanding—I believe it was the
intention of the Finance Committee in our consideration of MTN
that we made no decison on DISC and that we did not prejudice it
in what we did.

I think that was the clear position of the Finance Committee.

We can go back and look, but I think Mr. Sunley was responding
to a question. I do not believe that was a part of his prepared
testimony, as I recall.

Mr. CoHEN. That is correct.

Senator BENTSEN. We can go back to the record, but my interpre-
tation was that he was saying if DISC were a new proposal it
would not be in the spirit of MTN. But I got the feeling he was
talking about its being grandfathered in.

We will read his statement, but I am sure in responding off the
cuff that way, he might want to polish up his statement himself.

Mr. CoHEN. I have read the language and it says that the new
treaty will not be deemed to have an effect on the decison as to
whether the DISC violates the GATT or not, but it does not say so,
one way or the other.

I do not know what the understandings are.

Senator BENTSEN. It is a point that we should further buttress
and get a further clarification.

Mr. CoHeEN. It is a matter of major importance, because we
brought forth the DISC earlier in this decade in order to solve
some of these problems and it is such a matter of importance, I
think, that there should be no misunderstanding about it.

Senator BENTSEN. Thank you, gentlemen. Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of the preceding panel follows:]

STATEMENT OF RICHARD BRuUST AND CLIFF MaAssA Il oN BEHALF OF THE
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MANUFACTURERS

Richard Brust, Vice President—Taxes, 3M Company; Chairman, NAM Interna-
tional Taxation Subcommittee.

Cliff Massa III, Vice President, NAM Fiscal and Economic Policy Department.

The National Association of Manufacturers (NAM) represents over 12,000 member
companies which employ a majority of the country’s industrial labor force and
which produce over 75 percent of the Nation's manufactured goods. Over 80 percent
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of the NAM’s members are generally classified as small businesses. The Association
is also affiliated with an additional 158,000 businesses through the National Indus-
trial Council.

Manufacturers are vitally concerned with the climate for exports of American
goods. Approximately two-thirds of the dollar value of total U.S. exports is com-
prised of manufactured products. These exports provide about one out of every nine
manufactun;‘r‘;‘gi jobs, or over 2 million workers. Thus, an active export market for
American products is important for a healthy economy.

U.8. EXPORTS

Current situation

Unfortunately, one of the major challenges presently facing the American econo-
my is our declining balance of trade position. This year, the United States is
heading for its third consecutive trade deficit of well over $20 billion. This is a
figure that would have been unimaginable just a few years ago. (See Appendix—
Table 1) This deficit often is blamed on the increasing cost of imported oil. While
this is partially correct, the decline in our manufactured goods trade balance was
more significant than oil last year in accounting for the increased trade deficit.

The export of manufactured goods has been declining both in absolute terms and
relative to major U.S. trading oom‘fetitors. In the period 1975 to 1978, the U.S. trade
account in manufactured goods dropped from roughly a $20 billion surplus to a
deficit of over $5.8 billion, as our imports of such goods rose sharply. During the
same period, the surpluses of Germany and Japan have jumped to over $51 billion
and $72 billion, respectively. (See the graph in the Appendix.) In 1970, Germany
moved ahead of the United States as the number one exporter of manufactured
goods and has since widened its lead. In 1970, the U.S. share of total world exports
was 18 percent, but that share was down to 13.7 percent in 1977. It can be shown
that each percentage point drop represents a reduction of over §1 billion in trade,
which translates into 40,000 jobs, $2 billion in GNP, and $400 million in Federal tax
revenue.

Causes of the problem

NAM has supported efforts to expand exports through such measures as extension
of an improved Export Administration Act. We have encouraged procedures to
eliminate excessive or unnecessary restrictions on U.S. export opportunities. For-
eign policy and national security export controls should be narrowed to realistic

idelines. In addition, we support efforts to eliminate foreign imposed barriers to

.S. exports and generally to restrain governments from involvement in world
markets in a manner that distorts trade flows and leads to unfair trade practices.

While such policies are important, the general economic situation appears to be
the factor which determines the competitiveness of exports over the longterm.

Productivity.—A primary obetacle to a favorable trade balance is the general
productivity slowdown throughout the 1970’s. American workers remain the most
productive in the world, but our rate of productivi;y ﬁrowth has been falling
dramatically in recent years. As shown in Appendix—Table 2, the average produc-
tivity growth rate from 1974 through 1978 was only 0.84 percent com to 2.9
percent for the period 1959-68. In this decade, productivity increases of over 2

rcent occurred between 1959 and 1969. The Bureau of Labor statistics has recent-
y reported that the growth rate of American productivity for the first quarter of
1979, projected at an annual rate, was an alarming —4.6 Percent!

On the other hand, nearly all of our major trading partners have displayed
average yearly productivity growth rates in excess of ours. For instance, Japan and
West German's avereie productivity growth rates from 1972 to 1977 were 3.5
percent according to the 1979 Joint Economic Report. Should the present trends
continue, France and Germany will surpass us in absolute productivity by 1985, and
Canada and Japan will follow soon after. Our sagging productivity growth has an
adverse effect on the price competitiveness of American goods. This is an important
factor in the erosion of our export strength. .

Total productive investment.—Significant levels of investment in new plant and

uipment are essential to maintain a healthy productivity growth rate. The stock
g?American physical capital, i.e., plant and equipment, must increase to provide the
efficient tools needed by workers to improve productivity. Outdated or worn out
assets must be repl: . New technologies must be introduced and total capacity
expanded.

cessive Federal regulation, inflationary spending and counterproductive tax
policy have inhibited that needed investment. As a result, American industry has
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been operating with increasingly aging capacity while our foreign competitors’
higher levels of new investment are giving them a growing competitive advantage.

Data compiled by the OECD notes that over the period 1966 to 1976, U.S. fixed
nonresidential investment was 13.5 percent of gross domestic product, while Japan's
was 26.4 percent. In fact, the U.S. percentage was one of the lowest of the major
industrialized countries. (See Appendix—Table 3.)

DEPRECIATION

In order to reverse these trends and to improve longterm export opportunities,
major policy changes are needed. The Congress and the Administration have begun
to r%lt]rain regulatory and spending excesses. It is time to make a major tax change
as well.

Federal tax law discourages investment in several ways. The double taxation of
dividends, the high corporate tax rate, and the outmoded depreciation system are
all biased against savings and investment. But depreciation policy is an area of
particular concern. Depreciation deductions account for about two-thirds of gross
private savings. Any positive change in depreciation policy will significantly in-
crease the pool of savings and encourage much needed investment in industrial
plant and equipment.

Cost of capital

Under the present system using long “useful lives” for depreciation, financial
capital is tied up for inordinate periods of time. This increases the cost of physical
capital because, during such periods, interest is paid on any borrowed funds and/or
income is foregone on new investments. As cash flows are slowed over the long
recovery periods, debt financing must replace the unavailable internal funds.

There is a considerable body of economic research that testifies to the fact that
the cost of capital or the related rate of return is a primary determinent of
investment behavior. Obviously, reducing useful lives or eliminating the concept
altogether would decrease the cost of capital and encourage sizable new investment
in plant and equipment. Such investments can improve the efficiency of industrial
operations and restrain price pressures.

Capital recovery

NAM supports efforts to sged up the recovery process. The advocacy of Senator
Bentsen (D—TX) during the Senate’s consideration of the 1978 tax bill and this year
has helped to bring depreciation to the forefront in tax policy discussions. The
legislation introduced by Senators Nelson (D—WI), Heinz (R—PA) and Chafee (R—
RI) and the strong support for depreciation reform of Senators Packwood (R—OR)
and Danforth (R—MO) give us real hope that the next tax reduction bill will include
a major change.

NAM expects to be very active in this area during this Congress. A rapid system
of capital recovery allowances can provide a very constructive boost to investment
in new plant, equipment and jobs. We view this route to expanded and improved
domestic industrial supply capacity as the key to the longterm improvement in U.S.
exports.

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

Current situation

One factor which certainly is related to the productivity slowdown and, therefore,
to the erosion of our international competitiveness is the decreased rate of growth
in spending on research and development. As has been noted by Senator Danforth,
R. £eD. spending as a percentage of GNP has declined from 3 percent in 1964 to 2.2

rcent in 1977. The National Science Board of the National Science Foundation

as projected that this level will fall to 2 percent by 1985. In constant dollars, 1977
outlays actually were 4 percent below the 1967 level.

Industrial innovation is essential to productivity. High levels of basic and applied
research are necessar{)to develop that innovation. While the United States still
spends more on R. & D. than any other country (about $50 billion in 1979), a large
proportion goes for defense spending. Increased Government regulation has diverted
much R. & D. spending to compliance with Federal standards which may be desir-
able for social goals but which are not generally productive in an economic sense.

Our foreign trading partners devote a larger proportion of GNP to R. & D. and a
larger percentage of this spending to non-defense research. It is the rate of domestic
R. & D. spending growth which is at question. It much be increased.
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Current R. & D. tax treatment

The basic tax rule under sec. 174 allows R. & D. expenditures to be deducted
currently (“expensed’’) or, at the taxpayer's election, to be amortized ratably over at
least five years after benefits are realized from the expenditures. If the expenditure
results in property with a determinable useful life, the costs must be recovered over
that life. The investment credit is not available for sec. 174 property.

One particular tax problem has been the sec. 1.861-8 Treasury regulations which
were made effective in 1977. These rules divide income and expenses between
domestic and foreign sources. The effeci on domestic R. & D. has been chilling and
may worsen. While the rules are very technical, the effect is to encourage shifting of
domestic R. & D. to foreign countries. This raises not only U.S. job issues, but also
problems as to whether foreign governments would interfere with transfer of new
developments back to the United States to benefit related domestic firms. The
experience with these regs is rather limited so far, but we believe that their
influence is adverse. This is an area which should be examined as part of the
process of considering the R. & D. problem.

Tax credit proposals

The NAM currently does not have a recommendation on the proposals for new
tax credits for R. & D. and for corporate contributions to institutions for R. & D.
activities. We applaud the efforts of Senators Danforth, Bentsen and Moynihan (D—
NY) to highlight the problems in this area and to encourage public discussion of
possible approaches to it.

In general, we view the overall economic situation and investment climate as the
major determinant of R. & D. spending. An increased desire and ability by industry
to invest in more advanced plant and equipment may well be the inducement
needed to raise R. & D. levels to produce the innvoations and technologies which
such investments can utilize. The basic overhaul of depreciation discussed earlier
offers this encouragement.

CONCLUSION

The NAM believes that it is imperative that our unfavorable balance of trade be
turned around. The productivity slowdown over this decade has been a major cause
of reduced competitiveness of U.S. goods on the world market. Productivity figures
highlight the need to encourage more investment in industrial plant and equipment.
Depreciation policy is a primary inhibitor of such investment, and the NAM strong-
ly supports the elimination of the useful life concept in order to stimulate new
investment in plant and equipment. Since reduced levels of spending for R. & D.
may be due in large part to the sluggish rate of investment in new technologies, an
improved climate for productive industrial investment should help to stimulate

greater R. & D
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TABLE 1.—US. TRADE BALANCE, 1970-77

(Dotars 10 bakeons)
Yer imports Exports Batance

1979 40.0 427 27
1971 ... 45.6 435 =20
1972 ..o et e ira st seens 55.6 49.2 —64
1973 69.5 70.8 13
1974 ... 100.3 979 -23
1875 96.1 107.1 11.0
1876 120.7 1148 -59
1977 146.8 120.1 —26.1
1978 1720 143.6 —-285

Source: Commerce Department, indrratons Foonomee indicalors and T 930
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TABLE 11.-—CHANGES IN U.S. PRODUCTIVITY
[Percent changes from preceding perod. seasonally adjusted, for the nonfarm dusiness sector]

Percentage S-year S-year
Yea change pernd average

Source Economnc Report of the President. 1979 Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistes

TABLE I1l.—Real nonresidential fixed investment as a percent of real gross domestic
product, 1966-76

Country:

JAPAN. ..ottt s e e st ettt en et e nannn 26.4
West Germany... 17.4
Canada.......ccooeverivrenine 17.2
France (1970 to 1975)... 16.7
United Kingdom........... 149

TINEEEA SEALES ... oorveesrsoosmseerresreesesssosossseeesseseeeseessesoeoessereerseses oo seoreees oo 135

Source: Economic Report of the President, 1979. Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Development.

STATEMENT BY EDWIN S. COHEN FOR THE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE
UNITED STATES

My name is Edwin Cohen. I presently serve as a member of the Board of Directors
and Chairman of the Taxation Committee of the Chamber of Commerce of the
United States, on whose behalf [ amn appearing today. I am a member of the law
firm of Covington and Burling, of Washington, .C.

The Chamber of Commerce of the United States is the world's largest business
federation, comprised of more than 81,000 business firms, 2,600 chambers of com-
merce in the United States and abroad, and 1,275 trade and professional associ-
ations. Small business is heavily represented in our membership. In fact. approxi-
mately 80 percent of our business members have fewer than 100 employees.

On behalf of the National Chamber’s 85,000 business and trade association mem-
bers, I appreciate this opportunity to present our views on the legislation pending
before this committee, S. 231, S. 700, S. 1003, and S. 1065.

SUMMARY

Tax policy can play a significant role in export expansion, but must be viewed as
one part of a comprehensive approach to the Froblem. The National Chamber has
long advocated tax changes to foster capital formation, in the belief that an im-
proved investment climate in this country would increase productivity, create jobs,
reduce inflation, and improve our ability to compete for international markets. To
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encourage the modernization and expansion of productive facilities in order to make
American industry fully competitive, the present depreciation provisions should be
replaced by a more efficient and simplified capital cost recovery system. In addition,
the present investment tax credit should be increased, the corporate tax rate and
the tax on capital gains should be reduced further, and the double taxation of
corporate income should be eliminated. Adoption of the Chamber’s capital formation
program should significantly improve the competitiveness of American industry.

Evidence exists that the competitive position of United States industry in interna-
tional trade has been declining. Contributing to this unfortunate trend has been the
absence of a clearly enunciated national emphasis on export expansion, the lack of a
carefully designed and consistent set of government policies and programs to en-
courage exports, and the insufficient awareness on the part of .\ nerican firms and
individuals as to the economic benefits to be derived from exporting.

To promote the expansion of U.S. exports, the United States must develop a long-
range, comprehensive program which includes:

Increased export initiatives from the private sector;

The removal of a number of government disincentives to exporting;

The removal of foreign tariff and nontariff barriers; and

The adoption of consistent government programs to encourage exports.

CAPITAL COST RECOVERY

The Chamber believes that the adoption of tax policies designed to promote
capital formation in the American economy would make a major contribution to an
improvement in exporting. The report on U.S. Export Policies of the Senate Bank-
ing Committee’s Subcommittee on International Finance recognizes the link be-
tween productivity growth and exports:

Over the long term, the most significant way to promote exports is to improve
U.S. industrial competitiveness by encouraging innovation and productivity growth.
The important circularity of causation between trade and domestic industrial
growth should be more widely recognized, and U.S. industrial and export policies
should be correspondingly integrated.

American firms face a distinct disadvantage with regard to replacing obsolete
machinery and equipment, compared to many of their foreign competitors. To
encourage the modernization and expansion of productive facilities that will enable
American industry to compete more effectively in world markets, the present depre-
ciation provisions should be replaced by a more efficient and simplified capital cost
recovery system.

S. 231, introduced by Senator Bentsen, would provide more rapid depreciation to
small and large businesses. The bill would increase the variance permitted under
the Asset Depreciation Range (ADR) system from 20 to 30 percent. This would
permit taxpayers who elect the ADR system to use a depreciation life for their
capital assets within a range 30 percent below or above the predetermined life of
the asset guideline class. In addition, salvage value would be disregarded for pur-
poses of ADR computations. By reducing the time period in which the cost of a
capital asset can be recovered, the bill would encourage business investment in
additional plant and equipment. For small businesses, S. 231 contains a simplified
depreciation table. Any business with a tax basis in assets (other than real estate) of
$250,000 or less would be eligible to depreciate its assets on a straight-line method
over useful lives shorter than those permitted under current law. This feature of
the bill is intended to provide smaller firms with depreciation equivalent to that
available to firms electing the ADR system.

S. 231 represents a significant attempt to accomplish a greatly needed improve-
ment in the present depreciation provisions. Providing liberalized depreciation
would increase capital investment and improve productivity. Moreover, moving
toward the adoption of a capital cost recovery system would redress the significant
understatement in present depreciation allowances relative to the cost of replacing
capital assets.

The growth of productivity has declined significantly in recent years. According to
the President’s Council of Economic Advisers, between 1948 and 1965 productivity
growth in the private nonfarm sector averaged 2.6 percent per year. This rate
declined from 1965-73 to 2 percent, and since 1973 has averaged less than one
percent per year. A major factor influencing this slowdown has been inadequate
private investment.

Investment as a percent of gross domestic product (GDP) is lower in the United
States than in other industrialized countries. In Japan, for example, investment is
26.4 percent of GDP, while the U.S. percentage is a low 13.5. This is illustrated in
the following table:
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Fixed investment as a percent of gross domestic product, 1966-76

B V5T SRR rerreerserar e ranes reereriene e taeannns 26.4
WSt GEIMANY ...cccovviinsiririniiceessisnisieenisesetisseressesssssansisstsesssssssasesssasnsans . 174
Canada............. . 17.2
FLANCE.......ocoriiiiiiriiesriiscesssresiesnseesessnsissenesssasssssesens - 16.7
United Kingdom ......cccco.ocrvrnrnenn reererrn e et ras st ar s aantenes 14.9
United StAtes.........cireverriernierieertienrsnssesaessseresnsssessersssensisasisenss 13.6

Source: 1979 Economic Report of the President, p. 126.

Changes in current depreciation provisions to permit more rapid recovery of capital
costs would be a major step toward correcting the declining rate of praductivity
growth and the low rate of investment.

Inflation causes replacement costs to far exceed depreciation allowances, with the
result that corporate profits are significantly overstated. According to Department
of Commerce estimates, depreciation allowances for 1977 were almost $15 billion
short of replacement costs. Private economists place this figure much higher. Dr.
Martin Feldstein, President of the National Bureau of Economic Research, Inc., has
estimated that the cumulative effect of inflation reduced the depreciation allowed
on existing plant and equipment by over $39 billion in 1977.

The Joint Economic Committee, under the able chairmanship of Senator Bentsen,
recognized in their 1979 Report that certain corporate tax provisions designed in a
noninflationary economy deter investment in times of inflation: Depreciation
allowances based on historical cost do not allow sufficient deductions to recover
replacement costs. The Committee recommended that per dollar of revenue loss,
liberalization of depreciation allowances would be the most effective stimulant of
investment.

Small business partricularly would benefit from a change in current depreciation
laws. Most small firms do not elect to write off their assets under the current ADR
si\;stem, which they find too complex to use. The Treasury Department estimates
that while nearlfv 92 percent of corporate taxpayers with depreciable assets of $1
billion or more elected ADR in 1974, only 0.36 percent with assets of $500,000 or less
did so. Senator Gaylord Nelson (D-Wis.), long an advocate of tax relief for small
business, has urged that: From the perspective of the small businessman vvho must
comply with the law, wrestle with the regulations and fill out the forms, and then
justify everything to the audit{or] afterward, depreciation reform is really an urgent
necessity.

The d‘;preciation table contained in S. 231 would provide small firms with a
simpler system than is presently available. However, its usefulness would be as an
interim measure in the movement toward a simplified capital cost recovery system
that would apply to all business taxpayers.

While the Chamber supports the ic thrust of S. 231, we believe that even
further changes in methods of depreciation and in the investment credit are desir-
able in order to stimulate capital formation, increase productivity and simplify the
operation of the system, especially for small business. For some time, the Chamber
has been working with other business groups on suggestions for an improved capital
cost recovery system that would go beyond S. 231 and we hope that those sugges-
tions will shortly be available. Adoption of a new simplified cost recovery system
would be of major importance not only to the domestic economy but also in increas-
ing the ability of American industry to compete in world markets.

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

The Chamber believes that enlargement of research and development activity in
the United States is a matter of prime national importance, and that government
should take steps to encourage an increase in expenditures by businesses to this
end. These hearings serve to focus attention on this need.

The Chamber does have reservations at present, however, as to whether S. 700,
allowing a 10 percent credit for expenditures qualifying under Section 174 of the
Internal Revenue Code, would be desirable legislation, at least in its present form.
We question whether a tax credit fashioned in this manner is the means of achiev-
ing the goal. This is particularly so since the credit would apply to amounts
described by the broad term “research and experimental expenditures” in Section
174 without further definition.

Section 174 was enacted a quarter century ago to settle a significant controversy
that had arisen as to whether such expenditures were required to be capitalized
rather than deducted currently, and, if capitalized, as to the period over which to
amortize them. Section 174 gave taxpayers the election to deduct such expenditures
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when paid or incurred or to amortize them over such period, not less than 60
months, that the taxpa{er selected. It is likely that most taxpayers have elected to
deduct expenditures of this type when paid or incurred, in which event it is
imaterial whether the ex?endxtures are properly classified under Section 174 as
‘‘research or experimental’ or as ordinary and necessary business expenses under
Section 162. But if a 10 percent credit were to be allowed for expenditures covered
by Section 174 and not for those covered by Section 162 or other provisions, the
proper classification would be a matter of considerable importance.

A tax credit is doubtless most efficient as an incentive to conduct if the taxpa'f:ﬁr
knows in advance of making the expenditure whether the credit is available. The
Chamber is concerned that without detailed definition there may be extensive
controversy as to the sﬁogpe of the credit, impairing its effectiveness as an incentive
and imposing on the IRS the need for difficult policy decisions for which it is not
best equipped. A broad interpretation would extend the coverage of the credit to
expenditures for which the Congress might not intend the credit to be available, and
might substantially increase the revenue cost of the measure; but a narrow inter-

retation would unduly limit its availability and cause substantial controversy and
itigation.

As an illustration of the t{ge of problem that might be encountered, it should be
noted that the Service in 1969 disposed of a controversy that had arisen as to
whether computer software costs constituted research and experimental expendi-
tures deductible under Section 174. In Rev. Proc. 69-21, 1969-2 Cum. Bull. 303, the
Service finally ruled that “the costs of developing software ®* * * in many respects
S0 closel‘\; resemble the kind of research and experimental expenditures that fall
within the purview of Section 174 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 as to
warrant accounting treatment similar to that accorded such costs under that sec-
tion.” Thus, curent deduction of such costs is rermitted, but without a clear decision
as to whether they are covered by Section 174 or by some other deduction provision
of the Code. A decision on this issue would be critical if an investment credit were
to be allowed for those expenditures qualif{ineg under Section 174.

There are certain other problems involved in the allowance of an investment
credit for R. & D. expenditures, such as the extent to which it should be allowable
to nonprofit organizations or institutions that conduct such activities. But we sug-
gest that the primary issue to be faced is whether a statutory test for determining
qualification for the credit can be devised that will provide sufficient certainty,
eliminate extensive controversy, and reach the types of research and exgerimenta—
tion in the private sector that the nation should be attempting to foster through tax
incentives.

S. 1065 provides an incremental tax credit of 25 percent for corporate contribu-
tions to tax-exempt educational orzianizations for fundamental research in the phys-
ical sciences if the results are freely available to the general public. The bill raises
the question of determining the meaning of the expression “fundamental research”
as distinguished from other research such as might qualify now under Section 174,
as well as the matter of defining the “physical sciences.” Without more, it would
place a heavy burden of interpretation upon the IRS and the courts, and their
decisions could have major effects upon the allocation of resources in educational
organizations. We would suggest that further effort would be needed to clarify the
scope of the bill before its effects could be fully appraised.

S. 1065 adopts an incremental approach, granting a 25 percent credit for the
excess of the specified contributions over the average of such contributions made in
the preceding four years (with reductions for decreases in contributions for other
purposes). Incremental allowances of this type tend to be complex, since they
depend upon comparison of figures over a span of years. They raise an issue of
fairness, since they reward those taxpaﬁers that have newly gegun or increased
their contributions as against those that have previously made substantial contribu-
tions.

The Chamber steadfastly supports efforts to increase research and development
activity in the United States, but questions whether these two bills, at least in their
present form, can provide a satisfactory solution.

8. 1003

S. 1003 has three separate provisions relating to export transactions. The first of
these provides for a special addition to bad debt reserves for “export receivables,”
described as accounts receivable from the sale of eport property or services for use
outside the United States. It is our impression that a large proportion of the
property exported from the United States is sold on letters of credit, and therefore
does not produce receivables. We have not thus far been able to determine the
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extent of the cases in which American firms have receivables arising out of sales of
export property or services for use outside the United States, or the extent to which
American firms might encounter bad debts not otherwise covered adequately by
their customary bad debt reserves. We would suggest that some clarification of this
provision would be needed before an estimate of its effectiveness could be made.

The second provision would clarify Code Section 174, dealing with research and
experimental expenditures, to ensure that deduction is permitted for the survey or
analysis of foreign markets or products, for the marketing abroad of goods produced
in the United States, and for expenses of applying for or maintaining foreign
patents and trademarks. The Chamber believes that these items in general should
be clearly deductible, whether under Section 174 or other sections of the Code,
regardless of whether they are made with respect to foreign markets or domestic
markets. We would caution that no action should be taken by the Congress with
respect to foreign markets that might create an inference that similar expenditures
in the domestic markets would not be deductible currently.

The third provision of S. 1003 permits a current deduction for losses due to
foreign currencg flucuations with respect to export receivables payable in forei
currency. The Chamber believes that this is a matter which requires attention by
the Congress, but we would call to the attention of the Committee that there are
other major income tax problems stemming from foreign exchange fluctuations that
also require attention, and that the applicable rules need clarification.

In conclusion, the Chamber is grateful that the Committee is considering these
basic problems regarding the need for increased research and development activi-
ties, the importance of increased productivity and capital formation in the United
States, and the need to focus on export activities of American business.

THE NEED FOR A COMPREHENSIVE EXPORT PROGRAM

A Presidential statement last September elevated export expansion to the level of
national priorty. However, further steﬁ need to be taken to promote U.S. exports.

For the second year in a row, the United States in 1978 ran a trade deficit in
excess of $30 billion dollars. This represented an acceleration of the trend over the
last ten years of increasingly unfavorable international trade balances. A clear

ttern for 1979 has yet to emerge. While in March the U.S. trade deficit dropped to
g§21 million, the lowest monthly level in two years, it rose to $2.1 billion in April,
1979. Regardless of the exact magnitude of the deficit, it is likely to be high enough
to threaten the value of the dollar, fuel inflation, and further erode U.S. influence
in international economic and political spheres.

The chamber urges the development of a consistent national export policy, and
has prepared a comprehensive set of recommendations for expanding U.S.exports. A
copy of this report, entitled “Policies and Programs for Expanding U.S. Exports,”
has been submitted for the record of the hearings. The report sets forth a long
range program which seeks:

Increased export initiatives from the private sector;

Removal of a number of government disincentives to exporting;

Removal of foreign tariff and nontariff barriers; and

Adoption of consistent government programs to encourage exports.

Conclusion

We commend the members of this Subcommittee for their efforts to exaraine the
effect of the tax system on exports. Tax policy is an important component in the
analysis of the United States trade fposition. Adoption of tax changes designed to
foster capitol formation should significantly improve the competitiveness of Ameri-
can industry. However, as the National Chamber’s export policy recommendations
indicate, tax considerations are only a part of a comprehensive approach to this
serious problem.

PoLicies AND PROGRAMS FOR EXPANDING U.S. EXPORTS—RECOMMENDATIONS OF
THE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE UNITED STATES FEBRUARY 1979

PREFACE

On September 26, 1978, President Carter announced his decision to elevate ex-
ports to a level of national priority and outlined measures his Administration would
take to encourage and facilitate U.S. exports. Immediately prior to his public
statement, at a special meeting in the White House, I expressed support for this
first and important step. On the following day in a letter to the President, I pledged
on behalf ot‘x:he more than 80,000 members of the Chamber of Commerce of the
United States our best efforts to work with the Administration and the Congress to
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help implement his initative. In addition, I committed the Chamber federation to
identify and develop further steps that could be taken—both by the private sector
amti_ the government—to help make the United States the world’s premier exporting
nation.

This report, which calls for a comprehensive plan of action by both the private
and public sectors of the Unfted States, is the result of the Chamber’s commitment.
The report takes the President’s program as a starting point and builds upon it by
recommending short and long-term policies and programs that are necessary to
expand U.S. exports to a lever which will contnbute significantly to redressing
America’s trade imbalance. It focuses on private enterprise initiatives, export-dis-
couraging policies, regulations, and practices that must be revised, and programs
that the government can provide to assist U.S. business and agriculture to realize
their vast export potential. The recommendation contained in this report are the
result of a careful blending of concepts and practical ideas developedpgy a broad
spectrum of concerned Americans in business, academia, and all branches of govern-
ment. They are not presented in any order of priority. Rather, they are set out as a
comprehensive list of all of the areas that should be considered within a total
priority of export expansion.

The grime responsibility for the preparation of this product lies with the dedi-
cated, hardworking people who serve on the Chamber’s Export Policy Task Force
and whose names are listed in the b&’]nnin of this report. The Task Force's
chairman for this project was John L. dwell, the Chamber's International Vice
President. Howard L. Weisberg, the Chamber’s Director for International Trade
Policy, is the Task Force's executive secretary and, in this capacity, contributed
significantly to the development and Ereparation of the report.

n addition, the men and women who serve on the Chamber’s International Trade
Subcommittee, chaired by Ralph A. Weller (Chairman of the Board, Otis Elevator
Company), its International Policy Committee, chaired by Donald M. Kendall
(Chairman, PepsiCo, Inc.), and the Chamber’s International Division staff must be
recognized for the many valuable contributions they made to the development of
this document. Finally, the many U.S. businessmen overseas who provide leadershi
for the network of American Chambers of Commerce in forty countries contribu
useful recommendations that are incorporated in this report.

The efforts of all of these people will be sustained by the intention of the United
States Chamber of Commerce to pursue vigorously the policies and programs con-

tained in this report.
RICHARD L. LESHER, President.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The need for U.S. export expansion

The U.S. share of world exports has been declining since the mid-1960's and the
U.S. merchandise trade deficit for both 1977 and 1978 was in excess of $30 billion.
*The scope and magnitude of these deficits if not reversed, will continue to:

Weaken the value of the dollar, raising the cost of imported oil and other vital
goods, raw materials, and services, and further fueling domestic inflation;

Encourage demands for protectionism, a path that could quickly make the U.S.
economy still less competitive internationally, resulting in lost business and jobs;

an

Erode U.S. influence in the international economic and political spheres.

America's comparatively weakened international trade position i8 caused by nu-
merous factors, including much stronger competition from other industrialized and
rapidly industrializing nations. However, a more significant cause for concern is the
disappointing growth of U.S. exports in sharp contrast to the export success of other
trading countries.

Exports account for 14 percent and 22 percent of the Gross National Products
(GNP) of Japan and Germani', respectively, and some of our Euro trading
partners export as much as 40 percent of their GNP. The United States barely
exports seven percent of its GNP, and fewer than 200 companies account for more
than 80 percent of U.S. manufactured exports.

The absence of a clearly enunciated national export goal; the lack of a cohesive,
carefully orchestrated and internally consistent set of government policies and
programs; and the relatively poor awarencess of American firms and people about
the economic benefits they can derive from exporting all have combined to cause
the decline in U.S. export performance vis-a-vis other nations.

*The deficit figure is for manufactures and commodities. It should be noted that the U.S.
;22 gﬂtlsglaqeeli;iT gervnces has been positive for a decade, with a a growing surplus that reached
ion in 3
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An export goal

President Carter’s announcement on September 26, 1978, placing a higher priority
on exports by his Administration, was a step in the right direction. But enunciati:s
a policy and certain measures for export expansion is not enough. The Uni
States must set an export expansion target and put into place the comprehensive
policies and programs that are necessary to achieve its goals.

World exports of goods and services to 1982 are projected to rise at an annual
average rate of 13 percent, compared to an antic(ifated increase for the United
States of not more than nine percent. A realistic and attainable goal for the United
States should be at least to close the gap between ex U.S. and world export
Frowth rates. The combined efforts of the private and public sectors—based on the
ollowing recommendations—should enable the United States to achieve, if not
surpass, the target of raising U.S. exports by an annual average of four percent.

Private sector initiatives
While government can do much more to foster and facilitate export expansion,

the ultimate responsibility for transforming export potential into actuality rests
with private enterprise.

Recommendations

(1) Business and agribusiness must take the lead in fostering an export conscious-
ness in the United States and must increase the U.S. presence in foreign markets.
These twin goals can be accomplished, in part, by greater educational and communi-
cations efforts; research and development for products and services tailored to meet
foreign requirements; innovative joint venture arrangements; and more aggressive
marketing, distribution, and servicing efforts.

(2) Greater use should be made of joint business councils as vehicles to further
U.S. economic policies and programs abroad and to develop business opportunities
in key countries.

(3) Trade associations and chambers of commerce should serve as catalysts to
generate industry and region-specific exports, in closer collaboration with federal,
state, and local government agencies.

(4) American chambers of commerce abroad should expand their efforts to pro-
mote U.S. exports in closer collaboration with U.S. based firms and business organi-
zations.

(5) The United States Chamber of Commerce must expand its efforts, particularly
in the legislative, program, educational, and communications areas, to encourage
and facilitate export expansion.

U.S. Government disincentives must be removed

Export expansion is significantly constrained by complex, burdensome, and often
internally inconsistent policies, regulations, and programs originally designed and
intended to accomplish purposes unrelated to exports. Greater governmental sensi-
tivity is needed to minimize the adverse impact of actions that may unnecessarily
constrain export expansion.

Recommendations

(1) The international trade and investment roles of the federal government should
be stre‘r!x_gthened. streamlined, and made more effective by designating a cabinet-
level official with the responsibility to prioritize and coordinate the international
economic activities of government agencies and departments; by upgrading these
roles in all relevant agencies; amial?v expanding the Commerce Department’s re-
sponsibilities for promoting U.S. trade, investment, and service industry interests.

(2) Governmental regulations that have adverse effects on exports should be
reevaluated and revised. Export impact statements should be an integral component
of all regulatory measures. Regulatory restrictions on nonstrategic exports should
be limited and the uncertainty surrounding numerous regulations should be re-
moved. The Export Administration Act should be amended to ensure that the bona
fide foreign trade interests of the Uited States are not impaired unnecessarily.

3 Exrort licensing statutes, regulations, and procedures should be simplified,
provide for speedier action, and be made to conform with multilateral arrangements
8u 4ported by the United States. . . .

F) Discriminatory tariff and export credit policies applied against certain nonmar-
ket economies should be removed.

(5) The inconsistency in antiboycott policies, laws, and regulations should be
removed. Certain provisions of existing legislation should be monitored to ensure
that their potentially harmful effects do not exceed the congressional intent to
protect U.S. persons from discriminatory boycotts.
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. (6) Corrupt business practices must not be condoned in any form. While there is
insufficient experience with the provisions of the Foreign Corrupt Practices Act, the
unintentional adverse effects of the act must be closely and carefully monitored.
Concurrently, multilateral agreements are needed to establish uniform standards of
ethical and equitable business conduct.

(7) The extraterritorial application of U.S. antitrust laws should be harmonized
with similar laws of our major trading partners.

(8) The Webb-Pomerene Act should be rewritten 8o as to remove statutory vague-
ness and broaden its applicability to include service industries. Greater efforts
should be made to encourage small and medium-size firms to form Webb-Pomerene
export associations.

Removing foreign barriers to exporting

The export generating effects of the “Tokyo Round” of the Multilateral Trade
Negotiations (MTN) will be determined by the legislative implementation and en-
forcement of the agreements reached. Even when fully implemented, the MTN
agreements will not have removed a variety of trade restraints.

Recommendations
(1) Continued efforts must be made to reduce tariff barriers, especially those that
are maintained by more advanced developing countries.
(2) Nontariff barriers that were not dealt with in the MTN (e.g., border taxes)
should be subject to ongoing bilateral and multilateral negotiating efforts aimed at
their reduction or elimination.

Government programs to encourage exports

Government assistance can be particularly valuable for small and medium-sized
firms which lack the resources and experience of larger companies to develop export
markets. The export potential of all firms, in terms of both entry and expansion,
can be tapped by providing them with specific tools of trade and a better trading
environment.

Recommendations

(1) A US. policy of tax “neutrality” should be applied to place the U.S. exporter
in the same tax competitive position as his major trading partners. The DISC tax
deferral system should be retained and clarified. The value added tax system used
in the European Community and sanctioned by GATT should be studied for possible
adaptation as a substitute U.S. tax. The current system of deferring tax payments
on overseas profits until they are distributed to shareholders should be maintained.
Foreign tax credits should be maintained to avoid double taxation. Bilateral tax
treaties to eliminate double income and social security taxation should continue to
be negotiated. U.S. tax laws on foreign earned income should encourage, rather
then discourage, U.S. nationals to work abroad. Multilateral negotiations should be
undertaken to harmonize all export-related tax laws.

(2) U.S. export credit financing and insurance facilities must be improved and
made more competitive with the terms and conditions offered by our major trade
competitors.

(3) To the extent that the Export-Import Bank cannot be made more competitive
through domestic legislation, bilateral and multilateral agreements should be nego-
tiated to bring U.S. and foreign financing and insurance terms and rates within a
tighter circle of comparability and to end predatory financing.

(4) Government programs to provide firms with technical and marketing assist-
ance should be improved, and made more effective, particularly to aid new-to-export
small and medium-size firms. Concurrently, the export promotion efforts of commer-
cial offices abroad and the Commerce Department’s domestic field offices should be
more closely linked and made more effective.

(5) The United States should expand its network of bilateral treaties to protect
and assist U.S. foreign investment and to foster commercial relations with nonmar-
ket economies, but such treaties should not include cargo preference provisions.

(6) U.S. policies and legislation should encourage, rather than discourage, research
and development to reverse the decline of U.S. innovation relative to our major
competitors.

The United States has a vast export potential waiting to be tapped. By adopting
the policies and programs recommended in this report, government and business
can take that potential and turn the U.S. trade imbalance around.

49-053 0 -~ 79 - 12
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THE NEED FOR EXPORT EXPANSION IN THE UNITED STATES

Since the mid-1960's, the U.S. share of world exports has been declining fairly
steadily. For both 1977 and 1978, the U.S. merchandise trade deficit was in excess of
$30 billion.* The scope and magnitude of these deficits and the resulting cumulative
adverse effects on key indicators of U.S. economic strength are now major concerns
of public and private sector policymakers. While over much of the postwar period it
was generally felt that international trade flows occupied but a minor role in U.S.
economic activity, it has become clear in recent years that sizeable trade deficits
pose serious constraints on the ability of the United States to develop further its
socioeconomic well-being. National and international economic policies and develop-
ments have never before been so closely and significantly interrelated.

Three problems are particularly significant. First, the current trade imbalance
fuels domestic inflation. Inadequate export performance has contributed to the
sharp decline in the value of the dollar, causing imports to become more costly to
consumers of final goods and services and to producers who require foreign raw
materials and semifinished products in order to meet domestic demand. Forei
concern over the perceived inability of the United States to appreciably reduce its
trade deficit in the foreseeable future has added further downward pressure on the
value of the dollar in international currency markets, thus exacerbating inflation-
ary conditions in this country. Second, lagging export pe-formance has encouraged
demands in the United States for protectionist measures in order to achieve trade
equilibrium. However, sheltering uncompetitive domestic producers will only con-
tribute to further deterioration of the international competitiveness of the U.S.
economy, resulting in lost business and jobs. Third, a growing number of people
both at home and abroad view the size and persistence of the U.S. trade imbalance
as indicative of a decline in the overall strength of the United States. Thus, the
trade deficit casts ‘a shadow on this country’s ability to continue in its role as the
political, military, and economic leader of the Western world.

The declining U.S. trade position is attributable to a number of factors, including
the increased ability of West European and Japanese producers to compete, in most
areas, on relatively equal terms with their American counte?aarts, massive U.S. oil
imports, more rapid economic recovery in the United States from the recent world-
wigg recession, and relatively abundant in harvest abroad. However, we are
concerned here with an additional cause of the trade deficit, namely the disappoint-
ing growth of U.S. exports in sharp contrast to the export success enjoyed by other
industrialized and a growing number of developing countries. With exports contrib-
uting over $200 billion to the U.S. GNP and one out of every eight jobs in the
manufacturing sector of the economy (10 million jobs overall), the view prevalent in
some public and private circles that the size of the domestic market is adequate to
meet the needs of an expanding economy has become increasingly outmoded. it is
time to make export expansion a high priority in this country. General export
consciousness must be aroused, and the public and private sectors made aware of
the significant roles they can and must play to accomplish this objective.

Export expansion—A national priority

The decline in U.S. export performance vis-a-vis other industrialized countries is
the result of complex and interrelated domestic and international developments
that have been occurring over much of the postwar period but particularly since the
mid-1960s. While a discussion of these developments is beyond the scope of this
report, it is important to note that the growth of postwar world economic interde-
pendence has meant that the industrialized countries are now more similar in terms
of the broad structural characteristics of their economies. Productivity levels, real
wage levels, and the costs of borrowing investment funds have been narrowing in
the industrialized areas of the world. As a result, trade flows among the industrial-
ized countries are increasingly sensitive to small adjustments in domestic output
and prices, temporary technological advantages, skill differences, and other factors
that can be and usually are affected by selective government policies.

In this regard, foreign businesses have a substantial competitive advantage over
their U.S. counter because of the greater emphasis they and their governments

lace on the n to export in order to attain various economic and social goals.

xports account for 14 percent and 22 percent of the GNP’s of Japan and German{.
respectively, and some of our Euro trading partners export as much as 40
percent of GNP. The comparable U.S. figure is less than seven percent of GNP, and

*The deficit figure is for manufactures and commodities. It should be noted that the U.S.
trade balance in services has been positive for a decade with a growing surplus that reached $22
billion in 1978. The service sector only recently been ized as a major factor in U.S.
trade and merits greatly increased recognition in U.S. trade policy formation.
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fewel;mthan 200 firms account for more than 8) percent of U.S. manufactured
ex .

e commercial policies of the major industrialized countries generally provide
more export incentives (such as tax benefits, export promotion aids, and research
and development grants) and maintain fewer disincentives than is the case in the
United States, where the federal government traditionally has tended to underesti-
mate the significance of export growth Lo domestic economic welfare. Thus, U.S.
international economic policies and programs generally have been an ad hoc patch-
work rather than a comprehensive, internally consistent approach. Disincentives
undermine incentives, often confusing a would-be exporter to the point of deterring
him from entering the international arena. Policies and regulations, in addition to
being cumbersome and confusing, often conflict and tend to weaken U.S. competi-
tiveness in world markets. While the cumulative effect of foreign government
incentives is to make foreign exports more internationally competitive, U.S. policy-
making has provided little encouragement to U.S. companies with a potential for
exﬁl]n inﬁ their markets abroad.

us, there is a need to enhance the competitive capabilities of existing exporters
and to acquaint potential exporters with the benefits that accrue from international
activity. In belated recognition of this need, President Carter on September 26, 1978,
announced a series of measures designed to show his Administration’s commitment
to (Ylaee a higher priority on exports. Though an important first step, the policies
and program he announced are generally too short-term in focus and lacking in
sufficient comprehensiveness to bring about significant export expansion. Because
U.S. export deficiencies have evolved over many years, remedies must also be long-
term in nature. Many of the recommendations included in this paper attempt to fill
the need for a longer-term perspective.

Setting a target

Simply enunciating a policy for export expansion is not enough. Foreign govern-
ments frequently set exgxrt expansion targets to achieve public policy goals, and it
would be useful for the U.S. ggvemment to adopt a similar approach. Admittedly, a
target-setting exercise will difficult because many factors other than export
expansion programs affect a country’s export capabilities.

nt projections to 1982 indicate that world exports of goods and services will

rise at an annual average rate of 13 percent, compared to an expected increase for
the United States of not more than nine percent. In order to maintain current U.S.
market shares of world trade and to help restore some balance to U.S. trade flows,
export expansion go]iciu and programs should contribute to closing the gap be-
tween expected U.S. and world export growth rates. This is a realistic and attain-
able goal, and adogtion of the recommendations that follow can provide the syner-
gism to achieve and, quite possibly, surpass this target.

EXPORT INITIATIVES FORM THE PRIVATE SECTOR

The role for private enterprise

For all that federal, state, and local governments can do to promote and facilitate
export expansion—from the removal of disincentives to trade to the provision of
specific incentives—the actual carrying out of export expansion rests with private
enterprise. Given this bottom-line role in trading, private enterprise must share
with government the responsibility for this country’s unsatisfactory export perform-
ance. While private enterprise should continue its constructive criticism of govern-
ment export programs, or the lack thereof, it must actively pursue foreign market
opportunities. As government activity opens new or clears existing channels of
tradc;.l it is the responsibility of private enterprise to transform potentiality into
actuality.

Much of the sluggishness in export expansion by private enterprise drives from a
general naivety in this country about the significance of and benefits from export-
ing. This unawareness, which extends from the labor community to a broad segment
of private enterprise, has resulted largely from an outmoded notion of economic self-
sufficiency. The recognition of our economic interdependence has been too slow in
setting in. This situation contrasts sharply with our major trading partners who for
decades have depended upon and, therefore, ideologically internalized the need for
exports.

ose elements of the private sector aware of and engaged in exporting have
enerally been uncommunicative about their international business transactions.
inimal informational efforts have been directed toward stockholders and employ-
ees, and many suppliers are often unaware that their component contributions are a
vital part of an export product. Aside from the paucity of timely and adequate
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international trade information, thoee enterprises with an export commitment gen-
erally view foreign markets as supplementar{ to domestic markets and, hence, tend
to pursue markets abroad as a secondary line of business, once again in sharp
contrast to our irading partners. This particularly apparent from overseas com-
plaints that many U.S. firms fail to provide timely or adequate servicing of prod-
ucts. In addition, the follow-up potentials of service, replacement parts, and modifi-
cation often go undeveloped resulting in complaints of unreliability and creating
opportunities for foreign competition to take over.

Recommendations

Private enterprise must take the lead in fostering an export consciousness in the
United States and must increase the U.S. preserce in foreign markets. These twin
goals can be accomplished in the following ways:

(1) Industry and agribusiness must actively educate their respective communities
as to the importance of exports by using the following methods:

Identify the impact of export sales on the company and the community.

Inform employees and stockholders via annual reports, in-house newspapars, bul-
letin boards, staff meetings, and stockholder meetings of the importance of export
sales to company jobs, profits, and growth.

Inform suppliers by special notice or by note on purchase orders if an item is to
be a component of an export product.

Inform the community of its export stakes during presentations at meeting of
local chambers of commerce, civic groups, farm organizations, labor unions, radio
and television talk shows, etc.

Involve union leaders, congressional representatives, and the media in efforts to
spur export growth.

(2) More industrial and agricultural firms should concentrate on export market
identification and development and should avail themselves of foreign market stud-
ies prepared regularly by the U.S. Departments of Commerce and Agriculture and
by state agencies.

(3) More corporate research and development should include ways to adapt prod-
ucts and services to foreign requirements. Operating and maintenance instructions
should be provided in foreign languages, and firms should be prepared to quote
prices in foreign currencies if necessary.

(4) Greater corporate resources should be devoted to promote exports and to
c}e]nsureedthat deliveries are met, service maintained and warranty commitments

onored.

(5) Firms should consider possibilities in joint ventures for exporting, such as: (a)
joint marketing efforts by manufacturers in complementary lines; (b) smaller firms
“piggy-backing” on larger, more experienced companies; and (¢) joint bidding with
complementary contractors and suppliers.

{6) Such organizational options as the trading company and Webb-Pomerene asso-
ciations should be given greater consideration.

(7) Firms should develop their own marketing, distribution, and servicing chan-
nels in foreign markets, even if they do not manufacture in that market.

(8) All long-term profitable spinoffs of export transactions should be developed.

(9) Greater utilization should be made of farmer checkoffs® in cooperation with
the Department of Agriculture to promote agricultural exports.

(10) Private enterprise should refrain from singling out exports for blame in times
of domestic shortage and, consequently, from seeking regulations to curb exports
unless national interest considerations clearly prevail.

Joint business/exonomic councils
Joint business councils are uniquely equipped to develop innovative approaches to
trade expansion. These councils develop for government consideration policy and
program recommendations which seek to establish a climate for the successful
pursuit of U.S. economic interest vis-a-vis their counterpart countries, focusing
rticularly on areas of concern to U.S. firms interested in or actually doing
usiness with those countries. The United States Chamber of Commerce currently
sponsors 17 bilateral business councils with selected countries or regions, briniing
together on a regular basis more that 500 U.S. senior corporate officials with their
counterparts from Asia, Africa, Latin America, Canada, the Middle East, and East-
ern and Western Europe. other {'(}int councils not under the auspices of the Chamber
are similarly suited to promote U.S. exports.

*A checkoff is a voluntary levy on products contributed to promote mrket development and
research.
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Recommendations

Greater use should be made of joint business councils to further U.S. economic
policies and programs abroad, particularly through the following instrumentalities:

(1) Councils should actively seek changes in U.S. and foreign government policies
which unduly restrict the expansion of commercial relations.

(2) There should be more prominent involvement of U.S. council members in U.S.
and state government export development efforts, both domestically .. abroad. For
example, council members become knowledgeable spokesmen or U.S. economic in-
terests in selected countries, and their expertise should be used in leading or
participating in trade promotion missions.

(3) Councils should consider the sponsorship or cosponsorship of certain trade
missions and fairs.

(4) Private sector, bilateral arbitration or conciliation mechanisms, operating
ur.der the auspices of a council, can provide a quick, inexpensive, and effective way
of resolving trade disputes.

(5) Councils should consider the funding of training or research programs in
improve the climate for U.S. business activity abroad.

Trade associations and chambers of commerce

Business organizations which coalesce industry—specific and general business
interests have a great potential for educating member firms abount international
business transactions and for encouraging them to generate exports. In addition,
these organizations, which include trade associations and local and state chambers
of commerce, are natural partners with federal, state, and local governments for
mounting joint export promotion efforts.

Recommendations

Trade associations and chambers of commerce should serve as catalysts to gener-
ate industry and region-specific exports.

(1) Commerce Department field offices and local and state chambers of commerce
should increase cooperative efforts to assist exporters in expanding their foreif'n
market activity and to encourage firms with an export potential to enter the field.

{2) Trade associations should develop and promote programs directed toward
making their membership more aware of the opportunities in foreign markets for
their products. In such efforts, trade groups should seek the support of government
agencies such as regional or state departments which exist to attract business to a
particular area.

American chambers of commerce abroad

American chambers of commerce abroad, now operating in forty countries, are
voluntary associations of business executives concerned with U.S. trade and invest-
ment. These o;fanizations work (a) to develop mutualll}' prosperous and amicable
economic, social, and commercial relations between U.S. business interests and
those of host countries; (b) to foster and communicate abroad the beneficial concepts
of U.S. private enterprise; and (c) to promote local economic and social contributions
for the benefit of host countries. American chambers abroad are locally respected
vehicles for encouraging the sale of U.S. products in their host countries.

Recommendations
Ugmerican chambers of commerce abrcad should expand their efforts to promote

.S. exports.

1) Ag;:zrican chambers abroad should promote in the United States the opportu-
nities for U.S. products in their host country markets through their publications
and in conferences and seminars.

(2) American chambers abroad should work more closely with U.S.-based firms
and business organizations in joint efforts to enter and maintain markets in their
host countries.

(3) Maximum cooperation should be sought between U.S. government commercial
%ﬁéws rg.;d American chambers abroad to develop and expand foreign markets for

.S. products.

(4) U.S. companies should as general policy encourage membership by their sub-
sidiary agents or distributors in the American chambers in the countries to which
they export or plan to export.

5) U.S. companies interested in, but not yet recresented in, foreign markets
should be permitted and encouraged to maintaia non-resident memberships in
American chambers located in the markets in which they have an interest. Such an
affiliation can be a valuable source of current information on the local economy and
business conditions.
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(6) American chambers should serve as centers to monitor trade problems, provid-
ing feedback to the U.S. Chamber for its development of international trade policy.

(7) American chambers abroad should serve as focal points for presenting trade
issues before host governments.

A role for the United States Chamber of Commerce

As the country's largest and most broadly representative business organization,
the United States Chamber of Commerce has traditionally been active in fostering
the export interests of its members, focusing its efforts mainly on the policy enwvi-
ronment that either encourages or constains export expansion. The Chamber has
also sought to facilitate foreign demand for U.S. goods and services by encouraging
foreign governments to reduce tariff and nontariff barriers that impact adversely on
U.S. exports. In addition to strong support for the Multilateral Trade Negotiations,
the Chamber has served as a catalyst for the establishment of a growing network of
American chambers of commerce abroad and of joint business councils.

Recently, the Chambers International Division has strengthened and expanded its
research, publications, and conference capabilities. Plans for 1979 call for the publi-
cation of a Foreign Commerce Handbook, an Introduction to Doing Import and
Export Business, and various other publications to assist actual and potential ex-
porters. Conference programs have included export finance seminars in various U.S.
cities, and in 1979 the Chamber plans to sponsor a series of regional workshops
designed to inform businesses on ways they can participate more actively in projects
funded by international financial institutions. The Chamber’s International Division
has traditionaly provided referral and information services to exporters.

Recommendations

The Chamber must expand its efforts, particularly in the program, educational,
and communication areas, to effectively serve the needs of the export community.
Some of the initiatives that could be launched include:

(1) Export consulting services designed to assist small and medium-size firms to
enter the export field should be provided.

(2) The Chamber should aggressively pursue the establishment of American cham-
bers qf commerce in countries where none exist and of additional joint business
councils.

(3) Chamber publication and conference capabilities should be expanded to in-
crease the flow and quality of information that can be targeted to would-be export-

ers.
(4) A research capability should be established in the Chamber to study how other
countries encourage exports and whether such programs can be adapted to U.S.

needs.
(5) Chamber interaction with the Congress and the Administration should in-
crease in the development of an environment conducive to export expansion.

REMOVING U.S. GOVERNMENT DISINCENTIVES TO EXPORTING
In a highly complex and pluralistic socio-economic environment, it is inevitable

that government programs and policies desifned to address one area of concern will
often be internally inconsistent with or will adversely impact on unrelated areas.
This is precisely what has happened to the international trade environment in this
country. Because international trade has been a low priority interest of the U.S.
government for such a long time, efforts to expand exports have been impeded by
inadvertent disincentives, ranging from the adverse consequences of lations to
ineffective government organization. What follows is an examination of the msjor
disincentives to export expansion in the United States and recommendations for

removing unnecessary constraints on U.S. exporters.

Government reorganization

Numerous government entities have international trade responsibilities, and each
pursues its own set of fundamental objectives, which at times are at variance with
the concerns of other agencies. To name a few, there are the trade promotion and
control activities of Commerce; foreign policy and human rights responsibilities of
State; revenue collection and monetary concerns of Treasury; credit and insurance
services of the Export-Import Bank, Overseas Private Investment Corporation
(OPIC) and the Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC); antitrust enforcement of Jus-
tice; disclosure requirements about marketing activities of the Securities and Ex-
change Commission (SEC) and Commerce; export controls imposed by Defense; and
commodity responsibilities of Agriculture.

This proliferation of agencies and philosophies often results in confusion, delays
and discouragement to export activities. There is clearly a need to simplify and
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make more effective the governmental administrative structure for formulating and
implementing U.S. international economic policy and programs.

There are three basic schools of thought on the reorganization of the government
in the international trade and investment area. For some, the present division of
responsibility for intergational economic policy among various agencies reflects
checks-and-balances considerations that are fundamental to our democratic process.
Others believe that a new department, a Department of International Trade and
Investment (DITI), should be created to be the sole agency for formulating and
implementing international economic policy. Still others believe that organizational
improvements could be made by augmenting the international trade and investment
functions of the U.S. Department of Commerce and other relevent agencies.

Recommendations

While the dabate on government reorganization continues, given the urgent need
to generate exports, efforts should be made to strengthen, streamline, and make
more effective existing governmental institutions. The Chamber is more than will-
ing to assist the Administration in its analysis of government reorganization.

(1) The President should designate a cabinet level official with the responsibility
and authority to coordinate and oversee the activities of the various government
agencies and departments with international trade responsibilities.

(2) International trade, investment, and economic development responsibilities of
pertinent government agencies and departments should be upgraded to higher
levels of decision-making authority.

(3) The international trade and investment role of the Commerce Department
should be expanded and strengthened.

(4) The international services sector reguires specialized attention to bring it fully
within the framework of U.S. trade and investment policy. This uires greater
communication and coordination among existing government offices which relate to
service trade. To accomplish the necessary interagency coordination, the establish-
ment of an interagency committee on services chaired by the Department of Com-
merce is urged, as proposed in the 1976 White House Interagency Task Force study,
“U.S. Service Industries in World Markets.” In addition, the International Service
Industry Division, recently established within the Department of Commerce’s Indus-
try and Trade Administration, should be strengthened.

(5) Greater coordination is needed between the foreign offices of U.S. state govern-
ments and federal government offices abroad.

Export-discouraging conseguences of regulations

Governmental regulations intended to promote a diverse range of goals have
frequently had a Sfillover elfect hindering export expansion. The extraterritorial
ar:&ication of regulations in the following areas is particularly noteworthy for its
discouraging impact on export expansion, and reevaluation is needed to determine if
the policy benefits justify the costs in terms of lost export potential:

U.S. f{agship requirements which prohibit Export-Import Bank financing for
freight costs on foreign vessels, even when U.S. ships are not available;

Occupational 3afety and Health Act uirements, Consumer Products Safety
Commission standards, and Federal Drug Administration requirements which extra-
territorially interfere with a foreign government’s responsibility for the welfare of
its citizens;

Pesticide regulations which exceed foreign government standards;

Unilaterally imposed human rights-related restrictions which, in the absence of
international{y accepted ground rules, serve only to divert export sales to our
competitors;

Environmental reviews which may limit export financing;

Those Freedom of Information Act requirements which can result in government
disclosure of proprie business information valuable to foreign competitors.

The President had directed all executive department and agencies and has re-

uested independent regulatory agencies” to take into account and weigh as a
?acwr, the possible adverse effects on our trade balance of their major administra-
tive and regulatory actions that have significant export consequences.” This begin-
ning step needs follow-through to ensure that U.S. international trade and invest-
ment goals are not undermined by policies and regulations intended for altogether

different purposes.

Recommendations

Export impact statements should be an integral component of all regulatory
measures. In addition, the following steps should be taken:
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(1) The President’s directive lacks sufficient specificity to guide agencies in balanc-
ing the national export expansion priority against fundamental agency objectives.
Specific criteria for review should take into consideration the differences between
new-to-export and established export operations, variations in classes of exports
(eg., K versus services), and varying company sizes and operating regions.

(2) An overview body should be appointed to evaluate all regulations impacting on
international trade to ensure that there is a proper balancing of special interest
objectives and the overall national priority of export expansion.

(3) Wherever feasible, regulations should follow universally accepted standards or
conform with multilateral agreements.

(4) Agencies and departments should clarify the intended applications of their
respective regulations. Often, the disincentive effect of a regulation lies as much in
incertainty in the minds of many businessmen as to how the regulations will
actually be applied as in their substance.

(6) Review of regulations for adverse export consequences should be an ongoing
e;ercige, because competitive circumstances in international markets are constantly
changing.

(6) Regulations which restrict nonsecurity-essential exﬁorts to accomplish a pur-
pose unrelated to trade should be carefully limited. Unilateral constraints are
generally not effective in changing the policies or behavior of other countries.

(7) Regulations must provide for a higher degree of long-term certainty, if the
foreign buyer’s view of the United States as an unreliable supplier is to be changed.

(8) Restrictions imposed on U.S. exports under the President’s foreign policy
authority in the Export Administration Act have retarded exports to South Africa,
Argentina, Libya, and manﬁ other countries. Generally, the foreign policy goals
have either not been met or have been of a relatively short-term nature.

There are instances when swift implementation of an export control is needed to
achieve a vital foreign policy goal. Nonetheless, the Export Administration Act
should be amended to ensure that the legitimate foreign trade interests of the
United States are not impaired unnecessarily. The following amendments to the Act
would accomplish this objective:

In emergency circumstances, the President may impose a unilateral foreign policy
export control but only for a ngod of 90 days. Congress may disapprove the use of
such controls after the initial a&)period.

The President should submit to Congress at the time such controls are proposed a
report indicating clearly the foreign policy objective sought, a description of how the
control will achieve that objective, an economic impact statement with an employ-
ment impact analysis, and an explanation of measures undertaken to obtain multi-
lateral support for the controls.

Aside from emergency situations, the rulemaking procedures of the Administra-
tive Procedures Act should be made applicable to the imposition of such foreign
policy controls.

Export licensing

The approval time for export license applications is often so slow as to harm U.S.
competitiveness in world trade. The United States is viewed as an unreliable suppli-
er by many foreign buyers because transactions have been hampered or blocked as a
result of delays and confusion in obtaining U.S. export licenses. By way of example,
U.S. companies recently lost a commitment from the Soviet Union for equipment
purchases worth $225 million because the U.S. export licenses were delayed beyond
the Soviet's patience; the contracts were finally awarded to French concerns.

Recommendations

(1) The Export Administration Act should stress the desirability of international
tgag:. to the extent of changing the ability to engage in trade from a privilege to a
right.

(2) Export license restrictions should be used only for essential security reasons
and not for other political purposes.

(3) An effective procedure for the determination of foreign availability of compara-
ble products and technol should be established by the Commerce Department.
Foreig'nlavailability should create a presumption in favci of license application
approval.

4) Greater transparency should be afforded to exporters so that they can ascer-
ﬁajl'_l the status of their cases, talk to the parties holding them up, and thus speed

ecisions.

(6) Instead of applying a time limit on issuing export licenses, an export license
shguldtl;? automutically approved if not specifically disapproved within 30 days of
submittal.
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_(6) The Export Administration Act should be amended to require validated export
licenses only for commodities that are controlled multilaterally (COCOM).

(7) Whatever time is set for license review should not be frustrated by an an-
nouncement that further time is needed for consideration.

(8) The Export Administration Act should be amended to include provisions which
would automatically take difficult cases out of lower level review after a certain
periodt?f time and raise them to higher levels so that decisions can be reached more
promptly.

9) IIJ'he Commerce Department should seek ¢ greater range of responsibility in the
licensing area and should use more aggressively its ability to make the final
decision on licensing.

(10) A denial of an application should be accompanied in writing by a detailed
reason for the denial, and specific procedures for ap in the case of denial should
be established. If exports are denied for reasons other than essential security, the
economic oo(nﬁia;xenoee of the denial should be published.

(11) On M matters, the Department of Defense and State should allow
private sector advisors to make a continuing contribution to the negotiations.

(12) Commerce Department’s extraterritorial licensing requirements over U.S.
commodities re-exported by other COCOM member countries should be eliminated.

Restrictions on trade with nonmarket economics

The nonagricultural eﬁon tential of the United States with countries with
nonmarket economics (NME's) has gone laﬁly unfulfilled. Where once the policies
of both the Western countries and the NME’s mutually constrictred trading rela-
tions, the past decade has seen a significant growth in trade between the NME'’s
and our trading compeititors. For example, in 1977 the Federal Republic of Ger-
many exported over $2.5 billion worth of nonagricultural %x;oducts to the Soviet
Union, the Japanese nearly $2 billion, and France and Italy between $1 billion and
1.5 billion each. The oomfarable figure for the United States is less than $600
million. Total exports for 1977 to the People’s Republic of China from the Federal
Republic of Germany reached $480 million, from the Japanese 1.9 billion, and from
the United States $171 million.

Of the world’s NME’s, the United States has normalized trade relations only with
Poland, Romania, and Hungary. This is in sharp contrast to the relations that exist
between our trading competitors and the NME’s. The competitive advantage our
trading partners have over the United States in trade with the NME’s will continue
as long as we persist in withholding most-favored-nation treatment until the NME'’s

ive certain nontrade-related concessions. U.S. exporters are further disadvantaged

use U.S. government financing facilities are not fully available to some of the

most ‘;ut:ts)ortant of the NME's, while our trading competitors are not similarly
restri .

By way of example of the problems arising for an exporter interested in NME
markets, consider this country’s recent recognition of the People’s Republic of
China. The long-term potential for U.S. exports to that country is immense, and the
Chinese have indicated a great interest in glurchasin U.S. equipment and technol-
og{. However, in order to purchase from the United States, the Chinese must be
able to sell profitable in this market in order to generate purchasing capital and
must be able to obtain financing for its purchases. Existing discriminating tariffs
inhibit the former, and export-financing legislation prohibits the latter.

Recommendations

Trade parity for the NME'’s in the form of stability and nondiscriminatory treat-
ment is needed in U.S. trade expansion efforts.

(1) The Jackson-Vanik Amendment, linking the extension of nondiscriminatory
most-favored-nation tariff treatment and U.S. export credits with free emigration,
should be repealed or modified.

(2) Those provisions of the Export-Import Bank Act, as amended, that limit
Eximbank credit availability to the Soviet Union should be repealed.

(8) The Administration should adopt a strong position favoring expanded trade
with the NME's in products and services not essential to the security interests of
the United States.

(4) The Administration should pursue, where appropriate, bilateral agreements
with NME’s which would clear trading channels.

Antiboycott regulations
The U.S. reeponse to international boycotts is comprised of a confusing set of
licies, laws, and mulations: the Export Administration Act (EAA) amendments of
977 and the related Commerce Department regulations, the Ribicoff antiboycott
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amendment to the Tax Reform Act of 1976 (Section 999), and whatever further
judicial proceedings and conclusions result from the suit brought against Bechtel
Corporation® by the Justice Department. The complexities of the U.S. antiboycott
laws and regulations and the comparatively short time frame in which they have
been in effect make it difficult to appraise their imﬂ)act upon export expansion to
the countries participating in boycotts. This complexity plus the certainties of
further interpretations of the laws and regulations may well inhibit both U.S.
exporters and importers of U.S. goods in boycotting countries from expanding their
trade activities.

The proper scope of antiboycott provisions of U.S. law is to prevent the extension
of the effects of foreign boycotts into U.S. domestic commerce or the commerce of
the U.S. with nations other than boycotting nations. To the extent that the provi-
sions of the EAA accomplish this, they represent legitimate objectives of our govern-
ment. There are, however, provisions which may create problems in the future.

Recommendations

Although more experience is needed with the antiboycott laws before their full
effect can be measured, the following areas should be carefully monitored to ensure
that the potentially harmful effects of the legislation do not exceed the Congression-
al intent to protect U.S. persons from discriminatory boycotts.

(1) The ban on providing information, apart from raising difficult constitutional

uestions, is an obstacle to firms seeking removal from existing blacklists, to firms
threatened with inclusion on a blacklist, and to firms without existing business
dealings with boycotting countries which seek to enter those markets. (The EAA
ma{' have a harmful long-term impact on American exports by causing U.S. trade
with boycotting countries to be limited to companies already established in those
markets. As new market opportunities in those countries arise, they might be met
by exports from non-U.S. sources.)

(2) The extraterritorial application of the law has already posed problems in the
relationships between foreign affiliates and their host governments, and these are
likely to increase as the EAA’s export-constraining effect on these affiliates becomes
more apparent.

(3) The ban on nefative certificates of origin conflicts with other provisions of the
EAA which acknow edie the rights of countries to conduct primary boycotts against
other countries and which permit American firms to respect the policies of those
countries regarding such primary boycotts.

(4) The reporting burden imposed by the law raises the cost of American products
in international markets, reducing export competitiveness, and often deterring com-
panies from attempting to establish themselves in Arab markets. :

Beyond these considerations, the following actions are specifically recommended:

(5) The negative effects of Section 999 should be carefully determined by those
affected by it with a view toward a reevaluation of its impact along with the impact
of the EAA on U.S. trade expansion.

(6) The Justice Department should withdraw its suit against Bechtel Corporation,
becausz, if it prevails, behavior fully consistent with the EAA may be found to
violate U.S. antitrust laws.

(7) Since the antiboycott provisions of the EAA have not been in force long
enough to permit an accurate assessment of their effect, changes in the near term
would be premature. If future developments warrant, however, the EAA should be
amended to permit the provision of otherwise publicly available information, to
circumscribe the extraterritorial reach of the law, to eliminate the prohibition on
negative certificates of origin, snd to simplify reporting requirements. These ste;
would be consistent with the iaw's intent while eliminating several potentially
negative features.

) The Executive Branch should closely monitor the effect of the EAA on U.S.-
Middle Eastern trade relations and take whatever steps become appropriate to limit
the unintended side effects of antiboycott legislation.

(9) Private firms should keep records of economic losses attributable to the anti-
boycott laws which can serve as a reference in later reexamination of the laws.

Foreign Corrupt Practices Act

The Foreign Corrupt Practices Act (FCPA), signed into law on December 19, 1977,
instantly gave rise to interpretive problems for companies engaged in transactions
abroad. As a co uence, the President in his export policy statement of September
26, 1978, directed the Justice Department to provide guidelines concerning its en-
forcement priorities under the law.

*U.S. v. Bechtel Corporation, Civil No. C 76 99 (1978),
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The majority of companies expressing opinions about the Act do not anticipate
serious problems under sections 103 and 104; however, all claim some degree of
difficulty in inberpretin%:he Act and a few cite specific examples of lost business
because of uncertainty about the Act's applicability. Problem areas include:

The extent to which a parent corporation will be held accountable for the actions
?\f its overseas subsidiary, even though the subsidiary is not directly covered by the

ct;

The extent to which U.S. companies will be held accountable for acts of their
overseas agents and the standards that will be applied with respect to the employ-
ment and retention of agents;

The availability of the defense of physical or economic extortion, which is unlikely
to prevail with respect to the obtaining of a contract (on the theory that one need
not enter into a contract), but which must have some validity in certain situations
with respect to the retention of a contract;

The interpretation that will be given the ‘‘grease” or facilitating payments exemp-
tion;

How the Fraud Section of the Justice Department, which is given both criminal
and civil jurisdiction under the Act, will administer the civil process.

Recommendations

The United States Chamber of Commerce does not condone corrupt business
practices in any form. The FCPA does, however, create the situation where U.S.
businessmen are prohibited from engaging in certain practices that are freely
pursued by our trading competitors. In administering this Act, the Justice Depart-
ment and the SEC should take cognizance of the competitive disadvantages created
and should provide needed elements of certainty.

(1) The consensus is that more time i8 needed for an FCPA experience to develop
})_efore the business community can constructively contribute to decisions on guide-
ines.

(2) In the meantime, the conclusion of bilateral and multilateral agreements
among the largest possible number of industrialized and developing countries would
establish standards of ethical and equitable conduct of international business, pro-
vide that these same standards would apply to competing businesses, and would
establish a mechanism to resolve the diplomatic, commercial, and legal problems
associated with such practices.

(3) For the present, the most serious difficulties for business under the Act are to
be found within section 102, the accounting standards provision. This section is not
limited to foreign bribery, but extends to virtually all publicly held companies
within the jurisdiction of the SEC. The cost-benefit relationship for an internal
control system 1s clouded by the enforcement and legislative environment in which
the Act evolved. The SEC should make clear its enforcement priorities, keeping in
mind the cost to business of this section of the FCPA.

(4) The Justice Department should make available its Business Review procedure
for guidance in areas of uncertainty under the FCPA.

(5) The US. legal community should begin to develop a record of experiences
under the Act to serve as a guide to the business community.

The imbalance between U.S. and foreign antitrust laws

The United States is the only country in the world that imposes its domestic
antitrust restraints upon its exporters and overseas contractors to prevent them
from combining for sales outside of its national borders. The extraterritorial exten-
sion of U.S. antitrust laws is widely believed within the business community to
weaken the competitive position of U.S. business in international markets and is
increasingly viewed by foreign ﬁzvernments as an infringement on their national
sovereignty. In many instances U.S. antitrust laws have reached into foreign coun-
tries even when there has been no significant impact from international commerce
upon U.S. domestic commerce.

The Department of Justice has consistently maintained that U.S. antitrust laws
do not deter legitimate export transactions. However, a comparison of national
antitrust laws leaves little doubt that U.S. antitrust laws are more inhibiting than
those of our trading counterparts. This conclusion is further reinforced when, as has
recently hag)ened with many of our tradinf partners, a foreign %:)evernment com-
plains that U.S. antitrust laws are being applied within its borders beyond the acope
of its own antitrust laws.

Competitive conditions in international transactions often necessitate a pooling of
complementary skills or assets. Yet, U.S. antitrust laws have largely discouraged
such combinations or joint ventures. Consider, for example, the permissibility u:ﬁer
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Japanese law of a consortium of bidders for a contract; U.S. law prohibits similar
action.

The President in his national export statement instructed the Justice Depart-
ment, in conjunction with the Commerce Department, “to clarify and explain the
scope of the antitrust laws” in U.S. export trade. However, given the past export-
discouraging history in this area and the recent attempts at greater extraterritorial
reach, it is clear that something more than clarification is needed. There must be
some changes made in underlying philosophies and objectives.

Recommendations

(1) The United States should seek multinational harmonization of antitrust laws
for the purpose of avoiding the imposition of conflicting judicial and regulatory
requirements on the separate components of multinational enterprise.

(2) The Justice Department should. recognize that there is often greater need in
overseas transactions to enter into joint ventures to meet competition, because of
greater risks and greater need to pool resources, than in domestic transactions.

(3) When actions are taken under the antitrust laws, distinctions should be made
between domestic and foreign transactions, with a less restrictive standard for the

latter.

(4) The Justice Degartment should respond in & more timely fashion to requests for
guidance from the business communitg. The recent commitment to issue business
review letters on export trade within 30 days is a good step in that direction.

() U.S. antitrust laws should never have an impact on business operations in a
foreign country greater than the impact of that nation’s own antitrust laws. The
Justice Department should consult with other countries before getting involved in
business transactions outside of the United States.

The Webb-Pomerene Act

The 60-year-old Webb-Pomerene Act, which exempts trade associations from the
Sherman Act if they do not lessen competition in the United States, is a potentially
useful export promotion vehicle. The Act was initially intended to allow U.S. export-
ers to compete on a more equal basis with foreign cartels in overseas markets.
However, statutory vagueness has resulted in underutilization of the Act, and
administrative and judical rulemaking has done more to restrain than advance the
intent of the Act. If the original intent of the: Act is legislatively and administrative-
ly restored, the Act could serve a useful role in export expansion, especially for
small and medium-size companies interested in bidding on large foreign contracts.

Recommendations

(1) The Act should be rewritten so as to remove statutory vagueness.

(2) The definition of “‘export trade” should be broadened to include services, such
as those related to architecture, engineering construction, training, finance, insur-
ance, and project or general management, as well as know-how Incidental to the
sale of oo&, wares, merchandise, or services.

(3) The Commerce Department should be responsible for educating the business
community about and promoting Webb-Pomerene associations. Commerce should
also establish a liaison with the Justice Department, seeking guidelines consistent
with their promotional activities.

(4) Sales by export associations through government agencies should be explicitég
permitted. (United States v. Concentro. Phosphate Export Assn., 393 US. 1
(1968), proscribed association participation in AID-financed projects.)

REMOVING FOREIGN BARRIERS TO EXPORTING

The viability of an export expansion program is affected both by domestic and
foreign barriers to trade. The export-generating effects of the “Tokyo Round” of the
Multilateral Trade Negotiations (M'TN), which focuses on triff reductions and non-
tariff barriers to trade, will be a function of the implementation and enforcement of
the agreements. Even when fully implemented, the MTN will not have removed a
variety of restraints to trade.

Tariff barriers

Formerly the major government-im barrier to trade, tariff levels have been
reduced in a succession of multilateral trade negotiations to the point where in most
cases they are no lon%?r as sigaificant a barrier as the variety of nontariff meas-
ures. The average tariff rate for the industrialized countries is approximately eight
percent. However, this average masks wide variations in the highest and lowest
rates.
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The current “Tokyo Round” of the Multilateral Trade Negotiations aims to
reduce existing tariffs by a trade-weighted average of approximately 33 percent over
the next eight years, as well as to harmonize some of the wide sp in current
rates. The new tariff agreement is expected to go a long way toward reducing the
remaining negative effect of tariffs on trade flows, but it will by no means eliminate
tariffs. Most countries will be tak:ﬁ exceptions to the basic tariff-cutting formula,
Erticularly for import-sensitive products where they feel protection is most needed.

erl\‘ very low tariffs can make the margin of difference in highly competitive
markets.

Recommendations
In the coming years, further tariff reductions should be encouraged on the part of
all countries, but especially by some of the more successful .developirag nations
which can afford to give up a measure of the protection they maintained during the
development process.

Nontariff barriers

In most foreign markets, nontariff barriers (NTB’s) are greater irmimenu to
the export of U.S. manufactures and commodities that are tariffs. 's are the
principal foreign trade barrier of the exports of U.S. service industries. The follow-
ing categories of NTB’s have been the subject of negotiation in the durrent Muitilat-
eral Trade Negotiations (MTN), where the objective is to reach agreement on
international codes of behavior to govern the use of NTB's: Subsidies, safegua
standa;fds government procurement, customs valuation, licensing, and commerci
counterfeiting.

Until th:g negotiations are completed, a comprehensive :J)praiul of their effec-
tiveness in facilitating U.S. export expansion cannot be made. However, based on

the negotiating texts available at this time, it is ex that significant barriers to
U.S. exports of manufactures and commodities will be removed or reduced. Much
less p is expected in reducing barriers to U.S. service industry exports, and

certain 's, such as border taxes, will not be affected by the negotiations. In
addition, as a growing number of developing countries (LDC’s) make advancements
in their development, trade barriers used to protect socalled “infant industries” will
cease to be justifiable.

Recommendations

The recommendations which follow assume that MTN will be completed and
adopted by the United States. Much of the final impact of the codes wiil depend on
how well they are implemented and enforced.

(1) The United States should carefully monitor code enforcement.

(2) Consideration should be given to the expansion of the codes into areas not
covered and to countries not participating in the MTN.

(3) Multilateral and bilateral efforts to remove foreign barriers to U.S. exports not
affected by the MTN should continue. The following remain relatively untouched by
the MTN, but need serious attention:

(a) There are many complex foreign tax practices that impede or unfairly handi-
cap U.S. exporters.

) A broad range of foreign government interventions in support of export efforts
will remain as a major and undoubtedly evolving disincentive to U.S. exports. This
includes state-trading activities and the nationalized (or indirectly-controlled) indus-
tries of market economy countries, together with the non-financial preferences and
assistance accorded them. It also includes, in some-instances, policies restraining
establishment of sales and service facilities necessary to establish or expand imports
from the United States and, in other instances, minimum import price regulations
or unreasonable local content regulations.

(c) Many policies affecting agricultural exports will not be resolved by the MTN.
For example, while quota levels may be raised for some agricultural products, few
quotas will be lifted entirely and many will remain highly restrictive. Continuing
multilateral and bilateral efforts will be require to obtain greater foreign market
access for U.S. agricultural exports.

(d) Specialized efforts through multilateral or bilateral means will be necessary to
address the NTB's which hamper U.S. service industry exports.

GOVERNMENT PROGRAMS TO ENCOURAGE EXPORTS

In order to encourage export expansion, the removal of domestic and foreign
constraints to trade must be buttressed by government policies and programs de-
signed to facilitate the entry of U.S. exporters into world markets. Government
assistance can be particularly valuable for small and medium-size firms which lack
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the resources and experiences of larger companies to develop international business
opportunities. The export potential of all firms, in terms of both entry and expan-
sion, can be tapped by providing tem with specific tools of trade and a better trade
environment.

Tax neutrality

Ideally, in a free trade world neither tax incentives nor disincentives would be
used to affect the flow of egoods between countries. However, a multitude of tax
systems specifically designed to increase exports are in use throughout the world,
some countries having much more extensive export-related tax systems than others.
Some systems are considered acceptable by the international community, while
others are not. For example, the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT)
does not consider the Eurolpean value added tax (VAT) rebate to be a subsidy, even
though it is rebated directly to the exporter. On the other hand, the U.S. Domestic
International Sales Corporation (DISC) is questioned, even though it simply defers a
tax and does not constitute an exemption from or a rebate of a tax.

In the absence of universally accepted and applied rules governing the use of tax
systems to promote exports and given the likelihood that many countries will
continue to provide special tax treatment for their exports, the United States should
use its tax laws to stimulate exports. Rather than tax incentives, however, the
concept of tax “neutrality” should be used to place the U.S. exporter in the same
tax competitive position as his major trading partners. U.S. tax policies and proce-
dures should parallel the GATT-accepted competitive advantages that our trading
partners receive through their national tax codes.

Domesticaly, tax measures to encourage export expansion should be structured to
assist a wide range of existing and potential exporters. The Administration has
expressed that small businesses have not benefited sufficiently from existing incen-
tives for exports. Thus, future efforts should apply equally to small and large
companies.

Recommendations

(1) DISC/VAT. In a free trade world neither DISC nor VAT should be use to
promote exports. However, as long as the VAT system, is used by other countries,
the U.S. should retain DISC in order to maintain a degree of competitiveness.

(a) DISC: This export aid has been used by approximately 10,000 firms. However,
changes in the Tax Reform Act of 1976 and restrictive IRS rulings have eroded the
incentive potential of DISC. In redressing the problem, the major stress should be
on trying to clarify DISC with specific Ruli and amendments to the Act.
Moreover, emphasis should be placed on reasonable administration of tax laws
rather than frustrating the Congressional mandate through overly technical admin-
istration of the law. In addition, long-term certainty must be provided, for DISC’s
uncertain future has in itself been a disincentive to its use.

() VAT: In the European VAT system, all accumulated indirect taxes are rebated
to the exporter. This gives a foreign exporter a clear competitive advantage over his
U.S. counterpart. One way to correct this imbalance might be to create a U.S.
equivalent VAT which would, inter alia, rebate to the exporter an amount equiva-
lent to the VAT type taxes on a U.S. transaction on a specific export. Substitution
of such a tax for a portion of existing U.S. taxes could equalize tax consequences 7
exﬁrt between the U.S. and those countries with a VAT. Such an approach needs
to be thoroughly researched in order to present a practical proposal to the Congress.
It is a proposal which, while GATT might disa %llpve of it as a subsidy, might also
be an equivalent to what is now approved by G X

(2) “Deferral”, No other country in the world taxes its shareholders on the profits
of foreign subsidiaries unless and until those profits are paid to the shareholders. If
the United States eliminates the current system of taxmg the earnings of U.S.
controlled corporations only after they are rsaid to the U.S. shareholders as divi-
dends, U.S. subsidiaries abroad will be burdened b higher operating costs than
their competitors. Since some 30 to 40 percent of all U.S. exports are sent to U.S.
controlled affiliates, elimination of the present system would seriously jeopardize
U.S. export competitiveness. In short, the current system should be maintained.

8)] Fore'%n Tax Credits. The purpoee of foreign tax credits is to prevent double
taxation. Without such credits o rat'mgnfoeta are increased and, consequently,
competitiveness is lowered. There is a definite need for recognition in the adminis-
tration of U.S. tax law that foreign taxes reasonably intended to tax income are
creditable income taxes. Unfortunately, businessmen are current without guidelines
on various across-the-board problems in this area. In developing the much needed
guidelines, the IRS should survey businesses to gain an understanding of the practi-
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cal problems exporters have in trying to cope with the tax policies of specific
countries.

(4) Tax Treaties. The Department of Treasury should continue to develop bilateral
income tax treaties for the avoidance of double taxation. The United States should
pursue its policy of limiting tax jurisdiction of treaty partner countries on export
income through restrictive definitions of what constitutes taxable permanent estab-
lishments and by limiting the jurisdiction of foreign countries to tax services on fees
related to exports.

Bilateral treaties should also be negotiated to avoid double payment of U.S. and
foreign social security taxes by U.S. employees working abroad who will never
receive social security benefits from the countries in which they are working.
Congress has authorized the President to enter into bilateral social security agree-
ments. ments have already been reached with the Federal Rerublic of Ger-
many and Italy to the effect that U.S. employees in Germany and Italy only pay
U.S. social security taxes.

(5) Taxation of U.S. Citizens Working Abroad. U.S. tax laws on foreign earned
income should encourage, rather than discourage, U.S. nationals to work abroad.
U.S. citizens and firms abroad are essential agents for promoting U.S. exports.
Given the increasing economic difficulties facing Americans working overseas, this
area of the tax law must adapt to the times so as to enable U.S. citizens and
businesses to become more competitive with their foreign counterparts.

(6) Harmonization of Tax Laws. Multilaterial negotiations should be undertaken
to harmonize all export-related tax laws.

Competitive export financing

In a world where comparable products, services, and technologies are widely
available, the terms of financing may be the persuasive factor in securing an export
market. Until the recent expansion of the Export-Import Bank's (Eximbank) author-
ity by the 95th Congress, the United States was at a marked competitive disadvan-
tage in export financing vis-4-vis its trading partners. The new legislation, together
with Eximbank’s stated commitment to be competitive with its counterparts abroad,
should enhance U.S. export competitiveness.

For agricultural af ucts, both Public Law 480, under which the United States
extends concessional dollar credits to LDC’s unable to finance their imports through
commercial means, and the general export credit sales programs of the Commodity
Credit Corporation have played effective roles in export ex ion. The recent
addition of intermediate credit terms for agricultural commodities and the exten-
sion of limited credit to the People’s Republic of China should also enhance U.S.
export competitiveness, as should the Administration’s stated commitment to
strengthen its agricultural export policy.

Recommendations

The following pro) go further to bring Eximbank financing to the level
needed to ensure sufficient export ex ion to correct to the U.S. trade deficit. The
first four will require additional legislation, while the remainder should be within
Eximbank’s current authority.

(1) Eximbank capitalization should be increased and more funds should be allo-
cated for credit to “higher risk” developing countries and for matching foreign
“mixed credits.”

. (2) There should be a relaxing of Eximbank’s limitations on foreign content
inancing.

(3) Although Eximbank should be financially sound, export competitiveness, and
not increasﬁ ﬁroﬁts, should be the Bank'’s primary objective.

(4) Eximbank should not be subjected to politically motivated, nonfinancial consid-
erations in the administration of its export support programs.

(5) Local cost financing should be supported up to the amount of the down

payment.

(%T Financing terms of capital fooda should be tied to the useful life of the product
involved, the measure of useful life to be consistent with international financial
practice.

(7) Eximbank should proyide comprehensive guarantees on commerical bank par-
ticipation in project financing when the commerical banks will provide competitive
fixed rate quotes.

(8) Eximbank should makes its Bank Guaranty Program available to the exporter,
the exporter's captive finance corporation, or any other financial institution.

(9) Eximbank should make its discount loan rates comparable to its direct loan
rates in order to help small and medium-size companies compete for export sales.
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(10) Eximbank should eliminate the arbitrary discrimination in the Discount Loan
Program which limits the U.S. bank spread to one percent, since no such limitation
is imposed upon foreign banks under the Cooperative Financing Facility (CFF)
Program. (At the very least, Eximbank should issue an interpretation that it will
not question a spread between the note rate and the discount rate so long as it does
not exceed a one percent spread plus the equivalent FCIA fee for the transaction.)

(11) Eximbank should establish foreign regional offices to gather information
about competition and foreign recipients of Eximbank financing; this would dimin-
ish the turn-around time for decisions on financing.

(12) Eximbank should participate in joint financing on guarantee schemes with
foreign agencies, such as the U.K.’s Export Credits Guarantee Department, on a

passu basis.

(13) Exambank should eliminate obstacles to gaining commitments on a timely
basis, with an emphasis on streamlining documentation requirements.

(14) There is a need to meet foreign competition in the use of “mixed credits’
perhaps through an AID/Eximbank interaction.,

In improving export financing of agricultural exports the following measures
should be considered:

(1) Repayments of government financing of agricultural sales should be used for
funding market facilities that promote U.S. agricultural exports.

(2) Export credit programs must continue to adjust as new conditions dictate. (For
example, the recent extension of certain limited terms of credit to the People’s
Republic of China.)

Insurance is an important part of the export financing package, and another area
for creating a competitive edge. The following changes for the Foreign Credit
Insurance Association (FCIA) would further the goal of export expansion:

(1) FCIA should revise its burdensome claims procedures, to reduce the associated
paperwork requirements and the protracted recovery periods.

(2) FCIA should eliminate obstacles to gaining commitments on a timely basis,
with an emphasis on streamlining documentation requirements.

(3) FCIA (and Eximbank) should develop comprehensive lease insurance programs
that realistically reflect the growing tendency of companies to acquire expensive
equipment through leasing arrangements.

(4) FCIA should cover interest on defaults up to the Eximbank discount rate plus
one percent so that the exporter can recover the cost of his investment.

(5) FCIA (and Eximbank) should restructure the ‘Switch Cover” Program to make
it useful to a broader range of capital goods exporters; higher coverage limits are
necessary for most industries.

International harmonization of export financing

U.S. exporters are often at a competitive disadvantage because our major trading
partners have the benefit of more liberal government backed financing for export
transactions. Areas where our trading partners gain a financing advantage include
mixed credits, exchange rate fluctuation insurance, inflation indemnity, foreign
content insurance coverage, local cost financing, and less restrictive country and
credit risk analysis.

Eximbank has only been able to go part of the distance in closing the competitive
gap. The following two examples are illustrative of the problem:

A $20 million sale to one of the Malaysian electric authorities was lost to a
Japanese supplier.

(a) U.S. supplier with Eximbank support offered 100 percent financing on terms of
15 years at 7.5 percent.

) Japanese supplier offered 100 percent financing on terms of 20 years at 4
percent.

The U.K.'s Export Credits Guarantee Department (ECGD) has financed 100 per-
cent of the contract value of aircraft even though the British content was only
approximately 25 percent.

'o the extent that Eximbank cannot be made more competitive through domestic
legislation, bilateral and multilateral agreements are necessary to bring U.S. and
foreign financing and insurance terms and rates within a tighter circle of compara-
bility. In April 1978, an international agreement was reached to define export
financing provisions. The agreement was only voluntary and does not cover prac-
tices such as mixed credits, ancillary insurance schemes, or the financing of certain
products. Congress has instructed the Secretary of the Treasury and Eximbank to
raise to the ministerial level negotiations to end predatory financing arrangements.
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Recommendations

(1) The present International Arrangements as agreed to by the OECD members
should be ratified by treaty.

(2) The base of participants in the International Arrangzments should be expand-
ed to encompass developing countries entering the expurt market.

(3) Certain special product sectors, such as comuerical jet aircraft, should no
longer be excluded from the Arrangements.

(4) Standards governing minimum interest rates, maximum repayment terms
informational exchange, appropriate sanctions applicable to violating nations, an
the minimization of officially supported export its should be established.

(6) Where multilateral agreements are ineffective, the United States should seek
out bilateral treaties which end predatory financing.

Technical assistance in marketing abroad

Americans must be made cognizant of the importance of export expansion to the
health of the domestic economy. Once this awareness sets in, the new export
consciousness must be aided and guided, as the governments of other exporting
nations do. The Departments of Commerce, State, and Agriculture have key roles to
play in promoting export awareness and in the follow-up of providing technical
assistance in marketing abroad.

Recent Commerce Department estimates reveal 20-30,000 companies in the
United States which could, but have chosen not to, export; most are smaller compa-
nies. Special assistance must be targeted to small and medium-size business if thi
export potential is to be tapped, because the complexities of international trade are
of ter magnitude for smaller businesses than for their larger counterparts.

xporting often places severe strain on a company's cash flow and working
capital, because of increased costs and longer pay-back periods. This generally
impacts more substantially on a small company, where current cash flow is an
operating necessity. Where a larger company has international exposure, a small
company is often unaware of opportunities abroad. In addition, small companies are
generally unfamiliar with the variations in trading practices abroad and on where
to make contacts. A large company is more likely to have had experience in
international markets and, if not, to have the financial resources to adequately
investigate o%portunities. These are but some of the special problems for small and
medium-size business that must be overcome in order to encourage their entry into
the export market.

Recommendations

(1) Most marketing promotion programs have not reached smaller businesses and,
generally, appear to used by firms already involved in exporting. Therefore,
awareness programs and technical assistance should be directed at small and
medium-size firms which, unlike their laléger counterparts, do not have the re-
sources to venture into the uncertainties of foreign markets.

(2) Until a U.S. export conscicusness is firmly established, concentration should be
placed on_ assisting new-to-export oo::ranies, the idea being that once a company
tastes the profits of exporting it will be more self-reliant in pursuing foreign
markets. In this pursuit, information regarding the following must be provided to
U.S. firms with export potential:

The mechanics of exporting.

Sources of financial and technical assistance.

Appropriate markets and their laws and trade customs.

Potential customers.

Agents and distributors.

Promotional requirements.

Adapting products to foreign needs.

The above information should initially be product specific, and where federal
resources permit, company specific. Generalities will not be persuasive to export-
naive firms. The Commerce Department should be certain that such efforts reach
bey(;(rlld .(t’he port cities of the United States and that its foreign market studies are
worldwide.

(8) Foreign markets need to be made aware of U.S. goods. Overseas product
exhibitions, Trade Centers, and Trade Missions have proven useful in this area, but
there is room for growth and improvement. It may prove useful to bring potential
foreign customers to the United States. This would be particularly attractive to
small businessmen who have neither the time nor the resources to travel abroad.

(4) Adequate funding for marketing promotion programs should be assured.

(5) Consistency in assistance programs must be maintained. Exporters must fee)
secure that assistance will be there until they are able to stand on their own. There

49-059 0 - 79 - 13
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is also a need for better coordination between the Commerce Department, its
district offices, and overseas missions. Finally, communications with exporters must
be timely, and promotion programs should readily adaptable to meet changing
private sector needs.

(6) Commercial offices in the embassies should be upgraded by providing training
for a professional corps of commercial attaches. There is also a need for greater
e;t}pertxse in Commerce’s domestic field offices and a tighter link with commercial
offices overseas.

(7) The export promotion programs of the Department of Commerce and the
overseas export promotion programa carried out cooperatively by the Commerce and
State Departments have not devoted adequate resources to the promotion of U.S.
services. Greater rriority should be given to this sector, and financial and manpow-
er resources should be made available for this purpose. Efforts should also be made
to increase awareness of service exports by government trade promotion specialists
in Washington and in U.S. embassies, consulates, and overseas trade centers.

(8) With the improvements to technical assistance sugzested above, the Commerce
Department can supplement its well-established staff, program, and field access to
become a more effective single source of export assistance to small business. Com-
merce should be authorized to set up a $100 million revolving loan guarantee fund
to be administered by Eximbank. Thereafter, Small Business Administration export
assistance efforts should be redefined so that SBA will only refer export clients to
Commerce and continue its broad advocacy role for small business.

(9) Expansion and improvement is necessary with ard to data on trade in
services, as present information is general in nature and incomplete. Hence, it is
difficult and in some instances probably impossible to evaluate the economic impact
of trade policy options in the service sector. A systematic evaluation of present
efforts for collecting service trade data is urged and a Povemment working group on
international service data should be formed promptly for this purpose.

Bilateral trade agreements

The United States has 43 comprehensive commercial treaties now in force, ten of
which are with devolopin&éountries. The last of these Treaties of Friendship,
Commerce and Navigation (FCN) was concluded in 1968. A 1977 General Accounting
Office (GAO) report recommended that bilateral investment treaties be sought
with developing countries with potential for U.S. investment and that these FCN's
should emphasize protection of private foreign investment.

Some European nations have recently negotiated an extensive network of bilater-
al investment treaties. The United States is presently negotiating with Singapore
for such a treaty with a new provision for consultation if there are adverse effects
on one side’s national interest.

In the case of nonmarket economies, bilateral trade agreements provide the all-
important political framework for a stable trading relationship. Beyond the political
fremework, bilateral trade agreements offer important safeguards against expropri-
ation, provisions for the establishment and maintenance of trade re&ileaentations,
and B;ovisions for the facilitation of travel and access to end-users. y Hungary
lajndwdrgan& of the nonmarket economies have bilateral trade agreements with the

ni tates.

Recommendations

(1) When a country or topic cannot be brought within a multilateral framework,
the use of bilateral treaty protection and assistance for U.S. foreign investment
should be encouraged. Consideration should be given to broadening the scope of

reements to include provisions which may assist noninvestment trade relation-

ipe.
ilateral trade ments have proven userul to U.S. exports in their trading
with Romania and Eungary. It is possible that some of the trade-related benefits
deriving from the agreements with these two nonmarket economy countries could
be parallel in other bilateral trade and investment agreements, particularly with
non-communist countries with a high degree of state control and central planning.
Such agreements, however, should exclude cargo preference arr;gﬁlements.

(3) Consideration should be given to the extension of export its for agricultur-
al commodities to non-market-economy countries, either legislatively as was done
wflt!tiu the People’s Republic of China or Ly presidential determination as in the case
of Hungary. .

Research and development (R. & D.)
Federal expenditures in constant doilars for research and development have been
declining over the last ten years, and of the R. & D. funds only 30-40 percent are
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channeled into civilian research efforts. Meanwhile, many or our trading partners
have been increasing their R. & D. efforts. As a consequence, the competitive
advantage of the United States has had in high technology exports is gradually

eroding.

In addition, much of the R. & D. money available has been channeled into
meeting the requirements of an increasing number of federal refuletions. Not onl
does this inhibit innovation, but it also distracts from the development of technol-
o&y break-throughs into marketable products. This is in sharp contrast to a countey
like Japan where research efforts are concentrated in developing and improving
competitive products. The follow-through after innovation is lacking the U.S. ap-
proach to R. & D.

Recommendations
(1) A tax climate conducive to the expansion of R. & D. efforts should be devel-

oped.

(2) Government involvement in research and development areas appropriate to
government activity should be encouraged.

(3) Joint R. & D. efforts with other countries should be considered in areas where
economies of scale would be beneficial and where a sharing of technology would be
mutually advantageous.

(4) To the extent that antitrust laws permit, and perhaps there is need for
revision of our antitrust laws here, there should be greater industry-industry coop-
eration in R. & D. directed at producing goods or services suited for export markets.

CONCLUSION

The declining strength of the United States in the international trade arena is a
source of growing concern to the U.S. business community. Persistent trade deficits
not only weaken the international position of the United States, but also impact
adversely on its domestic economic well-being. One effective way of rectifying the
trade problem is to expand exports. ’

Increased exports would contribute not only to a more favorable balance of trade
for the United States, but would also result in a stronger dollar, a lower rate of
inflation, lower consumer prices, and more jobe. In addidion, the profits from export
expansion would increase funds available for capital formation, research and devel-
grément, and increased productivity—all of which would contribute to a healthier

.S. economy.

The United States has not in the past been as dependent on foreign markets to
absorb its productive capacity as have most of its trading partners. As a conse-
quence minimal attention has been paid to the U.S. export potential, Now, however,
the realities of international interdepencency demand that the United States pursue
as a national objective a vigorous export expansion effort.

To reach this objective, existing governmental disincentives to exporting should
be eliminated, unless concerns essential to national security dictate the contrary.
These disincentives occur in the areas of ineffective government organization, detri-
mental consequences of regulations, limitations on trade with nonmarket economies,
trade-restricting antiboycott regulations, a vague Foreign Corrupt Practices Act,
slow export licensing procedures, and antitrust laws unnecessarily restrictive in
foreign markets. In addition to clearing the way for exports domestically, forei
izonstr:énta to US. exports in the form of tariff and nontariff barriers must

essened.

With these disincentives removed, the private sector must take advantage of a
clearer path and seek out and develop foreign markets for its products. Businesses
already involved in international trade should expand existing export activities, and
the clearing kaway of disincentives should be an invitation for new firms to enter the
export market.

export expansion is truly a national priority, the government should play an
active role in facilitating the way to increased exporting. It should encourage
private industry by providing stimulative policies and programs in such ares as
tax, financing, technical assistance in marketing, trade agreements, and research
and development. Such incentives would go a long way toward convincing private
enterprise that the governmentis committed to export expansion as a permanent
feature of federal policy.

The United States has a vast export potential waiting to be tapped. By aduming
the policies and programs recommended in this report, government and business
can take that potential and turn the U.S. trade imbalance around.
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INTERNATIONAL DIVISION ACTIVITIES

International economic policy section

The International Division staffs a system of committees, subcommittees and task
forces whose business members devel()ﬂ positions on international trade, investment
and economic development issues for the National Chamber. These positions are the
basis for congressional testimony and policy and program recommendations to the
administration. Issues of current concern include; export controls; multilateral trade
negotiations; the Arab boycott; export financing; trade with socialist economies; trade
in services; export promotion; codes of conduct; overseas business payments; transfer
of technology; foreign investment in the United States; U.S. investment abroad;
expropriation; tax treaties; foreign investment taxation; energy and resource needs:
commodity agreements; Law of the Sea; foreign source income taxation; overseas
voting rights; the human rights issue in international economic policy; and social
security agreements. R

The International Economic Policy section monitors and analyzes legislation af-
fecting American business abroad, prepares testimony on the most significant bills
before Con and advises National Chamber members on crucial legislative devel-
opments. Close contacts are maintained with key congressional staff and executive
branch officials on matters affecting international business.

In addition, the Section offers practical guidance and assistance to member firms,
local chambers of commerce and other organizations in their efforts to expand
international trade and investment and works to improve and expand national
export promotion programs. It also works for more effective import adjustment
mechanisms and promotes two-way investment.

International economic affairs section

The International Division develops and conducts the foreign relations of the
national Chamber. Through a process of business diplomacy involving business
leaders in the United States and overseas, the Division develops recommendations
on international economic problems to assure that government policy-makers in the
United States and foreign countries are well advised of business attitudes. Also, it is
responsible for the National Chamber’s important working relationships with Am-
Chams and for maintaining close contacts with foreign counterpart business organi-
zations and foreign aggcies involved in international economic matters.
alThe International Economic Affairs Section’s activities are divided into six region-

areas:

African Affairs: Efforts are being made to facilitate American business relations
with all countries of Africa. This program includes efforts to establish American
chambers of commerce in key countries. AmCham Morocco has been operating since
1966, and AmCham South Africa was inaugurated in November 1971. In addition,
practical workshops and other initiatives for business development throughout the
continent are emphasized.

Asian-Pacific Affairs: In addition to providing liaison for the 12 AmChams com-

rising the Asia-Pacific Council of American Chambers of Comm-.rce (APCAC), the

ational Chamber provides the secretariat for the Advisory Council on Japan-U.S.
Economic Relations. The Council is composed of chief executive offices of 50 major
U.S. corporations who meet annually with their Japanese counterparts. The two
groups also cosponsor a series of “‘quadrilateral’”’ businessmen's conferences with
representatives from Europe and the Middle East to address the wide range of
trade, investment, monetary and natural resource issues facing both develo and
developing countries. The National Chamber also staffs the India-U.S. Business
Council, involving U.S. business leaders and their Indian counterparts in discussions
on economic and commercial policies designed to strengthen the bilateral relation-
ship, promote expanded trade and encourage U.S. investment in the Indian econo-
my. A council linking the business communities of the United States and the five
member nations of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN)—the Phil-
ippines, Indonesia, Singapore, Malaysia and Thailand—will begin operating in 1979,

East-West Trade: The National Chamber provides staff support for U.S.-Eastern
European economic councils with Romania, Hungar{s, Poland, Czechoslovakia and
Bulgaria. These councils serve as ized channels for communication between
key U.S. business leaders and their t European counterparts. In an effort to
expand trade and industrial cooperation, the councils closely examine legal and
economic bottlenecks that hinder commercial interchange between the U.S. and
selected Eastern Euro, nonmarket economies. The National Chamber also holds
a permanent seat on the board of directors of the U.S.-U.S.S.R. Trade and Economic
Council—a business organization formed to facilitate U.S.-Soviet trade, and has a
cooperative agreement with the U.S.8.R. Chamber of Commerce to encourage com-

mercial relations.
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European Affairs: The National Chamber maintains close liaison with 12 Am-
Chams in the Western European and Mediterranean area and with their regional
council, the Council of American Chambers of Commerce—Europe and Mediterra-
nean (EuroMed)—communicating relevant trade and investment news to this region
and tracking those aspects of Europe’s political and economic evolution, inside the
European Community (E.C.) and out, which may be significant for American busi-
ness. The National Chamber staffs the E.C.-U.S. Businessmen’s Council—a body of
top American and Western European business leaders who deal on a continual basis
with economic issues affecting the Atlantic Community and who advise their respec-
tive governments on how to deal with them. In addition, annual, formal conferences
between private sector agricultural leaders from the European Community and the
United States are organized by the National Chamber.

Hemispheric Affairs; The National Chamber staffs three important institutions
which reflect the special geographic and historical ties between the Unitod States
and other Western Hemisphere nations. The are: the Association of American
Chambers of Commerce in Latin America (AACCLA), representing over 17,000
corporate and individual AmCham members in 15 Latin American countries, which
was founded in 1967; the Canada-U.S. Committee, jointly sponsored with the Canadi-
an Chamber of Commerce, which has met biannually since 1933; and the Brazil-U.S.
Business Council, established in 1976 as a channel of communication between busi-
ness leaders of the two countries. AACCLA, the Canada-U.S. Committee and the
Brazil-U.S. Business Council formulate recommendations on economic relations be-
tween these countries and the United States. .

Middle East Affairs: Reflecting the rapidly growing importance of the countries of
the Middle East to U.S. economic interests, and as part of the National Chamber’s
effort to address the energy and natural resource problems facing the business
community and the trade, investment and monetary implications of these problems,
the National Chamber staffs various activities involving the Middle East. In addi-
tion to monitoring developments in the area relevant to American business and
advising members of emerging trade and investment opportunities in the region, the
National Chamber administers four bilateral business councils with Egypt, Israel,
Iran and the Sudan. These councils involve prominent American business leaders
with their counterparts in discussions of trade and economic policy issues to im-
prove bilateral commercial relations and to expand mutually beneficial flows of
trade and investment.

International research and special projects section

The International Research and Special Projects Section is responsible for the
study, analysis and preparation of research reports and issue papers that are used
for policy develoment and implementation by the Division’s International Economic
Policy and International Economic Affairs ions. In addition, this Section moni-
tors legislative developments and activities of inwrgovernmental organizations that
have an international econcmic impact on the U.S. business community.

A variety of reports, surveys and other publications are producad by this Section
to educate and mobilize the public on important international commercial and
economic questions, including the monthly International Report and the Trade
Negotiation In{ormau‘on Service, which is published on an ad hoc basis in the form
of updated bulletins and special reports on continuing multilateral trade negotia-
tions.

This Section organizes conferences, seminars and symposia to publicize topical
trade and investment issues and to help frame solutions to related international
economic questions. Also, it privides sources of information for certain business and
cultural inquiries on the international level, including importing and exporting,
employment overseas and technical associations.

STATEMENT OF RICHARD C. FENTON, PRESIDENT, FENTON INTERNATIONAL INC.

In announcing this hearing, Subcommittee Chairman Harq F. Byrd Jr. said:
“The time has come to get serious about an Export policv * * * In the light of the
costs of energy imports, we cannot afford not to have a program to increase Exports.
And we should be especially interested in encouraging medium size and small
companies to export.”

I have been involved in U.S. ex , and in doing business for U.S. companies
around the world since the early 1950's. First 1 helped one company make a serious
start in International business as an executive, and in 16 years the business abroad
grew from almost zero to about $350 million of annual sales with ﬁood profits and a
very favorable balance of payments for the United States. For the last 12 years 1
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have been helping other mostly smaller and medium size U.S. companies as a
consultant try to achieve similar results.

During the second half of the 1960's and early 1970's I was a member of the
Secretary of Commerce’s National Export Expansion Council and of the Colorado
Regional Export Expansion Council, as well as of other industry advisory groups
concerned with exports and International business.

Recently, in order to try to fill what some business friends and I saw as a need,
we have started the Committee for Small Business Exports (CoSBE) of which I am
President. This is the organization that I represent today. We have only just started,
and so far we have 15 dues paying members in nine States. We hope to have more
than 100 dues paying members by the end of this year, and eventu:lalf' more than
1,000. By our Articles and Bylaws all our members must have total sales including
exports of less than $100 million. Our membere are and will only be smaller and
medium size companies.

The basic objective of the Committee for Small Business Exports (CoSBE) is to
persuade the Congress and the Executive Branch of the Government, as well as
related organizations such as the Eximbank and the FCIA to pay more attention to
the needs of smaller and medium size companies which are involved or which could
be involved in exports. In addition, we will help our members to solve common
problems in their dealings with the Government. We are not against the large
multinational Corporations. We share many interests with them.

But some of our interests and needs are not important to them. Se we decided
that we must have our own Committee to stress our particular point of view. In
addition, we believe that it will be useful for the Congress and the Executive Branch
to have an organization consisting only of smaller and medium size companies
involved in exports to which they can turn for advice and assistance.

I have believed for a long time and at least since 1963 that smaller and medium
size companies must be provided with incentives to export and to engage in Interna-
tional business, if the United States is ever to solve its balance of payments prob-
lem, and if the Dollar is ever to become a strong currency again. Smaller and
medium size companies cannot in the short term make a major contribution. This
must come from the large multinational corporations which are the largest export-
ers and the source of repatriated foreign income, and also have the largest amount
of production abroad. However, my personal experience is that smaller companies
can become large corporations. A company exporting $1 million in 1979 can be
exporting $50 or $100 million in 1989. However, the carrot of future large profits
and eash flow must itself be sufficiently enticing to overcome the present high costs
and initial problems.

Therefore, our first recommendation must be that smaller and medium size
companies, both those now exporting and those which could export, be provided
with substantial incentives speciﬁcallg' designed to encourage them to export more.

I have heard many proposals over the years for suitable incentives, and I have not
so far heard any which in my opinion would be as effective as tax incentives—
grovided the latter are substantial enough. Before 1963 and Subpart F the United

tates had a tax incentive for exporters since a U.S. corporation was permitted to
defer export profit if earned through a foreign corporation. Many of our principal
foreign competitors still have situations like this. After much debate within the
Administration and the Congress, the pre-1963 situation was partially restored
through the DISC legislation. Because of the strict pricing rules and the ‘‘deemed
distribution,” even before the incremental rules were established in 1976, only about
one quarter of the tax on export profits was effectively deferred through a DISC.
This is a modest incentive indeed, and it has been made more modest by the 1976
changes. However, the DISC exists, and it has proved to be an effective incentive for
many smaller and medium size companies. I have had contact with several hundred
such coltgganiee with DISC’s, and almost unanimously they strongly believe that
their DISC’s have stimulated and helped them to increase export sales substantially.
They firmly believe that the DISC law has been effective in its purBosea, and should
be improved and made more effective. They are convinced their DISC’s have been
cost effective to the United States in that their DISC’s have generated additional
exports which would not have taken place without them, and these additional
exports have produced more tax revenue to the U.S. Treasury than the tax deferred
in the DISC’s. Our membership agrees with all these positions. Therefore, our
second recommendation must be that unlees and until some better incentive can be
devised and put in place, the DISC should be retained and improved, regardless of
the wishes of our foreign competitors. It is in the interest of foreign countries
almost as much as in our own that the United States should solve its balance of

payments problem.
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The DISC as it stands is a rather modest incentive for smaller and medium size
companies. The costs of entering export markets in a sophisticated way are high.
The payoff can be a long time coming. An incentive must be correspondingly
substantial to be effective. At least for smaller and medium size companies we need
DISC to be more like its original proponents had in mind. Therefore, we recommend
two changes designed to improve the incentive for such companies. First, the
‘“deemed distribution” of 50 percent of DISC income should be eliminated to permit
100 percent instead of 50 percent tax deferral on at least the first $1 million of DISC
income. Actually, because of the pricing rules, 100 percent deferral would not take -
place—it would be nearer 50 percent of total export profit after this change. Second,
the small DISC exemption to the incremental rule should be increased to $1 million.
I am not sure in either case that $1 million is high enough, but it should help. It
may be objected that the cost of these changes to the 'ﬁeasury is too high. We
would urge that the additional exports which would result from the changes would
produce more tax than the additional tax deferred.

There are some practical problems with DISC which need to be addressed. First
the law and regulations have become very complicated. Large corporations have
large financial and legal staffs and the financial ability to pay for outside advice.
Smaller companies may have one experienced financial man on the payroll and
probably no lawyer. They do not have the profit and cash flow to spend on much
outside help. If the Chief Executive himself cannot make time to understand the
subject probably nothing will be done. The next recommendation is, therefore, that
the regulations and documentation requirements be simplified and streamlined at
least for smaller and medium size companies.

There are some fairly simple ways to form and operate a DISC. But they are not
known to most Chief Executives of smaller companies. No publicity appears to be
given to them by the Government. An incentive is not likely to be effective if it is
not known and understood by the companies for which it 18 intended. We recom-
mend that the Congress persuade the appropriate Executive departments to give
intensive and effective publicity to these more simlple ways of forming and operating
a DISC, as well as to the simplifications which will hopefully now occur.

One of the major groblems with DISC is that at least since 1975—only 4 years
after enactment—it has been the subject of intense controversy in both Congress
and Executive. Many smaller and medium size companies have been unsure wheth-
er to use a DISC. They did not understand what their Government's policy was—
and still do not. On the one hand they are urged to export more, and on the other
the only practical incentive available to them is threatened with extinction. What
can be done about this we do not know—but it would certainly improve a National
export policy if it could include an unequivocal statement that the DISC is part of
it

There is some talk about desiguin§l new incentives to replace DISC. We would
certainly be willing to participate in the consideration of alternatives. However, our
criterion for judging proj will clearly be whether they are likely to be more
effective incentives for smaller and medium size companies than what we now
have——hopefulby improved as recommended. At least we hope and urge that the
experience and views of smaller and medium size companies will be sought and
listened to in this process. Top executives of such companies are more likely to be
able to give reliable advice as to whether any particular proposed incentive would
be effective in its purpose than specialist financial or legal people or academics or
bureaucrats. It cannot be too stronigl% emphasised that the primary purpose of an
incentive is to persuade the Chief Executives of target companies to pay more
attention to exports and International marketing. They will do this if they see
clearly and without the help of specialist tax advisers, accountants, lawyers and
economists that International business will be at least as profitable as domestic U.S.
business, or at least sufficiently profitable to justif_y their greater personal attention,
and time, and their decision to allocate more of their very limited financial and
human resources to it.

Senator BENTSEN. OQur next panel will consist of Mr. John Ne-
shiem, on behalf of the Semiconductor Industry Association; Mr.
Peter F. McCloskey, president, Electronic Industries Association;
Harold J. Winch, on behalf of the National Machine Tool Builders
Association.

If you gentlemen would please come forward?

Gentlemen, I want to apologize. I am going to have to leave.
Senator Danforth will chair this until Senator Byrd returns.
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We are very pleased to have you.
Which of you gentlemen would care to proceed first? .
All right, Mr. McCloskey.

STATEMENT OF PETER F. McCLOSKEY, PRESIDENT,
ELECTRONICS INDUSTRIES ASSOCIATION

Mr. McCroskey. Thank you. I have a short prepared statement
that I would like to have submitted for the record. I would like to
devote my few minutes to amplifying some of the points that were
made in the questions and answers earlier today.

Mr. Sunley’s comment about the United States still being the
leader in research and development may be somewhat self-delud-
ing, as Mr. Shepherd pointed out in his testimony that the nonde-
fense-related R. & D. and nonspace in the United States is approxi-
mately $21 to $22 billion versus $14 billion in Japan.

I think if we further factored out the R. & D. expenses of looking
for alternate energy supplies, which are very, very necessary, but
which are not productive in the sense of passthrough to productiv-
ity but rather would be an offset against balance of payments, if
successful, and if we took off the percentage of R. & D. directed
toward Government regulation—by that, I mean the R. & D. neces-
sifated by environmental protection regulations, by OSHA, by the
Consumer Protection Agency and by the various other Government
regulations, which again may be very socially desirable but are not
productive in terms of its passthrough to the economy, we are
talking about a considerably smaller number and one that calls
into question whether or not we are, indeed, leading the world in
research and development.

I think, further, that the Japanese capability of focusing their
R. & D. would be impossible in the United States because of our
antitrust laws and because of our basic competitive philosophy
anyway.

—So we have a further inroad on that figure.

I would also like to comment on the concept of the tax expendi-
ture that Mr. Sunley mentioned. It really is not the same, his
saying that it is a billion dollar experditure, as it might be made
over in HEW or someplace else.

What we are talking about is making the dollars available to
industry and providing the incentive for industry to invest its own
dollars, and biy; doing that, we are getting a much more efficient
utilization of the research and development dollars.

I do not believe there are enough Government planners to decide
which products should be research, what areas of application. By
putting the research and development close to the marketplace, we
have a much better efficiency in the passthrough of the research
and development dollars towards our ultimate goal to improve our
overall productivity.

I also would like to take a few minutes to amplify the question
that was last asked by Senator Bentsen on 861 regs. Not only are
the 861 regs, as they currently exist, a disincentive; what they do is
require the U.S. manufacturer to apportion, or allocate a partion of
its research and development dollars against its worldwide sales.
That reduces the amount that can be applied against the foreign
tax credit, but it also makes it, in some cases where a company is
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in an excess foreign tax credit position, where most of the larger
companies that are successfully operating abroad are, a portion of
their research and development will just be plain not deductible in
the United States.

That being the case, we have provided an incentive structurally
for management to decide to move R. & D. in the United States to
R. & D. offshore, which I think is very self-defeating at this partic-
ular point in our history. It may have made sense in the Marshall
plan days, but it does not make sense today.

A more general point, in answer to the questions, I think the
economists generally believe that we are underinvested in research
and development in the United States, that we are not achieving
our full potential for productivity passthrough. We do know that
those companies that invest heavily in R. & D. have a much better
productivity passthrough—some 75 percent better in terms of their
own employees productivity—than the productivity of nonintensive
R. & D. firms. ,

Further, that the R. & D. that results in that productivity that I
just mentioned is a factor in measuring the productivity of the
company doing the R. & D. In most cases, the R. & D. productivity
factor, if you will, is better measured by the sector served, because
if the result of the R. & D. becomes capital equipment that is
bought by some other sector of our economy, then you might expect
the productivity improvements to be in the sector that utilizes the
capital equipment in their own processes, which becomes basically
the raw material for their own productive activity.

Further than that, economists have demonstrated clearly that
productivity helps in holding prices down.

Those are all things we need to do today to improve our fight
against inflation. We have got to hold prices down, and we have got
to improve productivity.

Our last point is somewhat more subtle, but I think deserves to
be made. I think it is up to the Congress and not the business
community to structurally develop an environment that favors re-
search and development. If you asked most business executives, if
you asked all of then . they would say the same thing. They would
rather have unrestricted dollars to use any way they can use them.

But as we go from an economy that was largely entrepreneur,
owner, to professional management, the emphasis is increasingly
on the bottom line. The professional management is measured over
a shorter period of time. They are not the principal stockholders in
fhekcompany and cannot afford the luxury of the very, very long
ook.

As Mr. Shepherd said in his testimony, the pressure is on the
bottom line today. I think it is up to the Congress to create the
environment that puts structurally some emphasis on the future,
because if we do not, we are selling our birthright.

In order to do that, the investment tax credit would be a very
effective way of saying just that, that we, as a society, would want
to favor R. g D. and to put an emphasis on R. & D. in the business
sector.

So those are just some general comments. I would appreciate it if
m* prepared remarks would go into the record.

hank you.



198

Senator BrRapLEY. Thank you very much for your testimony.
Mr. Nesheim?

STATEMENT OF JOHN NESHEIM, TREASURER, NATIONAL
SEMICONDUCTOR CORP., JANTA CLARA, CALIF.

Mr. NEsHEIM. My name is John Ne.sheim and I am treasurer of
the National Semiconductor Corp. of St nta Clara, Calif., which has
annual sales in excess of $600 million. For the past 13 years, I have
been helping finance the growth of inter.ational business, particu-
larly industrial high technology companie::.

My experience spans years with Chase Manhattan Bank, with
venture capital electronic companies, and with large multinational
corporations. I earned an engineering degree from the University
of Minnesota and an MBA from Cornell University where I ma-
jored in international finance.

I appear here today on behalf of the Semiconductor Industry
Association, a trade association composed of 33 U.S. manufacturers
of semiconductors.

I request my full written testimony be included in the record and
I will now summarize that testimony.

Our association strongly supports the legislative proposals which
are under consideration by this committee today. We believe that
these four bills, S. 231, S. 700, S. 10003, and S. 1065 will help small
business by permitting rapid recovery of capital investment and
will stimulate and encourage research and development activities
by businesses. Research and development is the lifeblood of high
technology industries, and this is particularly true of semiconduc-
tors.

The legislation before the committee today will also facilitiate
basic scientific research by colleges and universities because one of
the bills, S. 1065, will provide tax incentives for grants by corpora-
tions for basic scientific research. Moreover, this bill will have the
effect of increasing research opportunities for U.S. engineering and
science students, thereby increasing the pool of talent available to
high technology industries.

Also, the legislation before the committee will help to encourage
exports by U.S. businesses. S. 1003 is particularly designed to have
this effect. Substantial exports are highly important if the United
States is to retain its advantage in semiconductors and other high
technology industries and will also help the United States solve its
critical balance-of-payments problem.

In my testimony today, I would like to explain briefly the threat -
which confronts the U.S. semiconductor industry in the form of
unfair foreign competition which is often supported by foreign
governments which place a high priority on export industries.

I would also like to discuss the critical role of capital formation
in high technology industries, and explain the difference between
capital formation in a free enterprise economy, such as that of the
United States, as opposed to the situation in a planned national
economy.

Then I would like to comment more specifically on the legisla-
tion before the committee today, and explain how this legislation
will help our industry, and other similar industries.
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It is fundamental to the American capital markets that profit-
able companies can grow faster through the use of borrowed
moneys. In a free market system, borrowings, together with inter-
est, must be repaid from the earnings of the borrower. Further, in
a free market system, borrowings must have a foundation of equity
or risk capital.

The larger the proportion of debt to equity there is, the smaller
the amount of equity, the greater is the risk of default—that is
inability to repay the debt from the earnings of the company or
from the equity base. For a given amount of equity, the more debt
one has, the more capital—debt plus equity—can be raised. The
ratio of debt to equitf is called leverage.

The benefits of leverage can be great. For example, large
amounts of debt can compensate for inefficiently run—or noncom-
petitive—companies. The return to shareholders can be boosted
sharply and quickly by an injection of debt. High returns on share-
holder’s equity can be earned by three different means:

High efficiency and excellent manufacturing that produces a
high level of earnings;

Aggressive marketing which generates a large amount of sales
for each dollar invested in the company; or

Extremely high groportions of debt per dollar of equity which
can protect a less efficient company.

U.S. companies currently have about double the return on equity
of Japanese competitors. Such levels of earnings are necessary to
finance new R. & D., to pay for the latest sophisticated equipment,
and to provide for increased capacity to manfuacture new products.

Exhibit 1 shows that the earnings of U.S. manufacturers are
three times as much per dollar of sales as their Japanese counter-
parts. That level of earnings is necessary in a free market economy
to attract fresh capital to this industry which has rapid advances
in its technology and must continually develop and market prod-
ucts which incorporate newer, better ideas.

U.S. companies have 60 percent to 100 percent more sales per
dollar of capital than the Japanese companies. This indicates a
very effective and efficient use of assets by the U.S. companies—a
higher level of technological efficiency.

Command of complex manufacturing processes is the key here.
Should the United States lead in technology falter, there would be
a domino effect, causing return on equity to fall and subsequently
causing a sharp reduction in the amount of capital which would be
attracted to the industry. Then growth would slow, including no-
ticeable reductions in both expo:{s and employment.

In light of the present record of excellent performance, one
might ask why U.S. companies are concerned? Good management
plus contro! of technology make a winning combination. Well, that
sounds fine, but in addition to people and equipment, there is a
critical third ingredient: cash. In more formal terms, capital forma-
tion.

The Japanese understand this well. In fact, they may play
catchup by borrowing 2, 20, even 40, or more times as much debt per
dollar of equity as would be available in the free capital markets.
This aspect of their planned economy gives them a distinctive
competitive edge. '
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If there is any doubt that the Japanese economy is planned, let
me read you a quotation of Hiroshi Kawasaki, of the International
Trade Policy Bureau of MITI: “American business must realize and
accept that Japan is not really a free economy. It is a highly
planned economg."

So why do U.S. companies not counter such a competitive move
by borrowing equally large amounts? After all, as exhibit 1 shows,
using Japanese proportions of debt would more than double the
return on equity for U.S. company.

The answer is our free market economy. In general, the U.S.
companies raise cash in the open, competitive markets in the
United States. Capital formation, the key to growth, depends in our
country on our free capital markets which allocate investment
funds among competing applicants.

American bankers make loans to companies that are on their
own to live or die in the free marketplace, openly competing
against any challenges.

Some win and grow profitably. Others lose and go bankrupt.
Once bankrupt, U.S. companies cannot expect the U.S. Govern-
inent to bail them out by instructing banks not to foreclose on
oans.

In the Japanese system, that is not so. Large companies that get
into financial difficulty have an assured source of substantial fi-
nancial help from the Japanese Government. Moreover, business
recessions in the protected Japanese home market are virtually
nonexistent compared with those in America.

America to a large extent absorbs Japanese unemployment.

That is why American bankers will lend only a fraction of the
debt to U.S. semiconductor companies that Japanese bankers
supply to Japanese companies. In fact, if you ask U.S. bankers with
branches in Japan how they can justify lending as much debt to
Japanese companies which have a very thin equity base, they all
eventually get around to the concession that the risk in such loans
is not a risk in an individual company, rather it is a loan whose
risk is a country risk: Japan. Such actual or implied governmental
guarantees make a substantial difference.

There is a further concern that U.S. high technology companies
have: lower margins on sales. For example, a foreign company can
try to buy a share of the market by reducing prices sharply.
Undercutting U.S. prices in the large, fast-growing U.S. market for
semiconductors is such an example.

Such a threat seriously jeopardizes capital formation processes in
the United States. For instance, if American companies have to
meet Japanese prices and thus cut earning margins to Japanese
levels, then the return to shareholders will be cut by half, three-
quarters or more and perhaps eliminated, as shown in exhibit 1.

Nippon Electric Co., a large Japanese semiconductor producer,
announced profits for fiscal year 1979 which constitute a return of
1.2 percent on sales. American companies could not survive for
long with such a low return.

Lower earnings from reduced prices, however, are not a problem
for the Japanese compunies, however, as they have a pipeline to
the banks and do not raise capital in competitive markets.
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If foreign competitors are allowed to engage in economically
unrealistic price-cutting tactics, as happened in the television in-
dustry, it could be catastrophic for the U.S. semiconductor indus-
try: No more new capital, slower growth, less earnings, lower moti-
vation for employees, and another U.S. high technology industry
bites the dust.

The Japanese semiconductor spokesmen have expressed concern
about the worldwide tendency toward protectionism. This general-
ization simply fails to distinguish between an action and a reaction
by the domestic industries in markets invaded by the Japanese.
What they are seeing is a reaction to their grossly unfair interna-
tional trade practices. :

In contrast, they have acted initially in the most fundamental
protectionist manner by a series of formal and informal trade
barriers unprecedented for a developed economy of the 1970’s.

I wholeheartedly agree with Senator Bentsen, who summarized
the issue so eloquently in a speech on the floor of the Senate on
May 3, 1979: '

Trade between nations is becoming an increasingly carnivorous activity, and the
traditional free trader has all the advantages of an antelope in a world of lions.

We can no longer tolerate situations in which foreign competitors utilize unfair

trade practices to rout and destroy a domestic industry, such as television, and
remain immune from punishment until they have achieved their objective.

I would now like to comment in detail on the legislation which is
before this committee today, and explain how enactment of these
proposals will help alleviate some of the problems I have just
outlined.

S. 231 would aid capital formation by increasing the asset depre-
ciation range variance from 20 percent to 30 percent and by provid-
ing a simplified straight line depreciation table for small business-
es which have an adjusted tax basis in assets of $250,000 or less.

This legislation is not specificlaly aimed at the problems of high
technology indutries, but would certainly help high technology
businesses, as well as other industries, by allowing a faster recap-
ture of investments made in plant and equipment. One of the
problems for the semiconductor industry is that the technology
c{)xanlges so rapidly that some plant and equipment quickly bécomes
obsolete.

Therefore, our industry believes that an increase in the ADR
variance would not only be helpful, but would also be more realis-
tic in terms of needs of our industry for rapid replacement of
equipment becaue of technological innovation.

Also, the proposal for a simplified depreciation table would prob-
ably not help established businesses, due to the $250,000 limitation.
But the proposal might be of some benefit to new venture-capital
businesses getting started in high technology industries.

We note particularly that the proposal to allow a 2-year useful
life for information systems, computers, and other data handling
equipment would be of great benefit to new enterprises in high
technology industries.

We believe that this legislation will help to stimulate small
business. In a high technology field, such as ours, proposals which
stimulate small business also benefit larger more established com-
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panies, because much of the pioneer technological research and
ideas come from new business ventures.

S. 700 would permit the 10-percent investment credit to be avail-
able for research and development expenditures. This legislation
would be of substantial assistance to the semiconductor industry
and similar industries which are engaged in a constant technologi-
cal struggle with foreign competitors, many of whose governments
provide substantial direct and indirect assistance for technological
innovation.

As Senator Danforth said in introducing this legislation:

It is widely recognized that one of the contributing factors of our declining foreign
trade position is the erosion of the technological advantage that U.S. industry has
historically enjoyed vis-a-vis the rest of the world. A related problem is the marked
slowdown in the growth rate of U.S. productivity—economic output per unit of labor
force input.

I am convinced that both of these economic problems are, to a significant degree,
directly related to the sluggishness of this country’s commitment to research and
development investment and the simultaneous upswing in R. & D. investment by
our major trading partners.

This statement, in our view, concisely and accurately summa-
rizes one of the major problems faced today by U.S. industry in
general and by high technology industry in particular.

We further submit that the purpose of the legislation, to allow
the investment credit for research and development expenditures,
is consistent with the basic purpose of allowing an investment tax
credit for machinery and equipment. The investment tax credit, as
embodied in the law tody, serves a number of purposes. It creates
jobs by stimulating investment. It increases productivity by making
available to businesses a source of capital to modernize their
plants.

Finally, the investment tax credit is one means of helping U.S
businesses remain competitive with foreign companies, many of
whom receive substantial investment assistance from their own
governments.

An investment tax credit for research and development expendi-
tures would stimulate jobs directly and indirectly. Direct stimula-
tion would occur through increaseg expenditures by U.S. businesses
for research and development. Indirect stimulation would occur
from the technological breakthroughs resulting from the research
and development.

New products, new technological innovations and, indeed, whole
new industries might well be created as a result of increased re-
search. Conversely, if the United States falls behind foreign com-
petitors in technological innovation, many U.S. jobs will be lost to
foreign imports.

In the same regard, providing an investment tax credit for
R. & D. expenditures will help to make available to U.S. businesses
some of the capital which will enable the businesses to modernize
and maintain our all-important technology lead.

For all of these reasons, we strongly support S. 700,

S. 1008 is designed to stimulate the export of U.S. products by
making three changes or clarifications in the tax law.

First, a firm would be permitted to deduct, as a reserve for
foreign bad debt losses, an amount equal to 15 percent of its
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taxable export income or 2 percent of the outstanding export cred-
its appearing on its balance sheet at the end of the year.

However, the total reserve under this provision may not exceed 5
percent of the company’s outstanding export credits.

Second, the legislation would encourage exports by clarifying
that amounts expended by a company for foreign market studies,
foreign marketing expenses, including amounts paid to modify U.S.
products to qualify them to meet foreign market requirements, as
well as the cost of applying for and maintaining international and
foreign patents, would all qualify as research and development
expenditures, eligible for the election provided by Congress under
section 174 of the Internal Revenue Code.

This provision would be especially helpful in the face of objec-
tions, asserted by the Japanese, that U.S. industry does not succeed
in Japanese markets because the U.S. business does not ‘“‘under-
stand” the Japanese market, or because there are ‘“quality differ-
ences” in the Japanese and U.S. products. We note that the Japa-
nese are usually reluctant to be specific about these quality differ-
ences.

Finally, the legislation would reduce problems of entering the
export market based on concerns about currency fluctuation losses
on export credits which had not been repaid by the end of the year.

We strongly support all of these proposals, which are designed to
encourage U.S. exports. In our view, it is vital to the U.S. interest,
and to the interest of U.S. industry, to become more competitive in
international markets, especially in high technology industries.

S. 1065 would provide a Federal tax credit of 25 percent of grants
made by corporations to colleges and universities for basic re-
search. The credit would be incremental in the sense that it would
be available only to the extent that basic research grants for the
year exceeded average research grants made during a 4-year
moving base period. :

This proposal will help to stimulate research in the basic scien-
cies by encouraging corporate grants for scientific research. There-
fore, we believe the proposal will further U.S. technological innova-
tion by helping to create a base of fundamental research which
business and industry can build upon in the field of applied
science.

Moreover, grants of this nature will increase the pool of talented
highly skilled engineering students who will later become innova-
tive leaders of U.S. businesses.

However, we note that, under the proposal, scientific basic re-
search means research the results of which are made freely availa-
ble to the general public. This presumably means that the results
of the research would be available to foreign competitors, as well
as to U.S. businesses.

Also, the incremental feature of the bill could result in problems.
Under present law, corporations are generally permitted to make
tax deductible contributions to charity in an amount equal to only
5 percent of the corporation’s taxable income. As a practical
matter, unless a corporation making grants for basic scientific
research had continually rising income, eventually it would bump
against the 5-percent ceiling.



204

When this happens, under the bill, the corporation could receive a
tax credit for contributions in excess of the 5-percent ceiling, but
would not be entitled to a tax deduction.

However, if the corporate grants did not exceed the 5-percent
deduction limitation, no credit would be available under the bill
because the corporation’s basic research grants would not exceed
the level of grants during its 4-year base period.

There are several possible ways to improve this situation. One
possibility would be to remove the incremental requirement from
the bill. Another possibility would be to amend section 170[b][2] of
the Internal Revenue Code, to provide that amounts eligible for the
basic research tax credit under this legislation would also be eligi-
ble for an income tax deduction without regard to the 5-percent
limitation which normally applies to corporate charitable contribu-
tions.

The legislaton which is before this committee will be of benefit to
the U.S. semiconductor industry and to other high technology U.S.
businesses. The legislation will help to stimulate capital formation
for research and development and will also encourage U.S. penetra-
tion of export markets.

At the same time, it must be remembered that no amount of
stimulus to capital formation can totally offset the tremendous
amounts of capital which a planned national economy can make
available to a preferred export-oriented industry.

We strongly support the four bills under consideration by this
committee today and believe that they should be enacted. However,
for our industry, this legislation, helpful as it is, is far‘from a
complete solution to the problems which we face from unfair for-
eign competition. ’

This problem can only be met through strengthening and vigor-
ous enforcement of the U.S. laws which require fair competition in
international trade and which outlaw such practices as two-tier
pricing. We are aware of the efforts of this committee to try and
insure that the U.S. trade laws are adequately enforced. We would
like to express our gratitude for these efforts as well as for the
efforts in sponsoring the legislation before this committee today.

Senator BRADLEY. Thank you very much. :

Mr. Winch?

STATEMENT OF HAROLD J. WINCH, PRESIDENT AND CHIEF
EXECUTIVE OFFICER, MINSTER MACHINE CO.

Mr. WINcH. Good morning. My name is Harold J. Winch. I am
president and chief executive officer of the Minster Machine Co.
We are located in Minster, Ohio and employ approximately 900
workers.

I am representing the National Machine Tool Builders’ Associ-
ation, a national trade association whose over 370 member compa-
nies account for 90 percent of the U.S. machine tool production.
The U.S. machine tool industry currently employs approximately
97,000 workers.

We welcome this opportunitg to assist this subcommittee in its
reassessment of the current U.S. capital cost recovery system.

Before specifically addressing the depreciation reform bills cur-
rently before this subcommittee, we would first like to briefly
comment on the very substantial effect that capital cost recovery
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and depreciation tax policies have upon productivity and inflation
in America.

The ultimate result of inflation is increasing 1 .ices. And, in
manufacturing, or any business for that matter, [ rices have three
major elements: The cost of purchased components; the cost of
labor; and the cost of all other nonlabor payments.

Nonlabor payments are the sum of profits plus such nonlabor
costs as interest, depreciation, rents and royalties, taxes, regulatory
and inspection fees, et cetera.

Chart 1 shows, rather dramatically, that every element in the
nonlabor payments of American businesses has increased substan-
tially, with the single exception of profits.

The second element is the cost of labor. Unit labor costs are what
we pay our workers, divided by the real value of their output.

The final element, the cost of purchased components, is a pass-
through item that has little effect upon the ultimate price of a
nation’s manufacturing output. As a result, it is the total labor and
nonlabor costs and payments, by everyone in the stream of com-
merce, that finally determines the price of goods.

Therefore, when we look at the costs that affect prices for all
manufacturing, we need to study just two factors: unit labor costs;
and unit nonlabor costs.

Our full statement sets forth an analysis of how these two factors
interacted in the U.S. economy during the years 1955 to the pres-
ent. Succinctly, the conclusion of this analysis is that if reasonable
wage increases are balanced with adequate productivity gains, the
result is constant unit labor costs. And if unit labor costs are
constant, then everyone gains because prices are stable, profits rise
for business, tax income rises for government and real spendable
income rises for workers.

All of these things happened in the early 1960’s. Unfortunately,
in the mid-1960’s, the economy lost this former stability and has yet
to regain it.

Wage increases are not, necessarily, the inflationary culprit, be-
cause with rapidly rising productivity it is possible to offset increas-
ing wage rates, thus dampening—or even eliminating—unit labor
cost increases.

In other words, one way to bring prices under control—either as
a nation, as an industry or as an individual company—is to in-
crease productivity faster than total wages. And as chart 3 shows,
for more than 25 years our national growth in productivity has
traveled hand in hand with investment.

Thus, the depreciation reform bills before dyou today must be
viewed not as tax incentives nor as tax expenditures but as weap-
ons in the war on inflation. They should be enacted immediately.

In 1978, NMTBA conducted a study of 16 major metalworking
companies’ annual reports.

The results of this study were presented to the Finance Commit-
tee in testimony given last year and were referred to by Senator
Chafee in the introductory remarks to his bill, S. 935, entitled the
“Capital Cost Recovery Act of 1979.”

In summary, those results reflected a capital spending history
that exhibited the beneficial effect of the confidence and stability
of the early 1960’s. Then capital expenditures stopped rising and
hit a plateau that lasted 7 years. In 1973, capital spending took off
again, but gains were almost completey wiped out by inflation.

49-059 0 -~ 79 ~ 14
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i&gcggally, real capital spending has been declining steadily since

Is it any wonder that much of American industry is being eaten
ghve ‘t;y more productive foreign competition—particilarly from

apan?

ince 1970, America’s metalworking industry has been in uncon-
scious and involuntary liquidation. And the same probably holds
true for almost all of America’s manufacturing industries. It is
time that we clear the air and stop this liquidation so that we can
modernize and grow.

Either of the depreciation reform bills recently introduced by
Senator Chafee and Bentsen if enacted into law would be major
steps toward providing the type of atmosphere necessary for the
revitalization of American industry. We commend both Senators
for their insight on this issue.

While the provisions of the two bills differ somewhat, their un-
derlying message is the same: America must do what is necessary
to increase internal capital formation to permit industry to more
quickly recover its capital investment.

Senator Bentsen is to be commended for his ADR reforms. The
NMTBA has long advoacted increasinir the current 20 percent ADR
to at least 30 percent as one means of raising the amount of funds
business can internally generate for capital spending.

We respectfully suggest that the possibility of extending the ADR
even further to 40 percent be considered, so as to make possible
greater investment in more productive equipment, thus curbing
inflation.

Senator Chafee’s 5-year amortization proposal is also to be com-
mended for its encouragement of inflation fighting capital invest-
ment. However, we would recommend two modifications of S. 935
which would make it an even more effective spur to greater pro-
ductivity and lower inflation.

First, we would strongly urge that the full 10 percent investment
tax credit, now available only when assets are depreciated over 7
or more years, be made available to companies even when they opt
for the shorter 5-year depreciation period.

Second, we would strongly recommend that the poilution equip-
ment amortization provision both be shortened to a 1-year writeoff
period and broadened to include all Government-mandated equip-
ment, including OSHA required safety equipment.

In conclusion, improving the cash flow of industry through the
changes provided in these bills has never been more important
than it is in today’s inflationary times. As demonstrated by our
example of the 16 metalworking firms, current capital spending
recovery mechanisms are inadequately dealing with the rising
prices of new productive machinery. Every year that recovery of a

rtion of the original capital outlay is postponed translates into a _
urther shortfall between the cash flow generated by depreciation
and the actual outlay needed to replace the depreciated equipment.

The key feature of any of these changes in depreciation
allowances is that they would attempt to treat capital spending
more rationally as a cost of doing business rather than simply as a
tax allowance for the wear and tear on equipment which is now
the effective case.
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A depreciation policy that allows business to more fully recoup
the replacement cost of aging capital equipment over a shorter
timespan also means that a firm’'s operating profits would not have
to be utilized to replace obsolescent machinery.

The current practice of inadequate depreciation allowances artifi-
cially inflates profits at the bottom line of a firm’'s income state-
ment. The changes we recommend would simply move the source
of funds used for capital spending out of the retained earnings
ledger back into the depreciation expense accounts where they
more accurately belong.

The tax applicable to the firm’s reduced earnings would then be
a true tax on profits, not an unwitting tax on improperly amortized
capital assets.

The tax changes Senators Bentsen and Chafee propose will pro-
mote the investment needed to boost lagging productivity, create
new jobs, reduce inflation and generate the level of economic activ-
ity which will promote the balancing of the Federal budget.

A tax policy which recognizes capital accumulation as the cor-
nerstone of our industrial society is needed to prevent the economy
from falling into a pattern of unacceptably slow or negative
growth. These changes would also reestablish the United States as
the world’s leader in technology and economic strength.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before this subcommit-
tee. We would be happy to answer any further questions at this
time.

Senator Byrp. Thank you.

Senator Danforth?

Senator DANFORTH. I have one brief comment, Mr. Chairman. I
very much appreciate the testimony of these witnesses. There is no
reason on Earth why our country has to settle for chronic stagfla-
tion, and that is what we have had.

There is a debate now whether or not we are in a recession.
Well, the definition of recession relates to a limited period of
downturn of economic indicators.

The problem we have in our economy is much more long term
than any temporary dip. For a number of years now we have been
on a course where we have had a stagnant situation with no real
hope for future growth in our economy.

I really think that the big issue is between those who believe in
growth and those who do not. Those who believe we should start
taking the steps necessary to permit our economy to expand and
provide vpportunities for our people and those who take what 1
consider to be a very short-term view, whose only concern is about
the immediate revenue loss of any particular effort that we might

try.

That is the basic issue. Within the population of those who
believe in growth, if you asked 100 different people, you will hear
100 diffenent ideas on what we should be doing. There are some
people who believe in rate reductions. There are some people who
believe in investment credits. There are some people who believe in
ADR, some people who believe in incentives for research and devel-
opment.

We could argue those points forever.
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Right now, I think that the key issues are depreciation in general,
although there are several difterent proposals about what to do
about depreciation, and what we can do to increase the commit-
ment that we are making in America to new technology and to
research and development.

I think those are the most likely issues and what I would hope is
that those who are studying these issues could be as broad as you
who have testified have been.

We can quibble—and we will—about the details, but I think it is
important not to let the details camouflage the main objective. The
main objective is to provide some positive incentives which, while
they will involve at least a short-term reduction in tax revenues,
will provide the kind of environment that is necessary for business-
es to grow, for them to modernize their plant and equipment, for
them to put more resources into R. & D., which investments by
their very nature will not pay out in the next 1 year, or 2 years, or
3, but will pay out a decade or so down the road.

I think that is what we are talking about.

Thank you all very much for your comments.

Senator Byrp. Thank you, Senator Danforth.

Senator Bradley?

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

The other day, I received in the mail a questionnaire on which I
was asked to choose which of the futures that were offered that I
thought would best make the American economy competitive in
the international markets, and one of them was a more centralized
government control of the economy.

The second was a firmer partnership between government and
the private sector, and it alluded to Japan.

The third was a continuation of the present circumstance where
government and the private sector are in an antagonistic regula-
tory position. ,

-And it seems to me that we must move more toward a greater
cooperation and interdependence, and one of the things that con-
cerns me—and Mr. Nesheim alluded to it, as well as Mr. McClos-
key—-that in the world market, we are competing with a country
like Japan which goes into a market area with perhaps a kind of
financing available to it that is not available to our private sector
firms, and decides that its goal is not a short-term profit, that looks
at the end of the year, but rather market share, and proceeds not
just to implant itself in that market slowly and gradually, but

rings along the management capability in the country at the same
time.

What I would like to ask each of you gentlemen is do you think
that this is primarily a problem of the Government creating the
structure for long-term thinking, or do you feel that there are
certain management decisions that have to be taken to encourage
people to move into those areas of the world that are most open for
our development; for example, in Southeast Asia or other parts of
Asia, where it is not easy to put a management team in there and
kﬁep ?it there without the profit pressure of every year’s balance
sheet?

I would like you to talk a little bit about what management
innovations miggt help in this area, as well as your belief that the
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Government should set the long-term structural climate for that
kind of thinking.

Mr. McCroskEy. I think initially the major thing that could help
is a firm feeling that we indeed have a national export policy. We
still must apply for licenses to export, even to our most friendly
nations, and there is a basic concept that it is a privilege, and
certainly no realization that it is a necessity that we export.

The problem is that we have a huge U.S. economy that a large
number of countries do not see the need to export, use of the
hassle involved in exporting.

The second problem we have relates to our own antitrust laws
with relation to what we can do abroad. For instance, there are a
number of companies, large companies, that have management
structures abroad and marketing organizations abroad but because
of antitrust laws, they cannot market the products of competing
companies who cannot make that investment.

I think we can do something about a trading company act, if you
will, that would allow and facilitate the creation of marketing and
management teams that can operate in a country over a long
period of time and have some immunity from the antitrust laws as
they relate to their activities.

We are finding that our hands are tied and our competitors are
not structurally. That means that we are going to lose in the long
run.

Mr. NesHEM. The industry starts in R. & D. If you do not start
there, you are dead.

It is nice to be able to run a race and be promised a refreshing
drink 2 miles down the road, but if you do not incentivize some-
body to start, there will not be a race.

Structure is very important. You are absolutely right. You give
me $10 in R. & D. dollars today and within 5 years I will give you
$100 of sales, $30 of which will be overseas, and those $30 of sales
will continue for 5 or 10 years more without more .. & D.

Second, be aware of whom you are competing with. The economic
development boards of Ireland and Scotland were in my office last
week. They are giving tax holidays. They are giving incentives.
They are giving trading reductions. They are giving cheap loans.
You name it, we got it, if we go overseas.

As far as access, we want access to compete. We are competitors;
we want to stay healthy. Get us in those markets.

We are not talking about protectionism. We want to nail those
guys in our home market, yet 10 percent of the market in the rest
of the world, you have 60 percent. Something is wrong.

As far as action, remember that speed is everything in this
industry. We obsolete things in 3 years.

It really frustrates that the Treasury Department sits there with
$400 million of fines on their hands and yet are complaining about
taking cash away from them. That is ludicrous.

We want to feel that the administration is acting on our behalf.
We do not have acclusion and a great organization, just an attitude
you Senators have, we think is tremendous. We would like that
felt. We want people bariaining for us.

Get us into those markets and competition will take care of the
rest.
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Mr. WincH. I believe the Congress has an opportunity to do
something about export licensing as it considers S. 747, unanimous-
ly reported out by the Banking Committee. I cannot help but
reflect, as I listened to the testimony this morning, about export
licensing. I have to say to myself, “Export to whom?” The exercise
in getting the product out of the country, in the event that you are
able to sell it to begin with, is one of the most frustrating experi-
ences you have ever had.

Many times it takes 18 months to get your product out of the
country. Over 50 percent of the machine tools sold outside of the
United States are sold to the Communist countries. The American
Machine Tool Industry enjoys only 1 percent of that market. .

If you want to balance payments, there is a good shot at it.

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

Senator Byrp. Thank you, Senator Bradley.

The Senator from New Jersey mentioned the questionnaire that
he received, and one aspect of it spoke of the antagonistic attitude
between government and business because of the vast amount of
regulations. It seemns to me that government is being very foolish to
strangle business with regulations, for one simple reason: Govern-
ment is a 50-50 partner with business—even better than a 50-50
partner, because government gets one-half of all the profits but
does not have to share in the losses.

So I think government would be wise to reduce its redtape and
its regulations and give business a little freer hand, because busi-
ness brings in a great deal of the revenue to the Federal Govern-

ment.
Thank you gentlemen, very much.
[The prepared statements of the preceding panel follow:]

STATEMENT OF PETER F. McCLOSKEY, PRESIDENT, ELECTRONIC INDUSTRIES
—_ ASSOCIATION

"Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am Peter McCloskey, president of
the Electronic Industries Association.

The Electronic Industries Association (EIA) is the national organization represent-
ing the electronic manufacturers of the United States. EIA’s 300 member companies
range from manufacturers of the smallest electronic part to major corporations that
design and produce the most sophisticated and complex systems used in our defense
and space programs, as well as for commerical use in a variety of areas. Our
member companies account for over three-quarters of the $64.9 billion electronic
market, and are responsible for the employment of nearly 1.3 million Americans.

Our industry is very concerned about the Nation’s declining productivity in
comparison with our foreign competitors. We are also concerned that the U.S.
technology base, once far superior to any other in the world, is now in danger of
losing its competitive edge.

Recent data prepa by Professor John W. Kendrick indicates the primary
sources of the recent slowdown in cfroductivity to be:

(1) A slowdown in capital spending for research and development programs and
new plants and equipment.

(2) Increased negative impact of government regulation.

(3) Increased impediments to capital and labor mobility.

Although productivity increases are stimulated by a number of complex factors,
Dr. Dennison’s seminal work cites technology innovation as being the most impor-
tant means of achieving productivity gains. In fact, more than 50 percent of the
increases in U.S. productivity can be attributed to technological innovation.

Innovation, the precursor to productivity growth, is itself fostered by a variety of
factors. Clearly the most important is research and development. Innovation is the
key to the correlation between R. & D. and productivity growth. Although the
interaction of different influences and the various segments of the economy make it
difficult to precisely quantify a given increment in R. & D. with a particular gain in
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productivity, economists do not dispute the positive correlation between R. & D. and
productivity growth.

Economic studies have found that industrial R. & D. expenditures have led to
substantial productivity gains. This is not only for the industry conducting the
R. & D. but for other industries as well, for two reasons: (1) the natural serendipity
affect of research and development may result in breakthroughs more applicable to
a completely industry, and (2) more fundamentally, technological innovation in
capital equipment, such as computers and electronics, benefits the user industry
Eroducts more directly than the manufacturer of the capital equipment. Economists

ave postulated that privately financed R. & D. tends to have greater economic
benefits than federally financed R. & D.

Measurements of the relationship of R. & D. spending to the gross national
product provide an indication, over time, of the relative priority given to the
Nation’s R. & D. effort. Total U.S. R. & D. expenditures accounted for 2.3 percent of
the U.S. GNP in 1978, according to the National Science Foundation, and are
expected to decrease to 2.2 percent in 1979. This ratio has been steadily declining
from its 1964 high of 3 percent, largely because of the deceleration in Federal
funding. Industry-funded efforts, while remaining essentially constant, have been
unable to compensate for the Federal decline.

In 1968, the Federal Government financed over three-fifths of the national
R. & D. effort, but by 1980 the Government is expected to finance less than one-half of
the total. Since 1968, Federal defense and space R. & D. funds have been reduced.
Beginning in 1976, Federal R. & D. funding began to increase in real terms,
following the Nation’s growing emphasis on energy development and conversation.

Industrial firms, which perform some 70 percent of all U.S. research and develop-
ment, have been concentrating most of their R. & D. investment of the application
of existing technologies toward product development and more near-term projects.
Although many firms feel the need to conduct basic research in order to achieve
important technological breakthroughs, economic pressures gives them little oppor-
tunity to take the risks required for investing in basic research. A number of
disincentives force industry to rely on immediate pay-offs to R. & D., thus discourag-
ing long-term basic research. These include the high cost of money, the recent
Treasury rule 861 discouraging U.S. research and development, Federal regulation
and its resultant costs in siphoning potential R. & D. money or focusing develop-
me.t activities on non-productive albeit socially desirable considerations.

Since the Government has only indirect control over such matters as the avail-
ability of venture capital, the competitive conditions in industry and the unique
requirements of diverse markets, Government’s most appropriate role in stimulat-
ing innovation would be through an investment tax credit. There are not enough
planners in the world for Government to tell industry where to put its R. & %
dollars. And if there were, they would most likely be wrong. Those decisions must
be made close to the market by entrepreneurs having a direct financial stake. While
a tax credit would provide a stimulus, the impetus must come from the individual.

There is no simple solution to ending inflation and decelerating productivity. The
bills before you (S. 700, S. 231, S. 1003, S. 1065) present a multi-faceted approach to
stimulating and recreating a marketplace enviroment for an efficient and effective
allocation of resources in the R. & D. area.

On behalf of the Electronic Industries Association, I wish to express my apprecia-
tion for the opportunity to work with Congress and applaud the efforts of this
Committee to address this important problem. I respectfully offer whatever services
of ’}‘}ﬁe Association that the Committee would find useful in the future.

ank you.

STATEMENT OF JOHN 'L. NESHEIM, TREASURER, NATIONAL SEMICONDUCTOR CORP.
SUMMARY OF PRINCIPAL POINTS

(1) The U.S. semiconductor industry faces a serious threat from Japanese competi-
tion. The threat exists because Japanese companies have a planned economy and
receive research and development funds by borrowing amounts which would not be
available in a free market economy. Japanese companies en'éoy a debt equity ratio
many times more favorable than that which is possible for U.S. companies.

(2) The Semiconductor Industry Association supports S. 231, S. 700, S. 1003, and S.
1065 as measures which are designed to stimulate technological innovation and
development and to encourage U.S. industry to export.

(3) S. 700, which would make the investment tax credit available for research and
development expenditures, and S. 1003, which provides tax incentives for exports,
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are the two bills most specifically focused on the problems of the semiconductor
industry, and would provide the greatest relief for our industry.

(4) Even with the help of this legislation, there is no way that U.S. industry can
hope to match the capital formation advantages which Japan and other foreign
governments provide to their exporters. The only adequate remedy is the bolstering
and vigorous enforcement of our trade laws, to prevent unfair foreign competition.
We recognize and appreciate the efforts of Senators on this committee in support of
fair international trade laws.

Statement

My name is John Nesheim. I am Treasurer of National Semiconductor Corpora-
tion of Santa Clara, California which has annual sales in excess of $600 million. For
the past 13 years, I have been helping finance the growth of international business,
particularly industrial high technology companies. My experience spans years with
Chase Manhattan Bank, with venture capital electronic companies, and with large
multinational corporations. I earned an engineering degree from the University of
fhj[innesota and a MBA from Cornell University where I majored in international

mnance.

I appear here today on behalf of the Semiconductor Industry Association, a trade
association composed of 33 U.S. manufacturers of semiconductors.

Our association strongly supports the legislative proposals which are under con-
sideration by this committee toda{‘ We believe that these four bills, S. 231, S. 700, S.
1003, and S. 1065 will help small business by permitting rapid recovery of capital
investment and will stimulate and encourage research and development activities
by businesses. Research and development is the life blood of high technology indus-
tries, and this is particularly true of semiconductors. )

The legislation before the committee today will also facilitate basic scientific
research by colleges and universities because one of the bills, S. 1065, will provide
tax incentives for grants by corporations for basic scientific research. Moreover, this
bill will have the effect of increasing research opportunities for U.S. engineering
and science students, thereby increasing the pool of talent available to high technol-
ogy industries.

Also, the legislation before the committee will help to encourage exports by U.S.
businesses. S. 1003 is particularly designed to have this effect. Substantial exports
are highly important if the United States is to retain its advantage in semiconduc-
tors and other high technology industries and will also help the United States solve
its critical balance of payments problem.

In my testimony today I would like to explain briefly the threat which confronts
the U.S. semiconductor industry in the form of unfair foreign competition which is
often supported by foreign governments which place a high priority on export
industries. I would also like to discuss the critical role of capital formation in high
technology industries, and explain the difference between capital formation in a
free enterprise economy, such as that of the United States, as opposed to the
situation in a plannned national economy. Then I would like to comment more
specifically on the legislation before the committee today, and explain how this
legislation will help our industry, and other similar industries.

Export problems of U.S. semiconductor industry

A. Restricted market access in Europe—Even while maintaining a very high tariff
rate of 17 percent on imports of semiconductors into the European Economic Com-
munity, the Europeans have systematically taken a series of nontarifl actions which
impede imports even further. For example, European nontariff barriers include
pressure on users to purchase from domestically owned companies and discriminato- -
ry rules of origin under which tariffs can be imposed if foreign semiconductor
content in equipment exceeds a specified level. The policies are clear in most
countries that domestic investment is required. There have also been massive
grants—perhaps in an aggregate amount of as much as $900 million—and govern-
ment supported loans by various European governments to their domestic semicon-
ductor enterprises, to develop consumer and industrial products. .

B. Denial of market access in Japan.—It is fair, I believe, to characterize the
Japanese semiconductor market as having three salient characteristics:

(1) The Japanese have purchased our technology and otherwise acquired it
through our universities, technical conferences and equipment suppliers;

(2) The Japanese have purchased our more sophisticated integrated circuit prod-
ucts, but only until they can produce the same product themselves, whereupon they
effectively close their market; and
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(3) At critical times, the Japanese, with rare exceptions, have effectively prohibit-
ed both construction of foreign-owned plants in Japan and foreign investment in
existing Japanese semiconductor facilities.

These characteristics considered against the background of the export oriented
Japanese semiconductor industry, set the state for considerable friction between our
respective industries.

ere are a number of different approaches to business between the Japanese and
us which should be taken into account in considering the semiconductor industry:

Japan’s government directs and supports certain industries targeted for g'rowtrf;.
and several years ago ‘‘targeted” the integrated circuit, telecommunications and
computer industries.

Japanese enterprises are highly leveraged through loans by the Ja]:anese banks
which are closely controlled by the government and are frequently related to
manufacturing entexrrises.

Japanese semiconductor enterprises are not dependent on the equity market to
finance growth and hence do not have to achieve a high rate of return in order to
attract capital.

The quasi-national bank credit system permits the enterprises to finance long-run
deficits necessary to penetrate foreign markets.

Japan’s home market is highly protected by a variety of barriers, “Buy Japan"
attitudes and restrictive business practices.

Japan frequently has two-tier pricing in target industries—a high price in the
protected home market and a low foreign price designed to capture market share.

As part of its targeting of the electronics industry, Japan’s government subsidized
a massive research effort aimed directly at a commercial objective.

These policies have been particularly effective in accelerating the development of
the Japanese semiconductor industry. New U.S. high technology semiconductor
devices have been designed into Japanese equipment, only to be displaced in large

rt by Japanese-made devices which duplicate the U.S. product. Virtually every
type of semiconductor product in use today in Japan—including diodes, transistors,
bipolar ICs and MOS circuits—was initially imported from United States companies.

Imports from Japan

In Japan, domestic trade in targeted manufactured goods is the residual or an
extension of export activities—rather than the other way around. This particularly
true in the semiconductor industry. Its acquired technological base, its target indus-
try approach and its subsidized R. & D. are all aimed at penetrating export markets
for semiconductors—principally the United States—in the same manner as it pene-
trated export markets for steel and consumer electronic products.

A. Japan’s technology base.—Japan’s position in the integrated circuit industry is
based on technol acquired principaﬁ; in the United States. Basically, Japan
purchased our R. & D. at bargain basement prices and has concentrated its efforts
on commercial development of our ideas in areas where high volume production can
be achieved—what 1 would call “our bread and butter” products. But even this
develg)ment work is expensive and the government has assisted the effort.

B. Government-Assisted R. & D. for intergrated circuits.—Using this substantial
acquired technology as a base, the government, through the Ministry of Internation-
al Trade and Industry (“MITI”), channeled research funds toward development of
integrated circuits. The most significant of the research projects is the Very Large
Scale Integration or “VLSI” study which MITI funded together with contributions
from t}Le eading Japanese electronics firms who would share the benefits of the
research.

Let us examine for a moment the VLSI program. According to press reports, ! it
involves matching government funds to five large Japanese electronics companies:
F\}f‘vihtsu, Hitachi, Mitsubishi, NEC, and Toshiba.

e total cost announced publicly is $360 million, of which the government
assisted portion is approximately $250 million. A key part of the program is MITI’s
own Electrotechnical Laboratory, the operating costs of which may not be a part of
the budget figures I just mentioned. This is simply a form of government assistance
to Japanese industry which permits the Japanese companies to sell their goods at
lower margins.

C. The target industry approach.—The entire Japanese electronics industry is
largely gea toward export markets. The Japanese have manufacturing capacity
which far exceeds the needs of the domestic economy. They staff their factories to
achieve a high percentage capacity utilization and consider their employees lifetime

1 See “The Gathering Wave of Japanese Technology,” Electronics, June 9, 1977, p. 99.
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commitments of the enterprise. These fixed costs (indeed, all overhead costs) are
covered by artificially high domestic prices in the protected home market.

Let me remind you of the impact which this system had on our television
industry. While American consumers were paying $350 for a Japanese television,
the Japanese consumers were paying $700 for an equivalent unit. United States
television manfacturers are effectively denied access to the Japanese market, result-
ing in a protected, noncompetitive market which generates substantial profits. The
Japanese then set U.S. prices as low as necessary to gain market penetration, on
the premise that export sales need only cover incremental variable costs. Our
television industry was shattered and its profitability has never recovered from the
flood of imports.

During an economic downturn, the two-tier pricing structure and the protected
home market allow the Japanese—motivated by their heavy fixed obligations and
ﬁnaranteed employment—to flood the export markets with products far below the

.S. market price. This is exactly what happened in television and steel during the
downturn in 1974 and 1975—when world economies softened, the plants kept rolling
with excess production sold abroad at whatever low price was necessary. If this
pattern is r[ejpeated in the semiconductor market during a future recessionary
period, the U.S. market would be flooded with underpriced Japanese integrated
circuit and LSI products. American companies, having limited access to the Japa-
nese market and faced with falling prices and bookings in the U.S. market and with
rising inventories—and lacking government financial support—would find that
their investment capital has been drained away, thereby prohibiting expenditures
ondlongrange R. & D. which are so essential for survival of a high technology growth
industry.

The role of debt in Japanese capital formation

It is fundamental to the American capital markets that profitable companies can
grow faster through the use of borrowed monies. In a free market system, borrow-
ings, together with interest, must be repaid from the earnings of the borrower.
Further, in a free market system, borrowings must have a foundation of equity or
risk capital. The larger the proportion of debt to equity there is, and the smaller the
amount of equity the ireater is the risk of default, i.e., inability to repay the debt
from the earnings of the company or from the equity base. For a given amount of
equity, the more debt one has, the more capital (debt plus equity) can be raised. The
ratio of debt to equity is called leverage.

The benefits of leverage can be great. For example, large amounts of debt can
compensate for inefficiently run—or noncompetitive—companies. The return to
shareholders can be boosted sharply and quickly by an injection of debt. High
returns on shareholder’s equity can be earned by three different means:

() High efficiency and excellent manufacturing that produces a high level of
earnings;

(2) Aggressive marketing which generates a large amount of sales for each dollar
invested in the company; or

(8) Extremely high proportions of debt per dollar of equity which can protect a
less efficient company.

United States companies currently have about double the return on equity of
Japanese competitors. Such levels of earnings are necessary to finance new R. g D.
to pay for the latest sophisticated equipment, and to provide for increased capacity
to manufacture new products.

Exhibit 1 shows that the earnings of U.S. manufacturers are three times as much
per dollar of sales as their Japanese counterparts. That level of earnings is neces-
sary in a free market economy to attract fresh capital to this industry which has
rapid advances in its technology and must continually develop and market products
which incorporate newer, better ideas.

United States companies have 60 percent to 100 percent more sales per dollar of
capital than the Japanese companies. This indicates a very effective and efficient
use of assets by the U.S. companies—a higher level of technological efficiency.
Command of complex manufacturing processes is the key here. Should the U.S. lead
in technology falter, there would be a domino effect, causing return on equity to fall
and subsequently causing a sharp reduction in the amount of capital which could be
attracted to the industry. Then growth would slow, including noticeable reductions
in both exports and employment.

In light of the present record of excellent performance, one might ask why U.S.
companies are concerned? Good management plus control of technology make a
winning combination. Well, that sounds fine, but in addition to people and equip-
fx_mant, there is a critical third ingredient: cash. In more formal terms, capital

ormation.



215

The Japanese understand this well. In fact, they play catch-up by borrowing 2, 20,
even 40 or more times as much debt Fer dollar of equity as would be available in
the free capital markets. This aspect of their planned economy gives them a distinc-
tive competitive edge. If there is any doubt that the Japanese economy is planned,
let me read you a guotation of Hiroshi Kawasaki, of the International Trade Policy
Bureau of MITI: * “American business must realize and accept that Japan is not
really a free economy. It is a highly planned economy * * *.”

The U.S. system compared

So why do U.S. companies not counter such a competitive more by borrowing
equally large amounts? After all, as Exhibit 1 shows, using Japanese proportions of
debt would more than double the return on equity for a U.S. company.

The answer is our free market eoonomﬂ. In general, the U.S. companies raise cash
in the open, competitive markets in the United States. Capital formation, the key to
growth, depends in our country on our free capital markets which allocate invest-
ment funds among competing applicants. American bankers make loans to compa-
nies that are on their own to live or die in the free marketplace, openly competing
against any challenges. Some win and grow profitably. Others lose and go banﬁ'upt.
Once bankrupt, U.S. companies cannot expect the U.S. Government to bail them out
by instructing banks not to foreclose on loans.

In the Japanese system, that is not so. Large companies that get into financial
difficulty have an assured source of substantial financial help from the Japanese
government. Moreover, business recessions in the protected Japanese home market
are virtually nonexistent compared with those in America. America to a large
extent absorbs Japanese unemployment.

That is why American bankers will lend only a fraction of the debt to U.S.
semiconductor companies that Japanese bankers supply to Japanese companies. In
fact, if jrou ask U.S. bankers with branches in Japan how they can justify lending as
much debt to Japanese companies which have a very thin equity base, they all
eventually get around to the concession that the risk in such loans is not a risk in
an individual company, rather it is a loan whose risk is a country risk: Japan. Such
actual or implied governmental guarantees make a susbstantisl difference.

There is a further concern that U.S. high technology companies have: lower
margins on sales. For example, a foreign company can try to buy a share of the
market by reducing prices sharply. Undercutting U.S. prices in the large, fast-
growing U.S. market for semiconductors is such an example. Such a threat seriously
jeopardizes capital formation processes in the United States. For instance, if Ameri-
can companies have to meet Japanese Eriws and thus cut earning margins to
Japanese levels, then the return to shareholders will be cut by half, three-quarters
or more and perhaps eliminated, as shown in Exhibit 1. N‘i_ppon Electric Company, a
large Japanese semiconductor producer, announced profits for fiscal 1979 which
constitute a return of 1.2 percent on sales.? American companies could not survive
for long with such a low return. Lower earnings from reduced prices are not a
problem for the Japanese companies, however, as they have a pipeline to the banks
and do not raise capital in competitive markets.

If foreign competitors are allowed to engage in economically unrealistic price-
cutting tactics, as happened in the television industry, it could be catastrophic for
the U.S. semiconductor industry: No more new caiital, slower growth, less eaminis,
}iower motivation for employees and another U.S. high technology industry bites the

ust.

The Japanese semiconductor spokesmen have expressed concern about the “world-
wide tendency toward protectionism.” This generalizaation simply fails to distin-
guish between an action and a reaction by the domestic industries in markets
invaded by the Japanese. What they are seeing is a reaction to their grossly unfair
international trade practices.

In contrast, they have acted initially in the most fundamental protectionist
manner by a series of formal and informal trade barriers unp ented for a
developed economy of the 1970’s.

I wholeheartedly agree with Senator Bentsen, who summarized the issue so
eloguently in a speech on the floor of the Senate on May 3, 1979:

?ﬂl‘rade between nations is becoming an increasingly carnivorous activity, and the
traditional free trader has all the advantages of an antelope in a world of lions.”

“We can no longer tolerate situations in which foreign competitors utilize unfair
trade practices to rout and destroy a domestic industry, such as television, and
remain immune from punishment until they have achieved their objective.”

* Industry Week, p. 37 (Jan. 9, 1978).
3 New York Times, Saturday, May 26, 1979.
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The .’lzfialation before this committee will stimulate capital formation for U.S.
industry

I would now like to comment in detail on the legislation which is before this
Committee today, and explain how enactment of these proposals will help to allevi-
ate some of the problems I have just outlined.

8. 231 would aid capital formation by increasing the Asset Degreciation Range
variance from 20 percent to 30 percent and by providing a simplified straight line
depreciation table for small businesses which have an adjusted tax basis in assets of
$250,000 or less.

This legislation is not specifically aimed at the problems of high technology
industries, but would certainly help high technology businesses, as well as other
industries, by allowing a faster recapture of investments made in plant and equip-
ment. One of the problems for the semiconductor industry is that the technology
changes so rapidly that some plant and equpment ‘ZD'ckly mes obsolete. There-
fore, our industry believes that an increase in the ADR variance would not only be
helpful, but would also be more realistic in terms of needs of our industry for rapid
replacement of equipment because of technological innovation. Also, the proposal
would permit a more rapid write-off of e?uipment which is used in research and
development activities. Moreover, many of our suppliers are relatively small busi-
nesses which would benefit greatly from this legislation.

The proposal for a simplified ggoreciation table would probably not help estab-
lished businesses, due to the $250,000 limitation. But the pro mi}g‘}!:t be of some
benefit to new venturecapital businesses getting started in high technology indus-
tries. We not particularly that the pro| to allow a 2-year useful life for informa-
tion systems, computers, and other data handling equipment would be of great
benefit to new enterggses in high technology industries.

We believe that this legislation will help to stimulate small business. In a high
technology field, such as ours, proposals which stimulate small business also benefit
larger more established companies, because much of the pioneer technological re-
search and ideas come from new business ventures.

S. 700 would permit the 10 percent investment credit to be available for research
and development expenditures. This legislation would be of substantial assistance to
the semiconductor industry and similar industries which are engaged in a constant
technological struggle with foreign competitors, many of whose governments provide
substantial direct and indirect assistance for technological innovation.

As Senator Danforth said in introducing this legislation: “It is widely recognized
that one of the contributing factors of our declining foreign trade position is the
erosion of the technological advantage that U.S. industry has historically enjoyed
vis-a-vis the rest of the world. A related problem is the marked slowdown in the
growth rate of U.S. productivity (economic output per unit of labor force imput). I
am convinced that both of these economic problems are, to a significant degree,
directly related to the sluggishness in this country’s commitment to research and
development investment and the simultaneous upswing in R. & D. investment by
our major trading partners.”

This statement, in our view, concisely and accurately summarizes one of the
ma{"or problems faced today by United States industry in general and by high
technology industry in particular.

We further submit that the purpose of the legislation, to allow the investment
credit for research and development expenditures, is consistent with the basic
purpose of alloml:ggl an investment tax credit for machinery and equipment. The
investment tax credit, as embodied in the law today, serves a number of purposes. It
creates jobs by stimulating investment. It increases productivity by making availa-
ble to businesses a source of capital to modernize their plants. Finally, the invest-
ment tax credit is one means of helping U.S. businesses remain competitive with
foreign companies, many of whom receive substantial investment assistance from
their own governments.

An investment tax credit for research and development expenditures would stim-
ulate jobs directly and indirectly. Direct stimulation would occur through increased
expenditures by U.S, businesses for research and development. Indirect stimulation
would occur from the technological breakthoughs resulting from the research and
development. New products, new technological innovations and, indeed, whole new
industries might well be created as a result of increased research. Conversely, if the
United States falls behind foreign competitors in technological innovation, many
U.S. jobs will be lost to foreign imports.

In the same regard, providing an investment tax credit for R. & D. expenditures
will help to make available to .S. businesses some of the capital which will enable
the businesses to modernize and maintain our all-important technology lead.
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For all of these reasons we strongly support S. 700.

S. 1003 is designed to stimulate the export of U.S. products by making three
changes or clarifications in the tax law. First, a firm would be permitted to deduct,
as a reserve for foreign bad debt losses, an amount equal to 15 percent of its taxable
export income or 2 percent of the outstanding export credits appearing on its
balance sheet at the end of the year. However, the total reserve under this provision
may not exceed 5 percent of the company’s outstanding export credits.

Second, the legislation would encourage exports by clarifying that amounts ex-
pended by a company for foreign market studies, foreign marketing expenses,
including amounts paid to modify U.S. products to qualify them to meet foreign
market requirements, as well as the cost of applying for and maintaining interna-
tional and foreign patents, would all qualify as research and development expendi-
tures, eligible for the election provided by Congress under Section 174 of the
Internal Revenue Code.

This would be especially helpful in the face of objections, asserted by the Japa-
nese, that U.S. industry does not succeed in Japanese markets because the lfg
business does not “understand” the Japanese market, or because there are “quality
differences” in the Japanese and U.S. products. We note that the Japanese are
usually reluctant to be specific about these quality differences.

Finally, the legislation would reduce problems of entering the export market
based on concerns about currency fluctuation losses on export credits which had not
been repaid by the end of the year.

We strongly support all of these proposals, which are designed to encourage U.S.
exé)orts. In our view, it is vital to the U.S. interest, and to the interest of U.S.
industry, to become more competitive in international markets, especially in high
technology industries.

S. 1065 would provide a Federal tax credit of 25 percent of grants made by
corporations to colleges and universities for basic research. The credit would be
incremental in the sense that it would be available only to the extent that basic
research grants for the year exceeded average research grants made during a four-
year moving base period.

This proposal will help to stimulate research in the basic sciences by encouragin
corporate grants for scientific research. Therefore, we believe the proposal wil
further US. technological innovation by helping to create a base of fundamental
research which business and industry can build upon in the field of a%plied science.
Moreover, grants of this nature will increase the pool of talented highly skilled
engineering students who will later become innovative leaders of U.S. businesses.

However, we note that, under the proposal, scientific basic research means re-
search the results of which are made freely available to the general public. This
presumably means that the results of the research would be available to foreign
competitors, as well as to U.S. businesses.

Also, the incremental feature of the bill could result in problems. Under present
law corporations are generally permitted to make tax deductible contributions to
charity in an amount equal to only 5 percent of the corporation’s taxable income. As
a practical matter, unless a corporation making grants for basic scientific research
had continually rising income, eventually it would bump against the 5 percent
ceiling. When this happens, under the bill, the corporation could receive a tax credit
for contributions in excess of the 5 percent ceiling, but would not be entitled to a
tax deduction. However, if the corporate grants did not exceed the 5 percent deduc-
tion limitation, no credit would be available under the bill because the corporation’s
basjgd research grants would not exceed the level of grants during its 4-year base
period.

There are several possible ways to improve this situation. One possibility would
be to remove the incremental requirement from the bill. Another possibility would
be to amend section 170(bX2) of the Internal Revenue Code, to provide that amounts
eligible for the basic research tax credit under this legislation would also be eligible
for an income tax deduction without regard to the 5 percent limitation which
normally applies to corporate charitable contributions.

CONCLUSIONS

The legislation which is before this committee will be of benefit to the U.S.
semiconductor industry and to other high technology U.S. businesses. The legisia-
tion will help to stimulate capital formation for research and development and will
also encourage U.S. penetration of export markets.

At the same time, it must be remembered that no amount of stimulus to capital
formation can totally offset the tremendous amounts of capital which a planned
national economy can make available to a preferred export-oriented industry.
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We strongly support the four bills under consideration by this committee today
and believe that they should be enacted. However, for our industry, this le‘gislation,
helpful as it is, is far from a complete solution to the problems which we face from
unfair foreign competition.

This problem can only be met through strengthening and vigorous enforcement of
the U.S. laws which require fair competition in international trade and which
outlaw such practices as two-tier pricing. We are aware of the efforts of this
committee to try and ensure that the U.S. trade laws are adequately enforced. We
would like to express our gratitude for these efforts, as well as for the efforts in
sponsoring the legislation before this committee

[Exibit 1)
COMPARISONS
Retun shasehoiders
quity equals .
retum on sales Cagital tumover Leverage
U.S. company 16% = 6.3% 2.25 1+020
Japanese company 8% = 2.0% 145 14175
U.S./Japan 21 32 1.6 0.1
U.S. company with Japanese leverage...........c....coo 39% = 6.3% 2.25 14175
U.3. company with Japanese earnings...................... 5% = 20% 2.25 14020
CONCLUSIONS

American semiconductor companies earn more return on shareholders’ equity
than Japanese companies because of higher margins and more efficient use of
invested capital.

Japanese companies have very low profit margins, use capital less efficiently than
the U.S. companies, but make up lost ground through use of substantially higher
amounts of debt per dollar of eguity.

Good morning. My name is Harold J. Winch; I am President and Chief Executive
Officer of The Minster Machine Company. Located in Minster, Ohio, we employ
approximately 900 workers. I am representing the National Machine Tool Builders
Association (NMTBA), a national trade association whose over 370 member compa-
nies account for 90 percent of the United States machine tool production. The U.S.
machine tool industry currently employs approximately 97,000 workers.

We welcome this opportunity to assist this Subcommittee in its reassessment of
the current U.S. capital cost recovery system, in an effort to encourage even greater
capital formation, higher employment, and greater economic opportunity through a
more productive industrial base.

Economists and the Government increasingly have come to acknowledge that the
relatively small but essential machine tool industry is a most reliable barometer for
measuring the economic health of the Nation, and for determining the impact and
effect on industry of changes in the capital cost recovery laws. Therefore, we believe
our testimony given today should be viewed in a larger light than just the machine
tool industry. Moreover, any tax revisions impacting on investment capital will have
resounding effect on this capital-intensive industry.

At the outset, we commend to this Subcommitee the concepts of accelerated
depreciation methods and the investment tax credit as engines of productive growth
in the American economy. Capital cost recovery has been, and continues to be an
extremely effective method of encouraging critically necessary capital investment in
the U.S. economy.

Before specifically addressini the depreciation reform bills currently before this
Subcommitee, we would first like to briefly comment on the very substantial effect
that capital cost recovery and depreciation tax policies have upon productivity and
inflation in America.

For the t decade we have all been bombarded with talk about the causes of
inflation. There is cost push inflation; there is demand pull inflation; there is the
waﬁ-price spiral. All of these theories are probably partially correct. However,
within the relationship between costs, wages, prices, and productivity lies a weapon
that can be used to counteract the insidious damage that inflation is causing.
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The ultimate result of inflation is increasing prices. And in manufacturing, or any
business for that matter, prices have three major elements: the cost of purchased
components; the cost of labor; and the cost of all other nonlabor payments.

Nonlabor payments are the sum of profits plus such non-labor costs as interest,
depreciation, rents and royalties, taxes, regulatory and inspection fees, etc. Chart 1
illustrates how each of the main elements of nonlabor payments are related and
how inflation has affected them.

Chart 1 also shows, rather dramatically, that every element in the nonlabor
payments of American businesses has increased substantially, with the single excep-
tion of profits. As a matter of fact, the relative decline in profits compared to other
non-labor cost factors has had a dampening effect on inflationary pressures.

The second element is the cost of labor. Unit labor \costs are what we pay our
workers, divided by the real value of their output.

The final element, the cost of purchased components, is a passthrough item that
has little effect upon the ultimate price of a nation’s manufacturing output. As a
result, it is the total labor and non-labor costs and p:}yments. by everyone in the
stream of commerce, that finally determines the price of goods.

Therefore, when we look at the costs that affect prices for all manufacturing, we
need to study just two factors: unit labor costs; and unit non-labor costs.

In examining how these two factors have reacted upon prices, we begin by looking
at Chart 2 which starts in 1955—just after the Korean War and its post-war
recession.

During the first 3 years, until the 1958 recession, nonlabor costs for taxes, inter-
est, etc., were rising at a rate of less than 1% percent per year. They would have
risen faster but, as Chart 2 shows, business was settling for lower profits in an effort
to restrain price increases.

This was true because unit labor costs were climbing at an average rate of almost
4% percent per year. Unit labor costs could have risen even faster, but we were able
to offset much of the increase in labor rates by an average annual growth in
productivity of more than 2 percent.

Of course, with unit labor costs rising and with unit non-labor payments rising,
prices charged for manufactured products had to rise. And they did; at a rate of
about 3 percent per year, inning an inflationary period.

Continuing our analysis, during the years 1958 through 1965, nonlabor payments
continued to climb at a modest rate of about 2 percent per year and business
profitability was recovering. However, when we look at unit labor costs we note that
they were constant during this period.

The key to our success in keeping labor costs under control for seven years, in
spite of wage increases which occurred during the early 1960’s, was productivity
growth. During the 7-year period from 1958 through 1965, productivity grew at an
average annual rate of 3% percent, completely offsetting the increases in workers’
wages and holding unit labor costs in manufacturing at a constant level.

The benefit of stable labor costs over this period was reflected in the stable price
level. In fact, the average annual increase in wholesale prices was less than one-half
of 1 percent. That is less than today’s monthly inflation target.

From this discussion we conclude that if reasonable wage increases are balanced
with adequate productivity gains, the result is constant unit labor costs. And if unit
labor costs are constant then everyone gains because prices are stable, profits rise
for business, tax income rises for government and real spendable income rises for
workers. All of these things happened in the early 1960’s.

Unfortunately, in the mid-1960's the economy lost this former stability. First,
productively growth began to falter—declining to an average annual growth rate of
about 2 percent—down nearly one-half from the productivity improvement rates of
the first half of the decade.

Wages began to accelerate. And without additional productivity growth, unit
labor costs began to increase dramatically. In fact, during this period, unit labor
costs were increasing at an average rate of about 5 percent per year.

In contrast, nonlabor costs remained almost constant. Throughout the entire
period, taxes, interest and other costs were rising—but American businesses, in an
effort to counteract the rapidly rising unit labor costs, were again forced to cut their
profits to stem price increases and remain competitive, Nevertheless, rising labor
costs forced prices upward at an annual rate approaching 3 percent, sowing the
seeds of today’s inﬂatlonargogroblems.

Then came the 1970's. Productivit; g'rowth in the private economy came to a near
standstill—rising at a rate of only 0.9 percent per year over the last past 5 years.

Of course labor rates skyrocketed—fueled by inflationary expectations and a
“catch-up” philosophy. As a result, unit labor costs have been rising at an average
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annual rate of 7.9 percent during the last half decade. And remember, unit labor
costs made this dramatic increase even though we experienced a severe recession,
coupled with unusually high unemployment. ‘

axes, interest and all of the other nonlabor costs of running a business were also
leaping upward at an unprecedented rate of 8.2 percent per year. And, as we all
know, the result was dramatic 9 percent rise in prices.

From this economic history we have learned two very important lessons. First,
that as unit labor costs increased prices also went uF.

Secondly, and this is the point we wish to strongly emphasize to this Subcommit-
tee, that wage increases are not, necessarily, the inflationary culprit, because with
rapidly rising frogiuctivxty it is ible to offset increasing wage rates, this dampen-
ing—or even eliminating—unit labor cost increases.

_ In other words, one way to bring prices under control—either as a Nation, as an
industry or as an individual company—is to increase productivity faster than total

wages.

tghart 3 shows the productivity growth of America’s total private business sector
and the driving force that pushes productivity upward—investment. For more than
25 years our national growth in productivity has traveled hand in hand with
investment. Whenever we increase our investment in more efficient equipment, our
productivity improves. And furthermore, when we invest in new, more productive
equipment, we produce higher quality products and all the peoﬂe of America
benefit. When people work smarter, by using machinery that works harder, they
earn more real income. Which brings us back to the purpose of our comments before
this Subcommittee, specifically, improving the capital cost recovery system, so that
American industry can once again increase its investment in new productive capital
equipment.

Although we are very pleased by Congress recognition of this crilical need for
improved investment incentive which has been reflected in the adoption of acceler-

ted lc;leeg‘reci»:«tinn methods and the ADR's along with the increase of the investment
tax credit from 7 percent to the present 10 percent level, we still feel it imperative
that more be done to increase productivity, thereby allowing business to combat the
current double-digit inflation.

Thus, the depreciation reform bills before you today must be viewed not as tax
incentives nor as “tax expenditures”—but as weapons in the war on inflation.

In 1978, NMTBA conducted a study of 16 major metalworking companies annual
reports. Without question, the companies selected are leaders in their industries.
Ten of them are in the top hundred of the Fortune 500. And every one of the 16
would be considered a Blue Chip on Wall Street.

The results of this study were presented to the Finance Committee in testimony
given last year and were referred to by Senator Chafee in the intorductory remarks
to his bill, S. 935, entitled the “Capital Cost Recovery Act of 1979.” !

In summary, those results reflected a capital spending history that exhibited the
beneficial effect of the confidence and stability of the early 1960’s. Then capital
expenditures sto&ped rising and hit a plateau that lasted 7 years. In 1973 capital
spending took of &glain, but gains were almost completely wiped out by inflation.
Actually, real capital spending has been declining steadily since 1965.

This decline is even more dramatic when conside in light of the fact that
during this period sales were rising. When viewed as a percentage of sales, the
portion of every dollar reinvested by these companies since 1965 has fallen nearly
40 percent, from 6.6 percent to 4. 1 percent. T

In short, since 1970 America’s metalworking industry has been in unconscious
and involuntary liquidation. And the same probably holds true for almost all of
America’s manufacturing industries. .

It is time that we clear the air and stop liquidating America’s industrial base so
that we can modernize and grow—thereby making America once again fully com-

titive in world markets and providing the capital equipment needed to create jobs

or all Americans.

Either of the depreciation reform bills recently introduced by Senators Chafee (S.
935) and Bentsen (S. 231) if enacted into law would be major steps toward providing
the type of atmosphere necessary for the revitalization of American industry.* We
commend both Senators for their insight on this issue.

' U.S. Col , Senate, A bill to amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to provide an
election to e?reciation property eligible for the investment credit over 5 years, to allow
amortization of pollution control equipment over 2 years, and for other purposes, S. 935, 96th
Cong., 1st sess., 1979, Journal, Apr. 10, 1979, pg. 4306.

2 U0.S. Congress, Senate, A bill to amend the Internal Revenue Code to help increase productiv-
ity and reduce inflation by providing larger tax deductions for depreciation, S. 231, 96th Cong.,
1st sess., 1979, Journal, Jan. 25, 1979, pp. 689-91. :
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While the provisions of the two bills differ somewhat, their underlying message is
the same: America must do what is necessary to increase internal capital formation
to permit industry to more quickly iccover its capital investments.

nator Bentsen’s bill takes a three pronged approach providing: One, an increase
in the ADR system (Asset Depreciation Range) from its present level of 20 percent
to 30 percent; two, a simplification of the ADR s0 that more taxpayers will take
advantage of the system; and three, a simple depreciation table for small business. *

Senator Bentsen is to be commended for these reforms. The NMTBA has long
advocated increasing the current 20 percent ADR to at least 30 percent as one
meax:iq of raising the amount of funds business can internally generate for capital
spending.

We respectfully suggest that the possibility of extending the ADR even further to
40 percent be considered, so as to make possible greater investment in more produc-
tive equipment, thus curbing inflation.

We further commend Senator Bentsen for his bill's Yrovision which would give
small firms the flexibility to choose shorter than normal useful lives for assets, the
concept being that the present value of the economic benefits of straight line
depreciation using those lives would be equivalent to the benefits which larger
businesses obtain by using ADR lives and double declining balance depreciation. We
are also gratified to note that the z‘ualifying asset tax basis has been set low enough
so that more than 90 percent of all businesses will be eligible to benefit from these
investment incentives. Moreover, the use of shorter asset lives under Senator Bent-
sen’s bill apparently will not affect the ability of small businesses to use the
investment tax credit which would have been available if they had used the longer
normal ADR lives. ¢

In addition to this provision we would recommend that more rapid amortization
be given to companies in industries where rapid technological changes quickly make
recently purchased equipment obsolete. For American industry to maintain itz
technological leadership and improve its competitive position in world ma~kets this
obsolescent equipment must be replaced by the newest and best available. However,
making these investments requires a large enough reserve of funds for capital
spending. A realistic depreciation schedule is one method £ assuring American
industry that the cash flow needed for the purchase of new capital goods will be
available. The largest boon of changed depreciation allowances is that the required
funds can be largely internally generated.

Either program, increasin%'l the ADR or shortening depreciable life spans, will
permit business to generate the funds to be appropriated for capital spending out of
1ts own operations.

Turning now to Senator Chafee’s bill, we note that it would: One, allow depreci-
ation of tangible personal property, such as machine tools over a 5-year period; two,
leave current rules for depreciation of shorter lived equipment (3 years or less)
unchanged; three, leave rules for application of the investment tax credit un-
changed for the above (one-third credit for depreciation over 3 and 4 years, two-
thirds credit over 5 and 6 years, and the ful’ 10 percent credit for depreciation over
7 or more years), fourth, allow depreciation of Gove-nment-mandated pollution
equipment in 2 years with the full investment tax credit; and fifth, continues to
allow the use of standard accelerated depreciation accounting methods as currently
provided by law.®

Senator Chafee’s proposed legislation is to be commended for its encouragement
of inflation fighting capital investment. However, we would recommend two modifi-
cations of S. 935 which would make it an even more effective spur to greater
productivity and lower inflation.

First, we would strongly urge that the full 10 percent investment tax credit be
mac_i:d available to companies even when they opt for the shorter 5-year depreciation

riod.
peSecond, we are very pleased to note Senator Chafee’s recognition of the fact that
Government-mandated pollution equipment expenditures constitute a tremendous
capital expense for companies, by virtue of his inclusion of a 2 year amortization
period, at the full 10 percent investment tax credit level, for such legally required
expenditures. However, we would strongly recommend that this provision both be
shortened to a one year write-off period and broadened to include all Government-
mandated equipment, (i.e., OSHA required safety equipment, etc., as well as pollu-
tion controls). This modification is especially important due to the fact that most of

3 gxg p. 689.
¢ Ibid.
3 8, 935, 96th Cong., 1st. sess., 1979, Journal, Apr. 10, 1979, p. 4306
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this type equipment, while sometimes providing a more healthful environment,
hardly ever contributes anything to increased productivity.

In conclusion, improving the cash flow of industry through the changes provided
in these bills has never been more important that it is in toda‘y’s inflationary times.
As demonstrated by our example of the 16 metalworking firms, current capital
spending recovery mechanisms are inadequately dealing with the rising prices of
new productive machinery. Every year that the recovery of a portion of the original
capital outlay is postponed translates into a further shortfall between the cash flow
generated by depreciation and the actual outlay needed to replace the depreciated
equipment.

The key feature to any of these changes in depreciation allowances is that they
would attempt to treat capital spending in a more progressive sense. Depreciation
charges generated by caﬁital spending would be treated more rationally as a cost of
doing business rather than simply as a tax allowance for the wear and tear on
equipment which is now the effective case. A depreciation policy that allows busi-
ness to more fully recoup the replacement cost of aging capital equipment over a
shorter time span also means that a firm’s operating profits wou?g not have to be
utilized to replace obsolescent machinery.

The current practice of inadequate depreciation allowances creates phantom prof-
its, as depreciation expenses are far too low, and artificially inflates profits at the
bottom line of a firm’s income statement. The changes we recommend would simply
move the source of funds used for capital spending out of the retained earnin
ledger back into the depreciation expense accounts where they more accurately
belong. Such a char:;ge in tax policy would reduce the tax liability of the average
firm but the tax uctions would not be unjustified. The tax applicable to the
firm’s reduced earnings would then be a true tax on profits not an unwitting tax on
improperly amortized capital assets.

mplementation of policies designed to make it possible for American industries to
increase their capital stock are important, not only to the machine tool industry,
but to the Nation’s general economic welfare. The tax changes Senators Bentsen
and Chafee propose will promote the investment needed to boost lagging productiv-
it{‘. create new jobs, reduce inflation, and generate the level of economic activity
which will promote the balancing of the federal budget. A tax policy which recog-
nizes capit.aY accumulation as the corner stone of our industrial society is needed to
prevent the economy from falling into a pattern of unacceptably slow or negative

owth, These changes would re-establish the Uni States as the world’s
eader in technology and economic strength.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before this Subcommittee. We would be
happy to answer any further questions-at this time.
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Senator Byrp. Next we will have a panel of three: Mr. John
McKelvey, Midwest Research Institute; Charles F. Hilly, vice presi-
dent, government relations, SRI International; and Mr. Paul D.
Seghers, president, International Tax Institute. Welcome, gentle-
men. You may decide among yourselves who will proceed first. The
first on the list is Mr. McKelvey. You can work it out.

{The prepared statement of John McKelvey follows:]

STATEMENT OF JOHN McKELVEY, PRESIDENT, MIDWEST
RESEARCH INSTITUTE

Mr. McKEeLvEY. My name is John McKelvey, and I am president
of Midwest Research Institute, Kansas City, Mo. We are about the
third largest nonprofit research institute in the country and among
our specialties are research into economics, energy, health, the
environment, and other similar areas.

One of our primary efforts is in the field of alternative energy
sources. We operate the Solar Energy Research Institute for the
Department of Energy and have a number of other energy-related
projects.

Let me begin by saying I am here in support of S. 700 and S.
1065. Those bills have been looked at carefully by our economists,
long-range planning experts, and our financial analysts. Their con-
clusion, and mine, is that these bills offer creative and positive
economic benefits for our country. It is exactly the kind of help
that the Federal Government should be providing to aid the econo-
my. : .

They are steps away from controls and restrictions. They are
steps toward the creation of new jobs. They are steps that encour-
age innovation, invention, and investment in ourselves.

In analyzing S. 100, we looked at its potential effects on both
exports and energy. Those subjects were noted specifically by the
chairman of this subcommittee in ordering this hearing.

Based upon our review of the U.S. trade position and our ex-
tremely delicate energy situation, I believe there is a direct rela-
tionship between the need to develop a trade policy that stimulates
exports and an energy policy that reduces petroleum imdports.

gf) 700, through the tax incentives it provides, would help meet
that goal. It would stimulate research and development by the
private sector in a wide variety of ways.

One would be the development of technologies that lead to prod-
ucts for export. Another would be an immediate increase in private
research into alternative energy sources, and success there trans-
lates into reduction of petroleum imports.

The combination of these two—more exports of technology-based
products and fewer imports of petroleum products—should mean
an improved balance of trade. It also means more jobs for Ameri-
cans, and that is something we all want to see.

S. 700 provides a 10-percent tax credit for research and develop-
ment expenditures. In my opinion, that tax credit is needed
to reverse an unhealthy trend that has been developing for more
than a decade and a half. That trend has been a steady decline in
real expenditures for R. & D.

As Senator Danforth pointed out when he introduced this bill,
the Federal Government spent more in real dollars for R. & D. in
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1962 than it did in 1978. Private sector R. & D. investment has not
done much better. '

By giving the private sector a real incentive to invest more
heavily in R. & D., both 700 and S. 1065 will be saying the problem
has been recognized and a cure is at hand. For example, erosion of
- our technological advantage is a major contributing factor to our
declining foreign trade position. Other countries are rapidly catch-
ing up in terms of advanced technology.

Tied to that is productivity, the economic output by a worker.
Our productivity growth rate is slowing, while that of foreign com-
petitors has been increasing. .

I believe that both of these negative factors are directly related
to our failure to maintain a strong commitment to R. & D. invest-
ment. We still lead the world in innovative technology. That lead
can be lost, and will be lost, if we fail to act.

Our major foreign competitors, West Germany and Japan, are
devoting more and more of their resources to R. & D. In Japan, for
example, worker productivity continues to increase at 4.2 percent
annually, and it is even better in Europe. It is 5 percent in France
and 5.7 percent in West Germany.

Compared that to a productivity increase of 2.3 percent through
the 1970’'s by American workers. Even worse, compare it to a 3.4
percent increase by American-workers during the 1960’s.

We are not only failing to keep pace with foreign competition; we
are not even keeping pace with ourselves.

Here is some other numbers that I find troubling.

I think they are solid evidence that we are, in fact, facing heavy
competition from foreign R. & D. U.S. patents granted to foreign
interests increased 19 percent between 1966 and 1967. At present,
37 percent of all new U.S. patents are being issued to foreigners.

The answer to what is happening to American technology is
clear. We are investing too little in R. & D., too little in basic
research. There is a direct correlation between an industry’s
R. & D. investment and its world market share.

But there has been virtually no growth in R. & D. spending in
the United States for the past 10 years. The National Science
Foundation data show that R. & D. was 3 percent of our gross
gat{gxsmgl product in 1964, 2.2 percent in 1977 and will be 2 percent

y .

Even worse, in terms of constant dollars, 1977 R. & D. outlays
were 4 percent below those in 1967.

Most of the basic research in this country is done in colleges and
universities and they rely on the Federal Government for two-
thirds of their budgets. Such Federal support has barely kept pace
with inflation over the last decade and, in addition, basic research
spending by industry has fallen 20 percent in 10 years.

That trend is particularly discouraging, because basic research is
the long-term work that leads to future scientific and technological
innovations.

The formula is simple: less basic research, less innovation and
invention.

In light of these trends, the alternative approaches for encouraé;-
ing R. & D. investment that are at the heart of S. 700 and S. 1065
become more important than ever.
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S. 700 would allow R. & D. expenditures to be treated exactly the
same as new equipment. In other words, it says innovative ideas
are as important as machinery.

Acceptance of that concept is essential to our future.

S. 1065 is equally important. By providing an incentive for basic
research by colleges and universities, our long-term technological
future is enhanced. - '

S. 1065, by providing a tax credit for corporations to give basic
research grants to colleges and universities opens up a significant
new source of funds, private funds that could both complement and
supplement Federal funds.

I am firmly convinced the two bills, S. 700 and S. 1065 should
receive rapid and favorable consideration. They not only provide an
incentive for R. & D. spending, but they also would provide a
specific incentive for R. & D. aimed at developing domestic alterna-
tive energy sources.

I cannot stress too strongly the energy aspects of these bills. The
Congress provided a tax incentive for energy-related equipment
and materials through the Energy Tax Act of 1978 and the Presi-
dent’s proposed “Energy Security Fund” would provide similar
energy-related tax credits. But neither measure has any real effect
on R. & D. S. 700 and S. 1065 will.

Thank you. ‘

Senator Byrp. Thank you, Mr. McKelvey.

[The prepared statement of Mr. McKelvey follows:]

STATEMENT OF JOHN MCKELVEY, PRESIDENT, MIDWEST RESEARCH INSTITUTE,
- Kansas Crry, Mo.

Good morning, my name is John McKelvey and I'm President of Midwest Re-
search Institute in Kansas City. We are the third largest nonprofit research insti-
tute in the country and among our specialities are research into economics, energy,
health, the environment, and other fields. Our clients range from private businesses
of all sizes to the Federal Government.

One of our primary efforts is in the field of alternative energy sources. We
operate the Solar Energy Research Institute for the Department of Energy and have
a number of other active energy-related projects.

In announcing this hearing on tax incentives for exports, the Chairman of the
Subcommittee on Taxation and Debt Management said that “the time has come to
get serious about an export policy.” He went on to note that “in light of the costs of
energy imports, we cannot afford not to have a program to increase exports.”

Based upon our review of America’s trade position, as well as our energy situa-
tion, we believe that there is a direct relationship between the need to develop a
trade policy that will stimulate exports and an energy policy that will reduce
reliance on imported petroleum. The use of tax incentives, such as those contained
in Senate Bills 700 and 1065 presently under consideration, would be an effective
means for both improving our export position and stimulating private sector re-
search and development aimed at reducing (and, ultimately, eliminating) our depend-
ence on foreign oil through the commercialization of domestic alternative fuels.

Senate Billl§?700 would amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a 10
percent tax credit for research and development (R. & D.) expenditures. In my
opinion, that tax credit is needed to provide sufficient incentive for new R. & D.
investment by American industry. That new investment can have a two-fold impact
on our country’s economy.

First, it can help offset our negative balance of trade by helping to increase in our
exports. Second, it would provide additional funds for R. & D. activities, including
those aimed at commercializing domestic alternative ene resources that would
reduce our reliance on expensive imported oil. These two goals are, of course, closely
related since the major portion of our balance of trade deficit, which is nearly $30
billion annually, directly stems from our increased (and, unfortunately, still increas-
ing) importation of foreign petroleum.
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In regard to our export position, it is generally recognized that one factor contrib-
uting to America’s declining foreign trade position is the erosion of the technologi-
cal advantage that American industry traditionally enjoyed over other countries.
Another factor is the domestic slowdown in our productivity growth rate (i.e., the
economic output per unit of labor force input).

I believe that these have resulted, in major part, from our failure to maintain a
high level of commitment to R. & D. investment when compared to our major
competitors. While America still leads the world in innovative technology, there are
clear signs that point to our decline in this area.

Federal Government funds for R. & D. have not kept pace with inflation, and
private spending has managed to stay only slightly ahead of inflation. Meanwhile,
our competitors (especially West Germany and Japan) are devoting more of their
resources to R. & D., and are obtaining more U.S. patents for their efforts. As a
result, the U.S. is near the bottom of the industrialized nations in productivity
growth with an annual rate of increase of about 2.3 percent (compared to 5.7
percent for West Germany, 4.2 for Japan, and 5 percent for France).

In addition, our productivity growth rate, which increased at an average of 3.4
percent a year in the 1960’s, has dropped to 2.3 percent in the 1970's. Although
other factors also came into play, those industries that showed high productivity
growth rates were those that spent the most on R. & D. Thus, improvement of our.
trade position will depend, in large part, on the growth of American technology.
Ang, 18? It)um. such growth will depend on the ability of American business to invest
in R. .

The relation between R. & D. activity by U.S. industry and export performance
has been clearly shown. There is a direct correlation between an industry’s invest-
ment in R. & D. (whether measured by the money invested, or the manpower
resources—scientists and engineers—employed) and the amount of the world
market occupied by that industry. A similar conclusion, in regard to the relation-
ship between R. & D. activity and productivity growth, was reached by the National
Center for Productivity and Quality of Working Life. The Center concluded that:

“Industrial R. & D. outlays tend to be positively correlated with productivity
growth * * * the current slowdown in productivity growth rate is partially due to
the declining rate of expenditures on R. & D.”

There has been virtually no growth in R. & D. spending in the United States in
the past 10 years. For example, National Science Foundation data establishes that
R. & D. spending was 3 percent of our Gross National Product in 1964, only 2.2
percent of the GNP in 1977, and will fall to 2 percent by 1985. Futhermore, in terms
of constant dollars, 1977 R. & D. outlays were actually 4 percent below 1967
spending levels.

In recent years, not only have other industrialized nations been increasing their
R. & D. spending while ours has been declining, but these countries have been
winning a greater share of the patents issued by the U.S. Patents granted to foreign
interests increased 91 percent between 1966 and 1976. At present, 37 percent of all
of all U.S. patents are being issued to foreigners. Of the 65,000 patent applications
now pending, over 20,000 are from foreign sources.

One method for encouraging R. & D. activity would be to increase direct Federal
spending. The Federal Government has been a major source of R. & D. spending,
particulary in regard to basic research. At present, our colleges and universities
(which are the primary resource for basic research) still depend on the Federal
Government for two-thirds of their R. & D. budgets. Private spending by industry,
while keeping slightly ahead of inflation, has nonetheless, fallen by 20 percent in
the area of basic research—the long-term work that is the basis for future scientific
and technological innovation.

However, direct Federal R. & D. spending, aside from that on basic research, has
barely kept up with inflation since the late 1960’s. In constant (1967) dollars,
Federal spending in R. & D. was at $26.5 billion in 1967 (up from $13.6 billion in
1963). But is estimated to be only $13.8 billion in 1979. Although the Federal budget
for fiscal year 1980 proposed expenditures of $30.6 billion (in current dollars) on R.
& D, this amount is only $13.5 in constant (1967) dollars and would be a slight
decline from the estimated 1979 level.

In light of these trends in direct Federal (and, in the case of basic research,

rivate) spending for R. & D., alternative means for augmenting our investment in
ﬁ. & D. must be considered. One such means would be the use of the proj tax
credits to encourage increased private spending on R. & D. The National Center for
Productivity and Quality of Working Life has noted that: “Productivity growth has
been achieved primarily as a result of private initiatives taken for private economic
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gain. In our mixed and interdependent economy, however, few efforts are exclusive-
ly private; the government plays an important supportive role.”

Passage of the tax credit legislation would be just such a “supportive role.” Senate
Bill 700 would encourage the private sector to increase R. & D. spending by provid-
ing a 10 percent tax credit for each dollar a business spends on R. & D. This tax
treatment would, in effect, be the same as that now available for capital investment.
S. 700 says that innovative ideas are as important as machinery.

Acceptance of that concept is essential to our future.

While Senate Bill 700 is primarily concerned with R. & D. intended to lead
directly to the expansion of export markets for American business and industry, its
companion legislation, Senate Bill 1065, would provide an incentive for “basic”
research, which is conducted by our universities and colleges.

As noted before, private support for basic research has fallen by 20 percent. S.
1065 would provide a tax credit designated for basic research. The tax credit would
equal 25 percent of the gift. Thus, a significant new source of funds would be made
aveilable for basic research, Furthermore, as the results of the research conducted
with these corporate contributions would be available to the public, the fruits of
such research can, and will, be brought to the marketplace as long as they prove to
be economically feasible.

The incentives provided by S. 700 and S. 1065, which would augment direct
Federal spending for R. & D., can lead to the desired improvement in the U.S.
export position. In addition, these incentives would, of course, be available to indus-
try, business—both large and small—and the academic community, to augment
Federal spending specifically aimed at the development of (domestic) alternative
energy resources.

Although Federal budget outlays for energy R. & D. have increased significantly
since the Arab embargo, energy R. & D. programs and projects must compete with
other government activities for support. As a result, many meritorious ideas (wheth-
er conceived by researchers at our universities, our large industries, our small
businesses} cannot be supported, because of funding limitations or program prior-
ities. Senate Bills 700 and 1065 could help remedy this situation.

It is worth noting that, with the Energy Tax Act of 1978, the Congress has taken
a first step in providing energy-oriented tax incentives. Title I of the Act provides
for tax credits to individual tax-payers who install insulation and other energy
conserving items, as well as for the installation of various renewable (solar, wind, or
geothermal) energy source equipment. Title III provides businesses with a tax
energy credit for investments in certain types of energy property, including boilers
and burners using fuels other than oil or natural gas; equipment to convert to
synthetic fuels; and solar, wind, and geothermal equipment. However, these tax
credits relate only to investment in equipment and materials. They do not extend to
R. & D. activities aimed at developing domestic alternative energy resources. Senate
Bills 700 and 1065 would provide such credits.

Also, the President has recently proposed, as part of his “Energy Security Fund"”
program, tax credits for certain energy activities. Specifically, the President’s pro-
posals call for tax credits for shale o1l production; for agricultural and industrial
solar equipment, for presidential wood stoves, and for passive solar systems. Again,
the tax credit impact would be in the area of investment in equipment and materi-
als, rather than for energy R. & D.

In conclusion, based on our analysis of Senate Bills 700 and 1065, I believe that the
proposed legislation would not only provide a general incentive to increase R. & D.
spending, with its attendant positive impact on our world export position but, equally
as important, would provide a specific incentive for R. & D. aimed at developing
domestic alternative energy resources, thereby reducing our dependence on imported
petroleum, and further improving our balance of trade.

Senator Byrp. Mr. Hilly?

STATEMENT OF CHARLES F. HILLY, VICE PRESIDENT FOR
GOVERNMENT RELATIONS, SRI INTERNATIONAL

Mr. HirLy. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am
Charles Hilly and I am vice president, government relations, of SRI
International, which was formerly Stanford Research Institute. By
way of introduction, our organization is a public service, nonprofit
organization established in 1946 to provide basic and applied re-
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seaxic:ih services to governments and businesses throughout the
world.

Our principal laboratories and research facilities are located in
Menlo Park, Calif,, our headquarters, but we do maintain other
offices throughout the United States and abroad.

We believe we are well qualified to speak to matters of research
and development because of our substantial involvement in this
field. Last year, we received approximately $120 million in re-
se%i'gh contracts and this year our current volume is about $135
million.

SRI appreciates the opportunity to present information concern-
ing S. 1065 amending the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to provide
an income tax credit to corporations for contributions for basic
research.

Over the past 30 years, SRI International has been performing
basic research services for business and government. Qur close
association with these sectors in seeking technological solutions to
today’s problems makes us well aware that there has been a sub-
stantial drain on the storehouses of basic knowledge. Revitalizing
this foundation is essential so that the United States can continue
to develop new products and innovative processes to keep secure its
technological edge.

Demands upon the Federal Government’s budget have necessitat-
ed concentration upon current problems, concentrating on applied
research rather than basic research.

Simultaneously, on the commercial front, the competitive forces
of the marketplace have required business and industry to invest
their resources in low-investment projects with shorter-range
return. As a result, long-range basic research has been sadly ne-
glected to the point that we are now losing our place at the
forefront of technology in world competition.

To illustrate these points, our paper contains relevant facts
about ourselves and our industrial competitors, Germany and
Japan. These have been cited several times today and I will skip
over those.

We feel that these danger signals cited in these statistics evi-
dence the need for stimulating investment in the basic research
sciences. We therefore endorse congressional action to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to provide an income tax credit to
corporations for contributions for basic research.

We note, however, that the legislation as presently proposed
allows the tax credit to support basic research only at educational
institutions as defined under section 170 of the Internal Revenue
Code. In 1978, these institutions performed 52 percent of the $6.05
billion allocated for basic research, private industry performed 16
percent, the Federal Government and federally funded research
and development centers performed 23 percent, and other not-for-
profit organizations accounted for 9 percent. _

If the fundamental purpose of this legislation is to encourage
increased spending for basic research, SRI International believes
that this should be done across a broader front including all not-
for-profit organizations whose primary purpose is the advancement
of scientific knowledge.



232

This would broaden the resource base and thereby foster compe-
tition among the recipients of the funds of this new tax incentive.

Accordingly, SRI encourages this committee to consider expand-
ing the application of this proposed legislation by providing a tax
credit to corporations which allocate basic research funds to any
scientific or educational organization qualifying under section
501(cX3), in lieu of organizations as outlined in section 170 of the
Internal Revenue Code. A

We appreciate the opportunity to appear before your committee
to present information with respect to this legislation. If SRI Inter-
national may be of further assistance to you, we would welcome
the opportunity to do so.

Thank you.

Senator DANFORTH. Mr. Seghers?

STATEMENT OF PAUL D. SEGHERS, PRESIDENT,
INTERNATIONAL TAX INSTITUTE, INC.

Mr. SegHErs. We thank the committee for this opportunity to
present our views. You are to be complimented for your statesman-
like decision to examine proposals for tax incentives for U.S. ex-

ports.

We hope that Congress will act to provide such incentives.

Our statement will be very brief. It will state some truths that
Congress should recognize.

The International Tax Institute was organized in 1961 when the
threat of Stanley Surrey to foreign trade was perceived.

The first and most harmful blow was the enactment in 1961 of
the tax on imaginary dividends from foreign corporations.

Ever since then, both the Treasury and Congress have added tax
burdens on income of U.S. manufacturers from the sale of their
products to buyers abroad.

Smaller U.S. manufacturers are deterred from entering the risky
and difficult business of selling their products in world markets.
This is the result of the hostile attitude of Congress, the Treasury,
and the big union bosses toward foreign trade.

The uncertainty and fear of additional taxes and handicaps
result in a reluctance to embark on the risky and difficult task of
marketing their products abroad. Profit rather than loss from for-
eign trade can be hoped for only if the manufacturer engages
actively in marketing abroad and is able to compete successfully
with European and Japanese manufacturers who are helped rather
than hindered by their governments in that competition.

If the Congress wishes to encourage smaller U.S. manufacturers
to export their products, it should enact tax provisions that afford
incentives, and repeal those that unfairly handicap U.S. manufac-
turers in selling their products in the world market.

Congress should restore the DISC provisions in their original
form with a few clarifications.

Congress should repeal the tax on imaginary dividends from
foreign subsidiaries—repeal what is known as subpart F—section
951 et seq. of the Internal Revenue Code.

No other country imposes such a tax. Repeal of subpart F would
not violate the letter or the spirit of GATT. That is not a tax on
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U.S. income—it is a tax on income earned and retained abroad by
foreign corporations.

When brought home, it is fully taxed. Ample evidence has been
presented by both tax committees of Congress that show that U.S.
manufacturers have brought home far more income from their
foreign subsidiaries than they have sent abroad for investment.

Give them a chance to earn more and they will bring more
income home.

VAT would afford another incentive for exports. If Congress does
not know and understand this, it should learn.

Congress needs to exercise more control over the Treasury’s at-
- tempt to collect more taxes by legislation in the form of regula-
tions.

When I speak of tax incentives for smaller U.S. manufacturers to
engage in export and marketing their products abroad, I speak
from experience and intimate knowledge in this field, as well as
from a burning conviction that this would be for the good of all our

people.

We hope that Congress will carefully consider and act—not just
orate—to encourage U.S. exports and foreign trade.

I have made some statements. If they are true, Congress should
act. If they are not true, I would like to hear a question or objec-
tion.

Senator DANFORTH. Thank you all very much,

Mr. Hilly, with respect to your comments on contributions to
nonprofit organizations other than colleges and universities, I
think that is an excellent suggestion and it will be one that will
receive very careful consideration. I appreciate it.

Just one point. The time is late. I am sorry that more members
of the committee were not here to hear these presentations, but I
know MRI, and one thing that is interesting about it is the kind of
support that this organization gets in its community, and I think
that you will agree with me, John, that it is something of a major
source of pride for Kansas City. Some of the leading citizens of
Kansas City participate on your board of directors.

It seems to me that one thing that is involved in this entire
concegt is the hope of the American people, the mood, the public
attitude.

There is nothing more dismal than when people lose hope in the
future, when they think that there is nothing more in it for them,
that we are just going to hunker down, and shrink; that govern-
ment will assume a larger and larger role in dividing up the
diminishing assets and resources that we have.

What people really believe in is the ability that we have as a
country to dpevelop new technology and to use our know-how and
the kind of spirit that that belief generates.

I was wondering if you might have some comment about whether
this is a correct analysis on my part.

There is a tremendous potential here, not only to do something
to reverse the trade deficit, or to develop new sources of energy,
but also to provide a really positive sense on the part of the people
of our country that we are heading somewhere; that we have a

future.
Mr. McKELvVEY. I will make a brief comment on that.
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You mentioned the interest of the local community and the
business leaders in MRI. One of the reasons that I came here to
testify was the strong encouragement I received from my executive
committee to come to Washington and let the Senators know that
MRI as an institution was interested in, and Kansas City business
leaders were also equally behind these two measures.

I think the kind of legislation you are discussing does impact
upon the people and it does give them the kind of encouragement
that we need to have.

Senator DANFORTH. Are there any other comments?

Mr. HiLvy. I would like to comment.

I think this is a proper approach. I think earlier today one of the
speakers commented on increasing Federal expenditures to supple-
ment the basic research activities going on.

I believe that the approach that this tax bill is taking, making
that money available for industry through basic research organiza-
tions to take up the things which are apparent in that sector need
to be done, rather than more Federal R. & D. management, I think
it would be much more productive for the dollars invested.

Mr. SEGHERS. One of the earlier witnesses gave a splendid talk
about the necessity of acquainting executives of the smaller manu-
facturers with the benefits of DISC. They would be even more
influenced if we did away with this tax on imaginary dividends,
subpart (F), and I think if you take off some of the burdens on
exports and on foreign trade—remember that the largest U.S. man-
ufacturers that have the most plants producing goods abroad are
increasing their exports at a greater rate than those companies:
who do not have foreign manufacturing plants.

Another thing to remember is that the foreign branches that
could be engaged in selling goods and efficiently distributing them
are penalized under this subpart (F). You cannot maintain a stock
of goods in Belgium, for example, and distribute it in a nearby
country without immediately invoking this provision, the taxes and
imaginary dividends measured by the income realized that way.

If you have a separate corporation in each country, you are not
penalized by subpart (F). That is a very distinct handicap to the
smaller manufacturer, when a smaller manufacturer could main-
tain a warehouse in Panama and distribute in South America
goods that could be flown by air and there was a very efficient air
service, more efficient than right here in New York, quicker load-
ing and better facilities for getting goods down to South America if
they were not too heavy—and even in some cases where there were
emergencies, they would ship pretty heavy machinery.

That was spoiled. A delegation came up from Panama to argue
against subpart (F) and they did not say anything. They went back
_ with some promises of financial aid to Panama.

Senator DANFORTH. Thank you very much.

[The] following material was subsequently supplied for the
record:
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U. S. SENATE,
SeLEcT COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS,
Washington, D.C., June 15, 1979.

Hon. HArry F. Byrp, Jr.,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Taxation and Debt Management,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DeAR MR. CHAIRMAN: It has come to my attention on June 18th, your subcommit-
tee is conducting hearings on several bills principally concerned with capital recov-
ery, depreciation, investment credit, and other proposals to strengthen the ability of
U.S. concerns to expand their export efforts.

As gou may be aware, I have offered legislation in the very same areas, including
S. 110 in depreciation for small business, S. 487, S. 653 and further bills to be
introduced in the very near future.

I would therefore hope and request that my bills be scheduled for hearings, and
be described and analyzed by the Joint Tax Committee in a manner similar to bills
coming up for the present session.

With best wishes,

Sincerely,
GAYLORD NELSON, Chairman.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
JOINT COMMITTEE ON TAXATION,
Washington, D.C., July 16, 1979.

Hon. HARrY F. Byrp, Jr.,

U. 8. Senate, Washington, D.C.

~ DeARr SeNaTOR ByYRD: On June 20, 1979, you requested that the staff of the Joint
Committee on Taxation prepare descriptions of three bills—S. 110, S. 487 and S.
653—for inclusion in the record of the June 18, 1979, hearings of the Subcommittee
on Taxation and Debt Management Generally.

Pursuant to afvour request, I am enclosing descriptions of these bills. These expla-
nations generally follow the form of the staff descriptions of bills contained in the
pamphlet prepared for the June 18, 1979, hearings.

Sincerely yours,
BERNARD M. SHAPIRO.

Enclosures.
S. 110—SENATOR NELSON
SPECIAL DEPRECIATION FOR CERTAIN PROPERTY

A. Summary

The bill would permit a taxpayer to elect to depreciate up to $25,000 in annual
acquisitions of dproperty over a 3-year period under the straight-line method of
depreciation and to obtain the benefit of the full investment tax credit (based on the
regular useful life of the property) with respect to property for which an election
has been made. .

The bill would apply to property placed in service in taxable years ending after
the date of enactment.

B. Present law and issues

Present law.—If a taxpayer acquires an asset with a useful life of more than one
year for use in a trade or business or for the production of income, the cost of the
asset must be capitalized. If the asset is property which is subject to wear and tear,
to decay or decline from natural causes, to exhaustion and to obsolescence, the
adjusted basis (less salvage value in excess of 10-percent of cost) generally can be
deducted over the asset’s useful life either ratably or pursuant to a permissible
“accelerated” method under which larger deductions are allowable in the earlier
years of use. This approach to the recovery of the cost of an asset is referred to as
depreciation.

n certain cases, the Code provides for a rapid cost recovery for acquisition cosus
of certain types of assets over a prescribed period which is not, and does not pt‘x;iport
to be, related to their useful lives. For example, 5-year amortization is allowed for
certain rehabilitation expenditures for low-income housing (sec. 167(k)), for ceats of
certain pollution control facilities (sec. 169), for certain trademark and trade name
expenditures (sec. 177), for the costs of certain railroad rolling stock (sec. 184), for
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certain child care facilities (sec. 188), and for certain rehabilitation expenditures for
certified historic structures (sec. 191).

Issues.—The major issues raised by the bill are whether tax;gayers should be able
to elect to use rapid depreciation for a limited amount of tanfl le personal property
and whether, if such depreciation is elected, taxpayers could centinue to use the
regular useful life of the property for which an election is made for purposes of
determining the investment credit.

C. Description of the bill

Explanatior:x%‘ provisions.—The bill would permit a taxpayer to elect to depreci-
ate up to $25, In annual acquisitions of property ! over a 3-year period under the
straight-line method of depreciation and to obtain the benefit of the full investment
tax credit (based on the regular useful life of the property) with respect to property
for which an election has been made. Property which is depreciated under this
provision is not eligible for additional first-year depreciation under section 179 (but
no other changes are made with respect to section 179).

Effective date.—The bill would apply to property placed in service in taxable
years ending after the date of enactment.

Revenue effect. —Assuming that the bill would be amended to exclude real proper-
ty, it is estimated that the bill would increase tax liabilities by $100 million in
calendar year 1980 and would reduce tax liabilities by $1.4 billion in calendar year
1981, by g:‘s.3 billion in calendar 3ear 1982, by $4 billion in calendar year 1983, and
by $3.3 billion in calendar year 1984.

Other issues for committee consideration

The committee may wish to (onsider a number of other issues which relate to this
new depreciation proposal. Most of these issues are relatively technical, and solu-
tions to the problems raised may well be achievable without jeopardizing the basic
policy goals of the proposal. One issue is whether controlled group and related party
rules need to be adopted for purposes of preventing avoidance of the dollar limita-
tion on eligible assets. Another issue is how these provisions are to be coordinated
with other rules such as the minimum tax and the recapture rules. Still another
issue is what conventions (half-year, modified half-year, etc.) should be allowed, or
required, in connection with this pro 1. An additional issue is whether these
useful lives would (or should) apply to leased property. Also, it is not clear whether
tﬁ‘e dlollalr limitation on eligible assets applies at the partner level or the partner-
ship level.

S. 487—SENATORS NELSON, STEWART, AND PACKWOOD
CREDIT FOR INVESTMENT IN ORIGINAL ISSUE STOCK OF SMALL BUSINESSES

A. Summary

The bill would provide a nonrefunadable credit against the income tax liability of
a citizen or resident of the United States who invests in incentive stock of certain
small businesses. The credit would be equal to 10 percent of the first $10,000 of the
taxpayer’s investment in such stock acquired for money during the taxable year,
plus 5 percent of any investment in excess of $10,000. The maximum credit allowed
to an individual in a taxable year would be $3,000 (36,000 in the case of a married
ir;;l(ilyidual filing a joint return). Estates and trusts would not be eligible for the
credit.
To be eligible for the credit, an individual would have to acquire qualifying
incentive stock for money within 180 days of the date of issue. In addition, the
individual would ordinarily have to continue to hold the stock on the due date of
the return for which the credit is claimed, and the credit would (under most
circumstances) be recaptured if the stock is disposed of (other than by gift or

uest) within 6 months of the date of ac(ﬁuisition.
e provisions of the bill generally would apﬁly to taxable years beginning after

December 31, 1979, and to stock acquired after t

B. Present law and issue

Present law.—Under present law, credits against a taxpayer’s income tax liability
are provided for certain investments. Credits are allowed, within certain limits, for
investment in depreciable business assets (secs. 38 and 46), for contributions to
ESOP’s based on the investment in depreciable business assets (sec. 46), and for

e date of enactment.

1 Although it appears that these special depreciation rules are intended to be applicable only
to tangible personal prorert.y, the bill by its terms would gfoply to 3:3' property (including real
property) which is eligible for depreciation under section 167 of the Code.
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qualified energy expenditures (sec. 44C). No credit is allowed for investment in stock
of a corporation.

Issue.—The issue is whether a credit against income tax liability should be al-
lowed to individuals who invest in original issue stock of certain small businesses.

C. Description of the bill

Explanation o(' provisions.—The bill would provide a nonrefundable credit against
the income tax liability of a citizen or resident of the United States who invests in
incentive stock of certain small businesses. The credit would be equal to 10 percent
of the first $10,000 of the taxpayer’s investment in such stock acquired for mone
during the taxable year, plus 5 percent of any investment in_excess of $10,000.
taxpayer’s investment in incentive stock would be his adjusted basis in such stock.
The maximum credit allowed to an individual in a taxable year would be $3,000
(36,000 in the case of a married individual filing a joint return). Estates and trusts
would not be eligible for the credit.

Under the bill, incentive stock means original issue common or preferred stock
which is registered under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 and offered to the
public in an unrestricted offering. The aggregate selling price of the stock offered in
such an offering could not exceed $7,500,000. The incentive stock would have to be
issued by a domestic corporation (other than a subchapter S corporation) having
equity captial of $25 million or less. In addition, the bill would place limitations on
the amount of passive income of a qualifying issuing corporation.

The credit would not be allowed to an individual who controls at least 80 percent
of the issuing corporation or to an individual who is claimed as a dependent by
another taxpayer. Also, the credit would not be allowed for the acquisition of
incentive stock by an underwriter in the ordinary course of the underwriter’s trade
or business. .

To be eligible for the credit, an individual would have to acquire qualifying
incentive stock for money within 180 days of the date of issue. In addition, the
individual would be subject to certain holding requirements with respect to the
stock. The individual would have to hold the incentive stock on the date for filing
his tax return for the taxable year of the acquisition. If the taxpayer claimed a
credit for incentive stock for a preceding taxable year and failed to hold the stock
for more than six months, his tax for the year of disposition would be increased by
the amount of the credit.}

The limitations with respect to the holding period of incentive stock would not
generally apply in the case of a bequest or gift unless the bequest or gift were a
deductible charitable donation or the recipient disposed of the stock before it was
held for more than 6 months (including any period held by the decedent or donor).

The credit would generally be applicable against an individual’s income tax
liability. The credit could not be applied, however, against (1) the minimum tax on
tax preference items (sec. 56), (2) the 10-percent tax on premature distributions to
owner-employees (sec. 72(mX5XB)), (3) the tax on lump sum distributions (sec. 402(e)),
(4) the additonal tax on certain distributions from IRAs (sec. 408(f)), (5) the tax on
accumulated earnings (sec. 531), (6) the tax on personal holding companies (sec. 541),
(7) the tax on certain capital gains of subchapter S corporations (sec. 1378), or (8) the
:lagdit(iionlal tax on account of recoveries of foreign expropriation losses (sec.

51(dX1)).

Effective date. —The amendments made by the bill would apply to taxable years
beginning after December 31, 1979, and to stock acquired after the date of enact-
ment. Stock acquired after the date of enactment, but before December 31, 1979,
would be treated as if it were acquired on the first day of the first taxable year of
the taxpayer beginning after December 31, 1979, except for purposes of the rules
relating to the time of acquisition and the holding period of such stock.

Revenue effect.—l1t is estimated that this bill would reduce income tax liabilities
by $25 million per year for calendar years 1980 through 1984.

Other issues for committee consideration

The committee may also wish to consider certain other issues arising in connec-
tion with this bill. For example, the bill provides that a tax credit is available for
certain investments in small businesses which are defined as corporations in which
the equity capital is $25 million or less. This test would appear to apgly the tax
credit to stock in many companies listed on the American Stock Exchange. The
committee may wish to consider whether this equity capital limitation is an appro-
priate test to define small business for purposes of this bill.

Also some unusual results appear to arise because of the interplay of the reca
ture rule, which is inoperative if stock is held more than 6 months, and the rule

* There appear to be some technical problems with the “holding” and -recapture provisions.

49-059 0 - 79 - 16
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that dgenerally requires that, for the credit to be allowable, the stock be held on the
due date of the return for the year the stock is purchased. The effect of these rules
is to require a 15%-month holding period in some cases (qualifying incentive stock
acquired in early January or a calendar year taxpayer) and a 6-month holding
period in other cases (stock acquired after October 15 for a calendar year taxpayer).

S. 653—SeNATORS NELSON, Baucus, WEICKER, AND HUDDLESTON
NONRECOGNITION OF GAIN ON THE SALE OF CERTAIN SMALL BUSINESS STOCK

A. Summary

The bill would provide for the elective nonrecognition of an individual’s gain from
the sale or exchange of certain small business stock if the proceeds were reinvested
in other small business stock within 18 months of the sale. If an election is made,
gain on the sale of such stock would be recognized only to the extent that the sale
price exceeds the cost of the small business stock purchased during the 18 months
following the sale. If a taxpayer makes the nonrecognition election, the basis of the
small business stock acquired during the 18-month period would be reduced by an
amount equal to the unrecognized gain realized on the sale.

The provisions of the bill would apply to stock acquired after the date of enact-
ment.

B. Present law and issues

Present law.—Present law generally requires recognition of the entire amount of
gain or loss realized on the sale or exchange of property (sec. 1001(c)). However, in a
number of instances, the Code provides for the nonrecognition of gain or loss, e.g.,
section 351 (relating to transfers to corporations controlled by the transferor), sec-
tion 354 (relating to exchange in certain reorganizations), section 721 (relating to
certain partnership contributions), section 1031 (relating to certain exchanges of
business or investment property), section 1033 (relating to certain involuntary con-
versions), section 1034 (relating to certain residential sales or exchanges), and sec-
tion 1039 (relating to certain sales of low-income housing projects). Generally, none
of these nonrecognition provisions would apply to gain realized on the sale of small
business stock.

Issue.—The issue is whether nonrecognition of gain should be allowed where the
proceeds of the sale or exchange of certain small business stock are reinvested in
other qualifying small business stock.

C. Description of the bill

Explanation of provisions.—The bill would provide for the elective nonrecognition
of an individual's long-term capital gain from the sale or exchange of certain small
business stock if the proceeds are reinvested in another small business stock within
18 months of the sale. Under the bill, gain would be recognized to the extent that
the sale price exceeds the cost of the small business stock purchased during the 18
months following the sale. If a taxpayer makes the nonrecognition election, the
basis of the small business stock acquired during the 18-month period would be
reduced by an amount equal to the unrecognized gain realized on the sale.

To be eligible for the nonrecognition election, both the interest sold and the
interest subsequently acquired would have to qualify as “small business stock.”
Under the bill, “small business stock” means common or preferred stock issued by a
domestic corporation or small business investment company (other than a sub-
chapter S corporation), which has equity capital of $25 million or less. In addition,
the bill would place limitations on the amount of passive income of a qualifying
corporation.

The nonrecognition election would not be available to an underwriter who ac-
quires small business stock in the ordinary course of his trade or business as an
underwriter.

Gain or loss on small business stock, the acquisition of which resulted in the
nonrecognition of gain from the sale of other small business stock, would be treated
as long-term capital gain or loss because the holding period of such stock would
include the holding period of the stock previously sold.

The bill would provide that the statutory period for the assessment of any defi-
ciency would not expire until three years after the date that the taxpayer notifies
the S}t;cret,ary of the Treasury of (1) the cost of purchasing the small business stock
which the taxpayer claims results in nonrecognition of gain, or (2) the intent not to
purchase or the failure to purchase other qualifying small business stock within the
specified time.



239

Effective date.—The amendments made by the bill would apply with respect to
stock acquired after the date of enactment.

Revenue effect.—It is estimated that this bill would reduce income tax liabilities
by $700 million in calendar year 1980, by $770 million in calendar year 1981, and by
$1.025 billion in calendar year 1984,

Other issues for committee consideration

The committee may also wish to consider certain other issues arising in connec-
tion with this bill. For example, the bill applies elective nonrecognition treatment to
“small business stock’” which is defined as stock in an enterprise the equity capital
of which is $25 million or less. This test would appear to apply the elective nonrec-
ognition treatment to stock in many companies listed on the “merican Stock
Exchange. The committee may wish to consider whether this equity capital limita-
{.)l(i;l is an appropriate test to define eligible small businesses for purposes of this

ill.

Also, in most circumstances where the taxpayer is given an election as to the tax
treatment of a transaction, the time and the manner in which the election is to be
made is either specified in the provisions or the Secretary of the Treasury is given
the authority to prescribe rules as to the time and manner of making such an
election. Since this bill does not prescribe such rules or grant the Secretary this
authority, it appears that the election could be made at anytime (including after the
commencement of an audit) The committee may wish to consider whether it is
appropriate to provide rules as to the time and manner in which such an election is
to be made or to give the Secretary the authority to provide such rules.

In addition, it is not clear who is to make a nonrecognition election in the case of
gains realized l:g(fmss-through entities, such as partnerships, Subchapter S corpora-
tions, or regulated investment companies.
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INTRODUCTION

The bills described in this pamphlet have been scheduled for a hear-
ing on June 18, 1979, by the Subcommittee on Taxation and Debt
Management Generally of the Senate Finance Committee.

The pamphlet first briefly summarizes the bills. This is followed
by a discussion of each bill, setting forth present law, the issues in-
volved, an explanation of the bill provisions, the effective dates, and
the estimated revenue effects. Appendix tables present certain infor-
mation concerning trends in U.S. export trade.?

The bills described in the pamphlet are S. 231 and S. 935 2 (relating
to depreciation), S. 700 (relating to the investment tax credit for cer-
tain research and experimental expenditures), S. 1003 (relating to
bad debt reserves for export receivables, and to the treatment of re-
search and experimental expenditures and foreign currency losses on
export receivables), and S. 1065 (relating to corporate charitable con-
tributions for basic research).

! The Appendix tables were supplied by the staff of the Senate Finance
Committee.

2The bill, S. 935, was not listed in the press release announcing the hearing,
but was subsequently scheduled for this hearing and included in the notice of
hearings printed in the Congressional Record on May 24, 1979.
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I. SUMMARY OF BILLS
S. 231—Senator Bentsen

The bill would increase the asset depreciation range under the Asset
Depreciation Range (ADR) system from 40 percent (i.e., 20 percent
above or below the ADR class lives) to 60 percent (30 percent above
or below the ADR class lives) and would provide that salvage value
could be ignored under the ADR system of depreciation.

The bill also would provide that certain small businesses may elect
to use an abbreviated table of useful lives which are shorter than the
useful lives other businesses may use. These shorter useful lives could
be used only in connection with the straight-line method of

depreciation,
S. 935—Senator Chafee

The bill would allow taxpayers to elect to depreciate tangible per-
sonal property (and certain other tangible ﬁroperty eligible for the
investment credit) over a period of not less than 5 years, The bill also
would shorten the period over which the amortizable basis of pollu-
tion control facilities can be amortized from 60 months to 24 months
and would provide that the excess of this amortization deduction over
the depreciation deduction otherwise allowable would no longer be
a tax preference item.

S. 700—Senator Danforth

Present law generally provides a credit against income tax lia-
bility equal to 10 percent of the investment in certain business assets.
Research and experimental expenditures which are currently deduc-
tible (or which, at the taxpayer’s election, are capitalized and amor-
tized) are not treated as being for qualifying property for purposes
of this investment credit. The bill would make the investment credit
available for these research and experimental expenditures, effective
for expenditures incurred in taxable years beginning after Decem-
ber 31, 1979.

S. 1003—Senators Bentsen and Danforth

The bill contains three separate provisions that would provide addi-
tional deductions to certain taxpayers engaged in export operations
and in the development of foreign markets and foreign patents. The
first provision would allow the taxpayer to take a bad debt deduction
for accounts receivable which arise from the sale of export property or
services for use outside the United States, equal to the greater of 2
percent of these accounts receivable or 15 percent of the taxable in-
come derived from these export operations. The second provision
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would allow the taxpayer to elect to treat certain amounts paid to
develop export markets and export products as research and experi-
mental expenditures and, thus, deductible in the year paid or accrued
or amortizable over a 60-month period. The third provision would allow
the taxpayer to elect, on a currency-by-currency basis, to deduct for-
eign currency losses on export receivables in the current year rather
than in the year the receivabls is paid.

S. 1065—Senators Danforth, Javits, and Moynihan

The bill generally would provide corporate taxpayers with a non-
refundable credit against Federal income tax liability for charitable
contributions paid in cash during the taxable gear to qualified educa-
tional organizations, if as a condition of the gift the donee must use the
contribution exclusively for scientific basic research. The amount of
the credit would be 25 percent of the qualified basic research contribu-
tions, adjusted accordmf to a formula. The credit would generally
apply to increases in the level of contributions made for basic scientific
research. The formula is designed so that the amount eligible for
the credit would be reduced if the gifts normally given to charitable
organizations for other %urposes were reduced. The provisions of the
bill would apply to taxable years beginning after December 31, 1979,
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II. CERTAIN BILLS RELATING TO DEPRECIATION
S. 231

EXPANSION OF THE ASSET DEPRECIATION RANGE (ADR) VARIANCE
FROM 20 PERCENT TO 30 PERCENT AND TO PROVIDE A SIMPLIFIED
TABLE FOR FASTER DEPRECIATION FOR SMALL BUSINESS

and
S. 935
CAPITAL COST RECOVERY ACT OF 1879

A. Present Law and Issues

Present law
Depreciation in general

If a taxpayer acquires an asset with a useful life of more than one
year for use in a trade or business or for the production of income, a
current deduction of the cost Fenerally is not allowed. Rather, the
cost of the asset must be capitalized. If the asset is property which is
subject to wear and tear, decay or decline from natural causes,
exhaustion and obsolescence,' the adjusted basis (less salvage value
in excess of 10 percent of cost) generally can be deducted over the
asset’s useful life either ratably or pursuant to a permissible “accel-
erated” method under which larger deductions are allowable in the
earlier years of use.? This approach to the recovery of the basis of an
asset is referred to as depreciation,

For new tangible personal property with a useful life of 3 years or
more, the accelerated methods allowed include the 200-percent declin-
ing balance method, the sum-of-the-years-digits method, or any other
method used consistently by the taxpayer which does not result in the
allowance of greater aggregate depreciation deductions during the
first two-thirds of the useful life of the property than would be allow-
able under the 200-percent declining balance method {(e.g., methods
based on units of production, machine time, etc.), These accelerated
methods are not allowed for intangible assets. Administrative practice

1 If the asset is not subject to these factors, depreciation is not allowable. For
example, land is not depreciable.

2 In certain cases, the Code provides for a rapid cost recovery for acquisition
costs of certain types of assets over a prescribed period which is not, and Goes not
purport to be, related to their useful lives. For example, five-year amortization
{s allowed for certain rehabilitation expenditures for low-income housing (sec.
167(k)), for costs of certain pollution control facilities (sec. 169), for certain
trademark and trade name expenditures (sec. 177), for the costs of certain rail-
road rolling stock (sec. 184), for certain child care facilities (sec. 188), and for
certain rehabilitation expenditures for certified historic structures (sec. 191).
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has permitted the 150-percent declining balance method to be used for
used tangible personal property. (Rev. Rul, 57-352, 1957-2 C.B. 150;
Rev. Rul. 59-389, 1959-2 C.B. 89.)

The key factors which determine the amount and the timing of de-
preciation deductions with respect to any depreciable asset are: (1)
the cost of the asset; (2) the salvage value of the asset; (3) the useful
life assigned to the asset; and (4) the method of depreciation (e.g.,
straight line or an accelerated method). Since determinations of tﬁe
first three of these factors are essentially factual and are based on cir-
cumstances which may be unique to the taxpayer’s situation, many con-
troversies arise between taxpayers and the Internal Revenue Service
on appropriate useful lives and salvage values. Thus, a major purpose
for establishing the ADR system was to reduce the controversies relat-
ing to useful lives and salvage values for certain types of property.
Similarly, a repair allowance system was provided to reduce contro-
versies over the classification of expenditures as currently deductible
repairs or as capital improvements.

ADR System

In general

The regular rules relating to allowable methods of depreciation gen-
erally are applicable under the ADR system. However, in the case of
new tangible personal property with a useful life of three years or
more, a taxpayer who elects ADR may only select the straight-line,
200-percent declining balance (up to 200 percent), or sum-of-the-
years-digit methods. For used depreciable personal property, accel-
erated depreciation is limited to the 150-percent declining balance
method, i.e., 150 percent of the straight-line rate.

Election

A taxpayer must make an irrevocable election to apply the provi-
sions of the ADR system to eligible Yro%erty placed in service durin
the taxable year. This election is applicable to all eligible assets place
in service during the taxable year and is effective as to those assets
for all subsequent taxable years. This election must be made on Form
4832 and filed with the taxpayer's income tax return for each year
that application of the ADR system is elected. If, in a subsequent tax-
able year, the taxpayer does not elect to apply the ADR system, the
regular rules regarding depreciation will be applicable to any depre-
ciable assets placed in service during that taxable year. A valid elec-
tion to apply the ADR provisions must contain the taxpayer’s consent
to comply with all of the ADR requirements and must specify certain
information (for example, the asset guideline class and the first-year
convention adopted by the taxpayer for the taxable year of election).
In addition, the taxpayer must maintain books and records from which
certain specific information can be drawn (for example, the depre-
ciation period and salvage value for each vintage account established
for the taxable year and each asset guideline class for which the tax-
payer elects to apply the asset guideline class repair allowance). Also,
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taxpayers who elect the ADR provisions must respond to infrequent
data surveys conducted by the Treasury Department.?
Eligible property

An ADR election applies only to eligible property, Generally, eligi-
ble property is new or used depreciable property for which an asset
guideline class and an asset guideline period have been prescribed by
the Treasury Department for the taxable year of election. If used prop-
erty constitutes a significant portion of the property placed in service
during a taxable year (10 percent), a taxpayer may elect to apply the
ADR system only to new property.

Presently, with certain very iimited exceptions, the ADR system
does not apply to depreciable real property. Until class lives under the
ADR system are prescribed for real estate, a taxpayer who has elected
the ADR system may elect to determine the useful life of depreciable
real property under Revenue Procedure 62-21 (which reflects the prior
general yRS position on useful lives) as in effect on December 31, 1970,
or on the basis of the facts and circumstances of the particular case.*.

Vintage accounts

Under the ADR system, the allowance for depreciation is computed
on the adjusted basis of the assets grouped together in a vintage ac-
count, The vintage of the account refers to the taxable year during
which the eligible property is first placed in service. Each eligible prop-
erty may be placeg in a separate vintage account or, under certain cir-
cumstances, assets in the same guideline class may be placed in the same
vintage account. However, new and used eligible property may not
be combined in a single vintage account. Certain other property also
may not be combined in a singﬁa vintage account, e.g., property eligible
for additional first-year depreciation may not be comEined with ineli-
gible property.

Certain sgecial rules have been provided to account for ordinary
and extraordinary retirement of assets in a vintage account. Likewise,
special rules are provided in connection with the recognition of gain
or loss on retirements. :

Useful lives and asset guidelines class

In general, the estimated useful life of assets in each asset guideline
class is established by the Office of Industrial Economics of the Treas-
ury I)egartment. Each asset guideline class consists of a category of
assets that have certain common characteristics or that are utilized in
the same or related activities. Generally, a class life is established to
reflect the actual asset replacement practices being employed by tax-
payers and other factors, such as obsolescence. The taxpayer may use a
depreciation life within a range (asset depreciation range) of 20 per-
cent below or above the predetermined life of the asset guideline class.

*The information reporting requirements for an electing taxpayer were re-
duced and simplified by the Treasury Department on January 26, 1979 (Treas.
Reg. §1.167(a)-11, as amended by T.D. 7593, 44 Fed. Reg. 5419). In general,
much of the information which was required on IRS form 4832 is no longer
automatically required to be submitted. Instead,- the books and records of the
taxpayer must be maintained so that such information is readily available, and
it the Treasury Department surveys the taxpayer, the information called for
must be submitted on the survey request.

¢ Section § of Public Law 93-625.
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For example, if the asset guideline period for a certain asset guide-
line class 1s 10 years, the taxpayer may elect a useful life with respect
to assets in that guideline class that is not less than 8 years (20 percent
below the asset guideline period) nor more than 12 years (20 per-
cent above the asset guideline period). .

“Half-year convention” rules

Under the ADR system, two alternative conventions are provided
for purposes of determining depreciation for the year during which
property is first placed in service. First, the “modified half-year con-
vention” provides that depreciation for a full year is allowed for all
eligible 1groperty laced in service during the first half of the taxable
year. All other eligible property will be treated as being placed in
service on the first day of the next taxable year. Second, the ‘“half-
year convention” provides that depreciation is allowable for a half
year for all eligible property placed in service during the taxable
year. The same convention must be used for all vintage accounts of
the same taxable year but may be changed as to vintage accounts of
subsequent taxable years.

Salvage value

In general, the allowance for depreciation is computed on an asset’s
basis for purposes of determining gain. However, an asset may not be
depreciated below a reasonable salva%e value. With respect to de-
preciable personal property with a useful life of three years or more,
salvage value taken into account may be reduced by up to 10 ?ercent
of the amount of the adjusted basis of the asset for purposes of deter-
mining gain. Thus, if salvage value is less than 10 percent, it may be
ignored. The salvage value of each vintage account must be estimated
b{ the taxpayer at the time of electing the ADR system for assets
placed in service for a taxable year. The estimate is made on the basis
of the facts and circumstances existing at the end of that taxable year.

Treatment of repairs, maintenance, ete.

Under present law, the characterization of certain expenditures for
the repair, maintenance, rehabilitation or improvement of property is
a factual determination. If these expenditures substantially prolong
the life of an asset or are made to increase its value or adapt it to
another use, the expenditures are capital in nature and are recoverable
in the same manner as the cost of a capital asset. All other expenditures
for repair, maintenance, etc., are allowed as a deduction during the
taxable year in which paid or incurred.

If a taxpayer elects to apply the ADR provisions, the taxpayer
may make a further election to apply the provisions of the asset
guideline class “repair allowance.” Under these provisions, a taxpayer
is allowed a current deduction for amounts paid or incurred for certain
repairs, maintenance and similar expenditures to the extent that the
expenditures do not exceed, in genera), the average unadjusted basis of
all repair allowance property multiplied by the repair allowance per-
centage. “Repair allowance property” is eligible property in an asset
guideline class for which a repair allowance percentage is in effect for
the taxable year. The repair allowance percentage is a predetermined
rate established for each asset guideline class, Property improvements
(including the amount of repairs, maintenance, etc., in excess of the
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asset repair allowance) and excluded additions are capitalized in a
special basis vintage account, subject to the ADR rules. If a taxpayer
does not elect to use the asset guideline class repair allowance for
assets in an asset guideline class, the regular ritles regardm%_the.treat-
ment of expenditures for the repair, maintenance, rehabilitation or
improvement of property are applicable. If the repair allowance is
clected, the taxpayer must maintain books and records to identify
repair expenditures relating to specific classes of property, to allocate
to specific classes of property the expenditures relating to properties
in two or more classes, and to identify expenditures for excluded
additions, e.g., expenditures which are clearly for capital items.

LRecognition of gain or loss on retirement

In general, a taxpayer recognizes gain or loss upon each sale or other
disposition of depreciable personal property. Thus, under normal tax
rules, each retirement of depreciable personal property (coupled with
a sale, exchange, or abandonment) would result in current recognition
of gain or loss.

nder the ADR system, recogrition of gain or loss may be post-

poned for “ordinary retireme -3 of assets included in a vintage ac-
count, i.e., retirements occurring for routine causes during the range
of years selected for the account. In this case, the proceeds from the
retirement, are added to the depreciation reserve of the vintage account.
However, in the case of an “extraordinary retirement,” any gain or loss
resulting from the retirement is recognized. (The characterization of
gain or loss is governed by the normal rules relating to depreciation
recapture and gain or loss on property used in a trade or business
(secs. 1231 and 1245).) For this purpose, an extraordinary retirement
would include a retirement attributable to an insured casualty.

Depreciation for smull business

Under present law, there are no special provisions pertaining to the
depreciation of assets by a small business. Thus, a small business may
depreciate its assets on a facts and circumstances basis or make an
election to apply the ADR system, The same depreciation methods
are allowable for small business as are allowable for other taxpayers.

Although not limited to small businesses, the provision for addi-
tional first-year depreciation (sec. 179) was enacted to provide a
special incentive for small businesses to make investments in depreci-
able property. Under this provision, an owner of tangible personal
property with a useful life of 6 years or more is e]igibfe to elect, for
the first year the property is subject to depreciation, a deduction for
additional first-year depreciation in an amount not exceeding 20
percent of the cost of the property. The cost of the property which
may be taken into account may not exceed $10,000 ($20,000 for
individuals who file a joint return).® Thus, the maximum additional
first-year depreciation deduction is limited to $2,000 ($4,000 for
individuals filing a joint return).
Amortization of pollution control facilities

In general, if expenditures for pollution control take the form of a
separate plant or equipment with a useful life in excess of one year, the

*In the case of depreciable property owned by a partnership, the $10,000
limitation is applied at both the partnership level and the partner level.
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expenditures must be capitalized and depreciated over its useful life.
Also, an investment credit is normally available for such expenditures
pursuant to the normal property qualification and useful life rules.

A taxpayer may elect to amortize the amortizable basis of any certi-
fied pollution control facility over a period of 60 months (sec. 169), In
general, the term “certified pollution control facility” means a new
identifiable treatment facility which is used, in connection with a plant
or other property in operation before January 1, 1976, to abate, con-
trol or prevent water or atmospheric pollution or contamination and
which is certified by State and Federal authorities. To qualify, the
facility also must not significantly increase the output or capacity,
extend the useful life, or reduce the total operating cost of the plant or
other property or alter the nature of the manufacturing or production
process or facility. S{)ecia] rules are provided for situations where the
facility has a useful life in excess of 15 years (sec. 169{f (2? ). Under
section 169, the amortizable basis of a pollution control facility which
is eligible for 60-month amortization is only that portion of the basis
which is attributable to the first 15 years of the asset’s useful life. Any
rerlnaining basis would be depreciated under the normal depreciation
rules.

In addition, taxpayers may be able to finance all or a portion of the
cost of providing air or water pollution control facilities with indus-
trial development bonds, the interest from which is exempt from Fed-
eral income taxation (sec. 103(b) (4) (F)).

If both (1) five year amortization is elected, and (2) tax-exempt
financing is utilized, the normal investment credit will be reduced by
50 percent to the extent the property is financed by the proceeds of an
applies only with respect to the portion of the basts of property which
is eligible for 60-month amortization.

Among the items which are tax preferences (subject to the “add-on”
minimum tax) is the amount by which the amortization deduction for
certified pollution control facilities under section 169 exceeds the de-
preciation deduction which would otherwise be allowable under section
167 (sec. 57(a) (4)).¢

Issues .

The bills (S. 231 and S. 935) raise four major issues. The first issue
is whether it is appropriate to provide for acceleration of depreciation
deductions to a degree greater than that provided under existing law
as an incentive for exports and as a method of increasing productivity.
If it is desirable to provide for greater acceleration of depreciation
deductions, a second major issue is whether it is appropriate todosob
increasing the ADR variance or by use of a cost recovery approac
which is not related to estimated useful lives. A third major issue is
whether it is appropriate to provide additional depreciation benefits to
small business by allowing eligible businesses to use statutorily pre-
scribed depreciation lives for depreciating certain classes of assets
(under a straight-line method) rather than using actual useful lives.

*In computing this item of tax preference, accelerated methods of depreciation
can be used to determine the amount of depreciation otherwise allowable (at least
where such methods are consistent with the taxpayer’s treatment of the portion
(IJ{ dt;x&l))asls of the facility which is not eligible for amortization). Reg. §1.57-
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The fourth major issue is whether it is appropriate to reduce the
amortization period for pollution control facilities from 60 months {0
24 months (and to provide that this accelerated deduction is not a tax
industrial development bond. Also, the investment credit limitation
preferehce).
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B. Description of S. 231

Explanation of provisions

ADR system

The biil would increase the asset depreciation range from 40 percent
(i.e., 20 percent above or below the asset guideline period) to 60
percent (30 percent above or below the asset guideline period).
Thus, under the bill, the asset depreciation range would be a period
of years which extends from 70 percent of the asset guideline period to
130 percent of such period. Any fractional part of a year would be
rounded to the nearer of the nearest whole or half year.

With respect to the determination of depreciable basis of eligible
property under the ADR system, the bill would provide that salvage
value may be i%l)laosred. Thus, eligible property may be depreciated to
a zero adjusted basis,

Small business depreciation schedules

The bill also would allow small businesses to use an abbreviated table
of useful lives for depreciation purposes. It would give small firms the
- opportunity to choose useful lives for assets which are shorter than
the useful lives that other businesses can use. The shorter lives are set
so that the present value of the economic benefits of straight line
depreciation using those lives in equivalent to the benefits whic bigger
firms receive using ADR lives and double declining balance deprecia-
tion, The lives for different assets would be set forth in a table,

The proposed system would be available to any business with an
adjusted tax basis in assets (other than most real estate assets) of
$250,000 or less. It is intended that the use of shorter lives would not
affect the small business’ ability to use the investment tax credit which
would have been available if it had used the longer normal ADR lives.’

"1t is not clear that the bill language accomplishes this. A technical amendment
may be required to ensure that the regular ADR lives can be used for purposes
of the investment tax credit.



251

The straight line depreciation table prescribed by the bill for small
business assets would be as follows:

DepreciaTioN Lives For Syarr BusiNess ASSETS

Asset Years
Specific depreciable assets used in all business activities:
Office furniture and fixtures_ . _ e 5
Information systems (computers) and other data handling equipment._ 2
Alrplanes _ .. e 2
Automobiles __ 1
BUSeS e e 4
Light trucks._ e 1
Heavy trucks. e e —m——— 2
Truck traflers. e 2
Vessels and barges. . e 9
Land improvements_ __ . _ . ____ o ____ P, 14
Depreciable assets used in broad activity groups:
Farming assets_ e 5
Farm bulldings_ e 12
Mining e 5
Construction e 2
Manufacturing :

A. Production of electronie products, textured yarn, sawmill and
logging operations and oil well drilling. . _______ ... 3

B. Production of machinery ; metal, stone and clay, glass, rubber,

chemical, woond, plastic, textile, apparel, leather, paper, electric

and aerospace products; boat building, and printing and
publishing - oo e accmamaee 5

C. Production of grain, sugar and vegetable food products, tobacco

products, and petroleum refining_ . o ___o_.

Wholesele and retail trade, recreational activities, and per-
sonal and professional ServiCes- oo oo ceeccccmeaan 6

Effective date
The grovisions of the bill would apply to property placed in service
" in taxable years beginning after December 31, 1978.

Revenue effect
It is estimated that this provision will reduce budget receigts by $1
billion in fiscal year 1980, $1.6 billion in fiscal year 1981, $2.1 billion in
fiscal year 1982, $2.6 billion in fiscal year 1983, and $3.1 billion in fiscal
year 1984.
Other issues for committee consideration
The committee may wish to consider a number of other issues which
relate to this new small business depreciation approach. Most of these
issues are relatively technical, and solutions to the problems raised may
well be achievable without jeopardizing the basic policy goals of the
proposal. One issue is whether the value of assets test as proposed is
appropriate. (Some technical problems may also be present involving
the time for testing, the appropriate assets to be included, and the
appropriateness of adjusted basis as a measure.) Another issue is
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whether controlled group and related party rules need to be adopted
for purposes of preventing avoidance of the asset limitation. Another
issue is how these provisions are to be coordinated with other rules
such as the minimum tax and the recapture rules. Still another issue
is what conventions (half-year, modified half-year, etc.) should be
allowed, or required, in connection with this proposal. An additional
issue is whether these useful lives would apply to leased property (or
whether, or to the extent, this proposal is limited by the use of the
term “business”). There may also be some definitional problems con-
cerning the definition of “real estate” for purposes of the exclusion;
also it 1s not clear whether the asset limitation applies at the partner
leve] or the partnership level.
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C. Description of S. 935

Explanation of provisions
Depreciation
The bill would provide, in general, that a taxpayer could elect to de-
preciate tangible personal property, and certain other tangible prop-
erty which is eligible for the investment credit (i.e., property described
in sec. 48(a) (1) (B) ), over a period of not less than 5 years. The useful
life selected for depreciation purposes also would be used for invest-
ment tax credit purposes. This election could be made on a property-by-
property basis, but if a taxpayer made this election for any eligible
property, the taxpayer would be required to use the half-year conven-
tion (which treats all eligible property as being placed in service on
the first day of the second half of the taxable year) for all eligible
property. Also, the taxpayer would not be permitted to deduct addi-
tional first year depreciation (under sec. 179) with respect to property
for which an election has been made.
Amortization of pollution control facilities
The bill also would shorten the period over which the amortizable
basis of any certified pollution control facility could be amortized from
60 months to 24 months. Further, the bill would repeal the provision
of the Code (sec. 57(a) (4)) which provides that, for purposes of the
“gdd-on” minimum tax the excess of the amortization deduction for
pollution control facilities over the depreciation deduction otherwise
allowable is a tax preference. .
Effective date C
The provisions of the bill would apply to property placed in service
on or after the date of enactment.
Revenue effect
It is estimated that the bill would result in a reduction in budget
receipts of $1.2 billion in fiscal year 1980, $4.4 billion in fiscal year 1981,
$7.8 billion in fiscal year 1982, $8.5 billion in fiscal year 1983, and $10.2
billion in fiscal year 1984.

43-059 0 - 79 - 17
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IIL. S. 700

INVESTMENT TAX CREDIT FOR CERTAIN RESEARCH AND
EXPERIMENTAL EXPENDITURES

A. Present Law and Issue
Present law

Investment tax credit

A credit against income tax liability is provided for a taxpayer's
investment in certain types of depreciable business assets with a useful
life of three years or more. Generally, the rate of this credit is 10 per-
cent of qualified investment. i

Property eligible for the investment tax credit includes tangible
personal property (such as machinery and equipment) which is used
in a trade or business or for the production of income. The investment
credit is also allowed for other tangible property which is used as an
integral part of manufacturing, production, extraction, or in furnish-
ir:-ﬁ certain utility services, even though such tangible property may
otherwise be considered real (and not personal) property under local
law. Buildings (including structural components) an(??ntan ible prop-
erty are not generally eligible for the credit (Regs. § 1.48—1%.l

Research and experimental expenditures

Present law also provides an option with respect to the tax treat-
ment of research and experimental expenditures. Under these provi-
sions, a taxpayer may elect to deduct research and experimental
expenditures in the year incurred (Code sec. 174(a)), or the expendi-
tures may be capitalized and amortized on a straight-line basis over a
period of at least 60 months beginning with the month the taxpayer
first realizes benefits from these expenditures (Code sec. 174(b), Regs.
§ 1.174-4). The amortization method is available only if the property
resulting from the expenditures does not have a determinable useful
life. An election of either of these methods is binding on the taxpayer
for all subsequent taxable years unless a different method is author-
ized by the Internal Revenue Service,

Research and experimental expenditures for purposes of these pro-
visions are those trade or business expenditures incurred by the tax-
payer directly or by someone else (such as a research institute or an
engineering company) on his behalf, to develop a product, a pilot
model, a plant process, a formula or an improvement to property of
this type (Regs. § 1.174-2(a) ). The term also includes the costs of ob-

! However, agricultural and horticultural structures, rehabilitation expendi-
tures for certain buildings, and motion picture flims and video tapes are eligible
for the credit under specific statutory provisions. (Code secs. 48(a) (1) (D), 48
(a) (1) (D), 48(a) (1) (E), and 48(k).)
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taining a patent on this property. SWhen a patent is issued, the unre-
covered research and experimental expenditures attributable to the
patent must be amortized over the term of the patent (Regs.
§ 1.174-4(a) (4).) Research and experimental expenditures do not n-
clude costs for acquiring land and depreciable or depletable property,
including such property acquired in the course of research or experi-
mental work (Code sec. 174 c)g. However, depreciation and depletion
deductions with respect to such property used in connection with re-
search and experimental activities are considered as research and ex-
perimented expenditures. In addition, the term does not include costs
of acquiring another’s patent, model, production or process and it does
not include research expenditures in connection with literary, histori-
cal and similar projects.

- Issue

The issue is whether the investment credit should be extended to
research and experimental expenditures.



256

B. Description of the Bill

Explanation of provisions

The bill would extend the investment credit to research and experi-
mental expenditures, as defined under the present statutory provisions
which allow taxpayers to deduct or amortize these expenditures. Thus,
for this purpose the qualified research and experimental expenditures
paid or incurred by the taxpayer during a taxable year would be
eligible for the credit, i.e., the credit base would be the total qualified
expenditures paid or incurred whether the taxpayer elected to take
a current deguction or elected to capitalize and amortize these
expenditures.

Effective date

The provisions of the bill would apply to qualifying expenditures
made in taxable years beginning after December 31, 1979.

Revenue effect

It is estimated that this provision will reduce budget receipts by $0.8
billion in fiscal year 1980, $2.0 billion in fiscal year 1981, and $2.3 bil-
lion in fiscal year 1982.

Other issues for committee consideration

The committee may wish to consider whether the investment credit
should not be extended to depreciation deductions which are treated
as qualified research and experimental expenditures in order to prevent
allowance of double credits with respect to the same item, e.g., an ini-
tial credit would be allowed with respect to the cost of the property
under the regular investment credit provisions (for example, when the
property is first placed in service) and also a second credit would be
allowed with res(i)ect. to depreciation on the property if it is treated
as a research and experimental expenditure.
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IV. S. 1003 ‘

BAD DEBT RESERVES, EXPORT MARKET DEVELOPMENT EXPENDI-
TURES, AND FOREIGN CURRENCY LOSSES

A. ESTIMATION OF BAD DEBT RESERVE FOR EXPORT
RECEIVABLE

1. Present Law and Issues

Present law

Under present law taxpayer can take a deduction for a business
bad debt in the year the debt actually becomes worthless or he can
take a deduction for a reasonable addition to a reserve for bad debts in
the year the debt arises. The reserve method is intended to reflect the
amount of accounts receivable that arose in the current year that are
exgected to become worthless in some future period. The taxpayer’s
bad debt deduction under the reserve method is limited, in general, to
the historical percentage that his actual bad debt bears to his accounts
receivable.

Issues

The issue is whether taxpayers engaged in the business of exporting
ﬁoods and services should be allowed a deduction for an addition to a
ad debt reserve that may be greater than the amount of the deduction
the taxpayer would have been allowed using his historical bad debt per-
centage. Also at issue is whether this provision would be considered
to inconsistent with any of the obligations of the United States under
the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT).

2, Description of the Bill ..

Explanation of provision
The bill would allow taxpayers who are engaged in the trade or
business of selling export property for use or for services rendered
for use outside the United States to establish a separate bad debt re-
serve for that trade or business. Under this provision, the special bad
debt deduction for the year would be equal to the greater of :

(1) 15 percent of the taxable income which is from sources
outside the United States and which is attributable to the export
operation, or

(2) 2 percent of the taxpayer’s accounts receivable which are
outstanding at the close of the year and which arose from the
sale of export property or services outside the United States.

The taxpayer’s export bad debt deduction for any year would be
limited in that it could not cause the taxpayer’s export bad debt reserve
to exceed a ceiling equal to 5 percent of the export receivables out-
standing at the end of the year.
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Effective date

This provision would be effective for taxable years beginning after
September 30, 1980.

Revenue effect
It is estimated that this provision will reduce budget receipts by
$86 million in fiscal year 1981, $164 million in fiscal year 1982, $88
million in fiscal year 1983, $35 million in 1984, and $39 million in fiscal
year 1985,



259

B. TAX TREATMENT OF CERTAIN EXPENDITURES TO
DEVELOP FOREIGN MARKETS AND FOREIGN PATENTS

1. Present Law and Issues

Present law

Expenditures made in the conduct of a trade or business which
relate to an asset that has a useful life substantially beyond the tax-
able year must be capitalized rather than currently expensed. This
capitalized expenditure may be amortized over the useful life of the
asset. If the useful life cannot be ascertained, the capitalized expend-
iture will be part of the asset’s basis which will be subtracted from
the sales price of the asset if and when it is eventually sold.

Under present law, certain amounts paid with respect to exploring
and developing a new business must be capitalized by taxpayers who
are not already engaged in that business. These expenditures usually
occur in the period the taxpayer is investigating the possibility of
establishing the new business, and in the period after the taxpayer
has decided to establish the business but before it is actuallf operat-
ing. Since these expenditures relate to the new business itself, rather
than a tangible asset, they would be amortizable over the life of the
business or product. However, since the useful life of a business or
a product is, generally, not readily ascertainable, such capitalized
expenditures usually cannot be amortized.

n the situation where the foreign business is not a new business but
an extension of an existing business, expenditures for the develop-
ment of foreign markets and foreign products are, in general, pres-
ently being deducted by taxpayers. It is not completely clear as to the
deductibility of some expenses (e.g., market or product studies) relat-
ing to the extension of an existing business into a foreign market.

nder current law, the Internal Revenue Service has held that the
cost of acquiring a foreign patent where the U.S. patent is owned by
another party is not deductible.

Issues

The issue is whether taxpayers should be permitted to elect to
deduct currently, or to amortize over a 60-month period rather than
capitalize the cost of establishing foreign markets and foreign products
and the cost of acquiring and maintaining foreign patents and trade-
marks, Also at issue is whether this provision would be considered
inconsistent with any of the obligations of the United States under
the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT).
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2. Description of the Bill

Explanation of provision

The bill would provide that the taxpayer could elect to treat the
following amounts as research or experimental expenditures for pur-
poses of section 174 of the Code:

(1) Amounts paid in connection with the survey or analysis
of foreifn markets and foreign products;

(2) Amounts paid in connection with marketing U.S. goods
outside the United States, including amounts paid in adapting
U.S. products to meet foreign market requirements; and

(3) Amounts paid in applying for, and maintaining, interna-
tional and foreign patents and trademarks for use in the tax-
payer’s trade or E\l;siness. (This provision would apply regardless
of whether the taxpayer is the owner of the U.S. patent or the
owner of the rights to the U.S. patent.)

Treatment of these costs as research or experimental expenditures
under section 171 would ppermit the taxpayer to elect to deduct such
expenditures as expenses 1n the year incurred or amortize them over
a 60-month period.

Effective date
This provision would apply to taxable years beginning after Sep-
tember 30, 1980.
Revenue effect

The revenue effect of this provision is estimated to reduce budget
receipts by less than $5 million annually.
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C. The Tax Treatment of Foreign Currency Losses on
Export Receivables

1. Present Law and Issues

Present law

As a general rule, gains and losses are not taken into account as in-
come or deductions until the gains and losses are realized. An increase
in the value of an asset held by a taxpayer will not be included as in-
come, and a decrease in the value of an asset will not be allowed as
a deduction, until the amount of the gain or loss is fixed by a sale of
the asset or some other realization event. One application of this gen-
eral rule is that foreign currency gains and losses on accounts re-
cei_\:lables are not taken into account until the receivable is actually
paid.

Foreign currency losses on accounts receivable usually arire where &
taxpayer sells a product with a sales price denominated in a forei
currency. An accrual basis taxpayer will include in income on the sale
date the dollar value of the sales price. If the value of the forei
currency declines relative to the dollar in the time between the sale
date and date of payment, the taxpayer will have a currency loss equal
to the difference between the dollar equivalent of the amount initially
taken into income on the foreign currency contract and the dollar
equivalent of the amount finally ¥aid on the contract. (He will receive
the same number of units of the foreign currency that were originally
bargained for but they will translate into fewer dollars on the date the
receivable is paid as opposed to the date the receivable arose.) Con-
versely, if the dollar depreciates in value in the period between the
time of sale and the time of payment, the taxpayer will have a foreign
<_:urrexcllcy gain which is includible in income in the year the payment
is made.

These rules may be illustrated by an example of a taxpayer who sold
his product to a United Kingdom corporation for 200 pounds sterling
on October 1, 1979, at a time when 200 pounds would translate into
$400, but the account receivable was not paid until March 1, 1980,
when 200 pounds would only translate into $300. Since, under the ac-
crual method of accounting, the taxpayer recorded the sale at $400
in 1979, he will now show a $100 loss in 1980 to reflect the fact that
ultimately he only received $300 on the sale of his product. If the de-
preciation of the foreign currency relative to the dollar actually oc-
curred on December 1, 1979, under current law the taxpayer may not
recognize the loss in 1979 but instead must show income on the sale of
$400, The taxpayer may recognize the loss only in the year the receiv-
able is paid and the loss is fixed, i.e., 1980.

v
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Issues

The issue is whether the present rule that currenc{) gains and losses
cannot be included in income until they are fixed by final payment
should be modified to allow a taxpayer to elect annually, on a currency-
by-currency basis, to deduct foreign currency losses in the Yyear the
depreciation occurs rather than the year in which the receivable is
actually paid, Also at issue is whether this provision would be con-
sidered inconsistent with any of the obligations of the United States
under the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT).

2. Description of the Bill

Explanation of provision

The bill would allow the taxpayer an annual election, on a currency-
by-currency basis, to deduct foreign currency losses incurred on export
receivables, Export receivables are receivables that arise from the sale
of export property and services for use outside the United States. The
foreign currency loss is the decline in the dollar value of an export
receivable at the later of the beginning of the year or when the receiv-
n}l;le arises over the dollar value of that export receivable at the end of
the year.

The foreign currency loss is only allowed to the taxpayer whose
trade or business created the export receivable. Thus, financial institu-
tions that purchase export receivables as part of a actoring business
would not be allowed this deduction.

When the export receivable is actually paid the taxpayer would re-
capture any losses taken under this provision in excess < its actual
foreign currency loss.

In determining the taxpayer’s bad debt deduction, the amount of the
receivable would be its adjusted basis less all foreign currency losses
taken with respect to that receivable.

Effective date
This provision will be effective for taxable years beginning after
September 30, 1980.
Revenue effect

The revenue impact of this provision is indeterminate because of
uncertainties about future exchange rate fluctuations.
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V. S. 1065

INCOME TAX CREDIT TO CORPORATIONS FOR CHARITABLE
CONTRIBUTIONS FOR BASIC RESEARCH

A. Present Law and Issue

Present law

Present law provides a Federal income tax deduction, within cer-
tain limitations, for contributions of cash or property to qualified
charitable organizations, including colleges and universities (sec. 170).
In the case of a corporate donor, the deduction is limited to five per-
cent of the corporation’s taxable income (computed with certain ad-
justments). To be deductible for a particnlar taxable year, the
contribution must either be made within the corporate taxable year or
accrued within that year and paid within two and a half months after
the close of the year.

If a corporation makes an otherwise deductible charitable contri-
bution exceeding the five-percent limitation, the excess may be car-
ried forward for five succeeding years. The carryforward is added
to the subsequent year’s charitable contributions and may be deducted
subject to the five-percent limitation as computed for the carryforward
year.

Issue
The issue is whether corporations should be provided a Federal
income tax incentive, in addition to the present law deduction for
charitable contributions, to contribute funds to educational organi-
zations to be used for scientific basic research.

B. Description of the Bill

Explanation of provisions

General rules

The bill would provide corporate taxpayers (other than subchapter
S corporations) a nonrefundable credit against Federal income tax
liability for charitable contributions paid in cash during the taxable
year to qualified educational organizations, if as a condition of the

ift the donee must use the contribution exclusively for scientific
glsic research. The bill would define scientific basic research as “fun-
damental research in the physical sciences the results of which are
fully available to the general public.” To qualify for the credit, the
contribution would have to be made to an educational organization,
other than a primary or secondary school, which is otherwise eligible
to receive tax deductible donations.

The amount of the credit would be 25 percent of the qualified basic
research contributions, adjusted according to a formula, The formula
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would reduce the qualified basic research contributions actually made
(1) by the average of the amounts contributed for qualified basic
research over the preceding four taxable years, and (2) by the amount
of any reduction in other charitable contributions for the taxable year.
Charitable contributions (other than qualified basic research contri-
butions) would be considered to be reduced if they were less than the
preceding four-year average. Thus, the new 25-percent credit would
aenerally apply only to charitable contributions earmarked for scien-
tific basic research, and after the first year would apply only to the
extent of increases in such contributions. The formula is designed
so that the amount eligible for the credit would be reduced if gifts
no‘;'mal(;y given to charitable organizations for other purposes were
rednced.

The new basic research credit would be in addition to the present
law deduction for charitable contributions, Therefore, a qualifying
contribution for scientific basis research could be eligible for both the
basic research credit and the charitable deduction.

Controlled group of corporations

The bill would treat all members of the same controlled group of
corporations as one corporation for purposes of applying the basic
research credit rules, In the case of a controlled group of corpora-
tions, each member of the group would be allowed a credit based on
its proportionate contribution of qualified basic research contributions
which give rise to the credit.

In determining which corporations are members of a controlled
group of corporations, the corporate controlled group rules would
generally apply (sec. 1563). However, the normal rule which requires
at least 80-percent control in a parent-subsidiary controlled group
would be changed for purposes of this provision. Under the bill, gen-
erally, there would be a parent-subsidiary controlled group if one
corporation has more than 50-percent control of another corporation.

Adjustment for certain acquisitions

If a taxpayer acquires the major portion of a trade or business,
then for purposes of applying the basic research credit rules for any
year ending after the acquisition, the amount eligible for the basic
research credit would be adjusted by charitable contributions made
by the acquired trade or business. With respect to the taxpayer dis-
posing of a major portion of a trade or business, its charitable con-
tributions for purposes of determ..ing the amount eligible for the
basic research credit would also be adjusted.

Effective date
The provisions of the bill generally would apply to taxable years
beginning after December 31, 1979.
or taxable years beginning before January 1, 1984, the formula
for computing the amount of the qualified basic research contribu-
tion to which the credit applies would take into consideration only
qualified basic research contributions made in taxable years beginning
after December 31, 1979,
Revenue effect
It is estimated that this provision will reduce budget receipts by
$8 million in fiscal year 1980, $20 million in fiscal year 1981, and $22
million in fiscal year 1982.
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VI. APPENDIX TABLES

Table 1.—Comparison—U.S. Merchandise Trade Balance—

Imports Valued C.I.F. Versus F.A.S.!

[Billions of dollars)]

Import f.a.8. Imports c.if.!
1970 ... 2.6 0.8
1971 . —2.3 —5.0
1972 L —6.4 -—10.0
1873 .- 0.9 3.1
1974 _l. —5.3 —9.5
1976 ... ‘8.0 4.2
1976 ... —9.4 —14.6
1977l A —31.1 —36.3
1978, ... —28:5 —39.68
1079: 1% . —7.4 -11.3

1 C.i.f.—cost, insurance, freight; f.a.s.—free alongside ship.
! First quarter of 1979.°

Sourcé: U.S. Department of Commerce.

49-058 0 ~ 79 - 18
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Table 2.—Index of Effective Exchange Rates
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Table 3.~ Export Shares
' Figure 1

INDIVIDUAL COUNTRY EXPORTS
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Figure 2

INDIVIDUAL COUNTRY SHARES
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A Posmmive ForeiGN Economic Pouicy

“In this period of international instability and highly politicized competi-
tion, we have a tricky course to steer. And what worries me is that nobody is
steering it. Issues of great international importance are being decided on the
baiis g;‘/:iih:,rt-te'r:m political advantage. We are drifting wherever the politi-
cal wi ow.

The forces of nationalism and protectionism are on the rise around the world. If
the United States, the world’s largest economy, does not continue to press for
interdependence, expanding trade and investment, and the growth of the world
economy—there is no other nation to take the leadership. If we begin to build walls
to keep out the rest of the world and let the dollar lose its position as the world's
reserve currency—then the consequences, for us and for the rest of the free world,
could be grave indeed. 4

ECONOMIC NATIONALISM: A STEP BACKWARD

Protectionism and economic nationalism have a long and sorry history. They were
characteristic of the mercantilist period, a time of perpetual warfare, when the
nations of Europe were building and exploiting their worldwide empires. It was
Colbert, Finance Minister to Louis XIV, who set forth the characteristic argument
for protectionism when he wrote, ‘“‘All purchases must be made in France rather
than in foreign countries, even if the goods be a little poorer and a little more
expensive, because if the money does not go out of the realm, the advantage to the
state is double.” One can see the dead hand of Colbert in the highly restrictive
purchasing regulations of many European nations today.

That was also the time when royal governments granted monopolies to chartered
trading companies such as the Dutch, French, and English East India Companies,
the Virginia Company, and the Massachusetts Bay Company. They were empowered
to manage trade with the colonies in such a way as to maximize the benefits to the
home country. It was such economic exploitation that eventually triggered the
American Revolution and led to our tradition, here, of limited government and
competitive private enterprise.

In the past two centuries, with the rise of capitalism and democratic governments,
the world has moved in fits and starts toward a more creative concept of free and
fair tradeé among the nations. But the traditions of economic nationalism remain
strong. ready to reassert themselves in times of trouble.

Our last experience with protectionism in the United States was the Smoot-
Hawley Act of 1930. Smoot-Hawley was supiosed to stop imports without seriously
affecting exports. But within a few months, the level of total U.S. trade had declined
by more than 30 percent. Moreover, it worsened the worldwide depression, and in a
decade the world was at war. There were many other contributing causes, but once
nations begin to shut themselves off from each other and adopt beggar-thy-neighbor
policies, the chances for tension, instability, and disaster are greatl inc .

That is why we must be concerned about the sorry state of U.S. trade today, the
falling dollar and rising cries for protectionism—and the lack of any positive and
coherent policy to do anything about it.

THREE POSTWAR CYCLES

To understand where we stand today, we have to ize that there have been
three distinctive cycles in the world economy since the end of World War IL

From 1945 to 1955, we had the era of reconstruction. Europe and Japan lay
devastated, and Stalin was on the prowl. The United States took the lead, by way of
the Marshall Plan, in rebuilding the economies of the free world—and that included
friends and former enemies alike.

Then, from 1955 to 1970, we had the greatest expansion of trade and investment
the world has ever known. Trade barriers fell, worldwide enterprises emerged, and
the third world began to drive for economic development. The world wide movement
of people, goods, and capital brought abundance to the industrialized nations and
hope to those who had not yet industrialized.

g\ﬁt imbalances developed, and around 1970 we moved into the third postwar
cycle—the cycle of consolidation and restructuring that began with the breakdown
of the Bretton Woods agréements, was further disrupted by the arbitrary action of
the OPEC cartel, and has clearly moved the compass from interdependence toward
nationalism. For the United States, this means adjustment to the fact that though
we are still the world’s largest economy, we no longer have the technological
financial, or cost-competitive advantages we once enjoyed. The competition is more
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difficult now, and the old noblesse oblige that allowed us to hand advantages to our
trading partners is no lenger appropriate.

In this period of international instability and highly politicized competition, we
have a tricky course to steer. And what worries me is that nobody is steering it.
Issues of great international importance are being decided on the basis of short-term
political advantage. We are drifting wherever the political winds blow. Neither the
Administration nor the Congress seems to care whether we have a strong, peaceful
and growing world economy in which the United States can achieve its own objec-
tivgs %f ecgnomic progress, Kigh employment, and a dollar that’s worth a dollar here
and abroad.

THE SORRY STATE OF U.S. TRADE

Consider the sorry state of the United States today in world trade. (Chart 1) We
have moved from a $9 billion trade surplus in 1975 to a $29 billion trade deficit in
1977. That’s a $38 billion change in two short years. And further trade deficits on
the order of $25 to 30 billion are forecast, for the next two gears at least.

Not unrelated to that: the dollar is in trouble. (Chart 2) it has declined sharply
against the currencies of our trading partners, and especially against the Japanese
yen tand the West German mark.

Qur oil imports (Chart 3) are still increasing four-and-a-half years after the oil
embargo, going form $8 billion in 1973 to $45 billion in 1977. Euroge and Japan—
which have very little oil of their own-are astounded. by allowing their oil and gas
prices to rise to world levels, they have brought their consumption of foreign oil
under control and are moving toward greater use of nuclear power. But our growing
dependence on imported oil helps OPEC keep world petroleum prices up, and is a
ngor cause of our huge trade deficit.

ut that deficit is not simply an oil problem. (Chart 4) Qur trade position in
manufactured goods has also deteriorated. In 1975 our growth rate in manufactured
exports was 12 percent. By 1977 that had slipped to 4 percent. Meanwhile, our
manufactured imports—which actually went down bf' 8 percent in 1975—went up 27
percent in 1976, and 19 percent more in 1977. In other words, last year our
manufactured imports were growing four or five times as fast as our manufactured

exports.

(E,?nart 5, based on the latest Commerce Department data, shows how our trade
balance in manufactured goods—after improving in 1975—narrowed 1976 and '77,
and actually moved to a slight deficit in the forth quarter of 1977.

This is a serious matter use our economy has become increasingly dependent
on foreign trade in recent years. Exports of goods and services last year amounted
to 9.2 percent of our gross national product, and exports are now estimated to
provide more than eight million jobs in the United States.

The longer range picture (Chart 6) shows that we have been steadily losing our
markets to foreign competitors, backed and encouraged by their governments.
Twenty fyeau's ago, United States companies had about 28 percent of the world

market for manufactured exports—excludinf exports to the U.S. By 1968 our share
had been whittled down to 24 percent, and last year we were lucky to get about 20
percent.

So we have a record $29 billion trade deficit, the dollar is shaky, and we're losing
our export markets and the related jobs to foreign competition. Yet this country has
literall lno foreign economic policy or program to deal with the problem. I say we're
in trouble.
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CHART 1
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CHART 3

U.S. OIL IMPORTS
(INCL. IMPORTS INTO VIRGIN ISLANDS)
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CHART 4
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CHART S
U.S. TRADE BALANCE IN MANUFACTURED GOODS
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THREE OPTIONS

What options does the United States have, in dealing with this crisis?

Further devaluation of the dollar? Amazingly, there is some support for this. But
it would be highly inflationary, increasing the costs of imported raw materials and
manufactured goods. William Miller, the new Chariman of the Federal Reserve
Board, recently stated that the devaiaation of the dollar has already added 0.5 to
0.75 points to inflation since September. If the value of the dollar declines much
further, the OPEC countries will be sore!ly tempted to raise their prices or—worse
yet—refuse to accept dollars for their oil. The world needs a stable reserve currency,
and the free world properly looks to the nited States for leadership in this respect.

Should we try to solve the problem by blocking imports? Protectionism is a policy
of desperation. Of course we should prevent dumping and provide more realistic
adjustment assistance to workers in industries that can no longer meet foreign
competition. But quotas and tariff walls are a dangerous game, inviting retaliation
and excalation that could end up with worldwide recession. The U.S. market, being
the largest in the world, is essential to the world economy. The solution of most
economic and social problems, especially in the less developed countries, requries
expanding trade, not closed borders and declining trade.

Then how about expanding exports? This option has hardly been considered, but
it is the most positive and promising answer to our trade dilemma. It strengthens
the dollar and encourages world trade. It also has the virtue of expanding employ-
ment and fighting inflation here at home. Clearly, this is the way to go.

A POSITIVE FOREIGN ECONOMIC POLICY

What can the U.S. government do, with industry assistance, to develop and
implement a positive foreign economic policy—designed specifically to expand ex-
ports and the related jobs?

The starting point must be to respond to the exporting efforts of other govern-
ments. The Japanese, the Germans, the French, the less developed countries—
virtually all other governments look to exports to solve their economic and employ-
ment problems. They provide aggressive export promotion. This includes favorab{e
governmental financing assistance well beyond what the Export-Import Bank and
other U.S. agencies have been able to do. Many of these foreign nations also protect
their home markets through various trade barriers, of both the tariff and non-tariff
type. This gives their exporters a protected home base for sales and profits. It also
enables their exporters to have competitive advantage in third<country markets
through incremental pricing. In addition, of course, in some cases foreign exporters
may receive considerable government subsidization for their exports, enjoy tax
advantages, and can look to government officials for perscnal assistance in sales
involving intergovernmental relations.

So the United States must recognize these realities of trade today and try to offset
or neutralize the exporting efforts of other governments.

The Administration sould reestablish the Export Council and Interagency Com-
mittee on Export Expansion, to generate effective export programs.

The Export-Import Bank must be able to offer more competitive financing ar-
rangements.

U.S. exporters need better export insurance and greater protection against the
political risks of foreign trade and investment.

Bilaterial trade agreements should be negotiated with the less developed coun-
tries, recognizing their special needs and problems. Such government-to-government
agreements are a great advantage to our Japanese and European competitors.

The United States should promote high-technology exports, a traditional area of
U.S. leadership.

Our government should also do more to promote exgorts of our service industries:
tourism, transportation, international banking, and others.

And State Department and other government personnel overseas should be in-
structed to be much more helpful in assuring the participation of U.S. companies in
projects in foreign lands.

At the same time, we need a determined effort to reduce the unfair and artificial
barriers to U.S. products abroad. The GATT treaty was originally negotiated in the
postwar reconstruction period, when we were willing to give away trade advantages
in order to help our former enemies and allies to recover. Now those conditions are
changed, and the terms of trade and competition must be made more equal. Special
Trade Representative Robert Strauss has a tough and important task ahead in the
GATT negotiations.
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ENCOURAGE EXPANSION OF U.S. COMPANIES ABROAD

Another important plank of our foreign economic policy must be a decision to
encourage—not discourage—the expansion of U.S companies abroad. Other coun-
tries have encouraged and helped the expansion of their multinational companies,
recognizing their importance in winning export orders and foreign-source income.
The worldwide sales of the 200 largest non-U.S. firms have in recent years been
rising almost twice as rapidly as sales of the 200 largest U.S. firms. There are now
more non-U.S. than U.S. companies in the billion-dollar-sales club. And perversely,
our government seems intent on discouraging the growth of U.S. companies that
operate on a world scale,

The hate campaign against the socalled multinational companies in this country
is based largely on a misreading of the situation by organized labor, though there is
also an ideological campaign with Marxist overtones at the United Nations and the
World Council of Churches. The unions allege that U.S. companies with foreign
affiliates are “‘exporting jobs” and manufacturing abroad in order to produce low-
priced goods to sell in the United States.

Actually, Commerce Department data show that less than 7 percent of the output
of U.S. foreign affiliates comes back to the United States, and half of that is from
Canada under the automotive pact. Even in that small percentage of cases where
the overseas operations do provide components or products for the U.S. markets,
they are usually defensive operations that protect other U.S. jobs in industries
where the products cannot be competitively manufactured in the United States. If
we did not have those overseas operations in electronics, for example, Japanese
companies would get virtually all the business in the United States. Those overseas
jobs would not revert to the United States.

In 93 percent of the cases, however, the foreign affiliatcs are producing goods for
foreign markets, and they are also E:pulling through exports and providing jobs in the
United States. Consider Gereral Electric’s experience, for example. Qur Compan
had a trade surplus of nearly $2 billion in 1976, and about the same in 1977.
International business is providing 47,000 GE jobs in the U.S,, plus some 44,000 jobs
among our U.S. suppliers.

Now the point is that our foreign affiliates are essential in providing that high
level of exports and {'ohs in our U.S. factories and offices. When we establish or
expand a foreign affiliate, the result is almost always a sharp increase in export

es to that country out of production from our U.S. facilities. Our exports to
Netherlands went from $3 million to $79 million annually in the dozen years since
we established our affiliate there. In Australia they rose from $1.5 million to $45
million. The same thing happened in Mexico, Brazil, Belgium, and elsewhere. The
unions and their political allies must be made to understand that the overseas
affiliates are essential in order to pull through export business against on-the-spot
competition. They create jobs and economic progress in the host countries, but they
also provide additional jobs and income for the United States.

DON'T MAKE MATTERS WORSE

Yet another plank of our foreign economic policy should be—don’t make matters
worse by throwing more obstacles in the way of U.S. exporters.

For example, the Administration proposes to tax foneigmsource income before it is
received by the U.S. taxpayer—popularly referred to as “phasing out deferral.” This

roposal, clearly designed to weaken or discourage U).S. affiliates overseas, would be
oolish in every respect. No other country in the world taxes foreign-source income
until it is repatriated, and some, such as France and the Netherlands, do not tax
foreign-source corporate income at all. They realize the importance of strong over-
seas affiliates in maintaining a high level of exports and jobs back home. -

If the Co decides to tax the income of our foreign affiliates before it comes
to the United States, foreign governments may tax that income first through higher
taxes. Thus the U.S. Treasury, by its own admission, may gain little or nothing in
terms of revenue. It would be a tax increase for business but not a tax gain for the
U.S. government. How illogical and self-destructive can we get?

The Administration also proposes to phase out the DISC provisions which defer
taxes on part of the income derived from export business. I guess Washington just
refuses to understand how DISC funds are valuable to exportors il three ways: they
provide a partial offset to the tax rebates that European governments grant to their
companies who export; they provide working capital for the long-term receivables
that are characteristic of the export trade; and they provide long-term market
development funds. For example, General Electric spent four profitless years estab-
lishing a presence in Nigeria before we finally won an $11 million export order.
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So for the United States to phase out deferral and DISC at a time when this
country is running trade deficits approaching $30 billion a year would be like
unilateral disarmament in the battle for exports and jobs.

Instead of increasing taxes, the Congress should reduce the excessive taxation of
U.S. personnel working abroad, under Section 911 of the Tax Code.

And under the heading of “Don’t make matters worse’'—the Administration
should solidly resist pro; s that would require Environmental Impact Statements
on US. exports or on Export-Import Bank projects in foreign lands. Our foreign
customers don’t need us to tell them whether they may drain a swamp or build a
power plant. And the delays would be utterly disastrous in negotiations to win
export orders.

STRONG DOMESTIC PROGRAM

Still another plank in our foreign economic policy should be a strong domestic
program to keep American industry competitive.

Our industrial machine is overage and ofttimes noncompetitive, as the steel
industry can tell you. The tax structure must be changed to encourage business to
modernize and invest in new technology. The Administration’s proposal to cut the
corporate tax rate from 48 percent to 44 percent over the next two years, and to
liberalize the i1,vestment tax credit, is a step in the right direction. But more is
needed in the years ahead to offset the destructive effects of inflation and improve
the climate for investment.

The government should also encourage more direct foreign investment in the
United States. This would not only help solve our capital formation problem, but
also strengthen the dollar l;y reducing our balance of payments deficit. Specifically,
we shouid devise a policy of partial tax integration that will benefit foreign as well
as domestic investors, and avoid the kinds of regulatory rigidities that are disincen-
tives to investment anywhere.

We also need encouragement for a higher level of research and development on
commercially viable technologies, to help retain this country’s technological lead—
still our main advantage, but one that is fading fast.

Since oil imports are such a large part of the trade and dollar problem, we
obviously need a realistic ene program that will develop our own domestic
energy resources and reduce our dependence on foreign oil.

And finally, we nzed a8 much more determined effort to bring inflation under
control. The decline of the dollar is not going to stop until the world is convinced
that we're ready to stabilize the value of the dollar at home. As Business Week said
in an editorial on April 10, 1978: “No Administration has ever talked more convinc-
ingly about the necessity for stabilizing prices and protecting investors. And no
Administration has so casually ignored these goals when it got down to the hard
choices of policymaking.”

It’s going to take political courage to veto inflation bills and hold a firm ceiling on
government spending in an election year, but this—rather than jawboning—is the
real key to the control of inflation and the defense of the dollar.

PRIORITIES

Foreign economic policy is only one item on the national agenda, and perhaps the
Administration has other priorities. But it seems to me that there is so much at
stake here—not on(l‘ly the strength of our own economy, but also the stability of the
world economy and the character of our relationships with other nations of the
world—that the Administration might well want to give this problem a higher
priority than it has enjoyed thus far.

That would clearly be in the public interest, and who knows—it might be good
politics, too!

[From the New York Times, June 13, 1979}

WEST'S INFLATION RATE FOUND ACCELERATING
(By Paul Lewis)
Paris, June 12—Inflation is starting to accelerate again throughout the Western

industrial world, arousing fears that another economic slowdown with higher unem-

pl%:'nent may lie ahead. . . .
e Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, which monitors
the economic performance of the world’s leading non-Communist industrialized
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nations, announced today that consumer prices rose 1.1 percent on average in its 24
member countries during April—the sharpest monthly increase in two years.
GROWTH RATES EXPECTED TO FALL

Tomorrow, the O.E.C.D.'s Secretary General, Emile van Lennep, plans to warn
the organization’s annual ministerial meeting that rising inflation is likely to de-
press the West's overall economic growth rates to between 3 and 3.5 percent this
year from the 3.7 percent level achieved in 1977 and 1978.

WORLD INFLATION
[AH hgures are percentages at annual rates for consumer pnce indexes)

Avera Averai 6 months to

196190 197156 197 1978 Apd 1979
United States.. SO, 28 6.6 6.5 1.1 10.8
Japan.............. 58 11.1 81 38 14
West Germany 2] 59 39 26 13
FIANCE ......oooerevecrecn e cesrcst s nsienes 40 8.9 94 91 93
BIIBIN ..o sne s 41 13.6 159 83 135
Canada .. 2.7 14 80 9.0 9.8
italy....... 39 12.2 170 12.1 15.6
0.£C0... 34 86 87 19 93

Source Org for Economic C and Deveiop

“Resilient inflation may make it impossible to increase economic demand in a
number of countries over a longish period,”” Mr van Lennep said at a preconference
news briefing today.

Although unemployment now stands at 18 million, or 5.4 percent of the O.E.C.D.
countries’ combined workforce, Mr. van Lennep warned that growth “is likely to
remain too weak to bring about any reduction over the next 18 months.”

PRICE INCREASES ACCELERATING

April’s big rise in retail prices throughout the Western world brings the average
increase in the O.E.C.D. area to an annual rate of 8.7 percent so far this year.

But the April rise also means that the rate at which consumer prices are rising is
starting to accelerate sharply. Over the six-month period ended in April, the
O.E.C.D. reports, retail prices rose at an annual rate of 9.3 percent, “a sharp
increase’ over the 8.4 percent rate recorded during the six months ended in March.

The overall average is pushed up by rapidly rising prices in the United States,
which is the largest economy in the O.E.C.D. area. But, with the significant excep-
tion of Japan, prices are also accelerating in all other important Western industrial
countries.

If prices continue to rise at comparable rates during the remainder of this year,
the O.E.C.D.’s figures show that the Western world will have lost the gains it has
made against inflation last year and could be heading for its worst inflationary
performance in recent history.

FEAR OF RESTRICTIVE POLICIES

Between 1961 and 1970, the O.E.C.D. calculates that consumer prices rose at an
overall average annual rate of 3.4 percent. The rate accelerated sharply between
1971 and 1976 to 8.6 percent, edged up to 8.7 percent the following year and then
fell nearly a percentage point to 7.9 percent in 1978. Now it is on the rise again.

This surge in inflation is already arousing anxiety among economic-policy makers,
who fear that sharply rising prices will force governments to adopt restrictive
policies that will undermine the hesitant economic recovery now under way in
several Western countries.

Such fears are reinforced by the growth of inflation in those countries where it
traditionally has been lowest, leading the rest of the world to rely upon them to
sustain trade and growth by keeping their economies reasonably buoyant.
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JAPAN’'S INFLATION RATE FELL

The United States, where prices rose an average 2.8 percent a year between 1961
and 1970, had the third-highest inflation rate among the major O.E.C.D. countries in
the six months ended in April, with prices rising at an annual rate of 10.8 percent,
a Ferformance exceeded only by Britain (13.5 percent) and Italy (15.6 percent).

n West Gernmany, inflation was running at a 7.5 percent annual rate in the six
months ended in April, or almost three times the 2.6 percent rate recorded in 1978.
Swiss inflation is accelerating even more sharply—it reached 5.4 percent in the six
months to April, compared with only 1.1 percent in 1978 as a whole. The major
exception among non-Communist industrialized countries is Japan, where inflation
inht}lie six months ended in April fell to 1.4 percent from 3.8 percent in 1978 as a
whole.

The United States team at the O.E.C.D. meeting is headed by W. Michael Blu-
menthal, Treasury Secretary, Warren Christopher, Deputy Secretary of State, and
Richard N. Cooper, Under Secretary of State for Economics.

U.S. URGED TO SLOW ECONOMY

Earlier this week, the Bank for International Settlements, noting that West
Germany was already raising interest rates, said a quick slowdown in America's
economy now offered the best way to curb inflationary pressures and prevent a
general return to austerity throughout the West that could tip the world into “a
mz[isfr recession.”

onomists at the O.E.C.D. and elsewhere generally agree that the current surge
in inflation has mulitiple, if sometimes contradictory, causes, although they argue
over their relative significance.

An important, although paradoxical, explanation is that last year the weak dollar
reduced the cost of oil and other imported raw materials for Europe and Japan,
which pay for them in dollars. Now that the dollar is stronger, these countries find
their import bills rising again and have to face the awkward fact that even their
present depressed levels of econcmic activity may be incompatible with the level of
inflation they want.

MONEY SUPPLIES EXPANDING

This is why West Germany is now trying to prevent the dollar from rising too far
against the mark, although last year it was trying to prop up the dollar, arguing
that a weak dollar would undermine world trade.

But while the weak dollar helped Europe dampen raw material costs, it fueled
inflation in the United States by increasing the cost of many American imports.

A second factor is that a strong United States recovery, combined with Europe’s
more modest upswing, has pushed up raw material prices, while the Iranian crisis
has caused oil prices to start rising faster than world inflation after several years
during which its real cost fell.

Finally, Europe’s efforts last year to prop up the dollar in the foreign-exchange
markets led to a big inflow of funds that expanded national money supplies and
gave a further push to prices.

[By direction of the chairman the following communications were
made a part of the hearing record:]

PuLLMAN, INC,,
Washington, D.C., June 11, 1979.

Hon. Harry F. Byrp, Jr.,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Taxation and Debt Management Generally,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DeArR MR. CHAIRMAN: We applaud your initiatives to give full view to the United
States' plight as an exporting nation. The hearing which you will chair on June 18
and which will focus on legislation rroposed to ease our difficulties is particularly
laudable, we believe. While these bills are rooted conceptually in possible domestic
initiatives, we are drawn by the title of your hearings: export incentives. For it is
inescapable, in our judgment, to consider export initiatives without, at some point,
deliberating on the issue of foreign tax credits. As you no doubt know, there is
heightening controversy over this issue, some of it innocent of total background and
understanding of the issue. That is why I am writing to you: to seek your guidance
as to including this issue in your June 18 hearing.
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Two sections of the code are potentially most harmful to the ability of U.S. firms
to compete effectively overseas. Under tion 901 of the Internal Revenue Code,
American companies doing business overseas are entitled to credit income taxes
paid to foreign countries against their United States Federal income tax. In addi-
tion, under Section 903 of the Code, such companies may credit taxes imposed by
foreign countries “in lieu of'’ an income tax.

Many foreign countries impose a tax on gross income received from professional
and technical services. Pullman and other American engineering and construction
companies working overseas are frequently subject to such a tax. Applicable United
States court decisions indicate that a foreign gross income tax is creditable against
federal income tax as long as the gross income tax is highly likely or reasonably
intended to reach net gain.

The Internal Revenue Service, however, in a 1978 tax ruling indicated essentially
that unless a gross income tax expressly provides for deduction of expenses it will
not be creditable. In this and other recent rulings, the Internal Revenue Service
appears to be insisting that unless a foreign tax is virtually the “mirror image" of
the United States federal income tax it will not be creditable. This position is
unrealistic, and it has put in issue the creditability of many of the taxes to which
American engineering and construction firms are overseas.

At the same time, the possible alternative of relying on Section 903’s provision for
taxes imposed “in lieu” of income taxes has been seriously undercut by long-
standing regulations of the Internal Revenue Service. The legislative history of
Section 903 reflects that Congress intended that where a country imposes a gross
income tax in a situation where it is not imposing its regular income tax, the
former should generally be creditable as an “in lieu” tax. The Internal Revenue
Service regulations, however, take a narrower position to the effect that a tax will
be creditable as an “in lieu” tax only where it can be shown that the foreign
country has expressly substituted that tax for a general income tax which would
have otherwise been applicable. To find express evidence of such a purpose on the
part of a foreign country is extremely difficult.

American has fallen in the last several years from first to fourth in the world in
annual volume of construction business overseas. While this is presumably due to a
variety of factors, certainly the position of the Internal Revenue Service on the
availability of the foreign tax credit has been injurious. Not only does it fail to carry
out the basic purpose of the foreign tax credit—to preclude double tax liability—but
it affirmatively places an unwarranted roadblock in the paths of many American
construction firms seeking contracts throughout the world.

The Treasury Department and the Internal Revenue Service are currently con-
ducting a regulations project with respect to both Sections 901 and 903. It is
expected that proposed regulations will be published this summer, although no time
schedule has been announced. These regulations could overcome, or at least sub-
stantially alleviate, the problem that has been described by either (1) providing in
the regulations under Section 901 that gross income taxes will be creditable where
they are highly likely, or reasonably intended, to reach net income (a standard
drawn from applicable case law), or (2) providing in the regulations under Section
903 that gross income taxes will be deemed creditable ‘in lieu” taxes where the
income on which they are imposed is not also subject to regular income tax and
where that income would be taxable under United States income tax laws if earned
here by a foreign company.

Such regulatory provisions, however, are by no means assured. A more certain,
effective and perhaps appropriate remedy might be found in the Congress, either
;hrough specific amendments to the Code or creation of legislative history through

earings.

1 would welcome, and be most grateful for, your counsel on these very important
matters.

Sincerely, Kare C
TE CLARKE.

STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL CATTLEMEN'S ASSOCIATION, SUBMITTED BY Lar H.
TURNER, CHAIRMAN, TAXATION COMMITTEE

The National Cattlemen’s Association is the national spokesman for all segments
of the Nation's beef industry—including cattle breeders, producers, and feeders. The
NCA represents approximately 280,000 professional cattlemen throughout the coun-
try. Membership includes individual members as well as 51 affiliated state cattle
associations and 13 affiliated national breed organizations.
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SUMMARY

The National Cattlemen’s Association supports the purpose and provisions of S.
231 and S. 935, both of which would be particularly beneficial to cattle operations as
well as to other agricultural and non-agricultural businesses. Both of these bills
would help increase this nation’s productivity t:( encouraging investment in essen-
tifa} tfy]usin%s property and equipment and should help reduce the current rapid rate
of inflation.

The National Cattlemen's Association urges passage of both S. 231 and S. 935.

STATEMENT

S. 231

The general impact of this bill would be to allow taxpayers larger depreciation
deductions in taxable years beginning after December 31, 1978. This would be
accomplished as follows: The variation from class lives by 30 percent instead of the
present 20 percent; the ability to desdregard salvage value in computing allowable
depreciation; and permitting simplified depreciation and shorter lives for certain
small business property. All of these modifications would be extremely beneficial to
business in general and to cattle operations and Agriculture in particular. Since
cattle and agricultural operations are highlfv capital intensive, permitting larger
depreciation deductions would be most helpful.

Perhaps the most favorable of these modifications would be the ability to disre-
fard salvage value in computing depreciation. For example, Section 167(f) of the

nternal Revenue Code presently allows salvage value to be reduced by up to 10
rercent of the basis of personal property, other than livestock, which has a useful
ife of three years of more. There is no justification to retain this exclusionary rule
for livestock under Section 167(f) expec1alls\;csince depreciable livestock is now sub-
ject to the depreciation recapture rules of Section 1245. S. 231 properly removes this
salvage value limitation rule with regard to taxpayers using the Class Life System
of depreciation.

By permitting small businesses (i.e. those with an adjusted tax basis in assets
[other than real property] of $250,000 or less) to use a simplified but shortened
straight line depreciation table, significant benefits will be achieved and production
by these small businesses encouraged. The depreciable lives of 5 years for farmin
asssets (compared to an average of 10 years under the Class Life System) and 1
g:ars for farm buildings (compared to 25 years under the Class Life System) would

particularly advantageous to cattlemen and others engaged in agricultural pur-
suits.

S. 935

Except for elevators, single purpose agricultural structures and qualified rehabili-
tation facilities, this bill would permit depreciable f)r?aeny which qualifies for the
investment tax credit to be depreciated over a useful life of 5 years. Since this would
be an elective provision, taxpayers could decide whether the shorter period of
depreciation would be advantageous, considering that fact that if it were elected the
bonus first fyear depreciation which a%;;liw to tangible personal property with a
useful life of 6 years of more would not be available.

Since pollution control facilities are becoming more commonplace in the cattle
business and in Agriculture in general, the provisions of this bill which would
reduce the amortization period of such facilities from 60 to 24 months and re|
the amount of such amortization which is currently treated as a tax preference
subject to the minimum tax would be most beneficial.

PauL H. DELANEY, Jr.,
Washington, D.C., July 6, 1979.

Hon. HARRY F. Byrp,
Chairman, Committee on Finance, Subcommittee on Taxation and Debt Manage-
ment, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. CHAIRMAN: This is in reference to the Press Release of the Subcommit-
tee on Taxation and Debt Management, Committee on Finance, United States
Senate (sometimes hereinafter referred to as the “Subcommittee”), of May 17, 1979,

arding the Subcommittee’s public hearing on tax incentives for exports.

he purpose of this letter and the attached materials submitted on behalf of
Cargill Incorporated is to provide Members and staff of the Subcommittee with our
comments and recommendations regarding needed changes in United States tax-
ation of foreign source income and related matters with particular reference to the
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linkage of tax and trade issues and the need for legislative changes in the context of
the Tokyo Round of multilateral trade negotiations (“MTN") and related interna-
tional proceedings to preserve the competitive position of United States firms en-
gaged in international trading of agricultural commodities.

e wish to thank the Members of the Subcommittee for their continuing efforts
to provide representatives of the private sector an onortunity to express views on
international tax and trade matters. We are particularly concerned about the need
for timely changes regarding United States taxation of foreign source income in the
context of the MTN agreements and related international trade proceedings. Previ-
ous materials concerning certain of these issues were provided to the House Wa:
and Means Committee and the Senate Finance Committee during years 19%,;
through 1978.

In accordance with recent international tax and trade developments, including
the MTN, with S?rticular reference to the Subsidies and Countervailing Duty Code,
the November 1976 Panel Decisions under the auspices of the General ment of
Tariffs and Trade on certain tax practices of the United States, France, Belgium
and the Netherlands, and various &roceedings and deliberations of the House Ways
and Means Committee and the Senate Finance Committee, we urge the United
States Congress, and more specifically the Members of the House Ways and Means
Committee and the Senate Finance Committee, to adopt necessary changes in
United States federal income tax law to place United States owned firms engaged in
international trading of agricultural commodities on a substantially equivalent tax
footing with their foreign owned competitors.

Again, we wish to express our appreciation to the Members and staff of the
Subcommittee, and we urge the Congress to proceed, as expeditiously as possible,
with the nec&ss‘:?r legislative changes to preserve and improve the competitive
position of Uni States firms engaged in international trading of agricultural
commodities in an effort to reduce the continuing and substantial United States
trade deficit with other trading nations.

Respectfully submitted.
Paur H. DELANEY, Jr.

Enclosure.

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING U.S. TAXATION OF FOREIGN
SOURCE INCOME AND RELATED MATTERS

Introduction

The purpose of this memorandum is to recommend needed changes in United
States taxation of foreign source income in the context of the Tokyo Round of
Multilateral trade negotiations (“MTN”) and related international proceedings to
preserve the competitive position of United States firms engaged in international
trading of agricultural commodities. The proposed changes have imf)ortant interna-
tional trade implications, and recent developments suggest the timeliness of making
these changes during Congressional consideration of the Trade Agreements Act of
1979 and the implementation of the MTN international agreements.

In accordance with recent international tax and trade developments, including
the MTN, with particular reference to the Subsidies and Countervailing Duty Code
(“Subsidies Code”), the November 1976 Panel Decisions under the auspices of the
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (“GATT”) on certain tax practices of the
United States, France, Belﬁium and the Netherlands (“GATT Panel isions”), and
various proceedings and deliberations of the House Ways and Means Committee and
the Senate Finance Committee, it is urged that the United States Congress, and
more specifically the members of the House Ways and Means Committee and the
Senate Finance Committee, adopt necessary changes in the United States federal
income tax law to place United States owned firms engaged in international trading
of agricultural commodities on a substantially equivalent tax footing with their
foreiﬁn owned competitors.

Subpart F was added to the United States Internal Revenue Code under the
provisions of the Revenue Act of 1962. Its effect is to tax on a current basis the
undistributed earnings and profits of United States owned foreign based trading
companies (controlled foreign corporations). Before 1962 such income was taxed like
income of other foreisgn corporations, only when it was repatriated to the United
States. The effect of Subpart F has been to discourage the tormation and operation
of United States owned foreign based trading companies by placing them at a
significant disadvantage in their competition with foreign owned trading companies.
No other major trading nation taxes such income of international trading compa-
nies prior to repatriation, and in point of fact, many countries do not tax this

49-053 0 - 79 - 19
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income at all. Instead, recognizing the value of such trading companies in expand-
ing domestic exports, most nations have actively encouraged and supported the
formation and growth of such companies. Japanese and European international
trading companies have been especially successful in exploiting opportunities in
world markets.

It is understandable that international trade considerations played so limited a
part in the discussions and considerations which led to Subpart F in 1962. At that
time, the United States was still the dominant world economic power, with large
year-to-year surpluses on trade account. These circumstances have changed in
recent years. The United States position in world trade has deteriorated as other
nations have emerged as strong competitiors. Consistent United States surpluses
have given way to large deficits. There is a growing concensus that steps must now
be taken to increase United States competitiveness in all international markets.

Notwithstanding the enactment of Subpart F in 1962, several United States based
international trading companies were able to continue operations under significant
exceptions and escape valves which the Congress included as a part of Subpart F.
These firms have played a major role in the rapid expansion of United States farm
exports in the past 15 years.

Further amendments to the Internal Revenue Code enacted in 1975 have elimi-
nated or drastically reduced the scope of these exceptions. The effect has been to
undermine the competitive position of United States international agricultural trad-
ing firms. These firms cannot absorb the tax disadvantages imposed by amended
Subpart F as they possess no unique advantages such as established brand fran-
chises or product superiority. The products which these United States international
trading firms offer, raw or semi-processed agricultural commodities, are the same
products offered by their foreign owned competitors; these products are acquired
from the same sources and sold to the same ultimate customers. Traditionally low
margins in this commerce offer limited, if any, opportunity for absorbing significant
cost disadvantages.

United States owned international trading firms faced with this reality have two
choices: they can slowly surrender their business to foreign owned trading firms not
subject to United States tax jurisdiction and control, or they can share (or give up)
control of their foreign based international trading operations with foreign interests
not subject to United States tax jurisdiction and control. In either event, the United
States loses in this process. First, the United States is surrendering important
advantages in world trade. While foreign based trading companies typically trade in
farm commodities from all origins, United States owned firms gain most from sales
of United States commodities because such firms maintain large capital investments
in facilities which can be used only in originating commodities produced in the
United States. Active participation in all world markets by United States firms
assures that in any negotiation involving agricultural products, United States inter-
ests in selling are actively represented. Sharing of ownership and control of these
firms with foreign interests (or surrendering control to such interests) will dilute
the primary interest of the United States firms in selling United States commodities
in the world resellers market. Second, to the extent this activity passes beyond
United States tax jurisdiction and control, the United States loses the opportunity
to tax the earnings and profits derived from this international commerce when such
income is subsequently repatriated to the United States.

More recently, based in large part on these changes in economic circumstances,
the United States Congress has become increasingly concerned about the declining
position of United States firms in international trading markets, and the Congress
has indicated a willingness to proceed with necessary changes in United States law
including United States tax law, to enable United States firms to be more competi-
tive 1in world markets.

As a consequence of the major differences in the historical evolution of United
States tax law as it impacts on international trading activity and the tax laws of
other major trading nations of the world as they impact on international trading
activity, it is not surprising that there are generally no United States counterparts
to the Japanese trading companies or other foreign based international trading
companies, although certain United States firms do participate in international
agricultural commodities trade. Furthermore, foreign international trading
companies have played a major role in expanding the trade of other nations which
compete with the United States. Nations such as Japan, West Germany, and the
Netherlands have placed the highest priority on international trade considerations
and have 'provideg substantial incentives to trading firms located within their
borders. If the United States is to be competitive in international trading markets,
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it must also develop policies and provide incentives directed towards encouraging
international trading activity by United States based firms.

The substantial emphasis directed to international trading activities by most of
the major trading nations is clearly demonstrated by the tax systems adopted by
such countries designed to stimulate their exports and international trading activi-
ties. More particularly, the territorial system of taxation utilized by most of these
countries clearly places United States based firms at a competitive tax disadvantage
in competing for world markets.

Although the Congress has recognized this problem and the importance of provid-
ing necessary incentives to United States firms, it has yet to enact changes in
United States tax law needed to accomplish this objective. The proposed exception
to Subpart F for income from international trading in agricultural commodities is
designed specifically to encourage further expansion of agricultural trade by placing
United States owned international trading companies on a more equal tax footing
with their foreign owned competitors which are beyond United States tax jurisdic-
tion and control.

Several recent events suggest the importance and timeliness of Congressional
action on this issue now:

(1) Both the House Ways and Means Committee and the Senate Finance Commit-
tee have recognized that application of Subpart F to United States owned firms
engaged in trading of agriculture commodities reduces their competitiveness and
their ability to market United States agricultural products abroad effectively;

(2) The provisions of the Trade Act of 1974 and various statements by Congres-
sional Committees recognize that taxes play an important role in trade and that
present arrangements favor exports of other nations;

(3) Despite the decisions by GATT panels that the tax practices of certain Europe-
an countries which are designed to stimulate exports and international trading
activities, the United States has not been able to secure changes in these practices;

(4) United States trade negotiators have been unsuccessful in the Tokyo Round of
multilateral trade negotiations in obtaining concessions or agreement from other
major trading nations regarding the impact taxes on international trade under the
provisions of the Subsidies Countervailing Duty Code;

(5) Findings and determinations of the House Ways and Means Committee and
the Senate Finance Committee suggest that Uni States based firms are now
operating at a competitive tax disadvantage relative to their foreign based competi-

TS,

(6) In seeking broad agreement with the other leading trading nations of the
world, United States negotiating efforts directed towards obtaining international
rules to assure tax equity and fairness are strengthened by placing United States
based companies on a similar tax footing with their foreign based competitors as it
is clear that so long as others enjoy advantages in world trade under present
arrangements they have little incentive to enter into negotiations designed to create
equality in the tax treatment of firms involved in international trade.

This memorandum proposes that the United States Congress amend the provi-
sions of the Internal Revenue Code to exclude from current taxation, under Subpart
F, income derived from international sales of agricultural commodities. This would
expand the concept already accepted by the Congress and embodied in the present
limited agricultural commodities exception to Subpart F. Furthermore, both the
House Ways and Means Committee and the Senate Finance Committee have previ-
ously agreed on an expanded version of this agriculture commodities exception.

Adoption of this amendment in the context of Congressional consideration of the
Trade Agreements Act of 1979 and implementation of the MTN international agree-
ments would assure that United States firms could compete more effectively in
international trading markets for agricultural commodities and would also provide
needed leverage for meaningful international discussions designed to achieve equity
in the tax treatment of all international trading enterprises.

Discussion
U.S. TAXATION OF FORRIGN SOURCE INCOME

Tax jurisdiction and taxation of foreign source income
A particular nation may tax the worldwide income of its nationals, restrict the
scope of its tax jurisdiction to a territorial basis (tax only domestic source income),
or provide for other means of limiting the taxation of foreign source income.
In response to a United States Congressional inquiry in March 1973, a study was
prepare«fo under the auspices of the Council on International Economic Policy
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("CIEP”) regarding tax treatment by other nations of their own multinational firms
(taxation of foreign source income).!

This study summarized the basic rules of the following countries with respect to
taxation of foreign source income: Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Denmark, France, Fed-

eral Republic of Germany, Ircland, Italy, Japan, the Netherlands, Norway, Switzer-..

land, and the United Kingdom.

Although it is difficult to generalize concerning the effect of foreign tax systems
with respect to taxation of foreign source income, it should be noted that despite
varied approaches to taxation (worldwide, territorial, and varied forms of exemp-
tions and credits), not one of the nations considered in the CIEP study taxed
currently the undistributed profits of a foreign subsidiary controlled by local resi-
dents. Accordingly, to the extent that The United States taxes undistributed profits
of United States controlled foreign corporations on a current basis, this places
United States based companies engaged in international operations at a competitive
disadvantage and constitutes a departure from the general scheme of international
taxation practiced by other nations.

U.S. tax jurisdiction

United States federal tax jurisdiction is based on two general principles:?

(1) Nationality, under which the United States taxes worldwide income of “United
States persons'’;* and

(2) Source of income, under which the United States taxes “United States source
income” of United States persons and ‘‘foreign persons,” including “nonresident
aliens” and “foreign corporations’ (in limited circumstances, the United States
taxes ‘foreign source income” of foreign persons ‘“effectively connected with a
United States trade or business”).

The term “United States person” includes United States domestic corporations.

U.S taxation of U.S. corporations and foreign corporations

As noted above, the United States tax jurisdiction is based on both nationality
and source of income. The United States *axes United States persons (citizens,
residents, corporations, partnerships, trusts, etc.) on income from all sources.

The modern United States corporate income tax dates from 1909. At that time,
domestic corporations were taxed on income from all sources and foreign corpora-
tions on income from business transacted and capital invested within the United
States. This jurisdictional pattern remained substantially unchanged until 1962.

The impact of tax on the foreign source income of United States persons was
softened somewhat in 1918 with the adoption of a foreign tax credit. Previously,
foreign taxes had merely been deductible, like state and local taxes. The credit can
apply to both the earnings and profits of foreign subsidiary corporations and foreign
branches. Only payments treated as income taxes, or “in lieu of income taxes”,
qualify for the credit.s

The income of foreign corporations, if derived from business conducted outside the
United States, is generally not subject to current United States income taxation.

In broad terms, a corporation is treated as a United States domestic corporation if
it is incorporated in any of the states of the United States or the District of
Columbia and is treated as a foreign corporation if it derives its charter from a
foreign government.

Foreign source income earned by a foreign corporation controlled by United
States persons is generally exempt from United States taxation until distributed to
shareholders who are United States persons.® The effect of these provisions of the
Internal Revenue Code is that a United States person (United States shareholder) is
allowed to defer paying the United States income tax on undistributed earnings and
profits of a controlled foreign subsidiary corporation until such earnings and profits
are repatriated to the United States (this development is often referred to as
‘“deferral” of tax with respect to foreign investment).

'See information submitted for the record by the Council on International Economic Policy to
the Subcommittee on International Trade, Senate Finance Committee, Hearings on Multination-
al Enterprises, February 26 through March 6, 1973.

*See Internal Revenue Code of 1954, as amended, Title 26 US.C. §§1 and 1l(a) (sometimes
hereinafter referred to as the “LR.C.”") which set forth very broad junsdictional rules imposing
tax on the taxable income of “‘every individual” and “‘every corporation,” respectively.

3The term “United States person’” and other relevant terms pertaining to United States tax
jurisdiction are defined and discussed subsequently in this memorandum.

*LR.C. 17701(aX30) defines "United States person” to include citizens, residents, domestic
partnerships, domestic corporations, and domestic estates and trusts.

sSee LR.C §§ 901-906. -

sSee LR.C. §§ 1, 11, 861-864, 881-883, and 1201.
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A corporation receiving a dividend from a controlled United States domestic
corporation is generally entitled to exclude most of that dividend from its taxable
income on the theory that it has already been subject to tax.” Dividends from a
foreign corporation are not entitled to this exclusion. Likewise, dividends from a
foreign corporation are not entitled to the $100 exclusion of dividends received by
individuals.®* Therefore, United States shareholders of foreign corporations are
generally taxed fully on dividends received from foreign corporations.

A United States corporation which in any taxable year owns at least 10 percent of
the voting stock of a foreign corporation from which it received dividends is entitled
to a foreign tax credit for income taxes paid by that foreign corporation.?

Current taxation of undistributed earnings and profits of foreign corporations

Alttough United States shareholders (United States persons) of foreign corpora-
tions are generally not subject to United States tax on the income of such forei
corporations unles, and until, such income is repatriated to the United States in the
form of dividends (or remittances in the nature of a dividend), United States
shareholders of two categories of foreign corporations are effectively subject to
current United States taxation on certain types of undistributed income:

(1) “Foreign personal holding companies’; and

(2) “Controlled foreign corporations.”

U.S. taxation of controlled foreign corporations under subpart F

In accordance with the provisions of the Revenue Act of 1962,'» the United States
Congress added Subpart F to the Internal Revenue Code in an effort to deal with
the problem of tax haven operations.!* Under this approach, United States share-
holders of controlled foreign corporations (“CFCs") are subject to current United
States income taxation on certain forms of undistributed tainted income (tax haven
or Subpart F income):

(1) Subpart F income, including foreign base company income and income derived
from insurance of United States risks;

(2) Previously untaxed Subpart F income withdrawn from investment in less
developed countries; and

(3) Any increase in investment in United States property to the extent it would be
taxable as a dividend if distributed to United States shareholders.

It should be understood that Subpart F taxes United States shareholders not on
their own income, but on the income of CFCs in which they own an interest. This
development relates to the consideration that there may be no jurisdictional basis
for taxing a foreign corporation unless it earns income from sources within the
country asserting jurisdiction to tax (or has income effectively connected with
business operations in such country). Therefore, Subpart F jurisdiction is predicated
on United States citizenship or residence, rather than source of income.

Recent Legislative History of United States Taxation of Foreign Source Income
Including International Trading Income.

1973 and 1974 tax proceedings

In January 1973, the Chairman of the House Ways and Means Committee, an-
nounced that extensive public hearings would be held on tax reform, specifically
noting taxation of foreign income.

In November 1974, pursuant to tentative decisions on tax reform proposals, the
House Ways and Means Committee agreed to modify the definition of foreign base
company sales income to exclude income arising from the sale of goods manufac-
tured abroad. This change was reflected in a bill entitled, the “Energy Tax and
Individual Relief Act of 1974", introduced by Congressman Mills and referred to the
Committee on Ways and Means.?*

The Report of the House Ways and Means Committee accompanying the “Energy
Tax and Fr?dividual Relief Act of 1974” provided an explanation of the Committee’s
reasons for this contemplated change in the definition of foreign base tompany sales
income: ** “Your committee’s bill changes the definition of foreign base company
sales income (i.e., what sales income constitutes tax haven income) to exclude sales

*See LR.C. §243.
*See LR.C. §§ 243
* See LR.C. §§ 902
16'°SQ%e2Revenue act of 1962, P.L. 87-834, H.R. 10650, 87th Cong. 2d Sess., 76 Stat. 960, October
, 1962.

"1 See LR.C. § 951(aX]).

11See §332, Energy Tax and Individual Relief Act of 1974, H.R. 17488, 93rd Cong. 2d Sess.,
November 21, 1974.

13 See Report of House Ways and Means Committee accor;ranying H.R. 17488, pp. 313 and
132, H. Rep. No. 93-1502, 83rd Cong. 2d Sess., November 26, 1974.
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income from goods manufactured, produced, grown, or extracted outside of the
United States.

Tax Reduction Act of 1975

In March 1975, the President of the United States signed the Tax Reduction Act
of 1975 (sometimes hereinafter referred to as the “TRA"), thus providing for several
significant modifications concerning United States taxation of foreign source
mncome:

(1) The so-called “30-70" “safe haven” or “shielding” rules which had applied to
CFC'’s where foreign based company income constitutes less than 30 ﬂercent of gross
income were amended to reduce the relevant threshold test to less than 16 percent;

(2) The minimum distribution exception to current taxation of Subpart F income
was terminated;

(3) The exlusion for certain foreign personal holding company income reinvested
in less developed countries was eliminated; and,

(4) The exception for foreign base company shipping income was limited to income
reinvested in shipping operations.

The relevant House bill had contained no provisions amending United States
rules for CFC’s and their United States shareholders.* Nor did the Senate Finance
Committee recommend changes in this area of United States tax law.!* Neverthe-
less, prusuant to amendments voted on the floor of the Senate, it was provided that
United States persons holding a one percent or greater interest in a foreign corpora-
tion would be taxed currently on their prggortionate share of the income from such
a corporation in cases where more than 50 percent of the stock of the corporation
was controlled by United States persons.

The House and Senate conferees adopted a compromise agproach which did not
eliminate deferral across-the-board, but rather expanded on the Subpart F approach
to tax specific categories of income on a current basis: 7

“The conference substitute provides for a number of specific measures which
substantially expand the extent to which foreign subsidiaries of U.S. corporations
are subject to current U.S. taxation on tax haven types of income under the so-
called Subpart F rules of the Code.

"“The conference substitute repeals the minimum distribution exception to the
Subpart F rules which, under present law, permits a deferral of U.S. taxation on tax
haven types of income in cases where the foreign corporation {(or various combina-
tions of foreign-related corporations) distributed certain minimum dividends to their
U.S. shareholders. The effect of repealing this exception is to tax currently all
income of foreign subsidiaries of U.S. corporations which is deemed to be tax haven
income under the existing so-called Subpart F rules of the Code. An exception to
this provision was made for agricultural commodities not produced in commercially
marketable quantities in the United States. Under the exception, these commodities
grown (or raised) abroad are to be excluded from foreign base company sales
income.

It was noted at the time of conference, that unless an agricultural commodites
exception was adopted, the competitive position of the United States owned firms
participating in international agricultural commodities trade would be undermined
with the result that this important business would be transferred to foreign owned
firms beyond United States tax jurisdiction and control and that this would be
contrary to important United States national and international interests.

It was recognized that under United States tax law, United States owned firms
had for manf years competed on an equal tax fooiing with foreign owned firms in
world agricultural trade. As a result United States owned firms were involved in a
significant portion of this trade. However, if United States owned firms were re-

uired to pay taxes on a current basis they could not compete in this market, as
they possess no special advanta%es such as technology or established brand names,
that would enable them to absorb such a significant tax disadvantage. United States
firms buy and sell the same commodities as their foreign owned competitors. No
other country in the world taxes earnings on this trade on a current basis.

Following enactment of the Tax uction Act of 1975, it was recognized that
certain ambiguity was inherent in language chosen to create the new agricultural
commodities exception.

1 See § 602, Tax Reduction Act of 1975, Public Law 94-12, H.R. 2166, 94th Cong. 1st Sess., 89
Stat. 58, March 29, 1975.

s See Tax Reduction Act of 1975, H.R. 2166, 94th Cong. 1st Sess., March 17, 1975.

1 See Report of the Senate Finance Committee accompanying H.R. 2166, Sen. Rep. No. 94-36,
94th Cong. 1st Sess., March 17, 1975.

17 See Conference Report accompanying H.R. 2166, p. 70, Rep. No. 94-120, 94th Cong. 1st Sess.,

March 26, 1975.
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Tax Reform Act of 1975

The issue of the agricultural exception was raised again during proceedings of the
House Ways and Means Committee in late 1975.'®* The consensus was that a techni-
cal amendment was probably incorporated in the 1975 House Bill to accomplish this
purpose, provided:*®

“(a) In General.—The last sentence of paragraph (1) of section 954(d) (relating to
definition of foreign based company sales income) is amended to read as follows:
‘For purposes of this subsection, personal property does not include agricultural
commodities which are significantly different in grade or type from and are deter-
mined by Secretary of the Treasurfy after consultation with the Secretary of Agricul-
ture not to be readily substitutable for (taking into account consumer preferences)
agricultural products grown in the United States in commercially marketable quan-
tities.” "’

The House Ways and Means Committee advanced the following arguments in
support of revising the language of the Tax Reduction Act of 1975:% “* * * One of
the categories of tax haven income subject to current taxation under the Subpart F
provisions of the coded is base company sales income. The Tax Reduction Act of
1975 contained an amendment which provides that base company sales income does
not include the sale of agricultural commodities which are not grown in the United
States in commercially marketable quantities. It has come to your committee's
attention that questions have been raised as to the extent that this exclusion applies
to agricultural products which are of a different grade or variety from the same
product grown in the United States. Your committee believes that sales of foreign-
grown agricultural products which are not readily substitutable for U.S.-grown
agricultural products should not be included within the definition of foreign base
company sales income in the case of sales made to third countries. Your committee
is aware that these sales are highly competitive and that if the profits on these sales
are highly competitive and that if the profits on these sales were subject to U.S. tax
on a current basis, U.S.-controlled foreign companies would have difficulty competing
with foreign-controlled companies. Accordingly, your committee believes it is appro-
priate to permit this cateegory of income to retain the tax advantages of deferral until
the profits are repatriated to the United States.” (Emphasis supplied.]

otwithstanding the clear concern of the House Ways and Means Committee that
the United States owned companies be given a continuing opportunity to compete
for this important business, it was recognized that substantial complexity might be
involved in interpreting this language as a consequence of inherently difficult
constructions.

Tax Reform Act of 1976

In early December 1975, the full House passed the Tax Reform Act of 1975, H.R.
10612, and referred the bill to the Senate. Because of time constraints and other
considerations, the Senate Finance Committee directed its immediate attention to
the tax reduction provisions of the 1975 House bill and did not undertake considera-
tion of the tax reform provisions of the bill.

During the month of December 1975, the House and Senate debated and acted on
this legislation and then forwarded a bill to the President to extend tax reductions
until June 30, 1976. The tax reform provisions of the 1975 House bill, including the

rovisions modifying the agricultural exception to Subpart F, were not considered
Ey the Senate Finance Committee in 1975.
In February 1976, the Chairman of the Senate Finance Committee announced
that the Committee would begin hearings in March 1976 on major tax revision

roposals and extension of expiring tax cut provisions. Following these hearings, the
genate Finance Committee proceeded with mark-up of the subject tax legislation
and reported out a bill for consideration of the full Senate in June 1976.»

Based on considerations noted above, the Senate Finance Committee initially
adoptedhan agricultural commodities exception based on the third market country
approach: 2

18 See Committee Print prepared for the use of the Committee on Ways and Means by the
staff of the Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation concerning U.S. Taxation of Foreign
Source Income, p. 8, September 27, 1975. . .

1 See Section 1025 of the Tax Reform Act of 1975 (concerning limitation on definition of
foreign base company sales income in the case of certain agricultural products}, H.R. 10612, p.
211 and 212, Rep. No. 94—658, 94th Cong., 1st Sess., November 12, 1975.

» See Report of the House Ways and Means Committee accompanying H.R. 10612, p. 221, Rep.
No. 94-658, 94th Cong., 1st Sess., November 12, 1975.

1 See Report of the Committee on Finance, United States Senate, accompanying H.R. 10612,
Rep. No. 94-938, 94th Cong., 2d Sess., June 10, 1976.

1 See H.R. 10612, Rep. No. 94-938, 94th Cong., 2d Sess., p. 471, June 10, 1976.
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“Sec. 1025. Limitation on Definition of Foreign Base Company Sales Income in the
Case of Certain Agricultural Products.

(a) In General.—The last sentence of paragraph (10) of section 954(d) (relating to
definition of foreign base company sales income) is amended to read as follows: For
purposes of this subsection, personal prope‘er(tfr does not include agricultural commod-
ities grown or produced outside the United States if sold for use, consumption or
disposition outside the United States.””

his approach provided a clear and easily administered standard which would
enable United States owned firms to compete for this important third country trade
without significant doubts about the tax consequences under United States laws.

The following reasons for adopting this approach were noted in the Senate Fi-
nance Committee report.*

*Certain agricultural products

Reasons for change: As indicated above, one of the categories of tax haven income
subject to current taxation under the Subpart F provisions of the code is base
company sales income. The Tax Reduction Act of 1975 contained an amendment
which provides that base company sales income does not include the sale of agricul-
tural commodities which are not grown in the United States in commercially
marketable quantities. It has come to the committee’s atiention that questions have
been raised as to the extent that this exclusion applies to agricultural products
which are of different feade or variety from the same product grown in the United
States. The committee believes that sales of foreign-grown agricultural products for
use, consumption, or disposition outside the United States should not included
within the definition of foreign base company sales income. The committee is award
that these sales are highly competitive and that if the profits on these sales were
subject to U.S. tax on a current basis, U.S.-controlled foreign companies could have
difficulty competing with foreign-controlled companies. Accordingly, the committee
believes it is appropriate to permit this category uy income to retain the tax advan-
lages]_g{; iieferral until the profits are repatriated to the United States. [Emphasis
supplied.

xplanation of provisions: The conimittee’s amendment provides that for purposes
of the tax haven foreign base company sulcs rules of Sg)é)art F, personal property
does not include agricultural commodities grown or produced outside the United
States if sold for use, consumption or disposition outside the United States. The
committee believes that this rule will be easier for the Internal Revenue Service to
administer than either the rule contained in present law or the rule contained in
the House bill.”

As noted above, in accordance with its consideration of the House-passed Tax
Reform act of 1975, the Senate Finance Committee initially adopted an agricultural
commodities exception based on the third market country approach. This language
was sul uently dropped from the Senate- Tax Reform Act of 1976.2¢

Although the House-Senate Conference Committee on the Tax Reform Act of 1976
chose not to adopt the agricultural exception to Subpart F under Section 1025 of the
House-passed Tax Reform Act of 1975, it is significant that both the House Ways
and Means Committee and the Senate Finance Committee had determined that
important United States national and international interest would be served by
preserving an ongoing opportunity for United States owned firms to participate in
international agrucultural trade, the final provisions of the Tax Reform Act of 1976
left unchanged the language of the Tax uction Act of 1975 on this matter.»

ECONOMIC AND TRANSACTIONAL DISTINCTIONS INVOLVING INTERNATIONAL TRADING
OPERATIONS

The decisions of the House Ways and Means Committee and the Senate Finance
Committee to create a new Subpart F exception for income derived from sales of
icultural products produced abroad reflected awareness that in certain instances,
nited States interests are not served by taxing the operations of United States
owned foreign corporations on a current basis. More specifically, the Congress
recognized inherent economic distinctions between manufacturing and mining activ-
ities on the one hand and agricultural marketing and international trading oper-
ations on the other. These industries involve fundamentally different international
economic and marketing considerations. A manufacturing company may utilize a
trading affiliate in a low-tax jurisdiction to handle exports of its products manufac-

2 See Report of the Committee on Finance, United States Senate, accompanying H.R. 10612,
Rep. No. 94-936, 94th Cong, 2d Sess., pp. 232-233, June 10, 1976.

1 See H.R. 10612, 94th Cong., 2d Sess., August 6, 1976.

1 See Tax Reform Act of 1976, Public Law 94-455, H.R. 10612, 94th Cong. 2d Sess., 90 Stat.
1520, October 4, 1976.
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tured within or without the United States. Owing to the nature of manufacturing
processes, such arrangements could potentially displace United States exports of
domestically manufactured goods as a consequence of the ability to shift manufac-
turing processes to various countries.

Conversely, trading of commodities in international commerce is not similarly
susceptible to this form of shifting and United States export displacement. For
example, grains, oilseeds, and other agricultural commodities are produced by indi-
vidual farmers in particular countries. The nature and quantity of agricultural
commodities depends on matters such as climate, available land, etc. Although most
production is consumed in the producing country, residual supplies are sold in world
trade channels by exporters and intermediate resc'lers unrelated to the farmer-
producers. Consequently, international agricultural trading activities have tradition-
ally involved a structure that includes intermediate resellers (organized in low-tax
jurisdictions) which are controlled by both United States owned companies and
foreign companies.

As noted above, the Congress has recognized that the effect of taxing on a current
basis the income of United States owned international trading companies would be
to shift important commercial advantages to foreign based international trading
companies.

International commodities trading

United States controlled foreign based trading companies compete in a complex
business requiring skilled management and extensive resoures. The basic role of
international commodity traders is to anticipate demand for commodities through-
out the world and to position themselves in relation to each of their basic elements
of commodities—for example, the commodity itself, freight, foreign exchange, and,
in some cases, import levies—so that they can compete for sales as demand emerges.
Back-to-back purchases and sales are rarely jossii'e. Instead, positions must be
taken before the emergence of new demand or new supply is fully reflected in price
adjustments. Risk is unavoidable because values of each of the elements of a
commodity trade are subject to continuous change. Effective management of risk in
this environment is critical to success. Both the volume and value of the commod-
ities involved in international transactions are enormous. Therefore, substantial
working capital is required. Trading firms traditionally operate facilities required to
handle and transport commodities.

The need for related companies in international trading operations

Although theoretically, United States trading companies could avoid Subpart F
problems by dealing only with unrelated companies, as a matter of practical necessi-
ty, this is not possible. As noted below, related companies have been required not
for tax reasons, but rather for business and marketing purposes. Furthermore, as
noted elsewhere, it is essentially impossible to shift earni?}s and profits among
related companies as a consequence of other provisions of United States tax law.

A number of considerations are involved in deciding whether a domestic affiliated
company is necessary to be competitive in bu{ing commodities from or selling
commodities to a particular country. For example, the limited amount of business
available may not justify the costs of organizing a separate company (Greece,
Norway, Sweden, Kenya and Tanzania). Limitations imposed by the local govern-
ment often are decisive (Eastern Europe and in the People’s Republic of China). The
dominant role of a government marketing agency may limit competitive opportuni-
ties for domestic affiliates (South Africa).

On the other hand, in other countries it is often necessary to use a local subsidi-
ary engaged in domestic marketing, exporting and importing grain. To the extent
that a significant free market operates within an exporting country, it is seldom
possible to compete as an f.0.b. buyer with other international trading firms which
can originate grain through offices and elevators controlled by a domestic affiliate.
Sellers in these countries someiimes require and usually prefer to deal with a
domestic subsidiary whose representatives are available to provide continuing serv-
ice and whose assets are phyxaicalk'e located within the jurisdiction of the host
country. The same considerations often apply to selling grain in countries of ulti-
mate destination. Moreover, both in selling and buying countries, market intelli-
gence gained through involvement in domestic market operations improves opportu-
nities for concluding trades. This can be true even in countries in which government
marketing boards play an important role (for example, Canada and Australia).
Thus, the decision to organize and deal through a domestic affiliate both in buying
and selling icultural commodites turns mainly on business considerations as

distinguished from tax considerations.



290

For example, most grain imported into the European Common Market is handled
by consumers on a levy-paid basis. The Corporation paying the levy is required to
register within the European Common Market, and therefore if a United States
trading company wishes to export efficiently to the European Common Market, it
must have local subsidiary corporations in the European Common Market countries.

Although related companies are often used in these transactions, as a practical
matter, there is limited need for concern regarding prospects for shifting earnings
and profits among a group of related companies for tax purposes. Policing of inter-
company gncing among related firms dealing in agricultural commodities is more
simple and effective than policing of transactions in manufactured goods. Prices are
easily established based on transactions publicly noted by commodity futures ex-
changes. Furthermore, comparisons are possible between transactions involving
identical commodities with related and unrelated firms. Therefore, in this context,
the United States Internal Revenue Service can effectively audit these transactions
under Section 482 of the Internal Revenue Code (pertaining to arms-length stand-
ards for related companies), on a continuous basis, which provides further support
for the proposition that the decision to establish domestic marketing subsidiaries in
supplying and consuming countries (and transactions among these related compa-
nies) are predicated on business and marketing considerations rather than on con-

siderations.

Typical transactions

The following transactions will illustrate the operations of related companies in
international agricultural trade; the limited scope of pro exceptions; and com-

tition at each stage among United States controlled and foreign controlled foreign
Ezsed firms. In each case, transactions can involve the related company organized in
the country or origin to assemble commodities from producers and local resellers; a
related company operating in & country of ultimate use to receive the shipment,
break it down, and resell it to local users; and, between these different elements, a
separate risk takuag profit center capable of assessing world market conditions
anticipating demand, identifying supplies available from diverse sources, assembling
other elements of an international transaction and putting them all together in a
saleable package that meets the needs of sellers in originating countries and buyers
in countries of ultimate use.

Production and use abroad (third market countries)

ABC Grain Company, Ltd., a Canadian corporation may buy wheat from the
Canadian Wheat and resell it f.o.b. Canadian port to ABC International, a
United States affiliated international trading company. ABC International, in turn,
will resell it c.i.f, or ¢ and f, to an Italian buyer for redistribution to flour millers
within Italy (Italian buyer may be a related company). In such a transaction, the
ABC group of companies would compete at each stage with foreign controlled
international commodities trading firms.

PRODUCTION IN UNITED STATES AND USE ABROAD (U.S. EXPORTS)

Sales of United States grains and other agricultural commodities to foreign desti-
nations typically involve a number of different channels, usually befinning in a
company organized in the United States. Sales of wheat to India, for example,
almost always involve direct sales from a United States company to the Indian
Buying Mission, which maintains offices in the United States. A sale of United
States corn to Western Europe could involve a United States co::f;any as the f.o.b.
seller to an affiliated international trading corporation which avails itself of United
States tax incentives designed to stimulate United States exports f.0.b. an American
port. The affiliated international trading corporation, in turn, could resell c.if. to an
unrelated third party for resale in Western Europe. A sale of United States wheat
to the Soviet Union also might involve a sale by a United States company to an
affiliated international trading corporation f.o.b. delivered on board at an American
or St. Lawrence port and a resale by the affiliated international trading corporation

to the Soviet grain buying agency.

Production abroad and use in United States

Sales of agricultural commodities produced abroad and imported into the United
States also involve somewhat different patterns, usually culminating with a pur-
chase by a United States company. For example, a United States controlled ili-
ated company in the Philippines, purchases coconut oil and coconut meal from local
firms and resells to buyers in the United States (including its United States parent)
and in Western Europe (possibly to an affiliated company for resale in the country
of ultimate consumption).
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Effects of current taxation on competition between U.S.-owned foreign sales compa-
nies and their foreign-owned competitors
Without an appropriate exception, United States controlled international tradin,

companies wouﬁf be subject to United States current taxation on undistribu

earnings of most sales of agricultural commodities produced and consumed outside
the United States. Such transactions would not have been subject to current tax-
ation in the past. Foreign controlled foreign based international trading companies,
able to utilize arrangements which do not subject them to current taxation on
income derived from these transactions, will possess a decisive competitive advan-

tage.

%’he effect of differential tax treatment can be illustrated by an example:

A French based company and a United States based company may engage in
similar transactions involving international trade of agricultural commodites. Such
commodities can originate from any of a number of major exporting nations, such as
the United States, Canada, Brazil, Argentina, South Africa, Australia or the Euro-

an Community, and move to a number of major importing areas, such as Western

urope, the Indian subcontinent, the Middle East, Central America or elsewhere. A
French based company and a United States based company may operate through
foreign subsidiaries established in Panama in order to participate on a competitive
basis in such international agricultural trade. Each of these companies may pur-
chase soybeans grown in Brazil and ship the commodity to a European nation,
realizing a profit of $100 on this tfype of transaction.

If a Panamanian subsidiary of a United States based company is forced to pay
accelerated United States income tax (current taxation of $48 by means of eliminat-
ing deferral), the United States based company would have substantially less capital
available for competitive purgosee (352 as a result of the $48 United States tax on
$100 profit). In contrast, a Panamanian subsidiary of a French based company
would pay no immediate tax, as neither Panama nor France would impose a current
tax on this type of transaction, thus, all $100 of pre-tax profits would be available
for future competitive purposes. Furthermore, even where such profits of the Pana-
manian subsidiary were repatriated to the French based parent, France would not
impose any significant tax on such profits, thus providing a further competitive
advantage to French owned trading companies.

Thus, under these circumstances, the United States controlled counterparts in the
third market countries trade in agricultural commodities:

Limited capacity to absorb tax disadventages

Unlike United States controlled firms manufacturing products abroad and distrib-
uting them in world markets through a foreign based sales company, United States
traders in basic icultural commodities in world markets possess no unique ad-
vantages like established brand franchises or product superiority to offset funda-
mental tax disadvantages. The products they offer—agricultural surpluses of other
countries—are the same (rroducts offered by foreign Lased competitors, acquired
from the same sources, and distributed to the same markets.

Financing internaticnal trade )

An essential requirement for successful competition in this trade is access to
adequate amounts of capital. Major sources are retained eaminfs and borrowings.
Impact of differential tax treatment on retained earnings is clear. However, the
impact of differential tax treatment on the ability to borrow capital to finance trade
is less clear, but equally important.

Capital requirements for international trading operations have increased signifi-
cantly as commodity prices have risen above levels in the 1960s. Moreover, because
Frices now fluctuate through a broader range than before, the risks to lenders
inancing international agricultural trade has increased. Thus, risks associated with
lending funds to international traders have increased simultaneously with their
capital needs.

eré is substantial competition for capital in this area, and foreign based firms
(operating with the same prudence and skill as United States b: firms) would
have a substantial competitive edge over United States based firms if United States
based firms are penalized by changes in United States tax law which would provide
a comparative advantage to their foreign based competitors.

Human resources
As noted above, risk is unavoidable in international trading of agricultural com-
modities because the values of all elements of a commodity trade are subject to
continuous change. Back-to-back transactions involving these elements are rarely
possible and therefore success is heavily dependent upon human judgments of
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future events. Skilled merchants and traders, capable of managing risk in this
environment, are an essential resource in international trading operations. United
States owned firms cannot attract and hold skilled merchants and traders also
sought by foreign based firms if, because of substantial tax advantages, earnin,
from operations reflecting the same level of skill and insight are no more than half
the earnings of their foreign competitors.

Collateral effects on U.S. exports

An ability to compete effectively on an international basis in global commodities
transactions would severly limit the capacity of United States based international
trading companies to locate and expand markets for surplus agriculturai commod-
ities produced in this country.

The needs of buyers of agricultural commodities in international markets often
can be met by supplies from a number of possible origins. Indeed, sellers are often
given the option of supplying agricultural commodities produced in different coun-
tries. United States based international trading firms typically have substantially

ater investments in facilities for originating, handling, transporting, storing and
elivering agricultural commodities produced in the United States, and therefore
have a greater incentive to encourage the purchase of commodities produced in this
country wherever possible. Their inability to compete in all international transac-
tions involving agricultural commodities would deprive the United States of oppor-
tunities that would otherwise exist for substituting exportable surpluses of agricul-
tural commodities produced in the United States.

It is important for another reason that United States based firms participate in
transactions involving commodities produced abroad even where the possibility of
substituting United States commodities does not exist. Market intelligence gained in
these transactions increases the effectiveness of U.S. based international trading
firms in selling United States produced commodities abroad. Market intelligence
enables a trader to anticipate events and to take positions before prices adjust to
reflect the influence of new supply and demand. By trading in all international
markets, United States based international trading companies are better positioned
to sell agricultural products produced in the United States.

CONGRESSIONAL CONCERN ABOUT THE COMPETITIVE POSITION OF THE UNITED STATES
IN INTERNATIONAL TRADE NEGOTIATIONS

Trade Act of 1974 :

In his opening statement of March 4, 1974, commencing the Senate Finance
Committee hearings on the Trade Reform Act of 1973, H.R. 10710 (later to be voted
into law as the Trade Act of 1974), Chairman Russell B. Long stated: ** ‘I was very
much in favor of the Trade Expansion Act of 1962. I still desire an ‘open nondiscrim-
inatory, and fair world economic system’ but I am tired of the United States being
the ‘least favored nation’ in a world which is full of discrimination. We can no
longer expose our markets, while the rest of the world hides behind variable levies,
export subsidies, import equalization fees, border taxes, cartels, government procure-
ment practices, dumping, import quotas, and a host of other practices which effective-
ly bar our products.” [Emphasis supplied.]

GATT reform

In the context of reform of the General eement on Tariffs and Trade
(“GATT"”), the Con has specifically instructed United States trade negotiators
to seek revision of those GATT articles which discriminate against the United
States, and it is clear from the statutory language that the Congress was particular-
ly concerned about this matter with respect to the DISC:

“The President shall, as soon as practicable, take such action as may be necessary
to bring trade agreements heretofore entered into, and the application thereof, into
conformity with principles promoting the development of an open, nondiscrimina-
tory, and fair world economic system. The action and principles referred to in the
preceding sentence include, but are not limited to, the following—

“The revision of GATT articles with respect to the treatment of border adjust-
ments for internal taxes to redress the disadvantage to countries relying primarily
on direct rather than indirect taxes for revenue needs..."”

* See Hearings before the Senate Finance Committee concerning The Trade Reform Act of
1978, H.R. 10710; Part 1, p. 2, 93rd Cong., 2d Sess., March 4 and 5, 1974.

1 See § 121 of the Trade Act of 1974 Public Law 93-618, H.R. 10710, 93rd Cong., 2d Sess., 83
Stat. 1978, January 3, 1975.
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Congressional oversight involving international trade negotiations

. The Senate Finance Committee has stated that the Congress will be actively
involved in securing full reciprocity and equal competitive opportunities for United
States interests: # “The Trade Reform Act, as reported by the Committee, is intend-
ed to be more than a delegation of authority for negotiated reduction in the rates of
duty. While a significant authority to reduce tariffs would be provided to insure the
flexibility the trade negotiations will require, our foreign trading partners and our
negotiators are on notice that the authority must be exercised to obtain full reci-
procity and equal competitive opportunities for U.S. commerce.”

House Ways and Means Committee task force on U.S. taxation on foreign source
income

During the course of consideration of the Tax Reform Act of 1975, the House
Ways and Means Committee established a special task force to study the United
States taxation of foreign source income (sometimes hereinafter referred to as the
“Foreign Source Income Task Force”). This task force was instructed to report its
ﬁndin?’and recommendations to the full Committee.”

On March 8, 1977, the Foreign Source Income Task Force issued its report
(sometime hereinafter referred to as the “Foreign Source Income Task Force

Report’’).2

gsed on its deliberations, the Foreign Source Income Task Force recommended
no changes with respect to the tax treatment of deferred earnings of foreign corpo-
rations controlled by United States shareholders.» .

The final statement of the Foreign Source Income Task Force on this matter not
only reconfirms strong support for international and multilateral approaches to
certain international tax policy issues (as distinguished from unilateral action under
the Internal Revenue Code), but the language chosen for this purpose is even
broader is scope than the language contained in earlier draft reports:® “In its
consideration of the several questions referred to it, the task force found that funda-
mental change by the United States in the taxation of foreign source income many
areas requires the agreement and cooperation of foreign governments. Certain changes
which might otherwise have been appropriate were found not to be acceptable if
unilaterally adopted by the United States because they would subject U.S. businesses
ogemting abnoaé to tax while their foreign competitors would not be similarly taxed,
thus placing the U.S. businesses at a competitive disadvantage. Other were found to
be unacceptable because they would subject fore businesses to U.S. tax under
circumstances involving a substantial possibility of retaliatory taxes by foreign gov-
ernments against U.S. businesses operating abroad. Therefore, in ition to its
specific reccommendations directed toward the particular issues considered by the task
/genc-e, the task force strobgly recommends that steps be taken to initiate multilateral
discussion between the United States and our major trading partners to consider a
broad range of tax and investment questions, in particular ¢ areas where unilat-
eral action by any single nation is not feasible.” [Emphasis supplied.)

GATT PANEL DECISIONS ON CERTAIN TAX PRACTICES OF THE UNITED STATES, FRANCE,
BELGIUM, AND THE NETHERLANDS

GATT DISC panel decisions .

In accordance with procedures under the provisions of the General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade (“GATT”), a panel was established in July 1973 to examine a
complaint submitted by the European Communities (“EC”), pursuant to paragraph 2
of Article XXIII of the GATT, relating to United States tax legislation on the
Domestic International Sales Corporation (“DISC”), and to make such findi as
would assist the Contracting Parties of GATT to make recommendations or ruli

rovided for in paragraph 2 of Article XXIII of GATT t¢his panel is sometimes
ereinafter referred to as the “GATT DISC Panel”).

The EC requested the GATT DISC Panel to find that the DISC system was
incompatible with the relevant clauses of GATT regarding export subsidies.

In the course of its proceedings, the GATT D; Panel held consultations with
the EC and the Uni States, and background arguments and information were
submitted by both parties.

= See Report of the Senate Finance Committee accompanying H.R. 10710, p. 18, S. Rept. No.
93-1298, 93rd Cong., 2d Sess., November 26, 1974.

» See Press Release No. 12, House Ways and Means Committee, January 5, 1976.

2 See House and Ways and Means Committee report entitled “Recommendations of the Task
Force on Foreign Source Income”, 95th Cong., 1st Sess., March 8, 1977.

n Id. at p. 59.

n]d atp. 2.
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on its findings, in November 1976, the GATT DISC Panel concluded that

Based
the DISC legislation, in some cases, had effect which were not in accordance wit
United States’ obligations under Article XVI(4) of GATT and that as it had found
the DISC legislation to constitute an export subsidy which had let to an increase in
exports it was also covered b{ the notification obligation contained in Article XVI(1)
of GATT and that accordingly there was prima facie case of nullificaiton or impair-
ment of benefits under GATT,

GATT European tax practices panel decisions

Partially in response to the aforementioned EC complaint, the United States
initi ounter claims and proceedings against certain tax practices of France,
Belgium and the Netherlands alleging that such tax practices constituted export
subsidies in violation of GATT. In accordance with GATT procedures, separate

TT panels were established in Jul{ 1973 to examine the United States com-
plaints with respect to each of the subject countries, pursuant to paragraph 2 of
Article XXIII of the GATT, and to make recommendations or rulings provided for in
paragraph 2 of Article XXIII of the GATT (these panels are sometimes hereinafter
collectively referred to as the “GATT Euro Tax Practices Panels”).

The United States requested the GATT European Tax Practices panels to find
that certain tax practices of France, Belgium and the Netherlands violated Article
XVI(4) of GATT and that these were nullifying or impairing benefits accruing to the
United States under GATT. -

The United States also suggested that the four complaints involving the DISC and
certain tax practices of France, Belgium and the Netherlands should be considered

ether because they raised the same 8rinciples concerning application of GATT.

n the course of its %rooeedmgs the GATT European Tax Practices Panels held
consultation with the United States, France, Belgium and the Netherlands, and
background arguments and relevant information were submitted by each of these

ies.
Based on their findings, in November 1976, the GATT European Tax Practices
Panels concluded that the tax practices of France, Belgium and the Netherlands, in
some cases, had effects which were not in accordance with the respective obligations
of these countries under Article XVI(4) of GATT and that as these practices had
been found to constitute export subsidies which had led to obligations contained in
Article XVI(1) of GATT and that accordingly there were prima facie cases of
nullification or impairment of benefits under GATT with respect to the subject
practices of each of these countries.

Rep%ntative GATT panrel findings and determinations on income tax practices of
nce

The GATT panel on French tax practices related the following factual aspects
regarding the tax practices in question.»*

‘The French income tax system for corporations is based on the territoriality
principle which, in general, taxes income earned in France but not income arising
outside France. It is a principle deriving from the history of the French system
dating back to the beginning of the oentulg. French companies are liable to corpora-
tion tax solely in respect of profits made by enterprises operating in France and of

rofits taxable by France under an jnternational double taxation agreement (Article
09:1 of Code Generale des Impots).

“Under the territoriality rule as applied by France profits generated by undertak-
ings operated abroad are exempt from French taxation. the other hand, a
French company is not entitled to any foreign tax credit and cannot deduct losses
suffered abroad, apart from exceptions specified below.

“Ninety-five per cent of dividends from the French or foreign subeidiaries of a
French company is excluded from the profits of the parent corporation. Participa-
g%x; by the parent in the subsidiary must exceed 10 per cent (Article 145 and 216 of

) H

On the effects of the territoriality principle as applied by France for taxation of
fore'liin profits, the panel noted: * . )

“The representatives of the United States pointed out that France followed the
territoriality principle of taxation, and that as a result, did not tax the export sales
income of foreign branches or foreign sales subsidiaries of domestic manufacturing
firms. Taxes on such income were the most part permanently forgiven rather than
merely deferred. He stated that the exclusion apparently extended to foreign source
income from activities carried out by a French selling corporation through its own
agents or employees abroad even without a foreign permanent establishment, as

“?ie Repo:t of GATT Panel on Income Taxes Maintained by France, p. 2, November 2, 1976.
b atp. 4.
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income from transactions which were separate from the corporation’s French oper-
ations and which constituted complete commercial cycles outside France were ex-
cludable. The representative of the United States argued that these provisions, and
relaxed intercompany pricing rules and other practices in relation to export transac-
tions, created a distortion in conditions of international competition in that they
afforded remission or exemption of direct taxes in respect of exports in violation of
France’s commitment as a contracting party under Article XVI:4. The permanent
exemption could be freely used by the domestic manufacturing firm. The relative
tax burden on the sales of products for export as against domestic sales was lower
as a result of the remission.

“The representatives of the United States argued that, by organizing a foreign
branch or-subsidiary in a low-tax country, a French manufacturinﬁ firm could enjoy
the low-tax rate on that portion of the total export sales income which was allocated
to the foreign brranch or foreign sales subsidiary, that the amount of export sales
income allocated to foreign sources was generally substantial, that under the
French system the right to tax foreign income was given up. He concluded that at a
minimum the sales element of export earnings was exempt from taxation and
therefore subsidized in violation of Article XVI:4.”

The panel stated the following concerning tke effects of the territoriality principle
as a’tFp ied by France for taxation of foreign dividends: *

“The representatives of the United States stated that under the territorial princi-
Ele, profits of a foreign subsidiary were not consolidated with the profits of its

rench parent, and so not taxed in France. He went on to make the point that even
if the subsidiaries’ profits were repatriated in the form of a dividend, 95 per cent of
it was deducted from the taxable income of the company, whether or not the forei
subsidiary was subject to taxes in its country of residence, and whether or not the
rate of tax applied by that country was less than the French rate. In fact, the
dividend was not expected to be taxed at all, as the remaining 5 per cent was
considered to be deducted as ordinary expenses against the taxes of the recipient
oorpor'ation. He argued that this amounted to a permanent exemption from tax-
ation.’ :

In its conclusion and recommendations, the panel determined the following: %

“The Panel noted that the Particular application of the territoriality principle by
France allowed some part of export activities, belonging to an economic process
originating in the country, to be outside the scope of French taxes. In this way
France has foregone revenue from this source and created a possibility of a pecuni-
ary benefit to exports in those cases where income and corporation tax provisions
were significantly more liberal in foreign countries.

“The Panel found that however much the practices may have been an incidental
consequence of French taxation principles rather than a specific policy intention,
they nonetheless constituted a subsidy on exports because the above-mentioned
benefits to exports did not appl{ to domestic activities for the internal market. The
Panel also considered that the fact that the practices might also act as an incentive
to investment abroad was not relevant in this context.

“The Panel also noted that the tax treatment of dividends from abroad ensured
that the benefits referred to above were fully preserved.”

“The Panel therefore concluded that the French tax practices in some cases had
effects which were not in accordance with French obligations under Article XVI:4.”

“The Panel considered that the fact that these arrangements might have existed
before the General Agreement was not a justification for them and noted that
France had made no reservation with respect to the standstill agreement or to the
1960 Declaration (BISD, 9 Suppl. p. 32).

“The Panel was of the view that, given the size and breadth of the export subsidy,
it was likely that it had led to an increase in French exports in some sectors and,
although the ibility could not be ruled out that the tax arrangements would
encourage production abroad and a decrease in exports in other sectors, nonetheless
concluded that it was also covered by the notification obligation of Article XVI:1.

“In the light of the above, and bearing in mind the precedent set by the Uruguay-
an cases (BISD, 11 Suppl. p. 100), the Panel found that there was a prima facie case
of nullification or impairment of benefits which other contracting parties were
entitled to expect under the General Agreement.” .

The relevant GATT panels charged with responsibility for reviewing the income
tax Fractices of Belgium and the Netherlands made findings and determinations
similar to those for France in concluding that the tax practices of Belgium and the
Netherlands were also in violation of GATT obligations.

u]d etp. 7.
» Id. at pp. 11-13.
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Congressional involvement in GATT panel proceedings

Durin%zhe_ course of GATT consideration of DISC and certain tax practices of
France, Belgium and the Netherlands, Members of the House Ways and Means
Committee and the Senate Finance Committee {)anicipated in the GATT sessions in
Geneva, Switzerland. Based on these international p: and other -
ments and submissions, Members of the House Ways and Means Committee and the
Senate Finance Committee have recently indicated that the United States should
take a hardline poisition on theee issues in imternational trade negotiations (as
distinguished from United States unilateral action on DISC), and that such an
approach comports with United States international tax and trade policy objectives
and United States international negotiating opportunities.

Although representatives of the Euro, Communities and the United States
raised the GATT Panel Decisions at the GATT Council meeting in Geneva, Switzer-
land on March 2, 1977, it is understood that this matter has, on several occasions,
been postponed for further consideration. In this regard, it is important for the
representatives of the United States to be well prepared on subetantive and proce-
dural issues and negotiating techniques in order to maximize opportunities for
obtaining beneficial results for the United States in these Yroeeedmgs Such efforts
should emphasize consultations and technical analysis involving Members and staff
of the House Ways and Means Committee and the Senate Finance Committee, staff
of the Joint Committee on Taxation, and officials of STR and Treasury in an effort
to obtain a United States domestic consensus of these issues before undertaki
specific initiatives in an international context.

In the past, representatives of the United States federal government have experi-
enced ongoing difficulties in attempting to secure open and nondiscriminatory treat-
ment for United States exports through elimination or reduction of trade distorting
practices of other nations.

Nevertheless, new opportunities are now available concerning the relationship of
United States domestic tax legislation and international trade p: i and
negotiations, particularly in the context of the GATT Panel Decisions. Based on the
continued unwillingness of the subject European governments to adopt or proceed
with the findings of the GATT Panels, it is particularly important that the United
States Congress proceed with necessary changes in United States federal income tax
law to offset, in part, the tax incentives of other countries which are directed to
providing a competitive advantage for the exports and international trading activi-
ties of such countries.

In this regard, it should be recognized that the Euro countries which were
found in violations of GATT obligations by the subject GATT Panels have refused to
make any concessions whatever on this matter and have resisted any form of
international solution concerning these decisions. If the United States is to proceed
with its efforts to obtain an internationaal resolution of this problem by means of
international trade negotiations, it is necessary and proper, and in accordance with
United States international tax and trade policy objectives, that the United States
Congress adopt requisite changes in United States tax law to obtain comparability
with the tax practices of other countries and thus strengthen the United States

aining position by providing needed leverage and negotiating tools for dealing
with the trade distorting and discriminatory tax practices of other nations.

U.8. CONGRESSIONAL CONCERN ABOUT SUBSTANTIAL U.8. TRADE DEFICIT WITH JAPAN

House Ways and Means Committee task force on United States-Japan trade

The report of the House Ways and Means Committee Task Force on United
States-Japan Trade related that despite Japanese trade liberalization in recent
years, a wide range of trade and structural barriers remain in Japan which restrict
imports, interfere with the currency alignment process, and perpetuate the United
States-Japan trade imbalance.

Members of the Task Force related that they had attempted to express this
urgent message to Japanese government and business representatives, although
such Members were not sure that they were heard or understood. In some cases, it
was felt that Japanese officials believed that the situation was serious and were
trying to correct the problems, while in other cases, the Members encountered
absolutely no understanding of how destructive Japan's excessive trade surpluses
were to the world economy, and how much concern these trade imbalances had
created in other nations.

The Members related the following in the Task Force Report: *

» See House Ways and Means Committee, Subcommittee on Trade Task Force Report on
United StatesJapan Trade, 95th Cong., 2d Sess., pp. V, 6, 44 and 45, January 2,1979. .
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“We have offered some observations and gempomh on these longer range issues.
Some of these proposals extend outside of the jurisdiction of the Subcommittee on
Trade and involve issues such as tax policy, antitrust, export promotion, and govern-
ment, organization.

“We hope that interested parties will comment on the proposals in this report and
assist the Subcommittee in apbn’n% ways to deal with the problenis we have
identified. The need is urgent for a ng-merfe national policy to deal with these
international trade issues.” (Emphasis supplied.)

“It is probable that in addition to cmg’ing domestic inflation, more important,
long-range encouragement of exports rests with the U.S. Government in terms of

(a) Tax incentives, consistent with U.S. multilateral obligations, which will encour-
age firms to undertake the heavy costs of entering new markets;

(b) Relaxation or exemption of anti-trust laws in certain overseas situations, while
continuing competition domeeticall'};

(c) Increased emphasis in the United States on industrial R. & D. innovation;

(d) Access to capital for small U.S. firms selling or operating aborad;

(e) Willingness to match the full range of export credit services offered by foreign
exporttgatl:gm)tizations {pending agreement with trading partners to limit such export
competition);

(f) Better organization of Federal government to encourage U.S. commercial inter-
[eﬁts nlll)ar:_ad andl t:d %ive more emphasis and visability to the importance of exports.”

m is supplied.

“Ig is probable, however, that more important, long-range encouragement of exports
rests with the U.S. Government in terms of such issues as:

(a) Tax incentives;

(b) Clarification of U.S. anti-trust laws to export sales abroad;

{c) Renewed R. & D. emphasis along with easier conversion of R. & D. into
industrial innovation;

(d) Access to capimi for small U.S. firms selling/operating abroad;

(e) Improved Eximbank services;

(f) Increased coordination among, and status for U.S. agencies promoting exports;

Ss) Development of the trading company concept for U.S. wgfania

ile we recognize that many economists question the n

programs, particularly in a world of freely floating exchange rates, we are con-
cerned that this view is somewhat unrealistic in light of the many export promotion
Kar:grams rovided by our major competitors. For example the Library of Coxﬁrees

recent éopnepared a report entitled “Export Stimulation Programs 