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TRADE ‘AGREEMENTS EXTENSION ACT OF 1955

FEBRUARY 14, 1955.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union and ordered to be printed

Mr. CoopER, from the Committee on Ways and Means, submitted
the following

REPORT

[To accompany H. R. 1]

The Committee on Ways and Means, to whom was referred the bill
(H. R. 1) to extend the authority of the President to enter into trade
agreements under section 350 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended,
and for other purposes, having considered the same, report favorably
thereon with amendments and recommend that the. bill as amended
do pass:

The amendments are as follows: .

Page 3, beginning in line 4, strike out , except as authorized by
subparagraph (B) of this paragraph,” . .

Page 3, line 8, strike out the period and insert in lieu thereof a

colon and the following:
Provided further, That the enactment of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of
1955 shall not be construed to determine or indicate the approval or disapproval
by the Congress of organizational provisions of any foreign trade agreement
entered into under this section.

Page 4, line 12, strike out ‘““not being” and insert in lieu thereof
“normally not”’.

Page 4, line 13, strike out “being” and insert in lien thereof
“normally”’.

Page 4, line 16, insert after the period the following:

This clause shall not apply with respect to any article unless it is designated in
the list required by section 3 (a) of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951,
as amended (19 U, 8, C,, sec. 1360 (a)), for possible consideration as an article
which is normally not imported into the United States or is normally imported
into the United States in negligible quantities. ’

Page 8, line 6, strike out “may” and insert in lieu thereof ““shall, as
soon as practicable,”.

1
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TRADE AGREEMENTS EXTENSION ACT OF 1955

Page 10, line 12, after “notice of intention” insert “to negotiate”.
Page 11, strike out line 9 and all that follows down through line 16
on page 12.

1. GENERAL STATEMENT

A. Principal features of H. B. 1

The purpose of . R. 1 is to continue to June 30, 1958, the authority
of the President to enter into trade agreements. The present author-
ity (extended by Public Law 464, 83d Cong.) terminates on June 12,
1955. In addition to the extension of the trade-agreements authority,
the prinecipal features of H. R. 1 are as follows:

1. The President would be authorized to negotiate tariff reductions
by any 1 of 3 alternative methods, which may not be used cumu-
latively.

(¢) The first method authorizes the President to reduce by a total
of 15 percent tariff rates existing on July 1, 1955, in stages of not more
than 5 percent in each of the 3 years of the authority;

(&) An alternative authority to that provided in (a¢) above is the
authorization to reduce tariffs by 50 percent of the rate prevailing on
January 1, 1945, but only in the case of those products normally not
imported or normally imported in negligible quantities;

(¢) As a third alternative the President is authorized to negotiate
reductions in those rates which are higher than 50 percent of the value
of an import to a rate equivalent to 50 percent.

2. In the case of the announced trade agreement involving Japan,
the bill authorizes the same decreases in rates of duty (i.e., 50 percent
of the rate existing on January 1, 1945) as are authorized under
existing law, even though the agreement is entered into after June 12,
1955.

3. The reduction authority referred to in paragraphs 1 and 2 above
is subject to the peril-point and escape-clause procedures as contained
in present law.

4. The President is required to avoid to the maximum extent he
deems practicable the subdivision of existing tariff classification
categories to prevent undue complication of the present tariff struc-
ture.

5. The President would be required to submit to Congress an
annual report on the trade-agrecments program. This report is to -
contain, among other things, information on modification of trade
agreements, including a report on the incorporation of escape clauses
in existing agreements and information relating to agrecments en-
tered into.

B. Fxplanation of provisions of the bill
EXTENSION OF PRESIDENT'S AUTHORITY

Under present law, the President’s authority to enter into foreign
trade agreements expires June 12, 1955. The bill extends the period
during which the President will be authorized to enter into trade-
agreements from June 12, 1955, through June 30, 1958.
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EXTENT OF PRESIDENT'S AUTHORITY

Under present law the President is authorized to decrease rates of
duty by 50 percent of the levels existing on January 1, 1945, The bill
would continue this authority after June 12, 1955, only (1) in the case
of products which are normally not imported or are normally imported
in negligible quantities into the United States, and (2) in the case of
products included in the trade agreement as a result of the negotiations
which have already been announced in which Japan will be a party
(in case these negotiations are not concluded by June 12, 1955). The
bill would continue unchanged the authorization in present law where-
by the President can incrcase rates of duty by up to 50 percent of the
levels existing on January 1, 1945. ,

As under present law, the President would be authorized to enter
into foreign trade agreements with foreign governments or instru-
mentalities thereof. The language continuing this authority has been
expressed so as to spell out in the section the fact that the resident
can in entering into foreign trade agrecments include general provisions
of the kind which have heretofore been included in such trade agree-
ments since the inception of the trade-agreements program in 1934,
In the past it has been necessary, to make various changes in such
oeneral provisions in order to kecp pace with the changes of devices
and practices in foreign countries. The provisions specified in this
subparagraph are illustrative of types of provisions which are necessary
in order that the President may be able to meet effectively new methods
of discrimination and other barriers against American exports. An
important purpose of these provisions is to protect against impair-
ment the tariff concessions which the United States obtains in trade
agreements,

The bill, H. R. 1, as reported, clearly provides that no such general
provision shall be given effect in the United States in & manner
inconsistent with existing legislation of the United States. The
purpose of the committee amendment to this proviso is to make it
clear that provisions of existing law such as section 22 of the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act (7 U. S. C., sec. 624), safeguarding domestic
agricultural programs from material interference from imports, hoof-
and-mouth disease quarantine laws (19 U. S. C., sec. 1306), and scetion
8e of the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act (7 U. S. C., sec. 608e),
providing for the regulation of the grade, size, quality, and maturity
of certain fruits and vegetables imported into the United States and
other like provisions of existing law, will prevail despite any provision
in a trade agreement.

The bill also provides that its enactment shall not be construed to
determine or indicate the approval or disapproval by the Congress of
organizational provisions of any foreign trade agreement entered into
under the authority which it grants, such as the organizational
provisions of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade.

That part of the bill which authorizes the President to carry out a
trade agreement by proclamation is a continuation of existing law.

In addition to the President’s authority as to the reduction of duties
described above, he would also be authorized to reduce duties by 15
percent from the rates existing on July 1, 1955. Also, the President
would be authorized to reduce any rate of duty above 50 percent of
the value of an imported product to 50 percent of such value,
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Except for the reductions which might be made in the trade agree-
ment involving Japan, reductions under the three alternative methods
must be made gradually. None of these three alternatives for reduc-
ing duties which would be given to the President by the bill may be
used cumulatively. If the total amount of reduction is 15 percent or
less, the reduction during any 12 months cannot exceed 5 percent. If
the total amount of reduction is more than 15 percent, then no more
than one-third of this reduction can be given effect during any 12-
month period.

CONTINUATION OF EXISTING SAFEGUARDS

The requirements of existing law for full public notice (including a -
list of products on which concessions might be made by the United
States), public hearings, and peril-point determinations by the Tariff
Commission are not changed by H. R. 1. Neither is the present
requirement that the President must report to the House Committee -
on Ways and Means and the Senate Committce on Finance whenever
a reduction exceeds that which the Tariff Commission believes could
be made without causing or threatening serious injury to the domestic
industry (peril point). Likewise, the escape-clause provision of
existing law continues unchanged. Moreover, H. R. 1 would not
affect the present provision that no reduction shall be made on any
article if the President finds that such reduction would threaten domes-
tic production needed for projected national-defense requirements.

The committee gave extensive consideration to amendments to
the escape-clause provisions of existing law, but decided that it was
neither necessary nor desirable to change the law.

Under existing law, the findirgs of the Tariff Commission that a
product on which a concession has been granted is, as a result in
whole or in part of the customs treatment reflecting such concession,
being imported in such increased quantities as to cause or threaten
serious injury to the domestic industry producing like or directly
competitive products, together with its recommendation regarding
withdrawal or modification of the concession, go to the President.

In making his determination whether to withdraw or modify a
concession, the President must take into account all relevant factors,
including our national-defense requirements, requirements for carry- .
ing on successfully the foreign relations of the United States, and the
necessity for maintaining and strengthening the domestic ecomomy
of the United States. Consequently, he secures the individual views
of the Departments of Agriculture, Commerce, Defense, Interior, -
Labor, Treasury, and State and the Foreign Operations Administra-
tion, in order that his decision whether to withdraw or modify the
concession may be based upon all the information available in the
Government. The Departments of Agriculture, Commerce, Interior,
and Labor have primary responsibility for providing economic
information and views relating to domestic activity, while the other
agencies submit data and views concerning the other factors.

The committee belicves that the President should give full con-
sideration to the Tariff Commission’s findings regarding injury. If
he believes that these findings should be further developed, or if new
information relevant to such findings are disclosed, in the committee’s
opinion he should continue his practice of submitting such data to -

s &
AT ARSI FEANIDEITES S I SRR A O IR GDIR IR TR . B I

Approved For Release : CIA-RDP59-00224A000100310002-9
|




Approved For Releass, GIARRRER-002244099100310002-9

the Tariff Commission for supplemental investigation and findings
where appropriate. The other factors, relating to the overall national
interest, are, of course, outside the jurisdiction of the Tariff Com-
mission, and must be weighed by the President after receiving the
views of the various departments. The committee is of the opinion
that a President, who has the authority to determine where and when
American Armed Forces may be employed in the Formosa Straits in
the interest of our national security, can be trusted to weigh factors
relating to the national interest in terms of withdrawing a tariff
concession.

Even on the question of injury, the President must by law make the
determination in the event of a 3-3 split among the Tariff Com-
missioners.

Findings on the question whether injury is caused or threatened
by imports resulting from tariff concessions are based on factual
material. However, proper weight must be given to such facts,
reasonable inferences drawn therefrom, and, finally, there must be
an exercise of judgment. Different weight can be given to the same
facts, different inferences can be drawn from the same facts, and
differing judgments can result. Otherwise all administrative or judi-
cial judgments would be unamimous and be affirmed on appeal. In
practically every field where administrative or judicial findings are
involved, the Congress has provided for some review of those findings,
either by courts or by the President. In the committee’s opinion it
would be undesirable to depart from this practice in the case of the
escape clause. Your committee believes that the President should
not be compelled as a matter of law to accept findings of the Tariff
Commission where it is his opinion that they are not soundly based,
although in the committee’s opinion he should give full consideration
and proper weight to such findings.

Due to the expressed concern from many quarters over the admin-
istration of the escape clause, it is your committee’s intent to keep
this matter under continuing study.

ANNUAL REPORT TO CONGRESS

Under H. R. 1, the President would submit to the Congress an
* annual report on the operation of the trade-agreements program. In
addition to reporting on the progress made in inserting the escape
clause in existing agreements ! {(on which he now reports semiannually)
the report would include information on new negotiations, modifica-
tions made in duties and import restrictions of the United States,
reciprocal concessions obtained and other information on the trade-
agreements program.

SUBDIVISION OF CLASSIFICATION CATEGORIES

The President, under H. R. 1, is to avoid, to the maximum extent
practicable and consistent with the purpose of the legislation, the
subdivision of classification categories. In previous years, particu-
larly during the period when only straight bilateral agreements were

1 A message from the President to the Congress on January 10, 1955 (H. Doc. No, 64, 84th Cong.) indi-

cates that al}l except four agreements, those with Ecuador, Honduras, El Salvador, and Guatemsla, now
have a satisfactory escape clause. The agreement with Ecuador is now scheduled to terminate on July 18,
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concluded, our tariff structure has been complicated by breaking up
existing classifications into various parts.

C. History of the legislation

In 1934 Congress empowered the President to enter into trade
agreements with other countries for a period of 3 years. The Presi-
dent’s tariff-reducing authority was limited to 50 percent of the rates
then in effect. This authority was extended by Congress in 1937,
1940, and 1943. Between 1934 and 1945 trade agrecments were
negotiated with 29 countries. 4

In 1945 Congress extended the President’s authority and increased
it. e was authorized to reduce tariffs to 50 percent of the rates
prevailing on January 1, 1945. -

At the present time the United States has trade agreements with
42 countries of which 32 are partiss to the General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade. These countries and the United States carry on
at least 80 percent of world trade. The agreements negotiated cover .
approximately 58,000 items with & trade probably surpassing $40
billion in 1953.

In 1953 President Eisenhower asked Congress for a 1-year renewal
of the trade-agreements authority, pending a comprehensive reexam-
ination of the economic foreign policy of the United States to be
undertaken by a bipartisan commission. The Commission on Foreign
Economic Policy, under the chairmanship of Mr. Clarence B. Randall,
was established, with members drawn from both Houses of Congress
and frora the public. After extensive investigations it presented its
recommendations to the President on January 23, 1954.

Based on these recommendations, the President outlined his foreign
economic policy to Congress in his message of March 30, 1954. One
of the recommendations was the extension of the trade-agreements
legislation as outlined in H. R. 1. 'The present act was extended for
1 year. The President has again, on January 10, asked the Congress
to provide the authority contained in H. R. 1.

Full and complete hearings were held on H. R. 1 by the committee
beginning on January 17, 1955, and concluding on February 7, 1955.
Testimony was received from Cabinet officials and witnesses repre-
senting all segments of our economy.

In the executive sessions that followed the hearings careful consid-
eration was given to the testimony and views presented to the
committee.

II. Neep For H.R. 1
A. In general

Since 1934 the Reciprocal Trade Agreements program has been
an essential part of our foreign economic policy. Our foreign eco-
nomic policy and our overall foreign policy cannot be disassociated.
As President Eisenhower has stated:

If we fail in our trade policy, we may fail in all. Our domestic employment,
our standard of living, our security, and the solidarity of the free world—all are
involved.

For our own economic growth we must have continuously expanding world
markets; for our security we require that our allies become economically strong.
Jixpanding trade is the only adequate solution for these two pressing problems
confronting our country.
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An expanded foreign trade is in our own enlightened self-intcrest
just as much as it is in the interest of the peace and security of the
other nations of the free world.

As the Secretary of State declared:

The failure, at this stage of world affairs, to rededicate our Nation to liberalize
trade policies, and to do so for a 3-year term would have grave couscquences.

The Secretary of Defense in his testimony before the committee
stated that passage of H. R. 1 is an important measure in strengthen- |
ing our common defense against Communist aggression. He stated:

The stronger our allies are cconomically and militarily the better for both them
and ourselves * * *,

International trade must be a two-way street. Such trade provides the most
effective way to improve our relations with our allies on a long-range basis. If
is just as important as any military agreements which we might work out.

Today perhaps there is no other country in the world that has as
much at stake in an expanding world trade as has the United States.
We export about 20 percent of the goods in world trade and import
about 15 percent of such goods. If we act with wisdom, courage,
and forbearance in the formulation of our foreign economic policy,
we will find that we have promoted the security and welfare of the
United States.

Our position in the world today is one that we did not seek but
which has nevertheless been thrust upon us. With it has come the
responsibility to pursue policies that are most conducive to the cause
of peace and the advancement of human welfare. The most short-
sighted thing we could do from the standpoint of our national
defense is to cast our allies between a curtain of high tariff protection
on the one hand and an iron curtain of engulfment on the other.

The United States as the greatest creditor nation in the world,
should and must take the leadership in enlarging world trade.

The main cconomic impediment to an expanded foreign market for
our own production is the shortage of dollars on the part of friendly
foreign nations and their inability to make their currencies convertible.
The most practical way of helping to reduce and eventually eliminating
these problems is the lowering of trade barriers on a collective basis
by the free nations of the world. The trade and tariff restriction
policies of each country in the free world have an effect on free world
trade. However, those of the United States are especially significant
because of our outstanding position of leadership and economic
importance.

Contrary to expressed opinions that we are totally seli-sufficient
in the United States, the truth is that we are not. Our emergence as
a world power has been accompanied by an increasing engagement in
world trade. The natural resource requirements of our American
economy, our population growth, and our ever-increasing per capita
consuniption have caused us to look to our neighbors for part of what
we consume. They in turn look to us for the products of our farms,
factories, and commerce.

One of the major restraints on an expanding foreign market for
American goods in the past has been an unfavorable balance of pay-
ments resulting from the dollar gap between imports and cxports.
This gap must eventually be closed. It can be closed (1) by increasing
the sale of foreign goods in this country, (2) by decreasing the sale of
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our goods in foreign countries, or (3) by outright gifts of dollars to
foreign countries. Decreasing our exports would injure our economy
and reduce our standard of living and that of our aliies by decreasing
American production and employment. As a result, production and
employment overseas would be similarly affected.

We are properly diminishing, not increasing, outright gifts of dollars.
This means we must accept foreign goods if we are to continue to
increase exports and avoid continuation of outright dollar grants.
The creation of a dependable international balance of payments is a

" problem that offers no simple solution. 'The problem must be attaclked
at each of its many aspects.

The committee, through its study of the problem and from the testi-
mony of witnesses, is impressed with the crucial importance of remov- -
ing the atmosphere of instability froin our foreign trade policies. This
instability is a factor in slowing down the development of an improved
gystem of world trade. Other countries, uncertain of what economic
policies the United States will follow hesitate to expand their produc- .
tion of those products destined for the United States market. Unsure
of their continuing capacity to earn dollars in the event the United
States should turn away from a policy of promoting trade in the free
world, other countries are also hesitant to relax their exchange restric-
tions. The early enactment of the bill, renewing the authority of the
President to enter into trade agreements, will have a stabilizing efiect
upon our international relations and increase confidence throughout
the free world.

H. R. 1 is considerably more than a manifestation of America’s ex-
pression of good faith to our allies. It is considerably more than a
demonstration to international communism of the free world’s eco-
nomic unity. H. R. 1is a gradual but forthright step in the direction
of assuring the products of American agriculture, labor, and industry
an expanding market which is essential to increasing American pro-
ductivity.

The authority granted to the President under H. R. 1 is for the
purpose of securing a higher level of two-way trade. Thus, we will
be able to sell and receive payment for our exports and have an
increasing volume of investment abroad to assist economic develop-
ment overseas and to yield returns to us of greater freedom from
restrictions and controls in international trade.

In secking to develop increasing domestic prosperity, free-world
strength and international peace, H. R. 1 is part of the answer to each
of these objectives. Every segment of our American economy has a
vital interest in the attainment of these purposes.

B. Agriculture

There is probably no segment of our economy that has a greater
stake in foreign trade than agriculture. It has been estimated that
annual exports of agricultural commodities represent the production-
of from 50 to 60 million cultivated acres. This is an area equivalent
to the combined cultivated land of Mississippi, T'ennessee, Louisiana,
Kentucky, Alabama, Florida, Georgia, North Carolina, South Caro-
lina and Virginia. Putting it another way, our agricultural exports

rovide a market for the produce of one out of each 10 acres of crop-
and. In 1951, when our agricultural exports ran to $4 billion, this
was the equivalent of $1 out of each $8 in cash farm receipts in the
United States.
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The importance of agricultural exports to agriculture is further
stressed in the excerpts from the testimony of major farm organiza~-
tions which is contained in appendix B. It will be noted in thig
appendix that in 1953, of our total production we exported 45 percent
of our rice, 26 percent of our tobacco, 24 percent of our cotton, 21
percent of our soybeans and products, 19 percent of our wheat and
flour, 18 percent of our lard, 17 percent of our barley, 6 percent of our
raisins, and about 5 percent of our pears and apples. It can be seen
from these statistics that we export about one-fourth of our total
production of some major agricultural commodities.

Since 1951, our agricultural exports have been falling off. Any
time there is a falling off in our exports of agricultural commodities,
there follows lower prices, increased surplus problems, and there may
follow acreage restrictions and marketing controls. In many cases,
cropland is diverted from production for export to production of other
commodities for domestic consumption. This means that ¢ven those
agricultural commodities that are not exported can be directly affected
as a result of a reduction in exports.

One of the most important answers to the problem of our agricul-
tural surpluses is an expanded foreign market. Under the trade-
agreements program, concessions have been obtained for almost every
agricultural product customarily exported from the United States in
any significant amounts. 1t is the committee’s belief that enactment
of this bill will further expand the foreign markets for agricultural
products, which expansion is urgently needed by American farmers,
and it is our hope that the authority granted the President under this
bill will be utilized insofar as practicable to accomplish this result.

C. Labor

It was stated by Secretary of Labor Mitchell that some 4% million
jobs are attributable to work generated by our foreign trade-—both
export and import.

On the other hand, it has been estimated that not over 100,000
workers might be threatened, directly or indirectly, with the loss of
their jobs by increased imports resulting from a hypothetical reduction
across the board of 50 percent in present tariff rates. Although your
committee does not necessarily accept this figure, it does give some
approximate indication of what we believe to be the relative stake
that American workers have in our total world trade as compared to
possible adverse effects from the maximum of imports that could
conceivably be expected within the next few years.

Moreover, 11, Ig 1 contains safeguards designed to guard against
any sharp increase in imports by requiring that the reductions
authorized can only be put into effect gradually.

The results of the program, therefore, will be to avoid a sudden
imflux of imports that would cause unemployment. The result, we
believe, will be a gradually expanding level of trade and employment
in the United States.

It has been contended that since foreign industries have lower wage
and other standards it is difficult or impossible for American industry
to compete with imports in the American market. It is well estab-
lished that many of the United States industries that compete most
successfully, both domestically and in foreign markets, are industries
in which wages paid arc among the highest in the United States.
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American industry can pay high wages because of its high produc-
tivity. Incressed American productivity makes it possible for
United States industry to pay higher wages.

The important factor is not the wage per hour but the wage per
unit of production. American workers with our mechanized means
of production and highly developed teclinology, are able to produce
a greater number of products per hour, thus resulting in lower cost
per unit even though their wages per hour are higher.

The administration has taken steps to adopt the policy recom-
mended by the Commission on ¥oreign Economic Policy that no
tariff concessions should be grantcd on products made by workers
recelving wages that are substandard in the exporting country.

During the period that the tradc-agreements program has been in
effect the people of the United States have achieved the greatest pros-
perity this country has ever known. Wages and working conditions
of our workers have steadily improved during this period despite in-
creased imports.

Ir. the light of this practical test the committee believes that, as a
general principle, the contention that lower tariff barriers would
depress labor standards and wages in the United States has not been

proved.

Testimony of the major labor organizations in support of the bill
is highlighted in appendix B.
D. Commerce and industry

The economic strength and vitality of our American commerce and
industry depend in large measure on our success in fostering expanded
trade with the countries of the free world. For that reason these
important segments of our domestic ecconomy have a vital interest
in the development of United States foreign economic policy as set
forth in H. R. 1. ) o

In 1953, our gross national product was at an alltime high of
$365 billion. Our exports of goods and services including military aid
amounted to approximately $21 billion and represented almost 6
percent of our total production of goods and services. This export
relationship to gross national product compares favorably with: (1)
Gross receipts from farming in 1953 which were equal to about 8.5
percent of gross national product; (2) business expenditures for capital
equipment which represented a little over 6.5 percent of gross national
product; and (3) consumer purchases of durable goods which were a
little over 8 percent of that product. The share of commerce and
industry in our total export business in 1953 (exlusive of military aid)
was $14.25 billion in services and merchandise manufactures. Agri-
cultural exports were $2.75 billion and military aid was $4.5 billion.

In dollar terms our foreign trade amounted to $37 billion in 1953—
$16 billion in imports and $21 billion in exports. TImports and exports
taken together sustained approximately 4% million American jobs.

Our reliance on foreign markets has grown with the increase in
American productivity. Hach yeacr the average factory worker in the
United States produces an average of 3 to 5 percent more than he did
the previous year. Qur industry sells 10 percent or more of its
trucks, locomotives, machine tools, tractors, and penicillin abroad.

An American tractor manufacturer testifying in support of H. R. 1
beforo your committee said that without its export business his com-
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pany would not need one-third of the people he employed in the
United States. He also testified that the domestic consumer is able
to_buy his tractor at a lower price because export business had per-
mitted greater mass economies than would have been possible in the
absence of the export volume. o

In the 20 years since the reciprocal trade program was initiated, our
trade has increased substantially. In 1934 our exports constituted 12
percent of total world trade. At that time as supplier of world
markets we were closely matched by the United Kingdom and Ger-
many. In 1954 our exports constituted 20 percent of total world
trade and our exports were nearly twice as large as those of the second
largest trading country, the United Kingdom.

H. R. 1 will continue the trade-agreements legislation for the same
reason it was started in the first place—as an important export-
promotion measure. Merchandise exports in the mid-thirties stood
at 3.1 percent of a gross national product of $65 billion as compared
with merchandise imports of 2.6 percent. Comparable figures for
1953 indicate a gross national product of $365 billion with mer-
chandise exports of 4.3 percent and merchandise imports of 3 percent.

There can be little question that our increase in exports has con-
tributed substantially to our domestic high employment and pros-
perity. The relationship of exports of movable goods to United
States production and of United States exports and imports to gross
national product are shown in the following tables for selected years.

TaBLE 1.—United States production of movable goods and the proportion exported:
1929, 1933, 1937, 1939, and 1947-53

| Value in millions of dolars]

Exports, "
Agricul- y . United Exports as
Year tural Mhtlx;ggaac Mining 3 tgé‘sil%%;t‘ Total 6 States | pereent of
produets t 2! merchan- total
disc 8
13,003 30, 591 © 4,008 5, 100 53, 602 5, 157 9.6
6,332 14,008 2,050 3,100 25, 490 1, 647 6.5
10, 213 25,174 4, 265 4, 300 43, 952 3, 209 7.5
9, 043 24, 487 3, 808 4, 200 41, 538 3,123 7.6
32,372 74, 426 9, 610 9, 201 125, 608 15, 160 12,1
32, 842 82, 000 12, 273 10, 800 137,915 12, 532 0.1
30, 133 75, 367 10, 580 10, 000 126, 080 11, 936 9.5
30,335 89, 750 11, 855 11, 600 143, 540 10, 142 7.1
35, 042 102, 086 13, 52¢ 12,900 163, 552 14, 879 9.1
34, 517 108, 477 13, 430 13, 300 169, 724 15,039 8.9
33, 056 117, 500 114, 346 14, 200 179, 102 15, 626 8.7

1 Cash receipts from crops and lvestock and products, and value of home consumption as reported by
Department of Agriculture,

. 2 Yszlue added by manufacture; data as reported in the Census of Manufactures through 1947; estimates
or later years,

8 Value of crude or prepared minerals ut the mine, well, or plant; Bureau of Mines data.

* Estimate of cost of moving goods from place of production to points of distribution or cxportation; based
on freight rovenue of steam ralilroads, of intercity motor carriers of property, and of pipelines as reported by
the Interstato Commerce Commission.

¢ Total of items shown represcnting a rough estimate of the value of production of movable goods at point
of distribution or export. "Figures are not adjusted for price changes.

8 Shipments to forcign countries as.reeorded by the Buresu of the Census. In recent yegrs the data
include, besides commercial goods, foodstuffs, and other supplies sent to civilian populaticns through the
U. 8. Armed Forces stationed abroad, shipments under the ECA (Economic Cooperaticn Administration)
and Mutual Security Program, and other aid and reliel shipments whether finaneced by Governruent or by

ptrlvate agencles. Shipments to U, 8. Armed Forees abroad for their own use are exelnded from export
statisties.

Source: Foreign Commerce Weekly, June 28, 1954,
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TABLE 2.—United States merchandise exports and imports and export surplus in
relation to gross national product: 1929, 1933, 1937, 1939, and 19.47-63

[Valae in millions of dollars]

Qross Exports as Tmports as | £xcessof [ Export
Year national | Exports? | percent of | Imports? | percent of B}(‘)%%rrts %‘ggzg‘z %sr
1
product GNP GN tmports GNP

103, 828 5, 347 51 4, 463 4.3 884 0.9
55, 760 1,736 3.1 1,510 2.7 226 .4
90, 213 3,461 3.8 3,181 3.5 270 .3
91, 339 3. 847 3.7 2, 409 2.6 938 1.0
233, 264 1§, 977 6.8 6. 129 2.6 9, 848 4.2
259, 045 13, 346 5.2 7,822 3.0 8, 524 2.1
258, 229 12,337 4.8 7,066 2.7 5,271 2.0
286, 826 10, 658 3.7 9.315 3.2 1,343 .5
329, 822 15, 485 4.7 11,668 3.5 3,817 1.2
347, 9566 15, 806 4.5 11, 503 3.3 4,303 1.2
367, 247 18, 437 4.5 11, 904 3.2 4,533 1.2

1 Departnient of Commerce estimates.
3 Merchandise trade as recorded in balance-of-payments statistics, representing all transfers of ownership
of movable goods between the United States and foreign countries.

Source: Foreign Commerce Weekly, June 28, 1954,

Your committee has given careful consideration to the fact that
some domestic industries stated that they have serious problems relat-
ing to their continued survival. Many of these industries appeared
before the committee and attributed their troubles to inadequate
tariff protection. However, careful examination of the facts has
demonstrated that, in many cases, their ills appear to be attributable
to causes other than tariff policy, such as technological progress and
changes in consumer preferences.

H. R. 1 does not affect the many safeguards contained in existing
law to protect American agriculture, industry, commerce, and labor
such as the peril point, escape clause, and other legislation such as
antidumping laws and countervailing duties.

It is the opinion of your committee that the expectations of agri-
culture, industry, and commerce for productive growth and expanding
inarkets will be furthered under H. R. 1 with resulting benefits to
abor.

E. Appendizes
At the end of the report there is contained appendixes as noted -
below:
Appendiz A-—An analysis of some of the major criticisms trade-
agrecments program opponents have raised, as follows:
United States tariffs are already the lowest in the world. -
The trade-agreements program is not reciprocal.
Defense industries and skills are not adequately protected.
Passage of H. R. 1 should await the outcome of the Japanese
negotiations.
Passage of H. R. 1 should await the outcome of the renegotia-
tion of GATT.
Appendiz B.—Testimony and comments of persons supporting
H. 1. 1, as follows: Executive departments, business and industry,
agriculture, labor, public interest groups, and press support.
Appendiz O.~—Accomplishments of the trade-agreements program.
Appendiz D-—A description of how a trade agreement is made,
describing the procedures which are followed.
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III. TrcunicAL ANALysis oF H. R. 1 as REPORTED

The first section of the bill provides that the bill when enacted
may be cited as the Trade Agrecments Extension Act of 1955.

Section 2: This section extends the period during which the President
is authorized to enter into foreign trade agreements for an additional
period, from June 12, 1955, through June 30, 1958.

Section 3: This section amends section 350 of the Tariff Act of
1930, as amended, which contains the basic authority to enter into
and carry out trade agreements.

Subsection (a) of section 350, containing six numbered paragraphs, is.
set forth in the bill in its proposed amended form.

Paragraph (1) of subsection (@) sets forth the purpose for which the
President may enter into trade agreements. The text preceding sub-
paragraph (A) repeats existing law.

Subparagraph (A) of paragraph (1) authorizes the President to enter
into foreign tradc agreements with foreign governments or instru-
mentalities thereof containing provisions with respect to international
trade, including provisions relating to tariffs, to most-favored-nation
standards and other standards of nondiscriminatory treatment affect-
ing such trade, to quantitative import and export restrictions, to-
customs formalities, and to other matters relating to such trade
designed to promote the purpose of section 350 similar to any of the
foregoing. ‘

Subparagraph (A) of paragraph (1), as amended by the committee,
contains two provisos. The first proviso states that no provision of
any foreign trade agrecment shall be given effect in the United States.
in & manner inconsistent with existing legislation of the United States..
The second proviso states that the enactment of this bill shall not be
construed to determine or indicate the approval or disapproval by the
Congress of organizational provisions of any foreign trade agreement
entered into under section 350 of the Tariff Act of 1930.

Subparagraph (B) of paragraph (1), authorizing the carrying out of
trade agreements by proclamation, makes no change in existing law.
The authority to carry out trade agreements by proclamation is no
broader (and no narrower) than under existing law (the terms of
which are identical with the terms of subparagraph (B)).

Paragraph (2) of subsection (@) is divided into subparagraphs (A),
®), (C), (D), and (E):

Subparagraph (A) continues unchanged the present prohibition:
against increasing any rate of duty to a rate more than 50 percent.
above the rate existing on January 1, 1945. :

Subparagraph (B) continues anchanged the present prohibition:
against imposing a duty on a duty-free article or exempting from
duty a dutiable article.

Subparagraph (C) continues unchanged (with respect to trade:
agreements entered into before June 12, 1955) the present prohibition
against decreasing any rate of duty to a rate lower than 50 percent
below the rate existing on January 1, 1945.

Subparagraph (D) fixes maximum limits on decreases in rates which.
may be made to carry out trade agreements entered into on or after
June 12, 1955. A rate of duty may be reduced under three alter-
native methods which are set out in clauses @), (i), and (iii). These-
alternatives are not cumulative but the President may decrease a.

58620—b5——-2
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rate to the lowest of the rates resilting from application of any of the
alternative methods.

Clause (i) authorizes decreases in any rate to 15 percent below the
rate existing on July 1, 1955 (that is, to a rate which is 85 percent
of the rate existing on July 1, 1955).

Clause (1) authorizes decreases in any rate to 50 percent of the rate
existing on January 1, 1945, on products which are normally not
imported into the United States or which are normally imported in
negligible quantities.

Under the first sentence of this clause, as amended by the commit-
tee, the President, in applying the negligible quantities test, will take
into account the competitive impact on the domestic market of the
amount of the article normally imported into the United States.

"The second sentence of this clause (i), as amended by the committee,
requires identification of articles included in any list Turnished to the
Tarifl Commission for ““peril point’” determination pursuant to section
3 (a) of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951, as to which
reduction is authorized by this clause. The committee intends that,
insofar as practicable, articles for which a reduction in duties is author-
ized by clause (iii) will be similarly identified.

Clause (177) authorizes decreases in rates of duty which are higher
than 50 percent ad valorem (or equivalent) to 50 percent ad valorem
(or equivalent). In the case of articles subject in whole or in part
to a specific rate of duty (i. e., 5 cents per pound, or 5 cents per
pound plus 20 percent ad valorem), the determination of whether a
rate of duty is higher than 50 percent ad valorem, and the determina-
tion of a rate equivalent to the 50 percent ad valorem rate to which
it raay be reduced, will be made by the President on the basis of the
value of imports of such products during a period which he finds is
representative.

In making such determination, the President is to be guided, to the
maximum extent practicable, by the standards of valuation for
customs purposes contained in section 402 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as
the provisions of that section exist during the representative period.
The reference to the standards of valuation contained in section 402 of
the Tariff Act of 1930 is to make it, clear that no action may be taken
under the second sentence of this clause which would result in any
change in existing rules for determining the basis on which any ad
valorem rate of duty is to be assessed. For example, if a rate of 50
percent ad valorem is established pursuant to such second sentence
with respect to an article subject to a rate of duty any part of which
may be based on American selling price (as defined in sec. 402 (g) of
the Tarill Act of 1930), the new rate would be subject to application
on the basis of American selling price in the same manner as the ad
valorera rate is applied under existing law.

Subparagraph (I) deals with the special situation involving Japan.
This subparagraph provides that in connection with a trade agreement
involving Japan, which is entered into on or after June 12, 1955,
duties may be decreased to as low as 50 percent below the rate exist-
ing on January 1, 1945, if the President determines such decreases are
necessary to provide expanding export markets for Japanese products.
Under existing law the President is authorized to make such reduc-
tions only to earry out trade agreements entered into prior to June 12,
1955. ‘The authority under this subparagraph may be used only in
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connection with negotiations involving Japan, a notice of which was
published in the Federal Register on November 16, 1954.

When read together with the definition of “existing” contained in
section 350 (¢) (2) (C) (as added by the bill), the results under subpara-
graph (D) (i) and subparagraph (E) of paragraph (2) are as follows: If
the trade agreement involving Japan is entered into before July 1, 1955
(whether or not before June 12, 1955), the President will have author-
ity (1) in carrying out that agreement, to reduce the rates on products
included therecin to 50 percent of the rates existing on January 1, 1945,

_and (2) in connection with other trade agreements entered into on or

after June 12, 1955, to reduce by an additional 15 percent (in accord-
ance with the alternative specified in clause (i) above) the rates for
such products agreed to in such agreement involving Japan. If the
trade agrecment involving Japan is entered into on or after July 1,
1955, the authority to decrease a rate to 50 percent below the rate
existing on January 1, 1945, will continue; but to the extent that this
authority is excrcised with respect to any rate, the authority under the
clause () alternative (lo decrease that rate by 15 percent of the rate
existing on July 1, 1955) will be correspondingly reduced or eliminated.
For example, assume that in the case of article “X” (on which the
January 1, 1945, rate of duty was 50 percent ad valorem and the July
1, 1955, rate of duty is 40 percent ad valorem) the negotiated rate
under the Japan agreement 1s 35 percent. Since the reduction under
the Japan agreement would be equal to-12% percent of the rate
existing on July 1, 1955, subsequent agreements could provide for an
additional 2% percent decrcase of the July 1, 1955, rate (that is, a
decrease to 34 percent ad valorem).

Paragraph (3) of subsection (a), divided into subparagraphs (A), (B),
(), and (D), establishes, among other things, procedures for giving
effect gradually (at intervals of at least a year) to decreases (under the
three alternatives in paragraph (2) (D)) in rates made pursuant to
agreements entered into on or after June 12, 1955.

In connection with the Tariff Commission’s determination of “‘peril
points’’ where the gradual reductions required by the bill arc involved,
the bill coritenplates that the Commission will determinc the peril
point for an article on the basis of the total permissible reduction
rather than on the basis of the application of the total permissible
reduction on a gradual basis.

Subparagraph (A), except as limited by subparagraphs (B) and
(C) of paragraph (3), continues in substance. the provision of existing
law that the proclaimed duties and other import restrictions shall be
in effect from and after such time as is specified in the proclamation.

Subparagraph (B) fixes the time limits within which the decreases
in rates authorized by subparagraph (D) of paragraph (2) described
above may be made effective. These time limits are as follows: A
decrease of no more than 5 percent of the rate existing on July 1, 1955,
may become initially effective at one time if the total amount of the
decrease is 15 percent or less. If the total amount of the decrease is
greater than 15 percent, no more than one-third of the decrease may
become initially effective at one time. In the case of any of the three
alternatives, no part of the decrease after the first part can become
initially effective until the immediately previous part has been in effect
for at least 1 year.
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Subparagraph (C) provides that (subject to an exception stated in
the second sentence of the subparagraph as explained below) no
decreases under the first alternative method (the 15-percent decrease
authority) may be made effective after the expiration of the 3-year
period which begins on July 1, 1955 (that is, after June 30, 1958). The
result of this limitation, when applied with the 1-year requirement for
each decrease, is that the full 15-percent decrease under the first alter-
native cannot be made unless the first 5-percent decrease takes effect
before July 1, 1956. Subparagraph (C) does not apply to the second
alternative (the authority to reduce by 50 percent of the January 1,
1945, rate in case of negligible quantities or no imports), or to the
third alternative (the authority to reduce a rate to 50 percent ad
valorem). The exception to the June 30, 1958, deadline in the case
of the first alternative method (the 15-percent decrease authority)
relates to the situation where, by reason of legislation of the United
States or action thereunder, a decrease which had been made by virtue
of the exercise of that authority and given effect, and which was
thereafter nullified, could be reapplied (and its successive stages, if
any, applied), even though the 3-year period extended beyond June 30,
1958. The following illustrates the application of subparagraph (C)
in a case where the first decrease takes effect before July I, 1956:

1) Assume the following: .

(A) The first 5 percent decrease takes effect on April 15,
1956, and remains in effect until the close of November 30,
1956 (a total of 230 days).

(B) On December 1, 1956, the reduced duty is increased
as a consequence of an escape-clause action.

(C) The duty resulting as a consequence of the escape-
clause action remains in effect through May 31, 1957 (a total
of 182 days).

(D) On June 1, 1957, the decreased rate is restored.

(2) Under the facts stated in paragraph (1) above, the 5-percent
decrease will not have been in effect for a total period of 1 year
until the close of October 13, 1957. Thus, if the second decrease
is to0 become effective it must become effective no earlier than
October 14, 1957, and no later than December 29, 1958 (182 days
after June 30, 1958). In order to permit the third decrease to
become effective, the second decrease must become effective on
or before December 29, 1957.

(3) If the second decrease takes effect on October 14, 1957,
and remains in effect for 1 year through October 13, 1958, then
the third decrease could take cffect at any time on or after Oc-
tober 14, 1958, and before December 30, 1958.

Subparagraph (D) of this paragraph permits the rounding out of
rates in order to simplify the computation of the amount of duty under
any of the alternative methods of decreases. Under the precise appli-
cation of the limitations specified in the alternative methods (and
particularly under the 3-step application thereof) unusual and
cumbersome fractions might be present in some rates. To avoid
complication of tariff schedules by including such fractions, provision
is made for a narrow tolerance, not to exceed one-half of 1 percent
ad valorem, for rounding out such fractions to whole numbers or to
fractions such as are customarily used in our tariff schedules. The
purpose of this provision is to contribute to tariff simplification by
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avoiding burden on trade represented by rates stated in complicated
fractions which make computations of duties difficult.

Paragraph (}) of subsection (a) adds to section 350 a requirement
that the President, in exercising his authority under that section, is
to avoid the subdivision of classification categories to the maximum
extent he deems practicable and consistent with the purpose of section
350. This provision was inserted in order that further complication
of the existing tariff structure might be avoided. It does not au-
thorize reclassification of any article, but refers to the breaking up
of an existing classification into additional subdivisions.

Paragraph (5) of subsection (a), as amended by the committee,
provides that trade-agreement concessions shall apply to imports of
the goods of all countries, except that the President shall, as soon as
practicable, suspend the application of these rates to the products of
countries which discriminate against American commerce Or engage
in other conduct tending to defeat the purpose of scction 350. As
under existing law, this provision is subject to section 5 of the Trade
Agreements Extension Act of 1951, which requires the President to
withdraw benefits of trade-agreement concessions to imports from
U. S. S. R. and from any nation or area dominated or controlled by
the foreign government or foreign organization controlling the world
Communist movement. By making its amendment, the committee
intends that the President withdraw most-favored-nation treatment
from a country after he has had reasonable time to make efforts to get
that country to cease its discriminatory treatment against American
commerce or to rectify the other acts or policies which in his opinion
tend to defeat the purpose of section 350. '

Paragraph (6) of subsection (@) authorizes the President to terminate
at any time, in whole or in part, any proclamation made pursuant to
section 350. 'This continues a provision of existing law; it has been
moved to this separate paragraph solely for reasons of clarity.

Subsection (b) of section 3 of the bill amends existing law to make
clfeao,r %he limits of authority to reduce tariffs with respect to products
of Cuba.

Paragraph (1) of this subsection (b) deals with foreign trade agree-
ments, whether with Cuba or any other country, which may be
entered into before June 12, 1955, and continues unchanged the
present authority to decrease duties on Cuban products to 50 percent
of the rates existing on January 1, 1945, for such products.

Paragraph (2) of this subsection deals with trade agreements which
may be concluded on or after June 12, 1955. . Just as the proposed sub-
section (a) (2) (ID) of section 350 confers authority to reduce general
rates of duty (applicable to products other than Cuban products) by
the use of 3 alternative methods, this paragraph gives parallel au-
thority (the same 3 alternatives) with respect to the rates applicable
to Cuban products, which in most cases are preferential. Under
the third alternative method, the President could reduce all general
rates which exceed 50 percent ad valorem to 50 percent ad valorem;
in giving parallel authority with respect to products of Cuba, the last
sentence of this paragraph authorizes the President to establish a
rate for Cuban products lower than 50 percent ad valorem if necessary
to maintain the absolute margin of preference to which the products
of Cuba are entitled. Any decreases in the Cuban rates under the
three alternatives must also be spread over a period of at least 3 years.
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The reference to subsection (a) (2) (E) in this paragraph would permit
decreasing duties on Cuban products to 50 percent of the rates existing
on January 1, 1945, for such products if the trade agreement involving
Japan is not entered into until on or after June 12, 1955.

Subsection (¢) of section 3 makes necessary technical amendments to
subsection (¢) of section 350 to conform with substantive changes in
other parts of the bill. Tt is made clear that the limitations on in-
creases or decreases in duty relate to rates of duty other than rates
of duty which apply to products only by reason of action taken under
section 5 of Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951. For a discus-
sion of the new paragraph (2) (C), see the explanation contained in
the paragraph explaining subsection (a) (2) (E).

It was considered unnecessary to include among the definitions
contained in subsection (¢) of section 350 a definition of the term
“customs formalities,” since that term has a well-established meaning
when used in connection with reciprocal trade agreements and in
connection with the administration of the customs laws of the United
States. When so used, such term relates only to the character, form,
and number of the papers required and procedural steps to be taken for
clearing articles, carriers, and persons through customs. It does not
include matters entering into the amounts of duties required to be paid
on particular articles, such as the terms of statutes or proclamations
under which imports are classified to determine their tariff status and
statutory provisions under which values for duty are fixed.

Subscetion (d) of section 3 adds a new subsection (e) to section 350,
requiring the President to submit to Congress annually a report on
the trade-agreements program as recommended by the Commission
on Foreign Economie Policy. The report is to contain, among other
things, information on modifications of trade agreements, including a
report on the incorporation of escape clauses in existing agreements,
and information relating to agreements entered into.

Section 4: This section deletes the requirements now in section
6 (b) of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951 that the Presi-
dent report semiannually regarding action taken to incorporate
escape clauses into existing agreements. New developments on this
scors would be covered by the comprehensive annual report of the
President provided for in the new section 350 (e) described above.

Section 5: The bill as introduced contained a section 5 which would
have authorized the President, without entering into any foreign
trade agreement, to reduce by 50 percent the rate of duty existing
on January 1, 1945, in the case of any produet which was not being
imported into the United States or was being imported into the United “
States only in negligible quantities. Under the committee amend-
ment, this section is deleted from the bill.

IV. Cuaancees 1v Existing Law

It compliance with clause 3 of rule XIII of the Rules of the House
of Representatives, changes in existing law made by the bill, as
introduced, are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be omitted
is enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed in italics, existing
law in which no change is proposed is shown in roman):
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Section 350 or THE TariFr Act or 1930

Sec. 350. (a) (I) For the purpose of expanding foreign markets for the produets
of the United States (as a means of assisting in establishing and maintaining a
better relationship among various branches of American agriculture, industry,
mining, and commerce), by regulating the admission of foreign goods into the
United States in accordance with the characteristics and needs of various branches
of American produetion so that foreign markets will be made available to those
branches of Xmerican production which recuire and are capable of developing
such outlets by affording corresponding market opportunities for foreign products
in the United States, the President, whenever he finds as a fact that apy cxisting
duties or other import restrictions of the United States or any foreign country
are unduly burdening and restricting the foreign trade of the United States
and that the purpose above declared will be promoted by the means hercinafter
specified, is authorized from time to time—

L(1) To enter intc fcreign trede agreements with foreign governments or
instrumentalities thercof; and

[(@) To proclaim such mcdifications of existing duties and other import
restrictions, or suech additional import restrictions, or such continuance, and
for such minimum periods, of existing customs or excise treatment of any
article covercd by foreign trade agreements, as are required or appropriate
to carry out any foreign trade agreement that the President has entered into
hereunder. No proclamation shall be made increasing or decreasing by mcre
than 50 per centum any rate of duty, however established, existing on January
1, 1945 (even though temporarily suspended by Act of Congress), or trans-
ferring any article between the dutiable and free lists. The proclaimed duties
and other import restrictions shall apply to articles the growth, produce, or
manufacture of all forcign countries, whether imported directly, o1 indirectly:
Provided, That the President may suspend the application to articles the
grewth, produce, or manufacture of any eountry because cf its diseriminatory

_treatment of American commerce or becausc of other acts (including the
cperations of international cartels) or policies which in his opinion tend to
defeat the purpcses set forth in this section; and the proclaimed dutics and
other import restrictions shall be in effect from and after such iime as is
specified in the proclamation. The President may at any time terminate
any such prociamation in whole or in part.J )

(4) To enter into foreign trade agreements with foreign governments or
instrumentalities thereof containing provisions with respect to international
trade, including provisions relating to tariffs, to mosi-favored-nation standards
and other standards of nondiscriminatory treatment affecting such trade,to
quantitative import and export restrictions, o customs formalities, and to other
matters relaling to such trade designed to promote the purpose of this section
stmilar to any of the foregoing: Provided, That, except as awthorized by sub-
paragraph (B) of this paragraph, no such provision shall be given effect in the
é]nitcd States in a manner tnconsistent with existing legislation of the United

tates.

(B) To proclaim such modifications of existing duiies and other import
restrictions, or such additional import restriciions, or such continuance, and for
such minimum periods, of existing customs or excise treatment of any article
covered by foreign trade agreements, as are required or appropriate to carry oul
any foreign trade agreement that the President has entered into hereunder.

(g) No proclamation pursuant to paragraph (1) (B) of this subsection shall be
made—-

(4) Increasing by more than 50 per centum any rate of duly existing on
January 1, 1945.

(B) Transferring ary article between the dutiable and free lists.

(C) In order to carry out a foreign irade agreement entered into by the Presi-
dent before June 12, 1966, decreasing by more than 50 per centum any rate of
duty existing on Januory 1, 1945.

(D) In order to carry out a foreign trade agreement entered into by the Presi-
dent on or after June 12, 19565, decreasing (except as provided in subparagraph
(E) of this paragraph) any rale of duty below the lowest of the following rates:

(%) The rate 156 per centum below the rate existing on July 1, 1955.

(%) In the case of any article which the President determines, at the time
the foreign trade agreement is entered into, is mot being imported into the
United Stales or s being imported into the United States in negligible
quagtities, the rate 50 per centum below the rale existing on January 1,
1945,
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(#5) In the case of any article subject to an ad valorem rate of duty above
60 per centum (or a combination of ad valorem rales aggregating more than
80 per centum), the rate 50 per centum ad valorem (or a combination of ad
valorem rales aggregating &0 per centum). In the case of any article sub-
ject to a specific rate of duty (or a combination of rates including a specific
rate) the ad valorem equivalent of which has been determined by the Presi-
dent to have been above 50 per centum during a period determined by the
President to be a representalive period, the rate 60 per centum ad valorem
or the rate (or a combination of rofes), however stated, the ad valorem equiva-
lent of which the President determines would have been 50 per centum during
such period. The standards of valuation contained in section 402 of this
Act (as in effect during the representative period) shall be utilized by the
President, to the marimum exient he finds such utilization practicable, in
making the determinations under the preceding senlence.

(E) In orderto carry out a foreign trade agreement entered into by the President
on or after June 12, 1966, to which the Government of Japan is o party and -
with respect to which notice of intention to negotiate was published on November
16, 1954 (19 F. R. 7379), if the President determines that such decrease is
necessary in order to provide expanding export markets for products of Sapan
(including swch markets in therd countries), decreasing by more than 50 per
centum any rate of duty existing on January 1, 1945. =

(3) (A) Subject to the provisions of subparagraphs (B) and (C) of this paragraph,
the provisions of any proclamation made under paragraph (1) (B) of this subsection,
and the provisions of any proclamafion of suspension under paragraph (5) of this
subsection, shall be in effect from and after such time as is specified in the proclamation.

(B) In the case of any decrease in duty to which paragraph (2) (D) of ikis subsection
applies—

(¥) if the total amount of the decrease under the foreign trade agreement does
not exceed 15 per centum of the raie existing on July 1, 1955, the amount of
decrease becoming initially effective at one time shall not exceed & per centum of
the rate existing on July 1, 1956 ;

(1) except as provided in clause (i), not more than one-third of the total
amount of the decrease under the foreign irade agreement shall become initially
effective at one time; and

(751) no part of the decrease after the first part shall become tnitially effective
until the immediately previous part shall have been in effect for a period or periods
aggregating not less than one year.

() No part of any decrease in duty to which the alternative specified in paragraph
(2) (D) (4) of this subseciion applies shall become inilially effective after tFe expiration
of the three-year period which begins on July 1, 1965. If any part of such decrease
has become effective, ther for purposes of this subparagraph any time thereafter during
which such part of the decrease is not in effect by reason of legislation of the United
States or action thereunder shall be excluded in determining when the thres-year
period erpires.

(D) If the President determines that such action will simplify ihe compulation of
the amount of duly imposed with respect to an article, he may exceed any limitation
specified in paragraph (2) (D) or (K) of this subsection or subparagraph (B) of this
paregraph by not more than whichever of the following is lesser:

() The difference between the limitation and the nest lower whole number, or

(17) One-half of 1 per centum ad valorem.,

In the case of @ specific rate (or of a combination of rates which includes a specific
rate), the one-half of 1 per centum specified in clause (i) of the preceding senlence
shall be determined in the same manner as the ad wvalorem effect of raies not stated
whoily in ad valorem terms is determined for the purposes of paragraph (2) (D) (i)
of this subsection.

(4) In exercising his authority under this section, the President shall avoid, to the
mazimum extend he deems practicable and consistent with the purpose of this section,
the subdivision of classification calegories.

(&) Subject to the provisions of section & of the Trade Agreements Fxlension Act
of 1951 (19 U. 8. C., sec. 1362), duties and other import restrictions proclaimed
pursuant to this section shall apply lo articles the growth, produce, or manufacture of
all foreign counlries, whether tmported directly or indirecily: Provided, That the
President may suspend the application to articles the growth, produce, or manufac-
ture of any country because of s discriminatory treatment of American commerce
or because of other acts (including the operations of international carlels) or policies
which in his opinion tend to defeat the purpose of this section.

(&) The President may at any time terminate, in whole or in part, any proclamation
made pursuant to this section.
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{b) Nothing in this section shall be construed to prevent the application, with
respect to rates of duty established under this section pursuant to agreements
with eountries other than Cuba, of the provisions of the treaty of commercial
reciprocity concluded between the United States and the Republic of Cuba on
December 11, 1902, or to preclude giving effect to an exclusive agreement with
Cuba concluded under this section, modifying the existing preferential customs
treatment of any article the growth, produce, or manufacture of Cuba. Nothing
in this Act shall be construed to preclude the application to any product of Cuba
(including products preferentially free of duty) of a rate of duty not higher than
the rate applicable to the like products of other foreign countries (except the
Philippines), whether or not the application of such rate involves any preferential
customs treatment, No rate of duty on products of Cuba [shall in any case be
decreased by more than 50 per centum of the rate of duty, however established,
existing on January 1, 1945 (even though temporarily suspended by Aect of Con-
gress)] shall be decreased—-

(1) In order to carry outa foreign trade agreement entered into by the President
before June 12, 1956, by maore than 50 per centum of the rate of duty existing on
January 1, 1948, with respect to products of Cuba.

(&) Inordertocarryouta foreign trade agreement entered into by the President
on or after June 12, 1955, below the applicable alternative specified in subsection
(@) (2) (D) or (E) (subject to the provisions of subsection (a) (3) (B), (C), and
(D)), each such alternative to be read for the purposes of this paragraph as relating
to the rate of duty applicable to producls of Cuba. With respect to products of
Cuba, the limitation of subsection (@) (2) (D) (60) may be exceeded to such
extent as may be required to maintain an absolute margin of preference to which
such products are entitled.

(¢) (1) As used in this seetion, the term “duties and other import restrietions”
includes [(1)] (A) rate and form of import duties and classification of articles,
and [(2)] (B) limitations, prohibitions, charges, and exactions other than duties,
imposed on importation or imposed for the regulation of imports.

(2) For purposes of this section—

(A)" Ezcept as provided in subsection (d) and subparagraph (C) of this
paragraph, the terms “episting on January 1, 1945” and “existing on July 1,
19657 refer to rates of duty (however established, and even though temporarily
suspended by Act of Congress or otherwise) existing on the date specified, except
rates in effect by reason of action taken pursuant to section 5 of the Trade Agree-
ments Hrtension Act of 1951 (19 U. 8. C., sec. 1362).

(B) The term “existing’’ wilhout the specification of any dale, when used with
respect to any matier relating to the conclusion of, or proclamation to carry out, a
foreign trade agreement, means existing on the day on which that trade agreement
18 entered into.

(C) In applying paragraphs (2) (D) (3) and (8) (B) (&) of subsection (a), the
rate of duty on an article included in a foreign trade agreement with respect to
which notice of intention was published on November 16, 1954 (19 F. R. 7379), if
such agreement is entered into before July 1, 1955, shall be considered to be the
rate “existing on July 1, 19657,

(d) (1) When any rate of duty has been increased or decreased for the duration
of war or an emergency, by agreement or otherwise, any further increase or de-
crease shall be computed upon the basis of the post-war or post-emergency rate
carried in such agreement or otherwise.

(2) Where under a foreign trade agreement the United States has reserved the
unqualified right to withdraw or modify, after the termination of war or an emer-
gency, a rate on a specific commodity, the rate on such commoditv to be considered
as “existing on January 1, 1945” for the purposc of this section shall be the rate
which would have existed if the agreement had not been entered into.

(3) No proclamation shall be made pursuant to this section for the purpose of
carrying out any forcign trade agreement the proclamation with respuct to which
has }%eeln terminated in whole by the President prior to the date this subscction is
enacted.

(¢) The President shall submit to the Congress an annual report on the operalion
of the trade agreements program, including information regarding new negotiations,
modifications made in duties and import restrictions of the United Staies, reciprocal
concessions obtained, modifications of existing trade agreements in order to cffectuate
more fully the purposes of the trade agreements legislation (including the incorpora-
tion therein of escape clauses), and other information relating to that program and to
the agreements entered into thereunder.
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Approv
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SECTION 6 OoF THE TRADE AcrrEMENTS ExTENstON AcT oF 1951

$Ee. 6. (a) No reduction in any rate of duty, or binding of any existing customs
or excise treatment, or other concession hereaffer broclaimed under section 350
of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, shall be permitted to continue in effect;
when the produet on which the concession has been granted is, as a result, in
whole or in part, of the duty or other customs treatment reflecting such concession,
being imported into the United States in such increased quantities, either actual
or relative, as to cause or threaten serious injury to the domestic industry pro-
ducing like or direetly competitive products.

(b) The President, as soon as practicable, shall take such aection as may be
hecessary to bring trade agreements heretofore entered into under section 350
of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, into conformity with the policy established
in subsection (a) of this section.

L[On or before January 10, 1952, and every six months thereafter, the President
shall report to the Congress on the action taken by him under this subsection. ]} -
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MINCRITY VIEWS

We are opposed to H. R. 1.

There are those who seek to identify the opposition to this legisla-
tion as simply “bigh tariff.” This approach obscures the real issues
presented by the bill, and it ignores the fact that the United States is
already among the very lowest tariff nations of the world.

We do not base our opposition to H. R. 1 on the ground that there
should be a general increase in tariffs. In fact, we recognize that in
selective areas actual reductions in existing tariffs might be appro-

riate.!
P On the contrary, we base our opposition on this basic premise:
that any tariff policy of the United States should at least place foreign
producers, having lower costs, in a comparable competitive position
in the United States market with cfficient, domestic producers. Such
a policy should not discriminate in favor of foreign producers and
against United States labor and producers. In addition, it should

ive full weight to considerations of national defense and to domestic

ealth and welfare, and should provide adequate and effeciive pro-
cedures to accomplish these objectives.

We agree with the statement of President Eisenhower contained
in his first state of the Union message February 2, 1953, when he
declared in connection with his request for extension of the trade-
agreements authority:

This objective must not ignore legitimate safeguarding of domestic industries
agriculture, and labor standards.

We agree with the report of the Commission on Foreign Economic
Policy when it declares that—

American labor should not be subjected to unfair competition as a part of any
program to expand our foreign trade.

~ Wo cannot agree that II. R. 1 contains such provisions and safe-
guards.

ANALYSIS OF H. R. 1

1. Summary of rate reductions authorized.-—As reported by the
committee, H. R. 1 authorizes the following decreases in rates of duty:
(a) Fiftcen percent below the July 1, 1955, rate with respect to
all rates of duty;
(b) Fifty percent below the January 1, 1945, rate on articles
normally imported in negligible quantities;
(¢) Down to 50 percent ad valorem where rates arc above
that percentage; and
(d) As for Japan, 50 percent below the January 1, 1945, rate
if the trade agreement is entered into between June 12, 1955,
and July 1, 1955, to be followed by the additional 15-percent
reduction below the new July 1, 1955, rate.
1 In this connection, two of the undersigned, Mr. Reed and Mr. Mason, have introduced bills, . R.

3600 and H. R. 3604, respectively, to suspend the-tariff on imports of aluminum, and Mr. Reed has -intro-
duced a bill, H. R. 3202, to extend the present suspension of duty on imports of copper.

23
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The authority to make such rate reductions expires on July 1, 1958,
and there is no provision that these reductions shall be noncumulative.

In all its hearings, the committee obtained no facts as to the likely
effect of the proposed tariff reductions upon our imports or exports.
There was no evidence as to the articles which will be affected by the
proposed reductions nor as to the reason why ‘5 percent per year” is
of singular validity as distinguished from other percentages. Like-
wise, there was no information available to the committee as to why
“50 percent,” as distinguished from some other percentage, is the
proper amount to which rates in excess of that figure should be re-
duced. Nor were we told what items are imported in “negligible’’
quantities or the justification for an arbitrary reduction in the rates
of duty on such commodities by 50 percent.

While the report of the Commission on Foreign Economic Policy
as well as the President’s message to the Congress emphasizes that
tariff reductions must be applied selectively, H. R. 1 is significantly
silent on this point. ‘

2. Broader powers conferred by H. R. 1.—The present basic authorit
granted the President is “to enter into foreign trade agreements Witﬁ
foreign governments or instrumentalities thereof ;7. The bilateral
agreements from 1934 to 1943 and the multilateral agreements from
1947 to date were entered into under this authority. H.R. 1 provides
a broader statement of this authority.

The language which H. R. 1 adds to the basic grant of powers to
the President is descriptive of the subjects covered in the commercial
policy section (as contrasted with the organizational provisions) of
GATT, an international agreement described below. Under H. K. 1,
the President would be authorized (italicized words are new language)—
To enter into foreign trade agreements with foreign governments or instrumentali-
ties thereof containing provisions with respect to indernational trade, -including
provisions relating to tariffs, to most-favered-nation standards and other standards
of nondiscriminatory treatment affecting such trade, to quantilaiive import and
export resirictions, to customs formalities, and to other matters relating to such trade
designed to promote the purpose of this section similar to any of the foregoing: Pro-
vided, That no such provision shall be given effect in the United States in amanner
inconsistent with existing legislation of the United Statzs.

We have been unable to determine the intended purpose of this new
language. We have been told that it is mercly descriptive of the
authority which the State Department already assumes it has and
which it has already exercised. If this is, in fact, the case, we see no
necessity for its inclusion in this legislation. 'The specific grants of
authority which are now mentioned for the first time, such as “quanti-
tative import and export restrictions” and “customs formslities” are
themselves so vague as to furnish no clear guide as to what is meant.
However, the grant also extends to “such other matters relating to
such trade designed to promote the purpose of this section similar to
any of the foregoing.”” No one knows to what this refers. Is it
intended to constitute authorization or approval for the substantive
provisions of GATT? Absolutely no need for this new language has
been demonstrated. It should be ecliminated as unnecessary.

In addition, for the first time H. R. 1 would explicitly authorize the
President to commit the United States in a trade agreement with one
country to grant concessions to unnamed third countries. This
unique provision is designed to implement the declared purpose of the
negotiations with Japan (sec. 3 (a) (2) (E) of the bill)—namely, to
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provide expanding export markets for that country’s products, in-
cluding such markets in third countries. This is in contrast to the
Trade Agreements Act’s stated purpose of “expanding foreign markets
for products of the United States.” It, thus, eliminates the concept
of reciprocity which underlies all previous delegations of tariff au-

thority.

3. Igelation to GATT —GATT is an abbreviation for the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, an inwernational agreement to which
the United States is a party.

The contracting parties to GATT bind themselves with respect
to tariff rates, quotas, countervailing duties, ete. Presumably, the
United States does not, as a member of GATT, bind itself in con-
travention of cxisting legislation by the Congress. But in areas in
which Congress has not acted; an agreement within GATT (for ex-
ample as to agricultural import quotas) would in practice preclude
future congressional action in the same area if such action would be
in violation of the GA'TT agreement.

GATT has never been submitted to the Congress for approval.
We are concerned that the sweeping grant of authority discussed
above can be interpreted as constituting such approval. It has been
denied that this is the intention but the new language contained in
the bill would seem to speak for itself, perhaps with especial clarity to
the other members of GATT.

Recent extensions of the trade-agrecments authority have con-
tained this provision:

The enactment of this Act shall not be construed to determine or indicate
the approval or disapproval by the Congress of the Execcutive agreement known
a5 the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade.

An identical amendment to H. R. 1 was offered in the committee .

and rejected by the majority. We are at a loss to understand that
rejection. An amendment was adopted to H. R. 1 to provide that
its enactment will not constitute approval or. disapproval of the
organizational provisions of any trade agreement. We raise the
question of whether this amendment does not by inference clearly
imply, approval of the substantive provisions of GATT.
4. Ultimate uncertainty of rate reductions.—Both the report of the
Commission on Foreign Economic Policy and the message of the
President to the Congress on January 10, 1955, recommended the
grant of authority to reduce “existing” tariffs by 15 percent. It
might be supposed that this recommendation referred to a reduction
in tariff rates now in offect. If that were so, the Congress would
have a clear guide at least to how much of a reduction authority it was
delegating in H. R. 1. Iowever, that is not the case.

H. R. 1 provides that the 15-percent reduction shall be made with
respect to the rates “cxisting on July 1, 1955.” Why is this signifi-
¢ant? Tt is significant and vitally important because negotiations

"are about to commence with Japan and subsequent negotiations with
many GATT parties in Geneva, Any tariff concessions granted to
Japan will be extended automatically under the most-favored-nation
principle to all countries of the world (outside the Communist bloe).
If these concessions are granted prior to July 1, 1955, the new rates
will form the basis for the additional 15-percent reduction. As a
result, neither Government witnesses before the committee nor the
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Tariff Commission have been able to give any estimate of what the
ultimete level under the reductions authorized by H. R. 1 will be.

5. Uncertainties in authority to reduce tariffs on articles imported in
negligible quantities.—Under H. R. 1, a rate on an article which the
President determines is not “normally” imported, or is “normally”’
mmported in “negligible quantities,”’ may be cut 50 percent below the
January 1, 1945 rate. The bill contains no definition of the term
“negligible.” There is no specification as to the group, class or industry,
nor any reference as to what commodities or articles might be affected
by this authority. Nor is there any definition as to the measure of
time or circumstances bearing upon the imports which should be used.
Certainly the use of the word ‘“normally’’ is no real aid to definition.
Not only does H. R. 1 contain no definition of what is meant by this
provision but no satisfactory explanation was furnished the commit-
tee of how it is intended to administer the provision. This type of
delegation without ascertainable standards represents an ahdication of
constitutional responsibility.

BASIC CONSIDERATIONS

We recognize that the economic well-being of the non-Communist
countries is of vital importance to the security of the free world.
Economie strength is inseparable {rom military strength. We recog-
nize, moreover, that foreign trade is of far greater significance in the
economies of most foreign nations than it is to our own.

However, in achieving the goal of economic strength for our friends
abroad, we do not believe it necessary to sacrifice either particular
industries or particular skills in the United States. To do so, would
only serve to defeat the very objective we seek. A sound, stable, and
prosperous economy in the United States is the most vital single factor
for a sound world economy. This is because of the tremendous rate
of consumption of world products arising from the high standards
of living prevailing in the United States. Moreover, a solid United
States defense structure, founded upon a strong industrial base, is a
prirne requisite for peace and security in the world.

No evidence has been produced which would demonstrate the need
for economic sacrifice by selected sogments of the American people at
this time. Even proponents of H. R. 1 will agree that injury to .
individual domestic industries including their workers, their workers’
families, and the communities in which they live, either will or may
occur from a further lowering of our tariffs. The facts simply do not
justify such a risk.

The Commission on Foreign Economic Policy said that “by any
test that can be devised the United States is no longer among the
higher tariff countries of the world.” Sinze passage of the original
reciprocal trade agreements legislation in 1934, average tariff rates of
the United States have been reduced by 70 percent. Already, the
United States stands seventh from the bottom of a list of 45 nations
with respect to the average level of their tariff structure. Certainly,
it cannot be said that the United States has not done its fair share
already in reducing trade barriers. Imports into the United States
from abroad are at the rate of almost $11 billion annually, the highest
in history. The economies of our friends abroad are boowming.
Official reports in Great Britain show that, in 1954, it had its best year
in history and anticipates a better year in 1955. In fact, there is
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some concern, expressed by official British agencies, that power and
other facilities in Great Britain may not be adequate to meet the
requirements of its expanding economy. Western Germany’s eco-
nomic recovery has far exceceded anticipations and, in fact, in some
arcas, is surpassing prewar production of both East and West Ger-
many combined. Other European countries show similar improve-
ment. In almost all Western European countries, gold and dollar
reserves are at an alltime high.

Even employment is reaching high levels abroad. Despite an influx
of refugees and an increase of 13 percent in Germany’s labor force,
unemployment in that country averaged only 6.2 percent in 1954.

A recent report of the Organization for European Economic Coop-
eration states that uncmployment in Germany was down to 3.5 per-
cent at the 1954 summer low point. England has no unemployment.
Recent advices state that 340,000 jobs are available and unfilled in
that country--90,000 more jobs available than the number of unem-
ployed. In contrast, there are 3,730,000 unemployed in the United
States—5 percent of our work force and double the percentage of a
year ago, despite a multi-billion-dollar defense program.

We have not had sufficient experience with normal operation of
our recent tariff policy either to evaluate that policy as it is today
or to determine what our tariff should be in the future. We simply
do not have the facts. As was stated by the report of the Commission
on Foreign Economic Policy:

The world, including the United States, has had no experience for any consider-
able period of time with our present tariffs under conditions which might be
termed relatively normal. The Trade Agrecments Act was enacted while we were
in the middle of a depression. - Many bilateral trade agreements, involving many
reductions in our duties, were made during the first 5 years the act was in effect,
but there had been limited opportunity to observe their effect before our trade,
already distorted, was further disrupted by the outbreak of war.

Since the termination of World War II the patterns of both our exports and
our imports have been abnormal. There was an unusually large demand for our
exports, both for consumption and for rebuilding a war-torn world, and an inter-
ruption in the growth of our imports, arising out of the same causes. The Korean
war resulted in a further distortion. Resulting imbalances were financed largely
through our foreign loan and grant programs. During this period, we continued
to make further agreements involving still greater reductions in our tariffs.

Now, we find ourselves facing demands for further opening of our markets at
8 time when our commercial exports arc in approximate balance with the highest
level of imports ever reached, while the world as a whole has considerably rebuilt
its holdings of gold and dollar reserves.

Today, imports have begun to flow into the United States in
sufficient quantities to cause injury in specific areas of the domestic
economy. However, the cxtent of those imports constitutes no
measure whatsoever of the competitive potential which we face in the
future. The industrial machines of England, Germany, Belgium,
France, Italy, and Japan have only recently been reconstructed and
expanded. Other parts of the world, such as India, are becoming
rapidly industrialized for the first time. None of these countries has
as yet reached nearly full capacity. The United States, with its high
wages and mass purchasing power, is the greatest market in the world.
Sharing in this market is the logical goal of every expanding producer
in the world.

We have seriously questioned in the past the efficacy of existing

rocedures for safeguarding domestic industry and workers from
mjury. The significance of this inadequacy becomes far greater
today in view of the resurgence of foreign industry.
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THE INADEQUACY OF MXISTING SAFEGUARDS

The peril-point and the escape-clause provisions of the present law
were intended by the Congress to provide the mechanism whereby
domestic industries and workers would be protected from serious
injury resulting from imports. Neither provision has achieved this
objective in the past and nothing in H. R. 1 corrects this deficiency.

The “peril point” provides that before any reduction in & tariff rate
on a specific product can be made, the President must obtain the
advice of the Tariffl Commission as to the rate below which it believes
a reduction could not be made without causing or threatening serious
injury to “‘domestic industry” producing the product. No relief has,
as yet, been provided under this provision. -

In the event that tariff concessions result in such increased imports
as to cause or threaten serious injury to the domestic industry, the
concession may be withdrawn or modified in accordance with a pro-
vision, known as the “escape clause,” which must be incorporated in =
every sgreement. Upon petition any interested party may request
the United States Tariff Commission to make an investigation and
report to the President whether or not a concession has been the cause
of serious injury or the threat thercof.

Sinece institution of the escape-clause procedure in 1948, there have
been 59 applications for relief to the Tariff Commission. In 15.of
these cases, the Commission found injury or the threat of injury and
so reported to the President. In only five of these cases has the
President taken action in response to the report of the Commission.

These were:
Women’s fur felt hats and hat bodies (October 30, 1950)
Hatters’ fur (January 5, 1952)
Dried figs (August 16, 1952)
Alsike cloverseed (June 30, 1954)
W:atch(;s, movements, and parts (second investigation) (July 27,
1954

Among serious criticisms of the present escape-clause procedure is
that. the Tariff Commission ignores the fact of injury to a significant
seginent, of the affected industry and looks, instead, to the question
of whether or not the industry as a whole is injured. Moreover, the
law does not provide that the Commission consider impairment of the .
nations] defense in its consideration of the effect of imports on domestic
producers.

Escape-clause proceedings before the Tariff Commission are lengthy
and involve exhaustive public hearings. Every available fact is laid
before the Commission. However, in his rejection of escape-clause
reccmmendations, the President has frequently expressed his disagree-
ment with the finding of the Coramission as to the fact of imjury.
This disagreement over the facts has been based upon several grounds.

For example, the President may decide that injury has occurred,
not because of imports as found by the Tariff Commission, but as the
result of a nontrade factor such as a shift in consumer demand. Or
the President may base his decision on evidence supplied to him by
other agencies, including foreign governments. Or the President may
decide that some overriding consideration of the national interest
mav require disregarding of the fact of injury. It is obvious, therefore,
that there is considerable uncertainty in the outcome of escape-clause
procedures.

3
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We believe this to be particularly unfortunate when a domestic
industry, typically a small industry, goes to great expense of both
time and money to pursue its claim before the Tariff Commission,
secures a determination by this bipartisan agency that serious injury
a8 a result of imports does in fact exist, and then discovers that the
recommendation of the Commission has been disregarded on the basis
.of other evidence not presented in the proceedings to which it was a
party and with respect to which it has had no opportunity to rebut
.or otherwise explain,

The domestic industry has no appeal from the findings of fact of
the Tariff Commission. It has no further forum in which to pursue its
case. We belicve, therefore, that our legal traditions as well as
elementary principles of justice require that the findings of fact by the
Tariff Commission be conclusive on the President as well as on all
.other interested partics. We cannot believe it desirable that these
findings of fact be set aside on the basis of evidence produced, for
.example, by a foreign government or a foreign industry and channeled
through the State Department outside of the public proceedings and
‘beyond the public forum contemplated by the law.

Therefore, while we also recognize many other inadequacies of the
.escape-clause procedure, it would seem that, as the very minimum,
the findings of fact by the Tariff Commission as to the existence of
injury be conclusive.

DEFENSE CONSIDERATIONS

‘We were deeply disturbed during the public hearings by testimony
from many segments of industry concerning the defense implications
of our tariff policy. As we stated earlier in this report, ‘“a solid United
States defense structure, founded upon a strong industrial base, is a
prime requisite for peace and security in the world.” Certainly, the
impact of tariff policy upon the Nation’s sccurity must be scrutinized
with the greatest care.

Essential industries, essential plant capacities, essential skills, and
.sources of essential raw materials must be preserved, developed and
expanded so that the Nation can quickly call upon them in time of
emergency.

While many advocates of a further general reduction in tariffs profess
not to be seeking complete free trade as their ultimate objective, their
underlying philosophy is that the United States should import. those
things which can be produced more cheaply abroad and that our own
‘economy should in turn emphasize production of those things which
we ourselves can produce more cheaply. This theory presupposes
.economic specialization among the countries of the world.

We reject both the theory and-its practice as perilous to the safety
of the United States. If this were truly “one world,” perhaps one
might overlook some of the fallacics we believe to be implicit in such a
philosophy, but it is not. The world is divided into two armed
camps. Both our survival as a nation and the principles of frecdom
upon which our way of life is founded are at stake. Elimination of
certain industries because of their inability to match forcign competi-
tion appeals to the theorist on the ground that it is “economically
efficient.” It does not appeal to us because it leaves the Nation
vulnerable to economic and military attack. Our economic strength
must have the broadest base possible.

58620—55——3
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Those of us who are familiar with tariff bistory will recall that
prior to World War I this country had no substantial chemical
industry. We paid a heavy price at the time for that gap in our
economic security. A domestic chemical industry was built up
during the war period. Immediately following the close of World
War I, cheap German chemicals flooded our market. There was no
tariff protection, and our infant industry was almost destroyed.

At that time, Dr. Frank Williain Taussig, noted free-trade econo-
mist, advised the United States to let Germany monopelize organic
chemicals. He said:

* * * As a matter of the international division of labor, the people of the
United States would do well to turn to other things on which they work to better
advantage, and get their dyestuffs (organic chemiecals) from Germany * * *

The country ignored this advice and enacted the Emergency Tarift
Act of 1921 which gave the indusiry essential protection. That we
did not accept such advice was an important factor in our World War
II victory. Without synthetic organic chemicals, the United States
would have had no synthetic rubber, no sulfa drugs, and no plastics.

The industry today is facing a similar threat from reactivated and
expanded German chemical production. Already, we have been told,
domestic production of certain chemicals has ceased, and development
and expansion of new products has been hampered because of growing
competition from increasing imports. This fact becomes all the more
significant because only now is world trade beginning to recover from
the effects of war and postwar reconstruction.

The electrical machinery and electrical apparatus industry is an-
other case in point. No one would question the essentiality to our
security of critical power installations. However, plants which have
been built since the Korean crisis on the basis of certificates of neces-
sity to defense mobilization are now partially idle because of pur-
chases of foreign electrical equipment produced with low labor costs.
In addition, such equipment installed by foreign firms, with forcign
plans, could wneither be repaired nor replaced quickly. This aspect
of our foreign-trade policy gives us grave concern.

Another example is the machine-tool industry. That industry is
another bulwark of our economic and military strength.  Yet machine
tools which are identical in every way to the American models—-
even built to the same blueprints-—can be and are being produced
abroad at a fraction of the American cost and then shipped back to
the American market. Tt is no answer in our minds to say that our
machines are better and, thus, can survive this type of competition.
The fact is that many foreign machine tools are of the highest grade.

France and Great Britain depended upon German machine tools
before World War II. This was an important contributing factor
to the downfall of France, and, excopt for the United States machine-
tool industry, it could have meant the downfall of Great Britain. We
must not depend on foreign factories for our industrial mobilization
basc.

Preservation and expansion of domestic sources of essential raw
materials are also vital to our Nation’s security. Yet, our capacity
to produce coal, oil, lead, zinc, tungsten, manganese, and a variety
of other raw materials, has been damaged by imports.

The above are some examples of our concern. Many other indus-
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tries, such as precision and optical instruments, have presented equally
grave cases, | . ) )

H. R. 1 is devoid of any provision relating to the essential factor:
of national security. Section 2 of the Trade Agreements Extension
Act of 1954 prohibits the reduction of duty on any article under a
trade agreement if the President finds that such reduction would
threaten domestic production needed for projected national-defense
requirements. The committee has received no evidence concerning
the implementation of this provision with respect to products included
in the forthcoming Japanese negotiations and the Geneva multina-
tion negotiations. H. R. 1 does not contain any standards or pro-
cedures to guide the President in implementing this important pro-
vision. Several amendments directed to a solution of this problem
were rejected by the majority—as a result, we believe, of inadequate.
consideration.

THE WAGE DIFFRRENTIAL PROBLEM

There is no disagreement that the level of wages abroad is sub-
stantially below that in the United States. Foreign wages average
between one-tenth and one-third those paid domestically.

We recognize, of course, that wage levels and unit labor cosis are not
the sole factors in the cost of production, either at home or abroad.
The cost of new capital, the cost of raw materials, the cost of plant
and equipment, the rate of productivit , the level of taxes, Govern-
ment-financed long-term credit and otﬁer Government subsidies on
exports, and many other items must be taken into consideration.
However, we have been impressed with the fact that the level of these
other items of cost to the foreign producer is not necessarily greater
and is often lower than that of similar cost to the American producer.
For example, interest rates on new capital in Great Britain, Switzer-
land, Belgium, the Netherlands and several other countries of Western
Europe are either the same or are approximately equivalent to pre-
vailing rates in the United States. Corporation taxes are frequently
lower. In Germany, for cxample, the effective corporate tax rate is
39.85 percent as compared with 52 percent in the United States, and
depreciation allowances are considerably more liberal. Moreover,
plant construction costs in Germany are approximately 50 percent of
those in the United States.

Be that as it may, the cost of labor is the largest single factor re-
sulting in the lower prices of foreign-made goods. Some suggest that
this differential can more than be compensated for by greater eflicicncy,
better machines, and better techniques on the part of the American
producer. In the case of certain mass-produced items, this may be
true. However, even this advantage may be onl temporary as
American know-how increasingly is being exported a{road under the
various technical assistance programs.

On the other hand, the wage differential is frequently so great,
particularly with respect to articles in which labor is necessarily a
preponderant factor, that the domestic producer has an alniost in-
superable handicap.

The argument is often made that the American consumer not only
should have the opportunity to take advantage of these lower foreign
labor costs but should be encouraged to do so through legislation, such
as H. R. 1. We agree that lower prices to consumers are an important
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objective. However, in achieving that goal, we must not overlook
the fact that American consumers are wage earncrs paid by American
standards.

The United States has fostered high wages and high labor standards
generally by a complex body of Foderal and State legislation. We
prohibif child labor and sweatshops. We prohibii the interstate ship-
ment of prison-made goods. We encourage unionization and require
collective bargaining. We insist upon active competition through
antitrust prohibitions. We impose social security and unemployment
compensation taxes. We establish minimum wages. We require
workmen’s compensation. We impose a variety of other regulations
designed to insure the health and safety of our workers. All of these
are enforced uniformly throughout the United States despite geo- -
graphic disparities. The Federal Government enforces these legitirnate
improvements in our standard of living by prohibiting, under the
commerce power, the interstate shipment of goods made under condi-
tions violating the various standards established by law. *

We, too, in the United States could have lower consumer prices if
we permitted child labor and sweatshops to exist. We, too, could
make goods cheaper if the interests of our workers were ignored.
However, we decided long ago that the standards of labor for American
workers were g more important consideration.

There is a basic and obvious inconsistency in continuing to pursue
that goal in the United States and, at the same time, in disregarding
the impact upon our own labor standards by encouraging the importa-
tion of competitive foreign goods manufactured under conditions
which would not be tolerated in our own country.

This is no theoretical matter but. a practical situation which must
be faced. Our committee was told of an American machine-tool
manufacturer who is now having his tools built in Holland. The tool
which the domestic producer could make for $10,500 is made in
Holland, from the American plans, for $5,000. Tt is the identical
product, and it is brought back to the United States for sale.

We cannot, believe that this is healthy foreign trade. In our mind,
it is no different, no better and no worse, than if the American manu-
facturer imported the Dutch workers and employed them in his United
States plant at the wage rates prevailing in Holland. One can irnagine
the indignation that such a move would cause, and rightly so. Yet, -
this is the practical effect of the transaction.

As previously stated, the report by the Commission on Foreign
Economie Policy, declares that “American labor should not be sub-
jected to unfair competition as part of any program to expand our -
foreign trade.” To this statement, the President has subscribed. We
too are in accord. However, the only recommendation contained in
the report of the Commission in this regard is that “our negotiators
should simply make clear that no tarift concession will be granted
on products made by workers recciving wages which are substandard
in the exporting country.” In our opinion this is completely inade-
quate. It is “unfair” to American workers in the United States to
say that labor in Japan, at 10 or 11 cents an hour, is “fair’’ competi-
tion simply because it is not substandard in Japan. By United States
law, such standards are ‘“unfair” in the United States, just as are
other “standards’” in foreign countries relating to child labor, health,
and basic principles of active and aggressive competition as we know
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them. The word “unfair’’ as applicd to United States workers and
producers must be interpreted by United States standards only.

This is not to say that we should prohibit the entry of any goods
made at lower labor costs or under different standards than in the
United States. Wedo say that the time has come to stop ignoring these
factors of international competition. The strongest bulwark against
communism abroad would be a steadily rising standard of living based
upon a steady increase in wages in forcign countries. We have seen
no evidence that the wage differcntial between the United States and
foreign countries has narrowed in recent years. In fact, the gap has
widened—this at a time when foreign exports to the United States are
at an alltime high. It may well be that greatly expanded imports into
the United States will increase wealth abroad. We do not doubt it,
but we have seen little evidence that much of the bencfit of such
increased trade will inure to the average workingman.

We believe that our trade negotiations should récognize the impor-
tance of work standards abroad. This does not mean that we should
seck to police foreign economies. This would be both impractical
and improper. On the other hand, the grant of a concession to our
great American market is a privilege. . It is not a right, as so many
seem to think. )

H. R. 1 contains nothing which pertains to labor standards. We
should explore the possibility of denying further tariff concessions to
goods made under conditions which would be substantially sub-
standard in the United States. This could be done gradually and
would furnish an encouragement to an upward adjustment of stand-
ards abroad.

An amendment along this line was offered in our committee but
was rejected summarily.

EFFECT ON SMALL BUSINESS

There is widespread agrecmient, even among the proponents of
H. R. 1, that tariff reduction will result in injury to selected scgments
of the domestic economy. Difference of opinion in this area goes
only to the degree of that injury. We are concerncd over the fact
that the major impact of that injury will fall primarily upon small
business in the United States.

A small business typically depends upon one product or upon a
small group of closely related products. As & result, the adverse
effect upon such a company of foreign imports often results in the
closing down or drastic curtailment of the business operation. For
this reason, the unavoidable injury to domestic industry resulting
from further reduction in tariffs, will be borne most heavily by small
businesses and their employees,

A leading proponent of tariff reduction, in testifying before our
committee, deseribed the plight of the wool-textile industry and com-
mented that “the recent rash of mergers has helped.” We are deeply
disturbed over the implications of that remark. The current trend
toward merger and consolidation among business enterprises is too
well-known to require further emphasis. This trend, if it should
continue unabated, will bring about a radical change in the American
economic picture. ’

Small, vigorous, independent businesses are a vital part of our free-
enterprise system. Any national tariff policy must give due weight
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to this fact. However, despite its recognized importance, the Clom-
mission on Foreign Economic Policy, charged by the Congress with
-an_cxhaustive analysis of all aspects of the Nation’s foreign trade
policy, gave no attention to this problem. Nor does H. R. 1.

EFFECT ON AGRICULTURE

The relation between domestic agriculture and tariff policy are left
in complete uncertainty by H. R. 1.
The United States today imposes quotas on the importation of
specified agricultural commodities in order to maintain the integrity
of domestic farm price support programs. The use of such quotas by
the United States is today under violent attack by most of the other -
parties to GATT. The United States has already bound itself in
GA'T'T against the use of additional quotas in the future. As a result,
Congress is in effect precluded frem putting new agricultural com-

modities under the quota system should the need arise. Such an ac- ’
tion would be deemed a violation of the spirit of our commitment. to
GATT. '

While section 22 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, as amended,
authorizes the imposition of quotas on the importation of commodi-
ties which are subject to price support, all other domestic agricultural
commodities are without this protection. As a result, the same
authority to reduce rates and other import restrictions is extended to
the President with respect to these other agricultural commodities
.as is applicable to imports generally.

WHY THE NEED FOR HASTE?

We have already pointed out that the organizational features of
GA'TT are to be submitted to the Congress this session. It has been
stated that H. R. 1 itself has no implications insofar as GATT is
concerned. However, we believe that this is a judgment which the
Congress is entitled to make for itself. This is especially true when
it is dealing with a function which is vested specifically in the Con-
gress by the Constitution. Therefore, we recommend that H. R. 1
not be acted upon until at least the organizational features of GATT
have been laid before the Congress. .

In this same connection, the last Congress directed the Tarif
Commission to make a complete study of all provisions of the customs
laws under which imported articles may be classified for tariff purposes.
The Commission was directed to compile a revision and consolida-
tion of the classification provisions, and to make its preliminary
report to the Committece on Ways and Means by March 15, 1955
(Public Law 768, 83d Cong.). The report in question has not been
received. It should be considered before further modifications of
our tariff policy are acted upon.

We have alsc pointed out that trade negotiations are about to com-
mence with Japan. Upon the list for possible concessions to Japarn are
such items as textiles, organic chemicals, cameras, chinaware, pottery,
glassware, porcelain, optical instruments, fish products, and a great
variety of other items. Any concessions to Japan will, of course, be
extended automatically to other countries undoer most-favored-nation
principles. And, as previously stated, H. R. 1 also contains a unique
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provision specifically authorizing the United States to grant conces-
sions to third countries in return for their granting concessions to
Japan. .

The forthcoming Japanese negotiations will have tremendous impli-
cations for the American economy. No less significant will be the
subscquent negotiations with many GATT parties in Geneva. As
already pointed out, Congress cannot possibly measure the additional
grant of tariff reduction power contained in H. R. 1 until all these
negotiations are completed. As we all know, in the past without
obtaining reciprocal benefits our international negotiators have given
away the bulk of our bargaining position in the field of world trade.
Today, there remains little with which to obtain concessions from other
countries. How can one justify a feeling of confidence in these
negotiations for the future?

We therefore recommend that the additional power contained in
H. R. 1 should not be delegated until the Congress has more informa-
tion than it has today concerning the effect of forthcoming negotiations
and until the report of the Tariff Commission has been reccived and
studied.

Danter A. REnD.
TaoMAS A. JENKINS.
Ricaarp M. SiMrsox.
Noan M. Mason.
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APPENDIXES

APPENDIX A

CrrricisMs OF 'RADE AGREEMENTS PROGRAM

Charge: United States tariffs are already too low

Some opponents of the bill have testified that the United States
tariffs are lower than those of most other countries. Starting from
this premise they argue that the United States should not reduce its
tarifts further. Several arguments can be sct forth to rebut this.
contention. First, any discussion of levels of tariffs is misleading.
Average levels found by computing the arithmetical rates between
duties collected and the value of total dutiable imports does not give
a meaningful picture. Indulgence in such a “numbers racket,” as
stated by Secretary of State Dulles, is not very fruitful. Secondly,
the restrictiveness of a duty bears little relationship to the height of’
the tariff. A mathematically low duty on one product may be more
restrictive than a high duty on another product. As tariff rates
become more restrictive, therefore, they decrease the customs revenues.
collected and result in a lower rather than a higher ad valorem equiva-
lent. Thus, to carry the reasoning to its logical conclusion, if the
rates were made high enough to keep out all dutiable imports, the
average ad valorem equivalent wouid be reduced to zero.

The Secretary of State in his testimony before the committee stated
succinctly the other and more important reasons why it would not
be in the national interest to cease tariff reductions. He pointed out
that because the United States is the world’s principal economic unit
that it has the heaviest responsibility in the cconomic field. Other
nations fear that the United States may shift the direction of our
trade policy and turn to raising rather than lowering trade barriers.
“Such fears, unless allayed,” he said, “could set up a chain reaction
which would gravely damage and disrupt the free world. It would
bring to pass what Soviet forecasters have predicted and would pro-
vide hostile rulers with another opportunity greatly to expand their
power,”

The Secretary also pointed out that unless the United States remains.
in a position to exert a continuing influence upon the trade policies.
of the free world, the possibilities for expansion of foreign trade else-
where probably will not be realized. New negotiating powers for the
President will “enable the United States to make a new start in
promoting freer trade policies on the part of other nations.”

Charge: The trade-agreements program is not reciprocal

Another charge against the trade-agreements program is that
other countries have nullified concessions to United States export
trade by various restrictions against dollar imports. While it is true
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that restrictions have been imposed on imports from the dollar area,
these barriers have their roots in the need to conserve foreign exchange.
As the balance-of-payments situation of those foreign countries with
which we have trade agreements has improved they have relaxed
their restrictions on imports from the United States.

A survey prepared by the Department of State reveals that import
restrictions vis-a-vis the dollar area have been relaxed throughout
the world during 1954. This swrvey is divided into two parts, one &
listing of the overall liberalization that has taken place, and the second
section dealing with specific cases of restrictions which have been
alleviated through utilization of trade-agreement mechanisms.

RELAXATION OF RESTRICTIONS AGAINST DoLLarR IMPORTS
1. RESTRICTIONS ON IMPORTS FOR BALANCE-OF-PAYMENTS REASONS

During the post-World War II period many countries considered it nccessary to
take severe mecasures to help pull their economics out of the difficulties created
by the war. Faced with limited supplics of dollars with which to pay for the goods
they wished to buy from the United States, they have had to ration their funds
through the use of import restrictions on dollar goods. The United States,
recognizing the difficult economic situation created by the war, has attempted
to minimize the damage to its commerce which has unavoidably resulted from
these rationing measures. It has tried to insure that the restrictions would be
relaxed as soon as improvement in the financial positions of the importing countries
permitted. Consultations have been held with many countries in the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, the International Monetary Fund, the Organiza-
tion for Touropean Fconomic Cooperation, and in hilateral talks eoncerning dollar
import restrictions.

These efforts by the United States have in part led to progressive elimination of
restrictions against dollar goods. The 1954 Annual Report of the International
Monetary FFund states: “There was a general trend toward the removal of barriers
on trade and payments, and restrictive practices have been considerably reduced
-and modified.”

A quantitative estimate of the extent of liberalization throughout the world is
extremely difficult to develop. However, for Western Europe there has been a
significant relaxation of restrictions on dollar imports sinee the beginning of 1953.
In that year only three countries in Western Europe——Belgium, Switzerland, and
the United Kingdom—had any degree of freedom with respect to goods imported
from the dollar area without any limitation by licensing authorities. By the
beginning of 1955, 7 additional countries had liberalized imports from the dollar
area, with the overall percentage of liberalization for these 10 countrics amounting
to almost 60 percent based on statisties for iinports on private account in 1953.
The chart at the end of this section shows the extent of progress in freeing dollar
imports from restrictions by these 10 OEKC countries. It should also be noted
that the extent that restrictions against dollar imports have been relaxed would
reflect even greater progress if account were taken of the more liberal treatment
that is being afforded such imports by licensing authorities.

The following bricf summary reflects the actions taken by the major trading
countrics of the free world to liberalize imports from the dollar arca. Those
countries which are not included have not relaxed their restrictions during the
past year.

I. Western Europe ! )

Belgium, Netherlands, and Luxzembourg—-A common free list for imports from
the dollar area generally similar to that for the OEEC countries was made effecs
tive on June 1, 1954. Licenses for the itcms on this free list are automatically
granted. Included among the freed products are such agricultural commodities
.as wheat, barley, corn, flour, fats, raw tallow, tobacco, raw cotton, figs, almonds,
nuts, apricots, and phosphate fertilizer; such raw materials as many chemiceals,
copper, and petroleum oils; and such manufactured products as iron and steel
sections, engines of various types, calculating machines, generators, and electrie

1 As used in this section the phrase “liberalization percentage’” reflects the percentage of private imports

from the United States and Canada in the base period of 1953 of the commodities that can be imported with-
out obtaining the prior approval of the licensing authorities.
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motors, certain parts and components for motor vehicles and tractors, aircraft,
locomotives, passenger coaches, motorcyles, dolls, and toys. The liberalization
percentage totals 86 percent.

Denmark.-—The first maior step in freeing dollar imports was taken in Deceraber
1054. TImport licenses will be issued automatieally for such goods on the dollar
free list as raw tobacco, cotton, asphalt, lumber, paper, many chemcials, medicinal
articles, optical glassware, various tools and instruments, sewing machines, agri-
cultural machinery, textiles, printing, packing and other machines, machine tools,
and telephone and telegraph equipment. By this action, a liberalization per-
centage of 38 percent was achieved. The Danish Government has indicated
that the dollar free list will be expanded as soon as conditions permit but, in the
interim, a liberal policy will be followed in granting licenses for dollar goods.

Cermany —The issuance of a dollar free list covering 2,000 items in February
1954 was followed in November 1954 by the addition to this list of about 1,800
more items. Items on the dollar free list are automatically issued import, licenses.
Ttems included in the first list were mainly raw materials, such as cotton, wool,
nonferrous ores, ferroalloys, crude oil, and a number of chemical raw materials.
In addition there were such categories of semifinished and finished goods as
machine tools, machinery, electrotechnical goods, precision instruments, and
glass and ceramics. The second list included petroleum lubricating oil, paper,
washing machines, some types of refrigerators, electrical sound equipment, cer- M
tain types of leather, and vulcanized fibers. As in the original list, however,
there were no food or agricultural items in this second list. The restrictive
poliey toward imports of United States coal was relaxed in December 1954 when
it was announced that licenses would be issued for the importation of 40 million
deutschemarks of United States coal provided payment was in a noneonvertible
currency. The liberalization percentage amounts to about 70 percent.

Greece~-Except for a limited number of specified goods, there are no guanti-
tative restrictions on imports. The liberalization percentage totals 90 percent.

Iceland.—Iceland has a free list for which import licenses are not required.

Included among the items on the free list are cereals, flours, raw coffee, fruit
juices, certain oils, raw eotton, hemp, certain metallurgy products, nonferrous
metals, refined petroleum, aviation gas, certain lubricants, certain textiles, and
miscellaneous manufactured goods. The liberalization percentage totals 33
percent.

Italy —Extended its free list on goods from the dollar area which do not require
import licenses onn August 10, 1954, so as to raise the liberalization percentage
from 10 to 24 percent. Included in this new list of liberalized products are such
items as vegetable waxes, coal, crude petrolcum oils for refining, certain minerals,
rags, waste, synthetic and artificial rubber, woodpulp, cast iron, iron and non-
ferrous ores, iron, steel, and cast iron serap, crude copper and copper alloys and
serap, carbon black, and certain other chemicals and pharmaceuticals.

Norway.—While requiring import lieenses for all goods from the dollar area,
the Government adopted a new policy in March 1954 of granting licenses for
imports of essential goods without regard to the previous requirement that there
be at least a 10-percent price advantage over nondollar goods. HEssential com-
modiries include petroleum, raw tobacco and cotton, soybeans, semifabricated .
iron and steel, certain chemicals, and agricultural and other machinery.

Sweden.—On October 1, 1954, Sweden established a dollar-free list which released
a wide range of commodities of dollar area origin from import license require-
ments, At the same time, the Government announced that licenses for the
importation of other goods from the dollar area which were on the OEEC free .
list would be granted in greater quantities. The dollar free list includes a great
majority of the commodities on which Sweden granted tariff concessions to the
United States under the GATT. The list covers such items as manufactures of
iron and metal, almost all chemical products, hides and skins, rubber products;
wood goods, all paper other than newsprint, textile raw materials, yarn, cord
fabrics, shoes, hats, stone, clay and glass products, iron and steel produects,
machines, apparatus and instruments except cameras, projectors, and musical
instruments, equipment for railways, strcetcars, motorcycles and hicycles, dried
fruits and raisins, rice, canned fish, canned fruits and juices, handbags, fishing
tackle, tobacco pipes, fountain pens, and many other consumer goods. The
liberalization percentage totals 40 percent.

Switzerland.—There is no discrimination against imports from the dollar area.
Import licenses are not required except for a small list of items. The liberaliza-
tion percentage amounts to 98 percent.

United Kingdom.—In the past 2 years the Government has taken extensive
steps in returning to private trade the importation of many commodities. For
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the most part this action was followed by the establishment of international
commodity markets and the freeing of imports from the dollar area. Included-
were such commodities as nickel, copper, lead, zine, raw cotton, and wheat.
In June 1954, imports of oilseeds, oils, and fats were allowed freely from the dollar
area under open individual licenses and restriciions were eased on the importation
of dollar machinery. Further relaxation of restrictions oceurred in December 1954
when the quota for imports of passenger automobiles from the United States was
increased from approximately 240 cars annually to 500 and the quota for hardwood
imports was raised. The liberalization percentage amounts to almost 50 percent.
II. Africa » ] :

Union of South Ajfrica.—Since January 1, 1954, the import control system has
been. nondiseriminatory in character insofar as source of imports is concerned.
In October 1954 the Government announced that it was proeceding with the
gradual relaxation of import controls and hoped to remove the controls entirely
in the not too distant future, depending upon the rate of improvement in the:
balance of payments. In 1955 the Government announced that the requirements
of the manufacturing industries for raw materials would be almost fully met;
the importation of industrial machinery would be on an even more liberal basis
than in 1954; quotas for agrieultural machinery. and implements would be in-
creased; consumer goods imports would be increased and the list of totally pro-
hibited items would be decreased. Further, import permits would no longer be
required for textile piece goods, tea, coffee, raw cotton, raw wool, and certain:
types of stationery.

Ethiopia.—As of the end of 1953, imports from the dollar area were placed on:
the same basis as imports from other currency areas thereby abolishing the
diserimination which cxisted against dollar imports. Further, during the past
year, exchange waas freely granted for the import of all goods from any source. .

Federation of Rhodesia and Nyasaland.—On July 1, 1954, restrictions on imports
from the dollar area were eased. Many items previously subject to quota limi-
tations were added to the unrestricted list, 1. e., the list of items not under eur-
rency quotas but still requiring import licenses which are issued subject only to:
serutiny. Such items include animal fecding stuffs; condensed milk; dried milk;
edible nuts, excluding groundnuts; hand tools; outboard motors over 20 horse-
power; filter plants and filters for the purification and softening of water; lifts,
hydraulic or electric and gates; air-conditioning machinery; insecticides; medicinal
drugs and chemicals; disinfectants; veneers; and sensitized paper. Further, there
were significant dollar allocations for such goods as wheat, agricultural, mining-
and industrial machinery, steel, electrical goods and spares, commercial vehicles,
special tires and tubes, plywood and office equipment.

Libya.—In November 1954, the Government announced the relaxation of re-
strictions on dollar imports considered necessary to the Libyan economy, Such:
goods include agricultural and industrial equipment and seeds, essential foodstuffs
such. as wheat and barley, second-hand clothes, medicines and .drugs, essential
household appliances such as refrigerators and sewing machines, commercial,
vehicles and spare parts for automobiles, and other machines, construction equip-
ment, newspapers, magazines, and periodicals.

III. The Far East

Indio.—Restrictions, which had held dollar purchases to the barest minimum
for the past several years, have been reduced for 1955. Liberalization has taken
the form of increased quotas and the possibility of importers utilizing a portion
of their soft currency licenses for dollar imports. .

Pakistan.—A new import policy for the first half of 1955 was announced which’
would maintain import licensing requirements but would be for the most part
nondiscriminatory with respect to imports from the dollar ares. TFurther, the list
of importable items was increased from less than 200 items to over 300 and includes-
essential consumer goods. In addition, there was an increase in the cstablished.
quotas for dollar-arca imports. : : ‘

New Zealand.—The restrictions on dollar imports have recently been relaxed
by providing for substantial increases in the list of goods which can be imported
freely from all sources. * In addition, exchange allocations for dollar imports have
been increased. ) . . ..
. Thailand.—Practically all imports now require licenses, but this action was
taken to discourage speculative imports. However, there is no diserimination as
to source of supply. Tdcenses are automatically granted for “essential” goods.
and imports .of ‘“‘semiessential’”’ goods are permitted up to the highest value of
imports during any of the 5 preceding years. While some ‘“luxury”. goods. are
prohibited, licenses are issued for others, i -
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IV. Western Ilemisphere .

Canada, Costa. Rica, Cuba, Dominican Republic, Eeuador, Kl Salvador,.
Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Nicaragua, Panama, Peru, and Venezuela have
only nominal restrictions, if any, on dollar imports.

2. SPRECIFIC CASES WHERE TIIE UNITED STATES HAS SUCCEEDED IN HAVING
RESTRICTIONS AGAINST DOLLAR GOODS ELIMINATED

(@) Token imports—The United States has been pressing foreign governiments
which are maintaining balance-of-payments import restrictions to permit the
entry of limited quantities of American products in order to permit American
traders and their products to retain a foothold in markets established before
financial difficulties necessitated rationing of dollars. The United States has been
able to make representations on this subject to the major trading countrics of
the world beecause of the provisions contained in the General Agreement on Tariffs
and Trade which require countries imposing balance-of-payments restrictions “not -
to apply restrictions so as to prevent unreasonably the importation of any deserip-
tion of goods in minimum commercial quantities, the exclusion of which would
impair 1egular channels of trade, or restrictions whieh would prevent the importa-
tion of commereial samples or prevent compliance with patent, trade-mark, copy-
right, or similar procedures * * *” «

Token import arrangements have been in cffect in the United Kingdom for
some years. Other contracting parties have different arrangements which give
effect to this requirement, Discussions have been held with Australia, Pakistan,
Sweden, New Zealand, and Chile for the cstablishment of similar arrangements.

(B) Unsled Kingdom purchase of apples—The United Kingdom in- 1951 was
making arrangements for the purchase of apples in a manner which would have
diseriminated in favor of Canada and against the United States. The United
States, in consultations with Canada and the United Kingdom, argued, on the
basis of the general agrecment, that the British could not apply import restrictions
in a way which would discriminate between two hard-currency countries. The
resulting arrangement provided for equal treatment of the two countries.

(c) Discriminatory Haitian price regulations affecting United States cigareites.—
A government tobacco monopoly in Haiti increased the retail price at which im-
ported American cigarettes could be sold but did not increase the retail price at
which domestically manufactured cigarettes could be sold, which resulted in dis-
crimination against American ecigarettes that might have decreased considerably
the market for imported American cigarettes in that country. This Government
through the American Embassy called attention to paragraphs 1 and 4 of article
IIT of GATT. The discrimination has since becn ended.

(d) Cuban lumber toxr.—Cuba levied a 9-percent sales tax on imports of lumber
and exempted domestic lumber from the tax. Attention was called by this
CGovernment through our Embassy to the first two paragraphs of article I1I, and
{zs abresult the tax was made nondiscriminatory by applying it also to domestic
umber.

(e) Cuban import tax—Cuba proposed to levy an 8-percent tax on imported
food produets, with no tax on domestic products. Attention was called by this
Government through our Embassy to the first two paragraphs of article IIT of
GATT, and the proposal was never put into effect.

() Cuban periodicals tax.—Cuba levied a 9-percent sales tax on imported news-
papers and magazines, exempting domestic newspapers and magazines from the
tax. Attention was called by this Government through our Embassy to article
III of GATT and as a result imported newspapers and magazines were also
exempted from the tax.

(9) Haztian {mport surtaz.—Haiti increased the 3-percent customs import
surtax to rates varying from 3% to 414 percent on a relatively long list of produets.
This Government through its Embassy pointed out that any such increase on
products listed in the Haitian schedule of GATT would be in contravention of the
provision in article II. The foreign government took immediate steps to end the
contravention by making surec that the increase did not apply to scheduled
products.

(hy Cuban import quotos—Cuba refused to allow two large shipments of po-
tatoes from the United States to enter the country. This Government, through
the American Embassy called attention to the provision of article XI of GATT,
which states that no prohibitions shall be instituted or maintained by any con-
tracting party on the importation of any products of any other contracting party,
except as specified. The two shipments, which might have spoiled, with consider-
able loss to the exporter, weré as a result of this protest later allowed to enter.
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(1) Cuban testile embargo.—Cuba placed in effect import restrictions on textiles
that amounted to a virtual embargo. Hundreds of thousands of dollars worth of
shipments of textiles and reiated products from the United States were held on the
docks or in customs warchouses in Cuba. When the Government in question
failed to remove the restrictions, the United States Government brought the
matter before the contracting parties to GATT, which were then in regular session
at Geneva, claiming that the restrictions were in violation of article XI of GATT
and invoking article XXIII of GATT to the cffect that the restrictions nullified
substantial concessions which Cuba had granted the United States in schedule IX
and other provisions of the general agreement. The contracting parties discussed
the matter, and the Cuban Government promptly took steps to rclieve the
situation.

(§) Dominican import restrictions,—The Dominican Republie banned the im-
portation of ice-cream. mix, which came prineipally from the United Btates. - The
‘American Embassy at the request of this Government discussed the matter with.
officials of that Government, pointing out that such a restriction was in contra-
vention of article IT of GATT. The restriction was promptly removed.
© (k) Dominican aulo-import restriclions.—The Dominican Republic published
a resolution prohibiting the importation of automobiles valued at more than
$1,250, except under special permit, which was at first not being granted. The
American Embassy at the request of this Government called the attention of
that Government to the provisions of article XT and later reported to the Depart-
ment of State that the importation of cars valued at more than the figure men~
tioned was being regularly permitted. :

(1) Untled Kingdom tobucco-mizing requirement,—1In 1950-51, the United States
was successful in sceuring modification of a British requirement that to the
amount of 5 percent of the total oricntal tobacco be mixed with Virginia tobacco.
On the basis of the obligation in article I1T of the general agreement, the British
agreed to permit again the manufacture of pure Virginia cigarettes, as desired
by the United States tobacco industry.

(m) Brazilian coffee-export resirictions.—The United States Embassy in Rio de
Janeiro made representations to the Government of Brazil in 1951 concerning
the applications of monthly export quotas on coffec. The United States protest
held that the Brazilian action was in violation of arbicle XTI of the general agree-
ment. The system of cxport quotas was subsequently altered and the basis for
the complaint removed.

(n) Discrimination against American petroleum interests——Denmark in late
1053 tried to pressure American petroleum companics in that country to purchase
some of their petroleum requiremonts from Soviet bloc sources. The United
States Embassy intervened to protest against this discrimination. In doing so
it refuted an attempted balance-of-payments justification presented by the
Danish Government. The Embassy based its arguments on the principle em-
bodied in article X11 of the general agroement, that is, that Denmark’s financial
position, as measured by the criteria of article XII, did not permit such oncrous
restrictions. Denmark dropped its request of the American oil companics.

(0) French export quotas on raw angora wool.—The United States protested in
February 1954 to the French against the application by TFrance of export quotas
on raw angora wool. The complaint held that the quotas were inconsistent with
Article XT of the gencral agrcement. This ease is presently under consideration,

(p) Brazilian marking requirements.—In July 1952 the United States protested
to Brazil that a relaxation with respect to imports from Chile of a requirement
that bags be marked in indelible ink should be cxtended to imports from the
United States. The basis for the United States protest was article IX of the
general agrecment which roquires most-favored-nation treatment with respect
o marking requirements. The Brasilian Government then instrueted its customs
officers to extend to the United States on a most-favored-nation basis the treat-
ment which applied to Chile. )

(@) Peruvian discrimination against United States cosmetics.—The United States
protested in 1951 and 1952 against the imposition by Peru of internal taxes which.
diseriminatéd against imports of cosmetic goods from the United States. The
“United States based its protest on article III of the general agrecment, which
prevents internal taxes from beingz imposed on imports in a more burdensome
manner than on like domestie products. Subsequently, Peru took steps toward
removing the digerimination, ) ’

() United Kingdom purchase lox.—The United Kingdom imposed a purchase
tax on imported goods which werce comparable in price and quality to domestically
produced goods which were generally excmpt from the tax. The issue was raised
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at a session of the contracting parties as & violation of article III. At the seventh
session (in late 1952), the United Kingdom announced the removal of the dis-
crimination between imported and domestic goods.

(8) French 0.4-percent tax.—The United States at the session held in the fall of
1953 challenged as inconsistent with the general agreement a tax imposed by
France on all inports and exports amounting to four-tenths of 1 percent by value.
The United States held that the tax nullified or impaired tariff concessions made
by France under the agreement. T'rance agreed that the tax did infringe the
provisions of the agreement and expected that it would not be continued in the
new budget. This tax has now been abolished. :

(&) Peruvian auiomobile import tax.—At the time Peru was negotiating for
accession to GATT, it developed that Peru contemplated imposition of a charge
on imports of certain classes of automobiles, which the United States regarded
would have violated the general agreement. On the basis of our explanation
of the problem to Peru, it was decided to convert the import charge into an internal
tax which would apply to any domestically produced automobiles as well as to
imported cars.

(u) French West African preferences.—In 1951, France announced its intention

of increasing most-favored-nation duties on sore 40 items when imported into
French West Africa from foreign countries, while leaving imports from France
free of duty. France recognized that such action would require compensation,
Jbut on the basis of United States protests, based in part on France’s obligation
not to increase preference margins over the preference in a base period, France
withdrew the request late in 1952. At the tire, it was stated that the request
might be renewed later, but to date the question has not been brought up azain,
A considerable amount of United States trade (amounting to $3.5 million in 1
year) thus still enjoys lower rates when imported into French West Africa than
would otherwise be the case. )
- {v) Restrictions and discriminations agoinst Americon motion pictures—(3)
Austrian import restrictions.—In 1953 the United States protested, on the basis
of article XI (which contains a general prohibition against import restrictions),
import restrictions against American motion pictures. Discussions have not been
conciuded in this case,

(i1) Belgian restrictions.—In 1951, when Belgium made known that it was
dimposing restrictions for balance-of-payments reasons and was giving motion-
picture distributors 3 days to make counter proposals, the American Embassy
in Brussels interceded on behalf of the American movie industry. It brought to
the attention of the Belgians the obligation in the general agreement for consulta-
tions in regard to the imposition of balance-of-payments restrictions. The result
was that these strictions were postponed, and much milder restrictions were
later imposed after consultation with the industry.

The American Embagsy in Brussels in 1951 had the occasion to notify the Bel-
gian Governmeént that the general agreement required Belgium to give publie
notification of restrictions without regard to whether they were temporary, a
reason the Belgians advanced for not giving publicity to the measure. Iollowing
.United States representations in this case the imposition of the restrictions was
postponed, and more satisfactory arrangements were worked out following 5
discussions, .

(#44) Brazilian regulations.—In January 1952 the United States invoked article
II, paragraphs 1, 2, and 4, of the general agreement against a new decree and a
dratq‘, bill which were judged to have a rhore burdensome effect on American
motion pictures than measures in effeet on the date of the general agreement
(October 1947). The measures required importers to acquire domestic newsreels
and shorts to the extent of 10 percent of the footage imported in a previous year.

The draft bill was supplanted by another which did not contain the objectionable
.provision. 'The decree was later nullified by the Ministry of Justice on the
grounds that it was a violation of the general agreement.

The American Embassy in Rio de Janeiro has been instructed to bring to the
attention of the Brazilian Government the fact that a draft bill submitted to the
Braszilian Congress would violate article III, paragraph 2 (by imposing a dis-
eriminatory internal tax), would violate article VII, paragraph 1 (by imposing a
fee in excess of the cost of services rendered in connecction with the importation),
and would impair tariff concessions granted on motion pictures. No further
progress has been reported on the draft bill. : . .
< In November 1952 the United States invoked article XI, paragraph 1, of the
-general agreement in prolest against a Brazilian decree which called for an import
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limitation of one print per film, - The application of the decree was postponed,
and, while the question has not been finally disposed of, restrictions provided by
the decree have not been made effective.

(w) Norwegian internal tuazes—The United States invoked article III on April
28, 1950, against a 1949 regulation exempting from taxation the revenue derived
by theaters from exhibition of Norwegian newsreels but not foreign newsrecls.
On August 1, 1950, foreign newsrecls were also exempted from the admission tax
and placed on the same footing as Norwegian newsreels in response to the
Embassy’s representation.

ExteEnT 0oF ProGrEss BY OEEC CounTtriks IN DorraR LIBERALIZATION
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Liberalization Percentage.,—The percentage of private imports from the United
States and Canada in the base period of 1953 of the commodities that can be
imported without obtaining the prior approval of the licensing authorities
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Charge: Passage of H. R. 1 should wait for GATT rencgotiation
Some witnesses before the committee have urged that action on

H. R.1be

delayed until after the General Agreement on Tariffs and

Trade has been negotiated and presented to the Congress for approval.

There is

no valid reason for delaying action on H. R. 1. The

General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade 1s a multilateral trade agree-
ment. The Congress has never undertaken to approve the specific
terms of any trade agreement in its consideration of the trade-agrec-
ment legislation. '

As far as the organizational provisions of the GATT are concerned
the President in his March 30, 1954, message to Congress and his

January 10 message of this year indicated that as soon as the negotia-

tions in Geneva are completed he will submit the organizational
provisions to the Congress for approval.

Charge: Passage of . R. 1 should await the outcome of Japanese tariff
negotiations _ -
Those who have urged that action on H. R. 1 be delayed until after
the results of the Japanese tariff negotiations are known do not appear
to comprehend the purpose of II. R. 1. Authority under the present

act exists
success of

for completing negotiations with Japan. However, the
the negotiations might be jeopardized if the negotiations.

had to be completed before June 12, 1955.  United States negotiators
should not be forced to race against time. The opportunity for
negotiating successfully with Japan and with the other countries that
will be participating in the negotiations will be greatly increased if the
United States delegation is not under pressure to complete the bar-

gaining by

a particular date. . R. 1 provides that if tho trade agree-

ment involving Japan is entered into after July 1, 1955, the authority -
to decrcase a rate to 50 percent below the January 1, 1945, rate would
continue but the authority to reduce the rate by 15 percent would
not be available for products included in the agreemoent when the
reduction was more than 15 percent of the July 1, 1955, rate.

Charge: Defense industries and skills are not adequately protected

Witnesses who claimed that their particular industries were cssen-
tial to the defense of the United States asserted that .the Trade

Agreements Act does not provide the protection which they requi-e.

Insofar as the Trade Agrecements Act, as extended by Public Law

464, 83d C

ongress, is concerned, provision has been included to safe-

guard against tariff reductions which might affect defense industries,
Section 2 of this law provides that no action shall be taken—

to deercase the duty on any article if the President finds that such reduction would,
threaten domestic production needed for projected national defense requirements.

Thercfore,

under present procedures the President must give careful

consideration to the defense implications of any suggested tariff

reduction.

Suggestions have also been made that the Tariff Commission should

decide wha

t industries are cssential to national defense. The responsi-

bility for taking into account national sceurity considerations properly
belongs with the President who will obtain the advice of the National
Security Council, the Department of Dcfense, and other executive
agencies directly concerned with these matters.
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APPENDIX B
Tue Exrcurive DEPARTMENT'S TESTIMONY AND SurporT oF H. R. 1

The President. Tn 1954 and again in January of this year President
Eisenhower has given firm support to the program embodied in this
bill,

His foreign economic policy message of March 30, 1954, stated the
issue in clear terms:

If we fail in our trade policy, we may fail in all. Our domestie em ployment,
our standard of living, our security, and the solidarity of the free world- —all are
involved. .

1 am convinced that the gradual and selective revision of our tariffs, through
the tested method of negotiation with other nations, is an essential ingredient of
the continuing growth of vur domestic economy. An expression of our willingness
to negotiate further will offer needed leadership toward the reduction of trade and
payments barriers that limit markets for our goods throughout the world.

On January 10 of this year the President recmphasized the impor-
tance of renowal and cxpansion of the President’s authority in the
trade-agreement ficld.  As he said at that time: :

1t is essential for the security of the United States and the rest of the free world
that the United States take the leadership in promoting the achievement of those
high levels of trade that will bring to all the cconomic strength upon which the
freedom and security of all depend.  Those high levels of trade can be promoted by
the specific measures with regard to trade barriers . recommended in this
message * ¥ *

Siz members of the Cabinet and the Dircctor of the Foreign Opera-
tions Administration, appeared before the committee. All gave
unqualified support to the bill.

The Secretary of State, Hon. John Foster Dulles, supported the bill
in these words:

Specifically, T urge the cxtending of Trade Agrecments Act by enactment of
H. R.1. This extension, I am convinced, will promote the security and welfare
of the United States.

In this economic field many nations have responsibility,  But the heaviest
responsibility lies upon the United States. That is because we arc bhe world’s
prineipal cconomic unit. Although the United States represents less than 7
percent of the world’s population, we account for more than 40 percent of the
world’s produetion. Qur trade accounts for between 15 and 20 percent of the
world’s total trade. We are the largest single supplicr of, and the largest single
market for, many foreign couutries. Therefore, our cconomic behavior is of
tremendous importance to our friends and allics. Indecd, we would ‘quickly
alicnate our friends and allies if we followed trade policies which cut aeross their
vital necds.

Other countries are uncertain s to the future trend of our trade policies, They
fear that we may shift to a poticy of raising rather than lowering tra-'e barriers.

Quch fears, unless allayed, could set up a chain reaction which wonld gravely
damage and disrupt the free world. It would bring to pass what Soviet fore-
casters have predicted and would provide hostile rulers with another opportunity
greatly to expand their power. - .

A principal advantage of the bill, from the foreign relations standpoint, is that
it extends the Trade Agreements Act for 3 years, and that increascs certainty.

A second important factor of the bill, from the standpoint of foreign relations,
is that it provides the President with new negotiating powers which will enable
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the United States to make a new start in promoting freer trade policies on the
part of other nations. The United States cannot itself be the recipient of all the
surnluses of other countries. The greatost possibilitics of foreign-trads expansion
exist elsewhere. But these possibilitics cannot be realized unless the United
States is in a position to excrt a continuing influence upon the trade policies of
the free world.

I hope, Mr. Chairman, that T have not given the impression that the pending
bill wowld rrimarily serve the ceonomic interests of others, That is by no means
the case. But I do not hesitate to say that even if it were the case, T would still
advocate the bill as needed to preserve the unity and vigor of the free world in the
Tace of the terrible menace that confronts it. In time of war we make sacrifices
that are immense. 1 believe that in peacc we should also be prepared to make some
sacrifices in order to hold together a free world partnership whieh is indispensable
to the peace and security of each of the parties.

Happily, however, we o not need to think of this bill as saerificial, even in
termsof trace. It is ahill to expand our foreign trade. And that is good business ”
for us,

Our foreign policy, as T have put it in capsule form, is to enable the people of
this country to enjoy in peace the blessings of liberty. ' I am convinced that that
result cannot be achieved without cooperative trade relations of a dependable
character between the free nations.

This pencing bill and its counterpart, H. R. 536, arc the only practical vehicles
I know of for enakling us to promote that cooperation. Inmy opinion the failure
at this stage of world affairs, to rededicate our Nation to liberal trade policies,
and to do so for a 3-year term would have grave consequences.

The Secretary of the Treasury, Fon. George Humphrey, stated his
view of the importance of the bill in unequivocal terms:

Eirst, the importance of keeping our own economy strong and dynamic and
sourd, Qur policies are directed toward economie strength and growth—toward
greater freefom from governmental interference and control. Our policies aim
at encouraging initiative and freedom and maintaining economic progress and a
high level of economic activity at relatively stable prices. Such a condition
helps international trade in both directions. A strong internsl economy helps
to keep us competitive and makes our goods attractive to foreign buyers. 1t also
promotes a high level demand for imports. With high levels of business activity,
the capaeity of our economy to absorb imports is enormous—particularly im-
ports of raw materials,

The secon” point which has impressed me in my contacts abroad is the concern
of foreign countries with the broad direction of our commercial policy. Foreign
countries co not expect us to lower our tariffs drastically. What they want to
have, however, is assurance of continuity in our policies and they watch for
morerate steps in the direction of our objectives. This argues strongly for a
3-year extension of the trade-agreements program. A 3-year period is needed
to provile reasonable assurance of such continuity,

The bill before you is moderate. It does not interfere with existing safeguards
for our comestic producers. It does not contemplate any drastic changes which
would adversely affect sizable groups of citizens.

I wouid like to mention one other broad principle in connection with the bill.
From the buigetary viewpoint, the President’s trade program should help to
recuce Government expenditures for foreign aid over a period of time. I believe
it is best, where possible, for foreign countries fo earn their way, rather than
receive ail from the United States reasury. This bill is a further step in that
direction.

The Secretary of Agriculture, Hon. Ezra Taft Benson, emphasized
the importance of this bill to the agricultural prosperity of the
United States:

The modern farmer is a specialist. Ile is, you might say, a manufacturer.
He eombines his land; personal, family, and hired labor; capital; seed, fertilizer;
etc.; and produces products for the market. Ie uses increasing amounts of
machinery and other capital, and he eoncentrates his efforts on a few eommodities
which are suited to his particular farm. ‘This has led to specialized areas: cotton
and tobacco in the Southeast, corn and hogs in the Midwest, potatoes in Idaho
and Arocstook County, Maine, and so o,

Clearly this speeialization would have heen impossible without trade.
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While all producers of farm commoditics gain from foreign marketings, producers
of some commodities depend more heavily on exports. United States exports in
the most recent marketing vear, 1953-54, accounted for 45 percent of our rice
erop, 26 perceut of the tobaceo erop, 24 pereent of the cotton crop, 21 percent of
the soybean crop, almost {9 perecnt of the whent crop, and 18 percent of the lard
production, Otber commodities for which a sizable share of production is exported
are: inedible tallow and greases., 45 percent; grain sorghums, 14 percent; and
dried prunes, 29 pereent. Exporting these large shares of farm produetion helps
to minimizo the difficulties that result from burdensome surpluses and acreage
cutbacks. Tt is with good reason that we are doing .our utmost to hold and
expand the foreign market for such commoditics.

The retention of foreign markets for our agricultural produects depends in large
messure on the continuation of multilateral and nondiscriminatory world trade.
The trade-agreements machinery may he utilized to insure such trade. United
States loadership in seeking the establishment of multilateral world trade is more
hearly successful today than at any time since the trade-agreements program
was initiated. Under the constant urging of this program, other countries are
now taking steps to relax their restrictions against imports of farm products from
the United States. Currency convertibility is being actively discussed among the
soft-eurrency countries. The advantages to be realized by the United States
trade generally, and by American agriculture in particular, from such measures
are very great. These advantages, however, may well be lost if the United States
sho(tilld abandon its present leadership in this movement for an expanded world
trade.

Coneessions which the United States has obtained in past trade negotiations
have been significant. It has been estimated that such concessions currently
affect about $2 billion of our agricultural exports. These concessions have been
and will continue to be dominant factors contributing to the expansion of foreign
markets for American farm products.

The Secretary of Defense, Hon. Charles E. Wilson, stressed the
importance of this bill to the defense effort of the United States.

Tt is important that we keep in mind the fact that the Commupnist threat in the
world today is based upon more than an outright military threat. It includes an
equally scrious threat in the economie, the politieal, and the propaganda areas.

To achieve this result trade barriers should be reduced to the extent practicable
and all artificial restrictions eliminated. I personally believe that the passage of
TI. R. 1 will be an important step in this direction.

Much of the friction and strife between peoples and nations in past decades
and centurics came about because of the effort to controlland areas in order to have
available food production and other natural resources and in order to control
markets. Increased trade between peoples and nations would inercase under-
standing between such peoples or nations and importantly contribute to world
peace. Nations also attempted to be self-suffeient in order to improve their na-
tional security. Our established agrcements with our allies, and the United
Nations itself is an effort to overcome this difficulty.

Tnternational trade must be a two-way street. Such trade provides the most
effective way to improve our relations with our allies on a long-range bagis.

In the consideration of our own defense we must carefully consider how improve-
ment of our trade relations with our allies and friends can be turned to real ac-
count in helping both ourselves and our allies. To do this we must move in the
direction of removing unreasonable restrictions to international trade. We nced
our allics. In spite of our tremendous strength the United States cannot go alone
in this modern world. This is no adinission of weakness; it is a recognition of
realities. The whole free world needs the collective and united strength of all of
its members.

The Secretary of Commerce, Hon. Sinclair Weeks, testified that pas-
sage of the bill will assist the foreign and domestic commerce of the
United States:

1 support the legisiation (H. R. 1) which has been introduced to give effect to
this recommendation hoth on broad grounds of national policy and because I
believe it would be of substantial advantage to the foreign and domestic com-
glercle of the United States which I am charged by law to foster, promote, and

evelop.
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The key significance of exports to our cconomy is reinforced by a considera-
tion of their relationships to sowne of our most important and progressive in-
dustries.

During the 3 years of 1949 to 1951 one-half of our exports came from indus-
tries whieh sold more than 10 percent of their output abroad. One-third of
our exports were accounted for by products which rely upon forcign markets
for more than 25 percent of their sales. Machine tools, tractors, construction
and mining equipment, oilfield machinery, and textile machinery ‘made 20 per-
cent of their sales in export markets,

1 certainly do not have to labor the point before this committee that these
exports must be paid.  This committee, which has had various proposals affecting
the trade-agreements legislation before it for over 20 years, is aware of the fact
that as our grant-aid to the rest of the world is reduced and ultimately eliminated,
we must, increase our imports unless we are willing to sec our exports deerease.
I am sure that in view of the eontributions which exports make to our economy,
we cannot afford to permit them substantially to decrease. In an expanding
economy, we cannot afford to permit them substantially to decrease. In an
expanding economy, we should rather look forward to increasing exports and
increasing imports of goods and services to pay for them.

This is only another way of saying that we should continue the trade-agreements
legislation for the same reason as it was started in the first place—as an important
export promotion measure.

Neveral studies by the Department of Commeree find that exports to trade-
agreement countrics inereased more from depression levels of the carly thirties
thar did exports of commodities to countries with whom we made no trade agree-
ments.  From this depression low with a gross national product of $65 billions of
which merchandise imports were 2.6 percent and merchandise exports 3.1 percent,
our imports and exports have increased both in terms of absolute value as well as
in percent of gross national product to where in 1953 with a gross national produet
of $365 billions these same imports stood at 3 percent and exports at 4.3 percent,.
There ean be no doubt that there has been a net gain to our economy from recipro-
cal trade agreements even though there has been a shortage of dollar exchange
since World War 11 financed to the extent, of 20-33 percent of the total exports by
aid programs.

[n summary may 1 say that unless we are to give up entirely the reciproeal
trade treaty idea, we must reinstate it on the statute books so that it has sone
degree of permanency and stability and 3 years would seem to me to be the
practical minimum.

Additionally, it we are to make any gesture whatsoever toward enecouraging
trade, the modest approach incorporated in H. . 1 would again seem to me to be
the minimum. This approach is selective, permissive, and no previously available
safeguards are cither eliminated or changed in the slightest degree.

The Secretary of Labor, Hon. James P. Mitchell, analyzed the effect of
the bill upon American labor and concluded that the trade-agrecment
prograra benefited labor. In the course of his statement supporting
the bill, he stated:

There is not even a passing reference to our tariff or foreign trade policy as a
cause of unemployment during this period in recent analyses of the employment
situation made by public groups or in most of the reports of private groups that
have come to my attention. Instead, it is agreed that the major factors causing
the unemployment rise in 1963-54 were the shift from a defense to a peacetime
ecorlomy, a consequent drop in the Fedoral Government’s defense spending, a
shift in business policy to inventory liquicdation rather than inventoryv accumula-
tion, and a decline in business expenditures for new plants and equipment. Surely,
these economie experts would somewhere have mentioned tariff policies or volume
of imports if such policies or imports had had the substantial effeet upon employ-
ment which has been claimed in some quarters. T believe that available evidence,
even after analysis is made of those special situations in which imports have in
fact risen, points to only a very small fraction of current unemployment as being
traceable to the effects of imports.

‘Thore are cases, to be sure, in which imports create problems for certain indus-
tries, or segments of industries. These industries may be extremely importani to
the life of the community in which they are located. We must continue to eon-
sider such cases carefully, as we have in the past. Often there are domestic
factors which have equal or greater effeet upon employment in the industry. It
s important to study all facts on a case-by-case basis before coneluding that
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imports are necesszarily to blame. {t is precisely to deal with and evaluate these
difficult cases thal the careful procedures of the tradc-agreements programs,
including the peril-point and escape-clause procedures and thorough interdepart-
mental consideration, have been designed.  Where there is clear evidence of real
injury or the threat of injury which can be attributed to imports, the proposed
legislation will give the administration both guidance and authority to profect
the industry and its workers. Oue of the important factors which the adminis-
tration will continue to take into consideration in evaluating such evidence is
whether skills which are essential to the mobilization base of the Nation are
involved.

‘Wage competition is a special problem in international trade which affects the
American worker. It is argued, for instance, that lower wage and other labor
standards of foreign industrics make it difficult or impossible for American
industry to compete with imports in American markets. This problem was care-
fully reviewed by the Randall Coramission, and I agree with their conclusions.
The Commission’s findings are worth quoting:

Amcrican labor should not be subjected to unfair comnpetition as part of any
program to expand our foreign trade. It must be made clear, however, what
constitutes ‘‘unfair competition.” Manifestly, wage levels cannot be used as
the sole guide. OQur export industries are among those with the highest wages
paid in this country, yet they compete successfully in world markets with lower
wage countries, many of which have erccted barriers against our exports.

Unit labor costs ure not a dependable guide either. Differences in cost provide
the foundation of international trade, just as differences make possible trade
within nations. Neither low wages nor low unit labor costs, in and of themselves,
constitute ‘“unfair competition.”

Competition from imports is based on many things in addition to wage differ-
entials, such as natural resources, climate, special arts or skills, inventiveness
or design in certain lines. These differences are the most important factors that
bring foreign goods into our markets, with advantage to our own workers as
consumers. They are also the factors which account for our own exports. Wage
levels vary from country to country primarily because of differcnces in natural
resources, capital equipment and productivity. It is generally a country’s most
productive industries that arc its chief exporters. Where a country’s exports are
based not on such advantages but on exploitation of labor, there we have nnfair
eompetition from which we must protect ourselves.

The clearest case of unfair competition which the Randall Commission found
is one in which the workers in a particular cornmodity are paid well below accepted
standards in the exporting country. And in this arca, the Commission made a
specific remedial recommendation. It is reeommended, and the administration
has already adopted the poliey, of granting no tariff concessions on products
made by workers reeciving wages which are siibstandard in the exporting country.
As a member of the Interdepartmental Comimittec on Trade Agreements, the

+ Department of Labor will help keep the President advised of cases which would
fall within this standard.

It is unlikely that therc are major arcas of wage competition, other than those
that violate the standards of the competing country, which can truly be labeled
unfair. If, however, other kinds of situations exist in which foreign wage differ-
entialz in fact constitute “‘unfair competition’”” and threaten serious injury to
American industry, they can be handled under the provisions of the bill.

In conclusion, T would like to say that I believe extension of the reciprocal trade
agreements authority as proposed in H. R. 1 and the companion bill . R. 536
is of concern and benefit not only Lo American workers and to American industrics,
but to the economic well-being of all of us. I therefore urge this extension, in
the form proposed.

The Director of the Foreign Operations Administration, Hon. Harold
E. Stassen, emphasized the implications of the passage of this bill to
the effort to strengthen the economies of the countries of the free
world.

My support of this bill is based upon the inseparable relationship of United
Sta‘ms trade, United States assistance to foreign countries, and United States
security. As the President has pointed out, the security of the United States
requires that we have a strong and prosperous economy at home and that we have

strong partners for peacc—that they be strong not only in a military way but,
equally important, in economic affairs
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However, without extraordinary 1Jnited States Government expenditures,
Iurope would not now be able to maintain its present level of defense and at
the same time, as it is presently doing, pay for as large a volume of food and
manufactures labeled “Made in U. S. A.” Such extraordinary United States

yovernment expenditures—for troops, for weapons, for airfields, and so forth—
are not a satisfactory long-term basis for balancing international payments
accounts.

In recent years there have been significant progress in the easing of restrictions
by Kuropean nations on imports of United States gnoods. Many nations in
Kurape are getting rid of Government controls over trade. Quotas are being
dropped, and as a result of the work of the Dollar Liberalization Committee of
the OELLC, and the work of GATT, maay eountries (including Denrnark, Nether-
lands, Sfweden, United Kingdom) are permitting increased imports of United
States goods. I have just returned from a meeting in Paris at which agreement
was reached on extending further the trade-liberalization pregram in Western *
Surope. In my opinion, we should keep this momentum going in the right
directinn.  Passage of this bill will help forwerd this momentuin toward greater
frecdom—and less Government interferonce—in troding relatiornships.

‘I'he provisions of this bill—namely the modest and gradual reduction of United
States tariff barriers on a reciprocal basis—can help speed up the progress which
free nations are making in their own economic development programs. Passage
of this hill will add one more push to the economic development we are all seeking,
a development which is in the self-interest of the United States,

I support this bill, H. R. 1, because it is in what the President bhas called the
“enlightened self-interest of the Unitcd States.” There is, I believe, a vast
difference between self-interest and seliish interest. Were benefits proposed in
this bill to come only to the United States, it would represent only selfish interests.
The benefits, however, will be widespread. They will be for the self-interest, the
mutual interest, of the free nations. = We share many vital economic interests with
our friends and allies. As we work together in mutuality of interest our grand
partnership ean be increasingly successful.

Tas TEsTIMONY OF BUsiNEss AND INDUSTRY 1IN SUPPORT OF
H. R.1

Testimony in support of H. R. | was given by many national and
regional business and industrial organizations, as well as by any trade
associations. For example the United States Chamber of Commerce
indicated approval of the proposed legislation. The statement pre-
sented on behalf of that organization stated in part as follows:

Through increased trade, the Nation’s economy benefits. That is true just as
mueh in world trade as it is in domestic trade. More goods at lower prices has
been the very heart of the American evmpetitive enterprise system; the trade-
agrenments program can eontribnte to the health of that system. »

By continuing the trade-agreements program, the United States can lead from
sirength—the strength of a growing, dynamic, resilient cconomy.

* * % T might add that the Chamber of Commerce of the United States does
not, advoeate & free-trade program. But the gradual and cautious approach, as
provided in H. B 1, would be sufficient. assurance that the United States, _the
economic nerve center of the free world, would eontinue on the path to liberaliza-
tion of trade. This is the psychological reason why the trade-agrecments program
must be continued. We need to practiec what we preach.

The research and policy committec of the Comimittee for Eeconomic
Development, a group of about 35 businessmen chosen from the 150
members of the board of trustees of CED, was represented by Howard
C. Peterson, president of the Fidelity Philadelphia Trust Co. He
testified that there were two major reasons why the committee believed
that it was in the national interest to continue the policy of gradual
and sclective tariff reduction under the reciproeal trade-agreements
program. )

First. Tariff reduction contributes to our national security by supporting our
foreiegn policy. ] . .

Second. Lower tariffs will strengthen the Nation’s domestic economy.

‘ wmmm-—-w mmmmm g
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Mr. Warren 1. Pierson, chairman of the United States Council of the
International Chamber of Commerce, endorsed H. R. 1 and said: '

There are compelling reasons based on considerations of the national security
for supporting this bill. Our whole system of military alliances is based on the
gpirit and strength of the other free countries. We believe that enactment of this
bill will eneourage and strengthen them.

It will do this, first, because it will demonstratc that the United States will
not turn back to economie isolationism. This will have a favorable cffect on
forcign thinking which goes beyond the economic sphere.

Second, it will help other friendly nations to_earn the dollars they nced to
buy the goods they require and want from the United States. This will make
them stronger economically.

Third, by hastening the day when United States foreign aid will no longer be
needed, it will increase the political strength and cohesion of the frec world.
Self-reliant nations who are paying their own way are the best allies.

Fourth, we believe that enactment of this bill will stimulate mutually profitable
trade and investment among the free nations and reduce the possibility of trade
disputes which could weaken the foundations of free world unity.

In his testimony Charles P. Taft, president of the Commattee for a
National Trade Policy, compared the support for the trade-agrecements
program today with that in 1045, He stated the groups for and
against are much the samo as they were then. He said:

This distinction oceasions no surprise to anybody. 1t is the same distinction

that existed 10 years ago, in 1945, when the only previous debate on increased
authority for the reciprocal trade agreements program took place. Then, as now,
the pottery industry, the glass industry, the organic chemical group, the glove
industry, the hatters, and others told you that the trade-agreements p ogram
would destroy them. Then, as now, the administration and the broad national
groups representing labor, industry, and the consumer, denied it, and opposed the
position of these industries. Then, as now, I stood here before this committee
and urged the continuation and expansion of the reciprocal trade-apreements
program. Many of you gentlemen behind the bench today were present then to
hear both sides of the issue.
- This is one basic fact we should not lose sight of. Most Americans, including
most businessmen, are for the continued gradual reduction of our tariffs. * * *
1 think it is fair to say that of those Americans who exrress an oy inion, there are
twice as many for the continuation of the program as are against it.

Though the lcaders on hoth sides of this issue have not changed much since
1945, except perhaps for a little graying at the temples, the world in which we
live has changed a great deal. 'lime has proved that we who spoke on our side
of the debate in 1945 were better prophets than those who opposed us. Although
our imports of goods, s0 greatly feared then as now, have increased from $3.9
billion in 1944 to $10.9 billion in 1953, our gross national product has in the
same period increased from 9217 to 364.8 billion dollars, and our employment
to record figures. Our exports have risen again well above the wartime lend-lease
levels to $15.6 billion in 1953, and contributed substantially to our bigh employ-
ment and prosperity. If the reciprocal trade agreements program has hurt us,
it has been a hurt very well concealed.

The past president of the National Retail Dry Goods Association
testified on behalf of that organization in part as follows:

This committee may be told that the United States is a low-tariff country and
that our existing tariff levels are not high enough to keep out foreign goods. 1
Lelieve that this approach needs some qualificetions and that we should not rely
solely on averages. We retailers do not deal in averages. We deal in individual
commodities and we are constantly exposed to tariff rates that prevent us from
importing some product or products that our customers want.

Mr. Morris S. Rosenthal represented the National Council of
American Importers. He testified in support of H. R. 1 saying:

Then, too, we should remember that dollars that go abroad to pay for imports
always come back to us in payment for exports, even if the flow of trade and of
moncy is multilateral and not bilateral. The dollars we spend abroad for imports
are not lost to us.
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* * * Also, greater imports at lower prices would enable the consumer to
spreacl his purchasing power among more kinds of goods. To be abie to buy some
of his needs abroad at lower prices would mean that the individual buyer could
aflord still other goods of domestic manufacture that he cannot now buy, and in
this way stimulate some of our American indnstries and agriculture.

The Detroit

The board’s
that Detroit ha

Board of Commerce in its statement indicated:

interest in the instant proceedings springs from the great stake
s in foreign trade.

The products of Detroit’s manufacburing coneerns, members of the Detroit

Board of Comn
and tanks, and
made pharmace
Rio de Janeiro.
facturing in I

weree, are seen throughout the world.  Detroit-made automobiles

tractors, are on the streets of Zurieh and Istanbul, and Detroit-
uticals and calculating machines, too, are in shops at Caracas and

In fact, we estimate that 1 out of every 7 employed in manu-
etroit owes his living to foreign trade to a substantial degree.

Furthermore, in 1953, the port of Detroit experienced a level of international trade

which ranked it,

second among the ports of the United States on the dollar value of

exports and imports.
The Cleveland World Trade Association in its statement said:

* % * Cleveland carries on an annusal foreign trade am ounting to approximately
$500 million which is substan{ially more than 10 percent of its total industrial

production,

"The president of the San Antonio World Trade Association testified

that:

I 1951 expor
lation of Texas

s through Texas ports amounted to 8229 per capita for the popu-

, whereas during the same period the per capita cxports for the

entirc United States amounted to on ly $98.  Thus, Texas exported over 214 times
48 1uca per capits as the entire Nation. During the same period, Texas per
capita imports amounted to $52. Comparing this with $229 ber capita exports,
we find that Texas exported about 4% times as much in 1951 as it imported.

Danicl W.

Bell, president of the American Security & Trust Co.,

testified from the basis of his expericnce with the study of foreign
trade policy made by the Public Adwsory Board for Mutual Security.

He said in pa

rt:

There is much more that will have to he done to give this country a trade and

tariff policy suit,
woulid wither if

ed to our expanding economy. OQur local and interstate commerce
it were subjected to the uncertainties and the inequities that are

constantly applied to our import trade. We need to simplify our tariff classifi-
cations; we need to modernize our custoras administration. Undoubtedly, other
measures will be proposed to deal with these problems. In the meantime, there

is no better way
inferest than to

of making progress toward a trade and tariff policy in the national
extend the Trade Agrecinents Act,

Mr. T. W. Hardy, Jr., vice president, Hardy Salt Co., St. Louis, Mo.,
stated that he spoke as an individual businessman interested in the

overall effect

which. this legislation can have on the general climate of

business activity and prosperity. He said in part: B
I emphatically do not believe, however, that there is any sacrifice of the Ameri-

can standard of

living involved in this legislation. Quite the contrary. It seems

to me that we stand to gain economically by the passage of H. R. 1, and by the

inereasced impor

ts resulting therefrom.

Increased imports, under the conditions of the United States trade imbalance

which hes exist,

ed for over 50 years, increased imports purchased by American

business and consumers, can only result in an ¢ncrease in the American standard
of living, Increased imports are the best means of providing for expansion of
United States exports. We stand to gain by an increase in our standard of living
and, to the extent that foreign purchases are inereased, by an expansion of pro-

duction.

Monroe J.

Rathbone, president of Standard il Co. (New Jersey),

testified on the basis of his company’s more than 70 years’ expericnce
on foreign trade. He said:
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* % * The encouragement of international trade along sound lines is one of the
surest ways to promote peacc and progress in the world. And we are also con-
vinced the United States cannot fail to benefit from social and economic progress
by the other nations of the free world, and by & spreading of the desire for peace
and the opportunities for progress which peace brings.

Included among other business and industry representatives expressing
support of H. R. 1 were:

Samuel Nakasian, world trade committec of the Washington
Board of Trade.

Ed P. Jackson, Jr., Louisville Foreign Trade Club.

Stacey Bender, Jr., chairman, foreign policy committce, North
Atlantic Ports Association, Inc.

Jere Patterson, International Advertising Association,

John C. White, American Cotton Shippers Association

J. T. Hutson, president, Tobacco Associates

S. Ralph Lazrus, American Watch Association

George Morgan, Association of American Ship Owners

Benjamin Iazrus, chairman, Benrus Watch Co.

Charles H. Percy, president, Bell & Howell Co.

A. T. Brown, executive vice president, Caterpillar Tractor Co.

Sidney A. Swensrud, chairman, Gulf Oil Corp.

Harold W. Haight, president, Creole Petroleum Corp.

James W. Foley, vice president, The Texas Co.

George Donat, Parke, Davis & Co.

Henry Ralph, vice president and manager, Bank of America
International

Joseph M. Barr, president, United Aircraft Export Corp.

Charles Helin, president, Helin Tackle Co., Detroit

Rudolph S. Hecht, chairman of the board, International House

Motion Picture Association of America

American Association of Port Authorities, Inc.

Association of Food Distributors Joint Import Council

United States Paper Exporters Council, Inc.

American Book Publishers Council

Chicago Association of Commerce and Industry

Commerce and Industry Association of New York

Houston Chamber of Commerce

Buffalo Chamber of Commerce

San Francisco Chamber of Commerce

San Francisco World Trade Association

World Trade Department

Indianapolis Chamber of Commerce

New Orleans Board of Trade

Northwest World Trade Club, Minneapolis

Norfolk Port Authority

The Council of International Relations, San Antonio

Foreign Trade Club of Galveston

Export-Import Club of Dallas

Fort Worth Export-Import Club

Houston World Trade Association

Hampton Roads Foreign Commerce Club, Norfolk, Va,

Richmond Export-Import Club, Galveston Wharves

Empire State Petroleuin Association
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Evansville Chamber of Commerce Foreign Trade Committee
Arkansas-Missouri Cotton Trade Association
Foreign Trade Association of Southern California

Tur TESTIMONY OF AGRICULTURAL (GROUPS IN Suerorr oF H. R. 1

The President of the American Farm Bureau Federation, Mr. Charles
B. Shuman, testified before the committee in favor of the present bill.
The Farm Bureau, representing 1,609,461 farm tamily members in
48 States and Puerto Rico, has been a consistent supporter of the trade-
agreements program. Mr. Shuman said:

* % % Our wheat, cotton, tobacco, soybeans, feed grains, rice, and animal by-
products and certain fruits and other products are among the most efficiently
produced in the world. Our exports of farm produets have run as high as $4 billion
in 1951-52. They accounted for roughly one-third of our production of wheat,
cotromn, rice, and soybeans. This provided a market for the produce of more than
L out of each 10 acres of cropland. This amount was equal to $1,000 for each
commercial farm. Total farm exports have dropped nearly 30 percent.

We have made great efforts to adjust our produetion to lower demands. Our
prices have dropped. We have imposed income-reducing production controls on
wheat, eotton, corn, peanuts, tobaceo, and rice. Despite these efforts, the Gov-
ernment has aceumulated over $6.5 billion worth of siurpluses. Faster adjust-
ments wo ld require a regimentation on American farms which would endanger
our freedom.

We are expanding our domestic markets. We must expand our foreign
markets.

To maintain a prosperous agriculture, we need export markets of around
$4 billion per year at present prices. We have the capacity to supply an even
larger foreign demand.

We think our foreign economie policies should be geared to these export needs.
Ensctment of H. R. 1 is an important step to gear up to this need.

* * * * * * ®
We helieve that H. R. 1 is a well-balanced picee of legislation. Tt provides not
-oniy the authority needed to expand trade but also provides desirable safeguards
through. application of the peril-point procedures, and through continuation of
the escape clause and section 22 to protect domestie produecers and the operation
of domestie farm programs from disruptive rates of increase in imports.

Another great farm organization, the National Grange, was repre-
sented by its master, Mr. Hershel D. Newsom. After endorsing the
principle of H. R. 1, Mr. Newsom said:

There is no single segment of American economy that has ereater stake in
achieving the objective of a sound United States economic position and policy, .
which would provide the basis for a constantly expanded level of trade in the
world on a profitable basis, than has American agriculture. * * *

Therc are likewise compelling reasons for our looking with great concern on any
attempt that might be made to recklessly or inconsiderately remove some of our
restrictions that we believe have been literally compelled by eirsumstances beyond
our conftrol.

* * ~* * * * *

The vast majority of farm people, as we know them and understand them, are
thoroughly eognizant that our most important market is this market-—right here
in America. We are for the most part equally awarc of the fact that unless we
can marhet some 10 or 12 percent of our total agrieultural output—and I assume
that practically all members of the committee know that it runs up to a third of
the total production or even a little higher than that under present circum-
stances-—and then effectively balance our output as between agricultural com-
modities themselves, there is no effective recipe for the high level of agricultural
income that we believe is essential {o the expanding American economy that must
be our total objective.

James G. Patton, president, the National Farmers Union, endorsed
the bill stating in part:
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. Many of us produce products which have traditionally entered into_ export
trade, like cotton, wheat, tobacco, hogs, and certain fruits. We know that the
export market for these crops is important to us and that it depends on low-trade
barriers abroad, on prosperity and buying power in foreign countries, and espe-
cially on foreigners’ supplies of dollars. We know that foreigners can obtain
dollars chiefly by selling goods and services to citizens of the United States and that
the amount they can sell depends in part on how much we are willing to buy.

About one-ninth of total farm production is exported; imports of farm commod-
ities of & type produced in this country were equivalent to approximately one-
sixteenth of total United States farm production. The valuc of farm exports
from the United States was almost twice as great as the value of competing farm
imports.

%a;ports.—HoWever, this simple comparison does not tell the whole story by any
means. The direct effect of agricultural imports and exports on the econowmic
situation of individual farm families varies a very great deal according to the
commodities produeed for sale. Ixports make up a very large part of the market,
for some farm produets; in 1953, 45 percent of United States rice was exported;
24 percent of our cotton; 19 percent of our wheat and flour; 17 percent of barley;
26 percent of tobaceo; and 21 percent of soybeans and produects; 18 percent of
lard; 6 pereent of our raisins; and about 5 percent of pears and apples; with some-
what smaller percentages of other commodities produced on United States farms.

Mr. J. B. Hutson, president of Tobacco Associates, Inc., represented
before the committee the producers, warehousemen, and exporters of
flue-cured tobacco, and the merchants, bankers, and fertilizer dealers
in the flue-cured-tobacco-producing areas of Virginia, North and
South Carolina, Georgia, Florida, and Alabama. Mr. Hutson
recommended the enactment of legislation extending the Reciprocal
Trade Agreements Act and stated:

* % % Ahout onefourth of all tobacco grown in the United States is exported.
In the case of many types of tobacco, a substantial part of the crop is suitable only
for the export trade. .

* * * * * * *

* * * We do not belicve that there is enough recognition of the interests of
the large segments of our population who are engaged in the production of articles
which are exported. We belicve that the interests of these groups, and especially
those of our own consumers, should be given just as much consideration as is
given the individual groups who might be adversely affected by the imports.
In fact, all the studies I have seen point to the conclusion that the stake that the
American economy—agriculture, industry, labor, the consumer—has in sustained
and increased exports, far exceeds the possible adverse effects of increased imports.

Tur TrestiMony OF Lasor IN Suprorr oF H. R. 1

Mr. James B. Carey, sccretary-treasurer, Congress of Industrial
Organizations, appeared before the committee on behalf of the
approximately 5 million workers of that organization. Following are
several direct quotations from Mr, Carey’s statement:

* * * many of our industries are dependent for survival upon the exports of
reasonable amounts of their own production.

Many workers in key industries, such as auto, steel, electrical products,
and machinery are dependent for their jobs on the exports of products manufac-
tured in their plants.

. * % % Ip 1952, 13 percent of agricultural machinery preduction went abroad,
23.3 percent of the tractors produced were exported; 13.3 percent of the motor-
- trucks, 3.9 percent of the passenger cars, 6.3 percent of the rolled-stect products
of the United States went to other nations of the world. During that year, over
2 million workers were totally dependent upon exports for their jobs, and the
industries involved were dependent upon exports for a considerable percentage
of their sales and profits. T'he latest available estimate shows that 7 percent of
the employees in nonagricultural establishments of the United States were de-
pendent on exports for employment in 1952,

* * * : * * * *

The United States cannot pick and choose and deal only in the items that we
need to import and export. Instead, the United States must engage in gradual,

Approved For Release : CIA-RDP59-00224A000100310002-9

gg002-9



Approved For Release : CIA-RDP59-00224A000100310002-9

56 TRADE. AGREEMENTS EXTENSION ACT OF 1955

continual, and, in many instances, reeiproeal reduction of the barriers to inter-
national trade. Reeciprocal trade is essential for the maintenance of production
in many of our own basic industries and equally essential for the preservation of
sound international relations with our allies. Improved economic well-being of
the countries throughout the world is one means by which Communist aggression
can be stopped. Economie well-being and improved international trade relations
go kand in hand.

For these reasons we are happy to support . R. 1, which will extend and con-
tinue the Hull reciprocal trade program.

# # * ® * * *

With the adoption of H. R. 1, problems will develop for some American workers
in cortain indusiries and communities. But let me make our position perfectly
clear. We do not oppose a liberalized trade program, because injury or threat of”
injury may affect certain segments of Ameriean production. On the contrary,
we say, “‘Alleviate the injury or threat of injury by some method other than
increasing the duty. Don’t cut off your nose to spite your face.”” * * *

* ® * We are proud of the CIO slogan, “What's good for America is good for
the CIC.” We are convineed that the promotion of international trade is good
for America and, therefore, good for the CI10.

The American Federation of Labor, representing more than 10 million
workers, in a statement supporting H, R. 1 stated:

We are mindful of the faet that a significant number of American workers are
employed in industries facing foreign competition. We are definitely concerned
lest the trade-agreements program operate to deprive these workers of employment
opportunities at their present trade or occupation.

An the same tirne, we are equally mindful that many American workers are
dependent for their employment on Amcrican exports or on the handling, trans-
portation, or storage of imports, In 1952, the Bureau of Labor Statisties estimated
that the emplovment of 4,376,000 American workers depended on foreign trade.
In other words, these are the workers whose employment depends on the ability of
other countries to continue to buy American products.

The A. F. of L. expressed itself in favor of the gradual approach
toward tariff reduction:

The American Federation of Labor does not endorse either the extreme position
of free trade or the extreme position of protection. We believe that trade policy
ean prove a useful tool for reducing the dollar gap, for persuading other countries
to lift their trade restrictions, and in general for strengthening the economic basis.
of the free world.  We believe that to achieve these objectives, this country should
continue its policy of negotiating tariff adjustments, to use the President’s phrase,
“on a gradual, selective, and reciprocal basis.” The importance of the terms
“gradual” and ‘‘selective’” must be emphasized * * *

We belicve that if the adjustments negotiated under this proposed program
are, to use the President’s words, “gradual, sclective, and reciprocal,” they need
not operate to curtail employment opportunities for American workers. L

The A. F. of L. recommended that promptness be exercised in giving
relief where relief is justified, and recommended:

We suggest therefore that the time required for handling applications undcr the
escape clause be shortened. We recominend that the 9-month reguirement be
reduced to 120 days and that the 60-day requirement for the handling of cases
by the White House be reduced to-30 days.

This will greatly improve the operations under the present cscape clause.
Because industries will know that their applications will be processed more
promptly, they are less likely to run to the Tariff Commission if the evidence
does not justify relief. The net result will be a far more effective method of pro-
vidir.g relief to those groups who may be suffering serious injury under a particular -
tariff.

The president of the United Steclworkers of America, Mr. David J.
MecDornald, appeared before the committee in support of the present
bill. He spoke on behalf of more than 1,200,000 workers in the basic
steel-producing, the metal-fabricating, aluminum- and metal-mining
industries in the United States and Canada. After stating that pas-
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sage of the bill is essential to the security of the United States, Mr.
MecDonald said that—

Tt is, of course, essential that the United States keep its own economic house in
order, that the American economy be kept stiong, employment must be kept at a
high level, and the Living standards of our people be steadily raised. I am of the
opinion that expanding our foreign trade will assist rather than hinder the attain-

* ment of these objectives.
* * * ® * % *

To carry out such policies is enlightened self-interest. 1f T had the slightest
fecling that increased trade, particularly imports, would be injurious to the
American workingmen, I would not be here today supporting a poliey of trade
liberalization. It is precisely because I believe that it is in the intercst of the
‘American workers and our people generally, that I am happy to continue to
support a liberal trade policy at this eritical juncture of American history.

* * * * * * *

The best figures that we could get indieate that employment attributable to
exports is far greater than ihe immediate displacement of workers thaf would
result by even a substantial reduction of our tariff duties. Secretary of Commerce
Sinclair Weeks, in his testimony in connection with the Trade Agreement Tixten-
sion Act of 1953, and which he repeated again the other day in his testimony
before this committee, stated that over 4.4 million workers, or 7 pereent of the
total employment of the country, are dependent upon foreign trade.

He estimated that 3 million workers are involved in exports while mors than a
million more have employment in transporting, distributing, and manafacturing
imports. Other reliable estimates indicate that in the jron and steel industry,
the industry in which T am directly conicernod, close to 160,000 workers, or almost
17 pereent of the 965,000 workers i the industry, are dependent upon exports.

* * * * * * *#

The most reliable estimates that we could find, indicate that even a full 50~
pereent reduetion of all United States tariffs would not likely affeet more than
100,000 jobs. This is the cffect that could be expected in the short, run. As
time passes and eeonomic adjustments take place, many of these workers would
be absorbed in other lines of activity. This is not to say that worker: displaced
by imports should be left to their own devices to find new jobs. Both the short
run and the long run are important. These estimates simply underline the basic
truth that the American workers have more to lose from the curtailment of ex-
ports than from the expansion of foreign trade.

Mr. Hartman Barber, representing the Brotherhood of Radlway
Clerks, expressed the continued support by his organization of the
reciprocal trade agreements program. Mr. Barber stated:

There is & tendency among some Americans to consider our foreizn trade as
relatively unimportant. The faects point to the opposite conclusion.  Our
prosperity is greatly affected by our foreign trade. Our Nation is now the world’s
principal foreign trading country. The reduction in the sales of some companies
bydthe amount of Lheir foreign trade would mean the difference between a profit
-and loss.

Bxports take a quarter or even a half of the total T'nited States production of
some commodities. In the year preceding the outhreak of the Second World War,
the exports of our Nation furnished a market for 12 pereent of our lard, 12 percent
of our radios, 11 percent of our automobiles, 14 percent of our industrial ma-
chinery, 22 percent of our office appliances, 29 pereent of our tobacco, 29 percent
of our sardines, 31 percent of our cotton, 36 percent of our dried fruit, 36 percent of
our sulfur, 38 percent of our rosin, and 52 percent of our production of phosphate
rock. Some of these commodities arc produced only in certain relatively small
arcas. In such cases, if exports werce to decline there would be & concentrated
effect, upon the arcas where they are produced,

Sinee the close of the Sccond World War, the goods we exported excceded the
valuc we imported by several billion dollars cach vear. We cannot coniinue to
export, of course, unless we are willing Lo receive goods in cxchange {or the products
we sell abroad.

# * * * * * *

A large number of our citizens earn their livelihood in oceupations dircctly
attributable to foreign trade. In the transportation industry, the industry in
which the members of the Brotherhood of Railway Clerks are employed approxi-
mately 10 percent of the employment is so attributable,
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Twr TeESTIMONY OF PusLic-INTEREST GROUPS

As in the past when extension of the Trade Agreements Act has been
considered by the committee, representatives of some of the most
mmportant public nterest, groups in the Nation appeared and tostified
m support of the legislation. ‘

. Mrs. A. Paul Hartz, chairman of legislation for the General Federa-
twon of Women’s Clubs, with a memnbership of 5% million, testified this
year in support of H. R, 1.

A representative of the Cooperative League of the USA appeared
before the committee on behalf of most of the consumer coopersatives
of the country both rural and urban, some of the major farm supply
cooperatives, two of the mutual insurance groups and a number of -
other organizations. 'The direct membership of the league is about -
2,500,000 families. The statement of the league emphasized the fact
that it “represents both producers and consumers” and pomted out
that they thought it was to their benefit—
and indeed, to the benefit of all Americans, that the Reciprocal Trade Agreements
Act shonld be extended.

It has often been said that the consumeris the forgotten man. Qther interests,
farmers, electric power companies, manufacturers, bankers, all have their spokes-
men here in Washington. Whenever Congress writes a bill, these spokesmen
present their points of view to the legislators. Yet all of us are consumers,
whether we own a farm as T do in Ohio, or make watches, or run powerplants:
no matter what we do for a living, the money we get or income is spent at least
in part on goods and services.

If there can be said to be such a thing as a general interest, it is the intevest of
the American as a consumer. The manufacturer of wateh movements may have
a diametrically opposite interest to the assembler of watches who impcrts his
movements from Switzerland. The textile manufactwer may have a direct
confliet in interest with the exporter of heavy machinery. Yet all Americans
however they make their living, have an interest in plentiful food, abundant goods,
and low prices.

The League of Women Voters, which consists of 126,000 members in
960 local leagues in all 48 States, Alaska, Hawaii, and the District of
Columbia, was represented by Mrs. Oscar M. Rubenhausen. She
characterized the President’s proposal as a moderate one, but stated
that “as a result of its passage the United States and other nations
should be able to progress in their negotiations toward the goal of
expanding world trade.”

Dr. Alzada Comstock testified in support of H. R. 1 on behalf of
the American Association of University Women, an organization of
women college graduates with a membership of more than 131,000
women in the 48 States, Hawaii, Guam, and Alaska. She stated that:

The: association believes that through the years the reciprocal trade agreements
program has served the interests of the American people and has strengthened
international relations (1) by promoting the expansion of world trade, (2) by
providing machinery through whieh this Nation and other nations could seek
their mutual advantage through the exchange of goods, and (8) by providing
for the econsideration of all American interests—consumers, producers, and export-
ing industries as well as industries in competition with foreign goods in the
United States market.

Among other public interest organizations which had representatives
expressing support of the bill were: )

The American Veterans Committee _ )
The Jewish War Veterans of the United States of America
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The Friends’ Committec on National Legislation

The Americans for Democratic Action

The Council on International Relations of San Antonio, Tex.
The Committee on Foreign Trade Education, Inc.

OvERWHELMING Press Support oF H. R. 1

The press throughout the country has shown increasing interest in
the renewal of the Trade Agreements Act during the past year. Edi-
torial comment has been overwhelming y in favor of the trade-agree-
ments program and a substantial majority of those newspapers which:
have taken a position, support the pending legislation. Fditorial
writers emphasize that the program is essential to healthy international
economic conditions, the maintenance of free world strength, and
domestic prosperity.

Boston Herald, January 11, 1855:

The President’s program should be adopted at the present session of Congress.
We have becn fencing with the inevitable long enough.

Buffalo Courier-Express, January 11, 1955:

President Eisenhower’s proposal is in line with the thinking not only of enlight-
ened American political leaders of both parties, but also of outstanding spokesmen
of business and industry. America’s position as 20th century leader of the free
world would be impaired * * * by retreat into 19th century high-tariff policies.

Charleston (S. C.) News and Courier, January 13, 1955:
We agree with Mr. Eisenhower that tariffs should be lowered,
Chicago Sun-Times, Janusry 11, 1955:

President Eisenhower's special message * * * outlines a sane and sensible
program that deserves the full support of Congress. ’

Christian Science Monitor, January 11, 1955:
In our opinion, this all adds up to a useful program.
Dallas News, January 11, 1965:

The President is right in asserting that what he is proposing is less in the
interests of aid for foreign trade than of aid for the United States.

Dayton News, January 11, 1855:
Fortunately, the political omens are favorable for enactment of the program.
Denver Post, January 11, 1955:

Modest as Mr. Eisenhower’s program is, it has great potentials-—for American
business, for American agriculture * * * for those countries which are not
adverse to encouraging investments by American companies.

Des Moines Register, January 12, 1955:,

These are very 1nodest and very moderate proposals toward carrying out such a
policy (President’s stated goals). Let us hope that they are not weakencd further.

Detroit News, January 19, 1955:

The administration has not asked for a drastic reduction in import duties. It
has asked for a stable and rational trade policy.

Garden City Newsday, January 3, 1955:

The President must not retreat hefore opposition this year as he did last year.
His program is sound. He must fight until he wins.

Great Falls (Mont.) Tribune, January 19, 1955:

There is littie reason for a partisan fight over this program.
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Hartford Courant, January 11, 1955:

But by and large for every domestie producer that is hurt by trade there are a

vagt number who are benefited, as is the publie generally.

1louston Post, January 12, 1955

Taken together, all of the proposals, if enacted, should result in good for the

United States and all other participating countries.
Kansas City Times, January 11, 1955;

The broad foreign econoruic program which President Tisenhower submitted
yesterday in a special message to Congress is geared at three levels to our own

national self-interest * * * Tt looks like an attractive package.
Lowisville Courier-Journal, January 12, 1955:

Fresident Eisenhower has always mad: uncommonly sound sense on the foreign
trade issue. He has done it again with his latest message to Congress.

Milwaukee Journal, January 11, 1955:

The President: is correct in terming his program ‘“moderate, gradual, and .

reciprocal.”

Newark News, January 11, 1955

As Clarence B. Randall * * * told 1he Congress of American Industry last

month, “a tariff that cuts imports is a tariff that cuts exports.”’
New Orleans Times-Picayune, January 12, 1955:

Mr. Eisenhower’s program scems to be well devised to stress the advantages

of two-way trade.

New York Herald Tribune, Janusry 12, 1955:

It (President’s message) states the case for promptly taking those legislative
steps in the fields of foreign trade and investment that will contribute to a

strengthening of the cconomic base upon which security must rest.

New York Journal of Commerce, January 25, 1955:

Tlhe tariff-reduction provisions of this measure are quite mild, and the record
of Mr. Eisenhower’s first 2 years in the White House indicates that when he

uses them at all he will use them with restraint,
New York Times, January 11, 1955:

They (President’s proposals) really represent the minimum for an intelligible

and intelligent foreign-trade policy.

New York World-Telegram and Sun, J anuary 11, 1955:

President Eisenhower’s message to Congress on foreign economic polisy is
sound and wisc. Tts proposals are moderate, yet taken together they can con-
tribute greatly to our own prosperity and vhat of our allics and the underdeveloped

arcas of the free world.
Philadelphia Inguirer, January 11, 1955:

The time has come for Congréss to vote the longer (than 1 year) program as
evidence of our intention to help other countries—and ourselves-—by expanding

foreign trade.

Providence Journal, January 11, 1955:

For our own national welfare, we must have a trade program as broad and
multipurpese in scope as Mr. Eisenhower has proposed. And it must have

eontinuity.

St. Louis Post-Dispatch, January 11, 1955:

Prosident Eisenhower’s splendid message to Congress on foreign economie
policy makes eminently good sense, as did the similar proposals when he first

madec them a year ago.
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Salt Lake City Deseret News & Telegram, January 11, 1955:

If we recognize America’s position in world affairs—and we cannot escape daing
so—we must agree with the basis of the President’s program.

San Antonio Express, January 11, 1955:

1t follows that what President Eisenhower now secks of Congress, in effect, is
that it untie his hands so that he can wield a vital economic weapon, “trade, not
aid,” for the Nation’s defense. IHe can be trusted to use the weapon discreetly
# # * [or moral effect Congress should act specdily.

Toledo Blade, January 12, 1955: _

Overall, the President’s world trade message reflects midecentury facts the
Nation cannot afford to overlook.

Washington Post and Times-Herald, January 11, 1955:

Approval of the program will mark an important step toward freer trade that
should not be diseounted just beeause it leaves much to be done.

Watertown (N. Y.) Times, January 10, 1955:

President Bisenhower takes the international long view on foreign trade, a
view that his party should take, but a view that his party has failed to take in
many years.

Youngstown Vindicator, January 10, 1955:

The requests are moderate enough, and American industries have the added
protection of the existing peril point and escape clauses which the President would
continue.
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APTENDIX C

AccoMPLISHMENTS OF THI: TRADE AGREEMENTS PROGRAM

The record of accomplishment under the Trade Agreements Act is
one of continuous and increasing contributions to the expansion of the
American economy and levels of world trade. Under the act the
United States now has trade-agreement relationships with 42 coun-
tries. Ten of these are bilatcral agreements. The other 32 have
been negotiated under the auspices of the General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade (GATT). Some of the negotiations conducted
under the GATT replace former bilateral agreements. Following is
the list of countries with which the United States has trade agreements:

Date con- Date effce. Date con- Date effec-
Country cluded tive Country cluded tive

Argentina___________ Oct, 14,1941 | Nov, 15,1941 {| Iceland Aug, 27,1943 | Nav, 19,1943
Australia L. Oct. 30,1947 | Jan. 1,148 || Indin t_____ Oct. 30,1947 | July 9, 1948
Austria 1__ Apr. 21,1951 | Oct. 19,1951 || Indonesiat.._ .. ____| ... do_.......| Mar., 11,1948
Belgiam 3__ Oct. 30,1947 | Jan. 11,1948 |} Tran. __.__ Apr. 8,1943 | June 28,1944
Brazil 2__ d July 31,1948 || Italy ! Oct. 10,1949 | May 30, 1950
Burma t_ July 30,1948 || Luxembourg ?___.___ Oct. 30,1947 | Jan. 11,1948
¢Janada 2 Jan. 1,1948 i Netheorlands 1% _____|_____ do_.—.... Do.
Ceylon L July 30,1948 || New Zealand *.______|_____ do.....__. July 31,1948
Chile 1. Mar. 16,1949 || Niearagual2_ _______ Oct. 10,1949 | May 28,1950
Cuba 2. Jan. 1,148 Oct. 30,1847 | July 11,1948
Denmark 1 May 28,1950 do___.._.. July 31, 1948
Dominican Repub- . 12,1046 | Apr. 9,1947

et . |oo... do._....__ May 19,1950 || Perau12.-_____.__ . 21,1951 | Cet.  7,1051
Reuadors.. Aug. 6,1938 | Oct. 23,1938 - ho 30,1947 | July 12,1948
331 Balvador. . Feb. 19,1937 | May 31,1937 . 10,1049 1 Apr. 30,1950
Finland 13 Oct, 10,1949 | May 25,1350 || Switzerland. __ _ . 95,1936 | Feb. 15 1936
France ! 2. Oct. 30,1047 | Jan. 1,1948 || Turkey 12.__________ Apr. 21,1951 | Cct, 17,1951
{iermany 1. Apr, 21,1951 | Oct. 1,1951 || Union of South
reece 1. ___ Oct. 10,1949 | Mar, 9,1950 Afrieal .. _______. Oct. 30,1947 | June 14, 1048
Guatemala. Apr. 24,1936 | June 15,1936 || United Kingdom 12 |_____ do.._.... Jan.  1,1048
Haiti12____ Oct. 10,1049 | Jan. 11,1950 || Uruguay 12 ____.___ Qect. 10,1949 | Dce. 16,1963
Honduras._.._....... Dee. 18,1935 | Mar. 2,1936 || Venezuela.______.__. Nov. 6,1939 | Iiec, 18,1939

I Agresment concluded under auspices of General Agresment on Tariffs and Trade.
2 Replaced bilateral agreemont with United States.
# To be terminated on July 18, 1955. .

The following table demonstrates the expansion of United States
trace with trade-agreement countries. As is shown in the table,
trade with countries with which the United States has trade agree-
ments had in some cases expanded between 1937 and 1953 by more
than 1,000 percent. While this expansion in our export trade is not
due exclusively to concessions obtained by the United States in trade
agreements, they have neverthcless made a substantial contribution
to this expansion through the more favorable customs treatment
obtained for our goods. The most dramatic case, although the value
of the total trade is not large, is trade with Iceland, which has ex-
panded more than 7,000 perceni since 1937.

After 1945 most of the world’s economies had been seriously dis-
located by the war and many countries were forced to adopt special
measures to restrict imports, particularly from the United States,
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since there was a worldwide shortage of dollars. This shortage is
now less acute and balance-of-payment restrictions have been con-
siderably reduced and modified by most of the countries.

Estimated value of United States exports in 1937 and 1958 lo countries with which
lrade agreements are now in effect

[Thousands of dollars]

1937 19563 Percent

increase

1937 to

Country grfiﬁ:%ld Export of (};fitt%ld Exportof | 1953
States concession States concession total

eXports itemst eXports items t exports
93, 831 44,100 104, 100 48,927 10.9
73,360 44,750 134, 300 81,923 83.0
3, 062 980 60, 200 19, 264 1,866.0
245, 384 234,832 630, 700 603, 580 157.0
Brazil. e 68,271 36, 866 203, 800 153, 7g6 330.5
2313 o 11 L I [ 05 T88 1. e
Canada - i 491, 489 353,872 | 2,941,100 | 2,117,502 498, 4
Ceylon oo caeem 1,718 07 7,1 3 313.3
B - & o me o e e 23,742 14, 957 97, 600 61, 488 311
Cuba. 40, 760 87,130 425, 200 408, 192 368. 5
Denmark_ .. _____ 17,150 6,003 38, 300 13, 405 123.3
Dominican Republie___.__________.__.______ 6,371 1,011 47,000 14,100 637.7
Beuador. o 5,004 2,102 41, 300 17,346 725.3
37, 000 4, 440 929.8
22, 100 7,072 80,5
392, 500 343,045 125.4
348, 200 261, 150 183.1
50, 100 13, 527 759.5
44, 300 11, 961 498.9
28, 800 4,320 615.8
35, 500 6, 390 546. 4
. 151_3, a0 3, 867 7,643.7
598,100 72,326 | .o
103, 999 51,229 315.0
21, 400 17,762 202.2
280, 900 151, 686 270.7
31, 400 20, 410 3.8
25, 900 7,511 686. 5
| e

s L 118 85!
118, 600 53, 382 528.1
] , 898 | ...
101, 700 33, 561 58.1
Bl S o
3 0, 34, 2
206, 600 109, 498 153.9
, 698, 100 486, 576 205

Urugusy 13, 105 3, 407 24, 500 0, 370 86.9
Venezuela - 46, 229 15, 256 510, 800 168, 564 1,004.9

1 Estimated figure derived from applylng to total exports in 1937 and 1953, 1949 ratlo of exports under
trade agrecients concession to total exports.

2 Included in Burma and India.

8 British India includes Burma.

¢ India.

§ Pakistan.

8 Included in Benelux and dependencics.

7 Included in other British South Africa.

Concessions obtained by the United States in its negotiations under
the Trade Agreements Act have extended to every segment of the
United States economy. The Torquay negotiations, conducted under
the auspices of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade at which
the United States negotiated with 17 countries, illustrate the range
of concessions that the United States has obtained. At that con-
ference, which is just 1 of 3 major conferences at which the United
States has obtained concessions, we obtained concessions on an esti-
‘mated $1,100 million of our exports in 1949 to the 17 countries with
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4 TRADE AGREEMENTS EXTENSION ACT OF 1455

which the United States concluded agreements. The concessions
obtained include those on agricultural products and foodstuffs such as
wheat, flour, corn, oil seeds, vegetable oils, cotton, and tobaceco; fresh,
dried, and canned fruit; fruit juices, nuts, canned and dried vegetables,
soups, lard, pork, canned and salted meats, canned and powdered
milk, cheese, dried eggs, confectionery, canned fish, and prepared food
specialties.

In the machinery field the more important lines for which we
obtained concessions were: many types of industrial machinery;
automotive vehicles and produects, including passenger cars, trucks,
trailers, industrial lift trucks, tractors, mining locomotives, and auto-
mobile parts and accessories; machine tools and metal-working ma-
chinery; mining machinery; earth-moving equipment; air compressors -
and pumps; pneumatic tools; printing presses and other equipment
{or the graphic arts; and agricultural machinery and implements.

Other ccncessions were obtained on many kinds of electrical
machines, equipment, and apoliances, including refrigerating and
air-conditioning machinery, radio and television receiving and trans-
mitting apparatus, motors, generators, and transformers; ignition
systems; household appliances, such as washing machines, irons,
heating devices, and lighting fixtures and equipment; X-ray apparatus,
Datteries, electronic tubes, and incandescent light bulbs.

Numerous concessions were obtained on chemical, pharmaceutical
and medicinal products; rubber goods, including tires, tubes, hose,
belting and packing; petroleam products, including lubricants,
petrolatum and paraffin; naval stores, including rosin and turpentine;
¢glass manufactures, including bottles, jars, and specialties; leather
and numerous leather manufactures; various kinds of lumber, ply-
wood, paper and paper products; numerous manufactures of iron and
steel including tinplate, boilers, tanks; and bathroom fixtures; coal,
coke, sulfur and borax; asbestos manufactures; abrasives, including
paper, cloth and stones; and other typical United States export
specialties such as office machines and appliances, motion pictures,
film, cameras and projection apparatus, handtools, phonographs,
fountain pens, safety razors and blades, metal office furniture, nylon
hosiery, toilet preparations; and paints and varnish.

UnrrEp Statis ExporTs or Propucrs SUBJECT TO i
TraDE AGREEMENT CONCESSIONS

The following survey gives some examples of commodities on which
the United States obtained tariff concessions from foreign countries
under the trade-agreements program and in which United States
sxports to those countries have increased. It also gives examples of
soncession items which have been freed of quota restrictions in cases
of countries whose balance of payments situation has improved enough
to make it possible for them to reduce their controls over imports.

The statistics used for this compilation are United States export
statistics.

Umitep Sraris ExXporTs TO AUSTRALIA oF PropucTs SumijecT To TRADE
AGREEMENT CONCESSIONS

Total United States exports to Australia increased from $73,360,000 in 1937
to $134,300,000 in 1953, an overall increase of 83 percent. :

R L L VIS0 DR A N A B U 3 IR S0 SN 4 .
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Approximately 61 percent of United States exports to Australia are covered :
by tariff concessions which the United States obtained from that country under
the trade-agreements program. Some cxamples of concession items in which
trade has increased are as follows:

United States cxports
Commodity
1937 1953
Cotton semimanulactlres - o oo oo oaoomccmewmomom e mmmm—mmm—mmmm e $17, 000 $182, 000
Cotton Manfactures- - - oo cwemc e cmmmmm e mmmeemmem e mm oo m o 115, 000 154, 000
Synthetie fibers and manufactur R 14. 000 851, 000
Sawmill productsS ceuereoccvaaaaa-. —— 1, 035, 000 4,022, 000
Electrical machinery and appliances..- ———— 2, 228, 000 8, 274, 000
Office machines and 8PPHANCES - - o oo oo mmm e e 1, 033, 000 1, 675, 000

Un1TED STATES EXPORTS To AUsTria oF Propucts SuByrct To TRADE
AGREEMENT CONCESSIONS

Total United States exports to Austria increased from $3,062,000 in 1937 to
$60,200,000 in 1953, an overall increase of 1,866 percent.

Approximately 32 percent of United States exports to Austria are covered by
tariff concessions which the United States obtained from that country under the
trade agrecments program. Some examples of concession items in which trade
has increased are as follows:

United States exports

Commodity
1937 1953
$7, 000 $114, 000
0 4,000
36, 000 12, 465, 000
44,000 87, 000

Untrep StaTes Exrorrs To BENELUX OoF PropucTs SuBsEcT TO TrADE
AcrREEMENT CONCESSIONS

Total United States exports to Benelux and its dependencies inereased from
$245,384,000 in 1937 to $630,700,000 in 1953, an overall increase of 157 percent.

Approximately 96 percent of United States exports to Benelux are covered by
tariff concessions which the United States obtained from that country under the
trade agreements program. Some examples of concession items in which trade
has increased are as follows: .

United States exports
Commodity
1937 . 1853
Oranges and tangerines ... $14, 000 $5, 011, 000
RisSing ... 916, 000 998, 000
Cottonseed oil cake_ 0 221, 000
Leaf tobacco. ... . 4, 544, 000 21, 704, 000
RAW COLEOIE e mmmm—mmmmemmmemme e on 19, 219, 000 21, 430, 000

In 1954, 83 percent of the total value of Benelux imports from the United States
entered frec of restrictions. The items permitted free entry and on which the
United States had received concessions, were within the following commodity
classifications:

Fruits . Leather, rubber, and paper products
Vegetable oils Textiles
Processed food items Metal manufactures

Minerals and manufactures of chemicals Machinery
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Unirep States ExporTs T0 BraziL oF PropucTs SuBJECT 10 TRADE
AGREEMENT CONCESSIONS

Total United States exports to Brazil increased from $68,271,000 in 1937 to
$293,900,000 in 1953, an overall increase of 331 percent.

Approximately 54 percent of United States exports to Brazil are coversd by
tariff concessions which the United States obtained from that country under the
trade agreements program. Some examples of concession items in which trade
has increased are as follows:

United States szports
Commodity
1937 1953
TR S O TOTS - o - e e $313, 000 $2, 029, 000 “‘
Radio tubes.._._ 194, 000 536, 000
Conl-tar dyes_._____._______________. ___________ .l 168, 030 754, 600
Electromedical and electrodental equipment 234, 000 3,152, 000
Transformer ofl. ... 57,000 310, 000

Unirep StaTEs INXPORTS 70 BURMA OF PrRODUCTS SUBIECT TO TRADE AGREEMENT
CoONCESSIONS

Total United States exports to Burma increased from $2,714,000 in 195839 1
to $6,800,000 ir. 1953, an overall increase of 151 percent.

Approximately 41 percent of United States exports to Burma are covered by
tariff concessions which the United States obtained from that country under the
trade agreements program. Some examples of concession items in which trade
has increased are as follows:

United States exports
Commodity
1046 1953
Radios and parts. oo e $28, (00 $236, 000
Pumping machinery, hand pumps and parts_ . oo 0 30, 000

UniTeED STATES EXPORTS T0 CANADA OF PRODUCTS SUBJECT TO TRADE AGREEMENT
CoNCuSSIONS

Total United States exports to Canada increased from $491,489,000 in 1937
to $2.9 billion in 1953, an overall increase of 498 percent.

Approximately 72 percent of United States exports to Canada are covered by
tariff concessions which the United States obtained from that country under the
trade agreements program. Some examples of conecession items in which trade
has increased are as follows:

1 1937 statistics not available.

AT VU IO S 1 SO S ISN SIS R SRS S SR I S S 05 RUSOREAT SRY ST 2o
i .
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United States exports
Commodity
1937 1953
Fresh fruit:

OFBIEES . . oo oo e mms e - $7, 200,000 $19, 700, 000
GrapefTlit - oo s ———— 1,300, 000 4, 300, 000
Other fresh frudt e 5, 000, 000 16, 600, 000
Frult Julee. e emececamee 700, 000 11, 400, 000
Rasing (Aried) .o oo e ccme e ccmmce e ————— 5 2, 800, 000
Plums and prunes, dried . .. mcrm—————ae 800, 000 2, 300, 000
Vegetables, fresh and frozen . _ e 4, 300, 000 25, 800, 000
COMM - . e et am e —— e 1,100, 000 9, 800, 000
Rice, paddy (ToUZH) mur oo 100, 000 4, 200, 000
P ODACCO - e e e o e e e mm e e —m e A ————————— 1, 200, 000 2,100, 000
Coal, anthracite . .o eeae 14, 700, 000 50, 509, 000
Coal, other_ e cemcccerrmracerer e 44, 000, 000 157, 900, 000
Clothing, cotton._ e e 400, 000 3, 300, 000
Shoes, boots, et . i v ———— 800, 000 4, 400, 000
Furniture, house, office, store, of wood and other. ... ceoomaao 800, 000 %, 30Q, 000
Refrigeration apparatus .. e me—ao—oo 2, 500, 000 35, 500, 000

Business machines: typewriters, adding, bookkeeping, and calculating
machines and Parts . . e emmm———————— 2, 300, 600 G, 200, 000
Apparatus for cooking and heating: coal, wood, oil, gas, electrie .. ..._... 1, 300, 000 22, 700, 000
Glass: shect, plate, demijohns, carboy, machine-mado tumblers, ete. __.._.._ 2, 400, 000 16, 500, GOO

Machinery: all types, composed wholly or in part of iron or steel, not other-
wise provided for, and complete parts. . e e 38, 000, 000 125, 000, 000
Parts of automobiles, trucks, buses. .o oo ccm i ama———- 52, 600, 000 230, 000, 000
Iron and steel Manufactures . - .o oo cr o cm e emmee -| 19, 600, 000 60, 000, 000

Canada does not maintain quantitative import restrictions for balance-of-
payments reasons. However, the Canadian tariff embodies prohibitions on =
few special categories of goods. Quantitatively these have very little effect on
United States export trade with Canada.

Untrep STATES ExporTs To CEYLON OF PRODUCTS SUBJECT TO TRADE AGREEMENT
CONCESSIONS

Total United States exports to Ceylon increased from $1,718,000 in 1937 to
$7,100,000 in 1953, an overall increase of 313 percent.

Approximately 47 percent of United States exports to Ceylon are covered by
tariff conecessions which the United States obtained from that country under the
trade-agreements program. Some examples of concession items in which trade
hag increased are as follows:

b’nited States exports
Commodity
1937 1963
Fresh APDIOS . oo e e $17, 000 $27, 000
Fresh grapes. 42, 000 58, 000
Leaf tobaeco. . 302, 000 850, 000
Y DWW OIS e o e 22,000 32, 000
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UniTep StaTEs Exporrs 7o CHILE oF PropucTs Sunsect To TrapE
AGREEMENT CONCESSIONS

Total United States exports to Chile increased from $23,742,000 in 1937 to
$97,600,000 in 1953, an overall increase of 311 percent,.

Approximately 63 percent of United States exports to Chile are covered by
tariff concessions which the United States obtained from that country under the
trade agreements program. Some examples of concession items in which trade
has increased are as follows:

United States exports
Comodity
1937 1953

Typewriters. $129, 000 $226, 000 b

Tractors 151, 000 2,422, 000

¢ 2,000 200, 000

0 5,600
UnrreED STATES IEXPORTS TO CUBA OoF PrODUCTS SUBJIECT TO TRADE AGREEMENT “

CoNCESSIONS

Total United States cxports to Cuba increased from $90,760,000 in 1937 to
$425,200,000 in 1953, an overall increase of 369 percent.

Approximately 96 percent of United States exports to Cuba are covered by
tariff concessions which the United States obtained from that country under the
trade-agreements program. Some examples of concession items in which trade
has increased are as follows:

United Statoes exports
Comiaodity
1937 1953
Raw cotton. . e $448, 000 $1, 546, D00
Wheat flour_____ - 8§, 361, 000 8, 502, 000
Crude petrolenm - 1, 379, 000 8, 145, 000
Gasoline_________ - 1, 975, 000 7,273, 000
Lubricating oils_ ... - 684, 000 905, 000
Autos, trucks, parss and 8CCesSOTies .. oo ccccaeeen 3, 601), 000 28, 308, 000

Cuba has no general controls over its import trade. Import licenses are
required for 6 commodities, on 4 of which the United States had been granted
tariff concessions (wheat, rice, potatoes, and tires and tubes). But this has had
a negligible effect upon Cuba’s total imports from the United States.

UxirEp STATES Exporrs To DENMARK OF Propucrs SunJect To TRADE
AGrEEMENT CONCESSIONS

 Total United States exports to Denmark increased from $17,150,000 in 1937 to
$38,300,000 in 1953, an overall increase of 123 percent.

Approximately 35 percent of United States exports to Denmark are covered
by tsriff concessions which the United States obtained from that country under
the trade-agreements program. Some examples of concession items in which
trade has incrzased are as follows:

United States exports
Commuadity
1937 1953
Wheat. .o ciicncmnac e —————— ——— $179, 000 $185, 000
Canned fruit-.._..... 16, 000 58, 000
Soybeans...... 0 4, 156, 000
Leaf tobaeco.._.. 670, 000 7,412, 000
Raw cotton..... 2, 320, 000 5, 755, 000
Refrigorators cooauevncaceann 1,000 4, 000
A P Y ——— PETITI RN SRR BT IS B
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Denmark has recently removed licensing requirements for about 38 percent
of its imports. The following are examples of commodities on which the United
States has trade-agrecement concessions and which Denmark has freed of import.
restrictions:

Bluegrass seed Combines, with electric elements
Redtop grass seed Clombincs, other

Certain leaf tobaceo Parts of combines

Raw cotton and linters Parts of drilling and boring machines
Gum and wood rosin Parts of metalworking machines
Aireraft engines and parts Files and rasps

Motion pictures Methyl chloride

Carbon black

Unrtep Stares ExporTts To TEE DoMINIcAN RepunLic oF PropUcrs SUBIECT
170 TRADE AGREEMENT CONCESSIONS

Total TUnited States exports to the Dorninican Republic increased from
$6,371,000 in 1937 to $47,000,000 in 1953, an overall increase of 638 percent.

Approximately 30 percent of United States exports to the Dominican Republic
are covered by tariff concessions which the United -States obtained from that
country under the trade-agreements program. Some examples of concession
items in whieh trade has increased are as follows:

United States exports
Commodity
1937 1953
Prepared 0at cereals. . e cvcm—e— e $39, 000 $152, 000
Wheat.__.__ 15,000 90, 000
Wheat flour. 16, 000 1, 361, 000
Fresh fruit_ _ 22,000 175, 000
Canned peaches._. 2, 000 49,000
Canned pears. .. - 2,000 7, 000
Dy DO W O - L e 19, 000 67, 000
U184 17201141 o F O U, 3,000 20, 000

The Dominican Republic requires import licenses only on wheat and wheat
flour, rice, radio transmitting equipment, and fertilizers.

Unitep StaTEs ExpPoRrTs 7o KL SALVADOR OF Propucrs SuBJEcT 10 TRADE
AGREEMENT CONCESSIONS

Total United States exports to El Salvador increased from $3,593,000 in 1937
to $37 million in 1953, an overall increase of 930 percent,

Approximately 12 percent of United States exports to El Salvador are covered
by tariff concessions which the United States obtained from that country under
the trade agreements program. Some examples of concession items in which
trade has increased arc as follows:

United States exports
Commaodity
1937 1953
Tires and tubes o e .- $77,000 $288, 000
Leather e 114, 000 253, 000
Canned mackerel______._____ L. 2, 000 179, 0600
Fresh apples, pears, and BIaDPeS . .o o e e e e e e e e ’ 21, 000 111,000
Canned asparagus, peas, ¢orn, and t0mMat0e8. .« e v o e e e n 7, 000 75, 000
Canned peaches, pears, and mixed frait e 28, 000 43, 000
Phonograph records 7, 000 58, 000
Rubber hose_._. 4, 000 28, 000
Canned pork.__ 5,000 1, 000
Oatmeal, rolled oats, and preparations__. 12, 000 1, 000

E1 Salvador maintains no restrietions against imports.
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Unirep StarEs Exrorts To France or Propucrs SusJecTr 10 TrRADE
AGrREEMENT CONCESSIONS

Total United States exports to France and its dependencies increased from
$174,135,000 in 1937 to $392,500,000 in 1953, an overall increase of 125 percent.

Approximately 87 percent of United States exports to France are covered by
tariff concessions which the United States obtained from that country under the
trade-agreements program. Some examples of concession items in which trade
has increased are as follows:

United States exports
Commodity
1937 1953
Cotton, raw, ginned, unbleached . oo eee e e $44, 025,000 $34,196,000
Machine tools. oo i oiocmccicas - 3, 621,000 10, 855, 000
Oranges, fresh or dried. . ___.__.___ - 38,000 858, 000
Elzetric household refrigerators._ 750,000 1, 164, 000
Steel sheets (automobile bodies) 1,016,900 4, 389, 000
Caleulating machires and parts._ 2, 170, 000 4, 831, 000

UniTeEp STaTES EXPORTS TO THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY OF PRODUCTS
SussecT 70 TRADE AGREEMENT CONCESSIONS

Total United States exports to Western Germany increased from $122,993,000
in 1937 (all of Germany) to $348,200,000 in 1953, an overall increase of 183 percent.

Approximately 75 percent of United States exports to Western Germany are
covered by tariff concessions which the United States obtained from that country
under the trade-agreements program. Some examples of coneession items in
which trade has increased are as follows:

TUnlted States exports
Commodity
1937 1953
COr1t (INALZE) - o e e ecoe e et mmm m e mmamumm——mm———— $103, 000 $7, 748, 000
Wheat.._____.__ 751, 000 80, 264, 000
Grapefrait._. 1,000 7,0l
Terd_ . _____ 265, 000 4,828, 000
Dried milk.. q 286, 000
Tires and tubes 14, 000 25,000
Sewing machines___ 1,000 6, 000
DS POWTIEOTS - o oo e e e em s emmmmemm—mmmemmemeeme——— 32, 000 159, 000

Western Germany has been getting rid of some of its import restrictions on
dollar goods. About one-third of the value of German imports from the United
States in 1953 were free of import restrictions. The following are examples of
ccmmodities on which the United States has trade-agreement concessions and
which have been freed of import restriections:

Conifarous resins . .
Unrefined lard

Rendered tallow, unfit for human consumption

Oleostearine, unfit for human consumption

Monchydric alecohols and derivatives

Turpentine and other distillate products of coniferous resins and woods
Disinfecting, insecticidal, fungicidal, weed-killing, and similar preparations
Goatskin leather, dressed

Douglas fir

Cotton

Linters

Air pumps and air or gas compressors

Baking machinery and equipment

T DU AU IIREA S PUISINI TS IS8 WY BRSSO — T S0 SN W WPPEN (P Y EUNTI B S———

Approved For Release : |CIA-RDP59-00224A000100310002-9




Approved For Release : CIA-RDP59-00224A000100711’:10002-9

TRADE AGREEMENTS EXTENSION ACT OF 1955

‘Sewing machines

Leathermaking machinery

Machine tools, metalworking

Machines for working wood, plastics, and other hand-carving materials
Typewriters

Calculating and accounting machines

Parts and accessories for office machines and appliances

Mining locomotives

Motor vehicles

Unxrrep StaTEs EXPORTS To GREECE oF PRODUCTS SUBJECT TO TRADE AGREEMENT
CONCESSIONS

Total United States exports to Greece increased from $5,829,000 in 1937 to
'$50,100,000 in 1953, an overall increase of 760 percent.

Approximately 27 percent of United States exports to Greece are covered by
tariff concessions which the United States obtained from that country under the
trade-agreements program. Some examples of concession items in which trade
hag increased are as follows:

United States exports
Commodity
1837 1953
Evaporated milk e e $1,000 $787, 000
Whoeat. ... - 663, 000 11, 497, 000
Relrigorators . e 22,000 231, 000
FOoUNTain PONS. - oo oo et m e me 1,000 79, 000

Over 90 percent of all commodities imported by Greece are free of import
restrictions. The items free of import controls include all concessions obtained
by the United States from Greece except the concessions on furs and machinery.

Unrrep STATES EXPORTS TO GUATEMALA OoF Propucrs SuBsEer 10 TRADE
AcrEEMENT CONCESSIONS

Total United States exports to Gtuatemala increased from $7,397,000 in 1937 to
$44,300,000 in 1953, an overall increase of 499 percent.

Approximately 27 percent of United States exports to Guatemala are covered
by tariff coneessions which the United States obtained from that country under
the trade-agrcements program. Some examples of concession items in which
trade has inereased are as follows:

United States exports
Commodity
1937 1953

Tard. . - $37, 000 $1, 021, 000
Evaporated, condensed, and dried mil - 25, 000 488, 000
Bardines and other canned fish. _..____ - 17,000 156, 000
‘Wheat and Wheat Ul ou v oo oo oo T 567, 0600 1, 988, 000
Cotton yarn and fabrie. .o oo oo 493, 000 3, 870, 000
Tires and tubes._ oo .. - 94, 000 366,
Automobiles, trucks, and buses_ _......__.______.._ - 537, 000 3, 557,000
Typewriters, duplicating and ealeulating machines - 52, 000 380, 000
‘Cotton shirts - 37, 000 270, 000

Guatemala maintains no quantitative controls over its exports.

Unitep StaTes ExporTs To Harrr or Propucrs SuBIECT To TRADE
AGREEMENT CONCESSIONS

Total United States exports to Haiti increased from $4,025,000 in 1937 to
$28,800,000 in 1953, an overall increase of 616 percent.
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Approximately 15 percent of United States exports to Haiti are covered by
tariff concessions which the United States obtained from that country under the-
trade agreements program. Some examples of concession items in which trade
Las increased are as follows:

United States exports
Jommodity —
1037 1953

Dried milk $3, 000 $63, 000+
Hvaporated milk 8, 000 36, 006
Ceresals of oats 4,000 22, 000
T'resh apples 4, 000 17, 000-
RaiSiNS . e 1,000 6, 000
PTUDNES . e 2,000 6, 000
"Mres and tubes .. oo aoa_-. 51,000 266, 000-
Surgical dressings . oo vocvnn 12,000 78, 000+ -
Radics. oo 19,000 55, 000
Automobiles (passenger) 113,000 907, 000

Haiti requires import licenses only on a few items, tobacco products, firearms,.
smmunition and explosives, none of which are subject to tariff concessions.

UntTtEDp STaTES KxPorTs TOo MONDURAS OF PROPUCTS SUBIECT TO
TrADE AGREEMENT CONCESSIONS

Total United States exports to Honduras increased {rom $5,492,000 in 1937 tor
$35,500,000 in 1953, an overall increase of 546 percent.

Anproximately 18 percent of United States exports to Honduras are covered by
tariff concessions which the United States obtained from that country under the
frade agreements program. Some examples of concession items in which trade
has increased are as follows:

Unlied Btates exports
Clommodity -
1937 1953

Passcnger cars, trucks, and buses. . ooooeoie oo $93, 000 $2, 712, 000
Cotten hosiery and shirts. o_venmoaamacoe 19,000 388, 000+
Bags and SaCKS. .- oo emmeean &2,000 202, 000
Fruits: fresh, canned, and dried - e mm e —m——mememcm e ———— 25,000 119,000
Bakery ProQUCES - - ee oo ccocmrcceamcmmmmm i mmme o mmm oo 14, 000 143, 000-
Wheat foUr. - e e mmmammemmam i m o 75,000 736, 000+
Condensed, evaporated, and dried milk 46,000 239, 060
Canred sardines. - ... 9, 132, 000
Denims 11,000 417,000
Med:cinals and pharmaceutieals. . 144, 000 1, 140, 000
Toilet 808PS - ccn oo o 15,000 87, 000-
Cannied meats and vegetables - . oo e 26,9000 142, 000 P

Honduras has admipistered its exchange control system liberally and in July
1950 had an across-the-board relaxation of exchange controls.

Unirep Srates Exporrs 10 Icnnanp oF Propucrs SUBJECT To TRADE
AGREEMENT CONCESSIONS

Total United States exports to Jceland increased from $174,000 in 1937 to-
$13,300,000 in 1953, an overall increase of over 7,000 percent.

Approximately 29 percent of Uniled States exports to Iceland are covered by
tariff concessions which the United States obtained from that country under the
tracde agreements program. Some examples of concession items in which trade
has increased are as follows:
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United States exports
Commodity
1937 1953

RAISINS ANA DPUNES - o occe o me cmmmrm s mm o m oo et mm—mmme s gmmomssesmees 0 $112, 000
Whoitt AW - cc e ommememmem . $2, 000 569, 000
‘Cottonseed and soybean oil .. 0 85, 000
Tubricating olls_ . oo 1,000 124, 000
‘Oflice machinery and parts 5, 000 79, 000
Rubber boats ..o 16, 000 42,000

Tceland has lifted all import restrictions on the following trade agreement items:

Rice and rice grits (Other cereals

Corn and cornmeal Clottonsced and soybean oil
‘Wheat flour Tabricating oils

Qatmeal and oat grits Rubber boats

UnitEDp STATEs J0XPORTS TO INDIA-PARISTAN OF PropuUcTs SUBJECT TO
TRADE-AGRLEMENT CONCESSIONS

Total United States exports to India-Pakistan ! increased from $35,377,000 in
1938-39 to $249,400,000 in 1953, an overall increase of 605 percent.

Approximately 29 percent of United States exports to India-Pakistan are
covered by tariff concessions which the United States obtained from that country
under the trade-agrcements program. Some examples of concession items in
which trade has increased arc as follows:

United States exports

Commodity
1937 1953
Dried skim milk. _oooeoo e 0 $5, 586, 000
Tohaceo and manufactures. - $1, 628, 000 2, 880, 000
Copper ore concentrates - 0 2,223, 000
Tractors and parts.___.. - 208, 000 6, 988, 000
Automobiles, parts and ac 8, 446, 000 12, 919, 000
Medicinal and pharmaceutical preparations. .. .coo-ce---- e emmmrm———ae——— 1, 634, 000 9, 101, 000

Since 1954 the trend of India’s import trade policy has been toward liberal-
ization.

Among the list of items on which the TUnited States had received tariff conces-
sions and for which India has increased the import quotas or permits free impor-
tation are:

Specified metals and manufactures Chemicals
Drugs and medicines Wood
Agricultural implements Paper
Electromedical apparatus Asphalt

Eleetric carbons

Tor the first half of 1955 Pakistan has abolished the distinction between the
nondollar area and the dollar area as sources of imports. Included among the
- items now listed as importable from all sources but still subject to licensing re-
quirements are approximately 95 percent of the items on which the United States
had received concessions. They are the following:

Certain mineral products Metals

Drugs and medieines Chemicals

Radios and parts Office machines and equipment
Industrial machinery Refrigerators

Food products Typewriters

Toilet articles Tractors

Automotive vehicles Tobacco

1'1‘-4:1;:, GATT negotiations were with Indla and Pakistan together. Prewar statistics included both
countries.
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ADE AGREEEMENTS EXTENSION ACT OF 1955

Unrrep States ExporTs To INpoNESIA 0F PRODUCTS SUBJECT T0 TRADE
AGrEEMENT CONCESSIONS

Total United States exports to Indonesia increased from $24,999,900 in 1937 ®
to $103,999,287 in 1953, an overall increase of 315 percent.

Approximastely 50 percent of United states exports to Indonesia are covered by
tariff concessions which the United States obtained from that co untry under the
trade-agreements program. Some examples of concession items in which trade
hag increased are as follows:

United States exports
Commodity
19371 1953
Hardwares_ ..o eeia i ® $7, 000+
Jles and rasps.._. . $34, 000 238, 000
Pliers 2 . 4,000
Pumps and parts. 99, 000 702, 000

1 Statistics In 1937 are given for Neotherlands Jast Indies, later named Indonesla.
2 Less than $500.

Untrep StaTes ExrorTs To IRAN oF PRODUCTS SUBIECT 70 TRADE AGRFEMENT
CoNCESSIONS

Total United States exports to Iran increased from $5,456,000 in 1937 to
$21,400,000 in 1953, an overall increase of 292 percent.

Approximately 83 percent of Urited States exports to Iran are covered by tariff
coneessions which the United States obtained from that country under the trade-
agreements program. Some examples of concession items in which trade has
increased are as follows:

United States exports

Jommodity -
1987 1953
TLubricating oils and greases.. . $25, 000 $164, 00C
Tires and tubes. . _.________________._________ T TTTTTTmmmTTTTTTTTRT 655, 000 2, 610, 000
Auntomebiles, buses, chassis, parts, and accessories_ 2, 862, 600 3, 243, 000
Fumps ____ .. - 54,000 189, 000
Refrigaration and air-conditioning equipment. _ ——— 1,000 230, 000
Radio receiving sets and tubes.._____________ . [TTTTTTTTTTTTTTmmm 5, 000 130, 000-
B T e e S 12, 000 467,000

Unitep Srares Exporrts 10 ITALY oF Propucts SUBIRCT To TrADE
AGrEEMENT CONCESSIONS

Total United States exports to Italy increased from $75,775,000 in 1937 to
$280,900,000 in 1953, an overall increase of 271 percent,

Approximately 54 percent of United States. exports to Ifaly are covered by
tariff concessions which the United States obtained from that country under the
trade-agreements program. Some examples of concession items in which trade
has increased are as follows:

United States exports

Commodity

$459, 000 $27, 546, 000
33, 294, 000 42, 604, 000,

Metalworking machinery . . _____.__________ 1, 661, 000 22, 198, 000

Calculuting machines, cash registers, typewriters, and parts_ _.___ 828, 000 2, 928, 000
Tractors, trucks, passenger cars, parts and aceessorles.. . ___..... 2,042, 000 4, 206, 000
Film—unexposed &nd exposed, motion picture—silent and sound . 119, 000 482, 600

Deded pranes.__ ... T 11, 000 { 414, 000

During the postwar period, Italy has found it necessary to maintain quanti-
tative import restrictions on many products because of balance-of-payments.

PP —— | PR ST 0 U V04 SR ARIOAA N0 SO TOAMNLIA TN DE IO ) OOV Jonpycic.
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difficulties, and has had to concentrate its expenditure of dollars on essential
commodities. However, approximately 23 percent of its trade with the dollar
area has been liberalized. The following are examples of commodities on which
the United States has trade-agreement concessions and which Italy has freed of
import restrictions:

Vaseline

Solid paraffin

Carbon black

Silicons, plastic materials, condensation, and polycondensation products
Absorbent cotton in packets weighing not more than one-half kilogram

Unitep States ExporTs 10 NEw ZEALAND OF PRODUCTS SUBJECT TO
TraADE AGREEMENT CONCESSIONS

Total United States exports to New Zealand increased from $23,824,000 in
1937 to $31,400,000 in 1953, an overall increase of 32 percent.

Approximately 65 percent of United States exports to New Zealand are covered
by tariff concessions which the United States obtained from that country under
the trade-agreements program., Some examples of concession items in which
trade has increased are as follows:

United States exports
- Commodity
1937 1953
Books and other printed matter . aiemenn $275, 000 $341, 000
Office machines and appliances_.. 347,000 722, 000
Metalworking machinery._. ... 136, 000 207, 060
Tractors and parts. . ___-.... 2, 239, 000 4,632, 0600
Tobacco and manufactures . __._..___________ . 1, 270, 000 4, 631, 000
Medicinal and pharmaceutical preparations. 59, 0! 111,000
Woodworking machinery - - e 53, 000 255, 000

During the postwar period, New Zealand has found it necessary to maintain
quantitative import restrictions on many produets because of balance-of-payments
difficulties, and has had to concentrate its expenditure of dollars on essential
commodities. New Zealand has recently increased thé list of items free of import
restrictions. The following arc examples of commodities on which the United
States has trade-agrecement concessions and which New Zealand has freed of
import restrictions:

Hardware Refrigerating units
Agricultural tractors Kidskin leather
Radio tubes Paper products
Machinery Motor vehicles

UniteDp STaTeEs xrorTs 70 NicaAragUA oF PropUcTs SUBJECT 10 TrADE
AGREEMENT CONCHSSIONS

Total United States exports to Nicaragua increased from $3,293,000 in 1937
1o $25,900,000 in 1953, an overall increase of 687 percent.

Approximately 29 percent of United States exports to Nicaragua are covered
by tariff concessions which the United States obtained from that country under
the trade-agreements program. Some examples of concession items in which
trade has increased are as follows:

United States exports
Commodily
1937 1953

Wheat flour. e $197, 000 $685, 000
Evaporated milk. 3 s
Dried milk_______ 6, 000 51,000
X-ray equipment 0 22,000
Typewriters..____ 9,000 115,000
Tractors.__._.__. 4,000 459, 000
Fountain poms. oo e eeccaeen 2,000 17,000
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TRADE AGREEMENTS EXTENSION ACT OF 1855

Quantitative import restrictions in Niearagua are negligible, and are not
applicable to items which are the subject of tariff concessions.

UniTED STATES EXPORTS TO NOoRWAY OF PrODUCTS SUBJIECT TO TRADE
AcreEEMENT CONCESSIONS

Total United States exports to Nerway increased from $21,964,000 in 1937 to
$64,500,000 in 1953, an overall increase of 194 percent.

Approximately 45 percent of United States exports to Norway are covered by
iariff concessions which the United States obtained from that country under the

trads-agreements program. Some examples of concession items in which trade
has increased are as follows:

United States exports
Commodity
1937 1953 N
Raw cotton...__ $809, 000 $2, 435, 000
Wheat flour_ 122, 000 2, 8§65, 000
T.eaf tobacco..__. 1, 185, 000 4, 587, 0D
Raisin 176, 000 366, 000

Unirep StaTES Exports 170 PArRAGUAY oF Propuers Susirct To TRADE:
AGREEMENT CONCESSIONS

Total United States exports to Paraguay increased from $742,000 in 1937 to
$7,100,000 in 1953, an overall increase of 857 percent.

Approximately 58 percent of United States exports to Paraguay are covered by
tariff concessions which the United States obtained from that country under the
trade-agreements program. Some examples of concession items in which trade
has increased are as follows:

United States exports
Commodity -
1937 1953
CAEATebOS . oo 21, 000 $24, 000
Lubricating oils and grease for machinery and vohicles. . __ - 56,000 203, 000
Varnishes, driers, and gumlae, prepared, including wood stains - 1,000 11, 000
Toilet colors, eycbrow and eyelash peneils, lipsticks, rouge, nail polish, ete._. 3,000 13, 000
Dental powdersand soap-... .. ____________._. 7. 000 16, 000
Axes, hatchets, aad adzes, with or without handl 9,000 37,000
‘T'ypewriter ribbons [O] 1, 000
Mechanical eoin counters,
machines, and parts thercof 5, 000 67, 000
‘Typewrlters, covers for same and parts. . oo 12, 000 43, 000
Storage batteries and parts or eleraents for same . _______________.____ 6,000 20, 000
Passenger automobiles and buses, ete. ... ... __.__._____ 218, 000 1, 674, 000
Automotive tractors and parts_ ... oo . 0 370, 000 .
Automatic refrigerators. . 29, 000 278, 000
1 A pproximately $500.
UxiTED STaTES ExPoRrTs TO PERU OF PrRODUCTS SUBJECT TO TRADE N

AGrEEMENT CONCESSIONS

Total United States exports to Peru increased from $18,883,000 in 1937 to
'$118,600,000 in 1953, an overall increase of 528 percent.

Approximately 50 percent of United States exports to Peru are covered by tariff
concessions which the United States obtained from that country under the trade-

agreements program. Some examples of concession items in which trade has
increased are as follows:

MR At NS AN TN 9 SRR NELC .
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United States pxports

Commodity
1937 1953

Motor vehicles $3, 319, 000 $18, 772, 000

‘Tractors...... 475,000 4, 505, 000
Machinery .- - 5,974,000 37,977,000
TTINPIALE oo oo e 500, 000 1,221,000
TIron and steel pipe . R, - 400,000 2,762,000
Iron and Steel 8BEGES .. o e e eeen - 208,000.; - 1,204,000
Iron and steel bars, rods and shapes for building . .. ... 510, 000 1,155, 000
TAUTIIDCT - e e e e e e et m e e m o mme e 1, 007, 600 2,134, 000

Peru maintains no import restrictions.

Untrep Stares Exports To SWEDEN oF Propucts SuBJucT To TRADE
AcrreMENT CONCESSIONS

Total United States exports to Sweden increased from $64,317,000 in 1937
to $101,700,000 in 1953, an overall increase of 58 percent.

Approximately 33 percent of United States exports to Sweden are covered by
tariff coneessions which the United States obtained from that country under the
trade-agreements program. Some examples of concession items in which trade
has increased are as follows:

United ‘States exports
Commodity
1937 1953
Canned friait and JUIees . ..o o e o et m o — o e $125, 000 $422, 000
Passenger cars, chassis, other auto parts for assembly, and tire casings. - 8, 758, 000 11, 501, 000
Taubricating oils . ceo oo oo m e o - 1, 183, 000 1, 822, 000
Dried fraits. ... 1, 757, 000 2, 331, 000
Tractors.._ ... ... 1, 580, 000 3, 989, 000
Metalworking machines. - oo oo s 1, 270, 000 3, 286, 000

Sweden removed import-licensing requircments from about 45 percent of its
total imports effective October 1, 1954, The free list includes a great majority
of the commodities on which Sweden granted tariff concessions te the United
States under the GATT. The free list is composed of raw materials, semimanu-
factures, many finished goods, almost all chemical products, all hides and skins,
rubber products, wood goods, al lpaper other than newsprint, textile raw materials,
varn, cord fabrics, shoes, hats, and stone, clay, and glass products.

Extensive free listing is also applicable to engineering products. All manu-
factures of iron and metal, the greater part of iron and steel products, and all
machines, apparatus, and instruments with the exception of cameras, projectors,
and musical instruments are free listed. Also included are equipment for rail-
ways, streetears, motorcycles, and bicyeles. In the field of foodstuffs, imports
are free listed among others for dried fruits and raisins, rice, canned fish, and
canned fruits, juices, and a number of other products. Finally, the list includes
raw materials for plastics and a large number of products of less importance such
as small boxes, handbags, fishing tackle, tobacco pipes, fountain pens, and many
-other consumer goods.

UniTED StAaTES IXPORTS TO SWITZERLAND OF PrRODUCTS SUBJBCT TO TRADE
AoreEMENT CONCESSIONS

Total United States exports to Switzerland increased from $9,411,000 in 1937
to $131,200,000 in 1953, an overall increase of 1,294 percent.

Approximately 50 pereent of United States exports to Switzerland are covered
by tariff concessions which the United States obtained from that country under
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the trade-agrecments program. Some examples of concession items in which
trade has increased are as follows:

United States exports

Commodity
1937 1953

Electric refrigerators, machines and parts $136, 00D §1, 183, 000
Passenger cars and chassis 1, 362, 0G0 5, 956, 000
Typewriters, cash registers, accounting and caleulating machines and parts_.. 694, (00 2, 895, 000

Hosicry of artifieial sitk 1,000 7,477,000
Lubricating oils and greases. _ 103, (00 519, 000
Dried plums, prunes, apricots, and raisins , 000 574, 000
Canned asparagus. . ococwenan 140, 000 628, 000
Raw cotton 227,000 1, 088, 000
Typesetting and bookbinding machines_ __.._..__ 03, 000 349, 000
Coal-tar derivatives. . .. 65, 000 432, 600

Ninety-eight percent of Bwitzerland’s imports from all countries are free of
restrictions and there is no discrimination against imports from the United States.

Unitep STaTeEs ExporTs 10 TurkeEY oF Propucrs Susiect Tto TRADE
AGreEMENT CONCESSIONS

Total United States exports to Turkey increased from $14,856,000 in 1937 to
$64,500,000 in 1953, an overall increase of 334 percent.

Approximately 47 percent of United States exports to Turkey are covered by
tariff concessions which the United States obtained from that country under the
trade-agreements program. Some examples of concession items in which trade
has increased are as follows:

United States exports
Commodity
1937 1953
A O e - o e e e e e e et — e m i —— $140, 000 $1, 811, 000
Agricultural machinery.__ 320, 000 4, 416, 000
Industrial machinery.__..__..__ 808, 000 186, 805, 000
Automobiles, trucks, etc., and parts. 1, 554, 000 7,110, 000
Lubrieating oil. . ovvcvncaaaoo 331, 000 2, 360, D00
‘Tinplate_.oo_ oo __..___. . 945, 000 5, 802, 000
Electricel equipment . 606, 000 8, 335, 000

Unitep StareEs ExporTs To UNIoON OF SOUTH AFRICA OF PRODUCTS SUBJECT TO
TrapE AGREEMENT CONCESSIONS ‘

Total United States exports to Union of South Africa increased from $88,202,000
in 1937 to $206,600,000 in 1953, an overall increase of 134 percent. -

Approximately 53 percent of United States exports to Union of South Africa
are covered by tariff concessions which the Urited States obtained from that
country under the trade-agreements program. Somec examples of coneession
items in which trade has increased are ns follows:

United States exports

Commodity
1937 1953
Wheat. oo e e $690, 000 $5, 643, 000
Office machines and appliances._ 936, 000 2, 377, 000
Tractors and parts_.___..... 2, 118, 000 11, 167, 000
Naval stores, gums, and resins.. 186, 000 750, 000
Syrthetic fibers and manutactu 1, 523, 000 14, 520, 000
Sawmill products. ..« J . 1, 518, 000 5, 692, 000

Since January 1954 the import-control system has been nondiscriminatory in
character insofar as source of imports is concerned. In the Government’s an-
nouncement regarding its 1955 import-control policy, and which concerns items
on which the United States reccived concessions, were the statements that the
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importation of industrial machinery would be on a more liberal basis than in 1954;
quotas for agricultural machinery and implements would be increased; consumer-
goods imports would be increased.

Untrsp States Exports T0 UNiTED KincpoM oF PropucTs SUBJECT
70 T'RADE AGRELMENT (CONCESSIONS

Total United States exports to the United Kingdom, and its dependencies,
increased from $579,424,000 in 1937 to $698,100,000 in 1953, an overall increase
of 20.5 percent

Approximately 70 percent of United States exports to the United Kingdom
are covered by tarilf concessions which the United States obtained from that
country under the trade agreements program. Some examples of concession
items in which trade has increased are as follows:

United States cxports

Commadily

1937 1953
Machine toolsand parts... ... ... .. $18, 800, 000 $50, 700, 000
‘Wheat .. ... - 6, 900, 000 29, 400, 000
Tobacco, unmantfacture 87, 400, 000 125, 000, 000
Textile machinery. ... 1, 800, 000 5, 400, 000
Soyabeans. ___.____._. 0 3,100, 000
Hosiery of artificial fibc 4,000 124, 000

During the postwar period, the United Kingdom has found it necessary to
maintain quantitative import restrictions on many products beecause of balance-
of-payments difficulties, and has had to concentrate its expenditure of dollars on
essential commodities. However, the United Kingdom, in line with its improved
balance-of-payments situation, has recently carried out a large measure of relaxa-
tion of import restrictions. Approximately 50 percent of its trade with the dollar
area has been liberalized. The following are examples of commodities on which
the United States has trade agreement eoncessions and which the United Kingdom
has freed of import restrictions:

Wheat Dried beans

Soybean oil and beans Softwood

Oats Maize

Barley Maize starch

Lard Soybean cake and meal
Linters and waste Raw cotton

Canncd salmon

Turther, the United Kingdom recently relaxed import restrietions on hardwood
and automobiles.

UniTep StaTeEs ExporTs To URUGuAY oF Prooucts SusiEcT To TRADE
AGrREXMENT CONCHSSIONS

Total United States exports to Uruguay increased from $13,105,000 in 1937 to
$24,500,000 in 1953, an overall increase of 87 percent.

Approximately 26 percent of United States exports to Uruguay are covered by
tarifT concessions which the United States obtained from that country under the
trade-agreements program. Some examples of concession items in which trade
has increased are as follows:

United Stales exports
Jommodity !
1937 | 1053
RAIBINS . o e c e e §15, 000 $86, 000
"I'obacco, unmanufactured cigarettes. 114, 000 1, 594, 000
‘Harvesters.. .. __.....__. . 217,000 531, 000
Refrigeration equipment_ _ 218, 000 4, 420, 600
‘Composing machines; printing prosses 63, 000 265, 000
Washing and ironing machines.__._. - 13, 000 80, 000
Automobiles and trucks. __ 3, 415, 000 4, 336, 000
Tractors 493, 000 1, 556, 000
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TRADE AGREEMENTS EXTENSION ACT OF 1955

In December 1954, Uruguay allotted a $3.5 million quota for the importation of
goods from the United States and Canada.

In addition, certain consumer goods which had been on a restricted list were
freed. The goods may be purchased from any area. Those of interest to the
United States and on which concessions had been granted are foodstuffs, textiles,
automobiles, machinery, cigarettes, and lumber.

JNrrED STATES IiXPORTS TO VENEZUELA OF PrRODUCTS SUBJECT TO TnADE
AGREEMENT CONCESSIONS

Total United States exports to Venezitela increased from $46,229,000 in 1987 to
$510,800,000 in 1953, an overall inerease of 1,005 percent.

Approximately 33 percent of United States exports to Venczuela are covered
by tariff concessions which the United States obtained from that country under
the trade-agrecments program. Some examples of concession items in which
trade has inereased are as follows:

United States exports
Commodity
1937 1953
Wheat flour_ e $1, 616, 000 $9, 222, 000
Prepared milk______.____________._. 200, 000 18, 787, 000
Oats, oat flour, and barley. 14, 000 4,719, 000
Copper wire._. 205, 000 2, 693, 000
Cigarottes... . 105, 000 &, 412, 000
Trucks, automo 7,872,000 66, 409, 000
Refrigerators____ 465, 000 4, 533, 000
Office appliances. —......______. - 386, 000 - 2, 660, 000
Medlicinels and pharmaeeutieals. . ns 881, 000 1’ 11, 063, 000

Venezuela has virtually no restrictions against imports. United States trade
enjoys the full henefit of the trade-agrecment concessions.
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APPENDIX D
How A TrapE AGREEMENT IS MADE

The decisions involved in making a trade agreement are made by
the President, for it is to him that the authority to negotiate trade
agreements within gpecified limits has been given by the Congress in
the Trade Agreements Act of 1934. This act, which became law on
June 12 of that year and has since been renewed nine times, empowers
the President to conclude trade agreements with other countries. In
return for reductions in their barriers against American goods, he may
modify United States tariff treatment or other import restrictions on
goods from abroad. Within the authority granted by Congress to
the President, in addition to undertaking general obligations such as
granting most-favored-nation treatment with regard to tariff matters,
United States concessions may consist of (@) a reduction in the United
States tariff rate, (b)) binding of that rate, that is, an agreement not
to increase the rate, or (¢) a binding of the duty-free status of an item,
that is, an agreement not to impose a duty on an article which is being
admitted free of duty when the agreement is concluded. '

In making decisions under the Trade Agreements Act, the President
is required by law to seek information and advice from the Depart-
ments of State, Commerce, Agriculture, and Defense. In practice,
he gets a broader range of advice for he has, by Executive order, set
up an interdepartmental group called the Trade Agrcements Com-
mittee, which includes not only the agencies that he is required by
law to consult but also the Departments of Labor, Interior, and the
Treasury, the Foreign Operations Administration, and a representative
of the Tariff Cominission.

The executive agency members on the Trade Agreements Committee
are the official represcntatives of their agencies. Therefore, the
recommendations of the Trade Agreements Committee refleet the
considcred position of all those agencies and the interests of the
segments of the American economy for which those agencies have
primary responsibility. 1If the Committce cannot reach unanimous
agreement on recommendations, the disagreement goes to the Presi-
dent for resolution.

FIRST STEP-—OBTAINING INFORMATION ON TRADE WITH COUNTRY X

Once the President has decided that trade negotiations should be
undertaken with a particular country the Trade Agreements Com-
mittee appoints a subcommittee made up of officers of the different
agencies which have members on the Trade Agreements Committee.
They are experts on our trade with country X. This subcommittee
then studies the statistics of this trade and picks out for possible tariff
negotiation the products which we import from country X and for
which country X is the principal supplier. The committce also
chooses the items which country X imports and for which the United
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82 TRADE AGREEMENTS EXTENSION ACT OF 1955

States is the principal supplier. It may also include in the list of that
country’s imports some products in which our exporters have a.

particular interest, even though we may not be the principal supplier.

The lists of products to be considered for tariff negotiation suggested
by the subcommittee arc submitted to the Trade Agreements Com--

mittee for consideration.
TRADE AGREEMENTS COMMITTEE MAKES RECOMMENDATIONS

_When the Trade Agrecments Committee has made any modifica-
tions it considers necessary in the lists suggested by the subcommittee

it sends the list of United States import items to the President for his-

decision.

When the President has decided what products should be included
on the list, it is published -and a date is set for public hearings to
obtain the views of all interested persons and groups as to whether
concessions on any of the items should be made. These hearings are
held by the Committee for Reciprocity Information, which is composed
of the same agencies and the same individuals as the Trade Agreements
Committce. Hearings are also held by the Tariff Commission in
connection with its determinations of appropriate ‘peril points” for
articles included in the list.

l’J‘he notice that goes out with the list makes the following points
clear:

1. That everyone who has an interest in the items on the list is
inviteéhto make lnown his views about whether a concession should be
granted.

2. That the inclusion of a product in the list does not mean that
any decision has been made as to whether & concession will or will not
be granted.

2. That no concession will be granted on any product which is not
contained in a public list.

4. That interested people are requested to give the Committee their-
opinions as to concessions which should be asked by the United States.

from the other countries with which it is negotiating, as well as their
views about possible concessions in the United States tariff,

5. The time and place at which briefs must be filed and the time
and place at which the hearings will be held.

[INTERKSTED PERSONS PRISENT VIEWS

A very considerable effort is made to see that this list and notice

get. the widest possible distribution. Both are published in the

Tederal Register, and the notice is published in the State Department

Bulletin, Treasury Decisions, and Foreign Commerce Weelkly. Copies.

arc sent to every Member of Congress and in quantity to all the district
offices of the Department of Commerce for dissemination to interested
people. Over the course of the years, an extensive list of people who
are interested in hearing about trade-agreement matters has been built
up, and copies of the notice and the public list are sent to everyone
on it. Moreover, many of the trade associations, trade journals,
chambers of commerce, and so forth, frequently purchase quantities
of the notice and list for distribution to their members. The list and
notice are always made available to the press.
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All individuals or groups who wish to express views about a product
on the list are required to file a written memorandum in advance of the
hearings. They may also appear at the public hearings and present
supplemental information. Many people avail themselves of this
opportunity. Unless the Committee on Reciprocity Information
specifically accepts information on a confidential basis, the material
contained in the briefs submitied to the Committee is public in-
formation.

Copies of the briefs are furnished to the members of the subcom-
mittees developing country trade information, to the members of the
Trade Agreements Committee, and to any other persons who may be
involved in the conduct of the hearings. The bricfs are first analyzed
by the Government’s experts on the particular product so that the
officials who are to conduct the hearings have in advance the result of
expert analysis of the brief and suggestions as to additional informa-
tion to be elicited before or during the hearings.

After the hearing is concluded, the information elicited at the
hearing, the information contained in the briefs, and the information
in the Government files with respect to each product is then studied
by a subcommittee. The subcommittee studies the data to ascertain
whether a concession would be justified and, if so, what the nature
of the concession should be. These studies are presented to the
Trade Agreements Committee, which reviews them item by item and
approves, modifies, or rejects them.

During the Committee for Reciprocity Information hearings the
public is invited to submit suggestions for items on which we should
request tariffl concessions from country X. These suggestions and
others made by the members of the subcommittees are also reviewed
in detail by the Trade Agreements Committee.

IIOW RECOMMENDATIONS ARE ARRIVED AT

The recommendation in each case is based upon a variety of factors.
The Committee considers, for cxample, the relation of imports to
domestic production. Are imports a large part of the amount con-
sumed in the United States, or a small part? It considers what the
trend has been on this point. Have imports been taking an increasing
part of the domestic market, a smaller part, or has the relation between
mports and domestic production remained substantially stable?

It considers whether the domestic industry is on an export basis.
If, for example, the domestic industry has a large export business,
this would be one indication that the industry might well be able to
compete in third markets with the foreign product, and, therefore, a
reduction in the tariff might be considered.

The Committee also takesinto account such matters as whether the
domestic industry is a large and diversified industry located in many
places and producing a wide variety of products, or whether it is an
industry concentrating on the particular product involved and located
largely in one community. This has an important bearing, of course,
upon the possible impact of imports on the domestic industry.

Since the law provides that no decrease in duty on an article shall
be made if the President finds such reduction would threaten domestic
production needed for projected national-defense requirement, the
Committece must also consider the national security needs for particu-
lar products.
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Then the Committee considers whether it would be desirable or
possible to make a concession on only part of the tariff category that
may be involved. For example, it might well be that a substantial
reduction in the tariff on imports of a product above a certain value
would not have any appreciable cffect on the domestic industry,
whereas a comparable reduction on lower value products might have
a considerable impact.

The Committee may also take into consideration the advisability of
making a limited reduction through the use of a tariff quota or other
devices. For example, the Commitiee may consider that a reduced
duty should apply to only a specifiod percentage of average United
States production of the product. Or, to take another example, the
Committee may consider that it would be desirable to reduce the
duties but to reserve the right to increase the rates if imports exceed a
certain percentage of United States production of similar products.

The Committee also considers the peril-point findings of the Tariff
Commission. These peril points are the limits below which the United
States duties and other import restrictions involved cannot be reduced
without causing or threatening to cause serious injury to domestic
industries, according to the judgment of the Tariff Commission.
il‘hese peril-point findings by the Tariff Commission are required by
aw.

The Committee is also guided by President Eisenhower’s acceptance
of a recommendation of the Commission on Foreign Economic Policy
that no tariff concessions will be granted by the United States on
products made by workers receiving wages which are substandard in
the exporting country. -

All of these factors and others are taken into account in making a
recommendation. as to a concession cn any particular product.

RECOMMENDATIONS GO TO THE PRESIDENT

The recommendations of the Committee are forwarded direct to the
President for his approval. The President considers the recommenda-
tions, paying particular attention to cases in which the Committee
recommends reduction of United States import restrictions below
what the Tariff Commission considers the peril point.

The decision of the President constitutes an instruction to the
United States negotiators. [t authorizes them to make the conces-
sions they recommend provided that they can get from the negotiating
country the concessions which they have recommended the Unite
States should ask.

ACTUAL BARCAINING BEGINS

The next stage is that of negotiaticn. The negotiation is conducted
normally by a team consisting of representatives of the Department of
State, the Tariff Commission, the Department of Commerce, and the
Department of Agriculture. At other times, there may be a repre-
sentative from the Department of the Treasury. Other agencies are
represented by advisers when their interests are involved. .

The offers and requests arc presented to the country X negotiators,
and the bargaining takes place around the table, usually for a con-
siderable period of time. ’
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The negotiating team makes the best bargain it can within its
instructions and then reports to the Trade Agreements Committee.

In recent years during the extensive conferences at Geneva, Switzer-
land, in 1947, Annccy, France, in 1949, and Torquay, England, in
1950-51, the Trade Agreements Committee has gone to the site of the
conference. Such reports can therefore be made personally by the
negotiating team. In such report, the team indicates whether 1t be-
lieves an agreement is possible and, if nccessary, makes recommen-
dations to the committee as to whether any changes in the offers
initially authorized or in the requests initially made would, in its
opinion, be desirable. The Trade Agreements Committee considers
the recommendations of the team, and, if it feels that any changes in
the original position are desirable, recommends to the President what
changes it thinks should be made.

Normally there are changes as a result of negotiation. If it develops
that we are not able to get as much as we feel we should, then we pull
back some of our offers. If we are able to get more than we expected
but are asked for more in return, the committee considers whether the
bargain would be worth while and whether it could be made without
injury.

On the basis of this consideration the committee makes its recom-
mendations to the President for the final decision. If he approves
them, the negotiating team concludes the agreement on that basis,
If any negotiation results in a concession on a United States tariff
below the peril-point finding of the Tariff Commission the President
is required by law to explain to the Congress the reasons for the action.

BARGAINING WITH SEVERAL COUNTRIES AT ONCE

From 1934 until 1947 the United States, under the Trade Agree-
ments Act, concluded trade agreements through separate negotiations
with each of various foreign countries. Tariff concessions in each
agreement were based, of course, on the trade between the United
States and the other country involved, although, under the traditional
most-favored-nation policy of the United States, the concessions
granted in any agreement applied to the products of all other countries
as well. The ‘“general provisions” of the agreements—relating to
goneral trade treatment and designed to safeguard the tariff con-
cessions themseclves —differed in some cases, although they were
considerably standardized.

At Geneva in 1947, the United States and 22 other countries
negotiated tariff concessions simultaneously and agreed to one set of
general provisions—those in the General Agrecment on Tariffs and
Trade concluded then. At Annccy, France, in 1949, and at Torquay,
England, in 1951, these countries and several additional countries
exchanged further concessions on import restrictions. There are now
34 countries which are parties to the General Agrecment on Tariffs
and Trade.

Notwithstanding the number of countries engaged in the negotia-
tions, the same country-with-country bargaining procedure is followed
in exchanging tariff concessions. The result 1s that the number of
such two-country negotiations has run into the hundreds. When all
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have been completed, all the concessions resulting from the separate
negotiations are examined and spproved by all the participating
countries and then integrated into the one agreement.

The foregoing paragraphs describe in detail the successive steps
followed in considering and reaching decisions on each tariff concession
which the United States may ask or offer in the course of making a
trade agreement. Only after all these stages have been passed does
the President make effective, by proclamation, the modifications in
United States tariffs which the United States Government makes in
return for corresponding trade-barrier reductions granted by foreign
countries and designed to widen markets for United States products.
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