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the purpose of the program, on both sides. But not so in the language 
of the GATTme" . 

J£ it's a concession that WE are granting to Japan, in this agree
ment, it IS that. We actually reduce our tariffs by a half, or a third 
or a quarter of what they have been; That's the reason for the flood 
of Japanese goods that has poured into the United �S�t�a�t�~�s� since this 
agreement was signed. 

But if it's a concession that Japan grants to US, in return for 
those ,..al reductions, it takes on a differeltt meaning. 1£ Japan has a 
10 per cent tariff on some item of American manufacture. and merely 
agrees not to increase that tariff rate during the life of the agreement, 
that j s rated as a "col1cession" on the part of Japan. They don't 
reduce their tarilIs at all, but they get credit for a "concession." We 
trade something for nothing. It becomes important, then, to analyze 
this Japanese agreement and find out how many of the "concessions" 
which we received, in return for our very real reductions, were actual 
tariff reductions and how many were phony. You won' t like it. 

On our part, we granted Japan a total of 238 "concessions" and 
of that number, 212 were actual tariff reductions. In return (or that. 
Japan granted us a total of 288 "concessions" and only 95 of them 
were actual reductions. The remaining 193 were phony; "rate . bind
ings," as they call them. 

And as if that's not scandalous enough, even the real tariff reduc
tions on japan's part have an additional phony, angle, because most 
of them are 'on items which Japan herself does not produce and on 
which she offers no competition. Thus, the tariff rate does not affect 
our sales in Japan, for better or worse. 

For example, tallow, which Japan has to import because she 
raises none at home: lubricating oil, which is in the same status; 
medicine, particularly anti-biotics, whic_h she does not produce; con-

22 

t 
j 

'., 

densed and skimmed milk which she does not produce and ";hicll " . 
she gets at greatly reduced prices from our government, for use in 
her school lunch program; soy beans, on which she voluntarily re
moved all tariffs some time back, because she needs them so des
perately, and corn and feed stuffs in the same status. 

And a cut from 15 to 10 per cent, on the tariff on 4-motored 
airplanes. Japan makes no four-motored airplanes, but the figures 
show that in 1953, the year on which these concessions were based, we 
did a four-motored airplane business in Japan of $3,000,000, That's 
one 'four-motored airplane, And a reduction, from 15 to 10 per cent, 
on the Japanese duty on future 4-motored airplanes (if any), that are 
sold in Japan (the Japanese Government owning the only airline 
that could use them) is considered a reciprocal "concession," 

The responsibility, of course, lies with the team of American 
representatives· at Geneva, which negotiates the agreements-the 
GATTmen, Consequently, it be
comes important to find out who 
they are and what makes them tick_ 

This goes back some years_ 
First, it goes back to the early days 
of the New Deal and its myriad 
economic agencies. into which were 
drawn a host of young economists 
of extremist leanings. and second, 
the augmentation of this legion at 
the outset of World War II by 
another similar crop, to man the war-time economic conlfol agencies, 
notably the Office of Price Administration and the War Production 
Board, 

When the war was over, they tried desperately to permanently 
perpetuate a controlled economy on the nation, particularly the price 
control program, but were defeated in this in the fall of 1946, when 
Congress voted their price agency out of existence. At that time, 
President Truman issued an executive order that they were to be 
found jobs in the other agencies of the government, and they were 
scattered through the Departments as economists, economic assistants, 
trade experts, etc. 

An analysis of the backgrounds of the 76 individuals who made 
up·the 1956 GATT team at Geneva reveals only two members who 
were appointed to the Government by ·the present administration. 
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The rest are all holdovers from the Roosevelt-Truman era. One after 
another of them entered Government through the Department of 
Agriculture in the days of Henry Agard' Wallace as Secretary of 
Agriculture, during which period the infamous Harold Ware c~m
munist cell-the parent cell in government-W~ being organized 
there, establishing a red beachhead, from which to spread its con
tamination, later, to other divisions of government. 

Eighteen of these 76 GA TTmen got' into government o.rig~nally 
under the New Deal in 1984, 1985 or 1986. The next big ln8ux 
was in 1941 and. 1942. In short, the GATTmen are the same char
acters, for the most part, who led the socialistic symphony which the 
voting public finally repudiated at ~he ~lIs i? 1952. We thoug~t 
we were getting rid of them on t~at occasion; Instead, they are sull 
with us. 

Furthermore. they are autonomous. to a large degree. Mr. 
Dulles, as Secretary of State, i$ supposed to administer the GAT!" 

operation, but his authority is merely technical. The White House 
gives the orders and runs the show, and Mr. Dulles and. company . 
merely relay the White House instructions. And the White House 
advisors_ directly in command, are entirely simpatico to the GAT!" 
ideology. . • 

When there is a complaint, either from the public. from an In-
dustry, or from members of Congress, there are pat replies. This is 
the standard form: 

The Congress has included in the Trade Agreements le&!slation 
elaborate safeguards for domestic industries: These safegua"!s anclu.de 
public hearings by the Committee for Re~ll?rocity Informatlo.n, prIOr 
to the negotiation of tariff concessions on Items that are beang co!,
sidered for SUdl concessions; "peril point" findings by the Tardf 
Commission to determine the levels below which a duty would cause 
or tbreaten to cause serious injury to a domestic industry; and an 
"esca~ clause" permit~ing the withdrawal or modification of a ~n
cession. ~here it can be demonstrated that any product upon wh~ch 
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a concession haa been granted under a trade agreement is, as a result, in 
whole or in part. of that concession, being imported into the United. 
States in such quantities, either actual or relative. as ,to ~use or 
threa~en serious injury to the domestic industry. producing like or 
directly competitive products., 

This is somewhat at variance with the already quoted letter to 
me from Mr. Irving P. Seery of the Newark, N. J., umbrella concern 
(see page 14). And when the Senate' Finance Committee asked the 
Tariff Commission to make a study of the textile industry, a~d the 
Japanese competition in te~s of the "es
cape clause," the Tariff Commission said it 
would be impossible for them to do so be
cause they .were short of staff .and their 
commodity experts already were over -." \ • .... ~~ .. J. 

worked. 
~ ~ .... r • ___ ", 

. I. ~ .. )I~~~. 
From a statement by Edwin L. Wheat- ~ _;n.t. :ow ... 

ley, president of the International Brotherhood of Operative Potters, 
AFL/CIO, before the House Ways and Means Committee, March IS, 
1956: . 

We have .found that the Administrative remedies, provided by law. 
for relief from injury inflicted by cheap imports are no help: and I 
can tell you the re~n. It is to be found in the State Department 
attitude. That Depanment has not only shown no sympathy for the 
plight of American industry and worken faced with job-destroying and 
plant-closing foreign competition; it has made it plain to us that we 
need look for no· help from them, nor encouragement. nor a word of 
hope or cheer.··· 

The State Departrnent has be~n, and still is the haven of the world 
economic plannen, those who know just exactly what industries are best 
for this country. which ones should be ~eeded out by the bureaucrats 
and which ones favored.··· 

The State Depanment is unfit by its very nature to sit in judgment 
over any legitimate American industry. It is a mistake of the fint o,-der 
to place such power. in the hand~ of a Depa~tment that knows little 
and cares less about American industry. Yet that is exactly what has 
happened under the Trade Agreements program. 

What counts, of course. is the record. While a threat of serious 
injury entitles' an industry to relief under the escape clause, the plain 
fact is that in no case has rell~f been granted on that ground. In 
fact, the President has rejected unanimous findings of .the Tari~ 
Commission that serious injury already had been inflicted. Thus, as 
a practical matter, an industry must be half dead before it has a 
chance. The bathroom tile industry, for example, found itself being 
dangerously undersold by Japanese imports in early 1956, but because 
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of a heavy backlog of ortlers which kept the industry going, it could 
not--even as late as mid·August-get its case considered under the 
t!scape clause procedure. 

The law at first required that the Tariff Commission must make 
its recommendations to the President not later than one year after 
an escape clause application is filed. During that period, it took 

the Commission, systematically, one year to make its recom
mendations. Subsequently, Congress reduced the period 
to nine months. It now takes the Commission, systema
tically, nine months to make its recommendations. 

. After that, the White House has to 
study the recommendations and act upon 
them. In that time, an already ill industry 

may well be entirely dead. 
Tariff Commission records show that since the beginning of 

GATT in 1947, there have been 74 actual applications under this 
"safegu3:rding" escape clause. Of these. the Commission recommended 
favLrable action, to the President, in only 15 ellses. The President 
finally invoked the escape clause in 7. The 7 products were: women's 
felt hats, hatters' fur, dried figs, Alsike clover seed, linen toweling, 
watches and bicycles. In the latter cases, it took two investigations 
before the relief was granted. It was refused the first time, in both 
cases. Some industries have gon~ before the Commission three times. 

The standard argument of the free trade ,proponents is that 
America should help the less fortunate peoples of the world to im· 
prove their standard of living, and thus they must be permitted to 
compete freely in our domestic markets. The fallacy is obvious. 
The effect of the GATT policy is not to bring foreign living standards 
up to those of America, but to bring American standards down to 
the level of the rest of the world. 
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Two Senators Ignore 
the Pleas of American Workers 
EVEN Congress goes in for double· talk. For instance, during the 

passage of the Foreign Aid authorization bill for 1956, Senator 
Milton Young of North Dakota proposed an amendm·ent, which 
would have required the President to apply quotas on excessive 
Japanese imports into the American market, I have a petition, bear
ing 468 signatures, · addressed to the two Senators from Tennessee, 
Estes Kefauver and Albert Gore: 

We, the undersigned employees of 
the Cherokee Textile M iJls of Sevier
vilJe. Tennessee, do petition you gen
tlemen who represent us in Congress, 
to protect us against the loss or our 
jobs which are now threatened because 
or the uncontrolled flow or Japanese 

'Iow~cost textiles into ,his country. 
At present, the government is using 

our income taxes to' provide Japan 
with cotton, 8 to 10 cen15 a pound 
cheaper than American textile mills 
have to pay. Japan is taking this 
cheap cotton, paying wages about one
tenth of our wages, and threatening 
our means of livelihood by flooding 
t his country with cheap cloth and 

garments. Please help save our jobs. 

OUI COMPfTITIONI-1oI~ "" .... 10 hI'
an ... mil mu.t u .. ron., .Stat.. r ........ 
fftGdI',,", . 

We would thank you for a reply to this petition. stating exactly what · 
you propose to do in this matter. 

The Young amendment was defeated, 45 to 43. Both Kefauver 
and Gore were· recorded against it_ Had they voted as the petition 
requested, the amendment would have passed. Other Senators from 
Textile States who voted against the Young amendment were: Bush 
and Purtell of Connecticut; Case and Smith of New Jersey; Saltonstall 
of Massachusetts and Margaret Chase Smith of Maine. 

The State Department fought the Young amendment, as it does 
all quota. proposals. It offered as ·an alternative a voluntary self· 
imposed quota by the Japanese producers themselves, thus giving the 
Japanese tho> right to determine how much of the American market 
they would take over. There would be no way to enforce this 
limitation, and no' way to prevent the Japanese from shipping un
limited quantities of goods to some free port such as Hong Kong, 
there to be transshipped to the United States. 
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The Konorftble Eates ~e'.~1p.~ 
The Honorable Al Uf!l"t Jo~ 
The flt)ftenble B. C&:orull Re"cr 
Thf! Honorllblc H.,warll ~ker ' 
W~8hl~FtO". O. ~. 

June 28,1956 

Ve. tht' unc!e!,p.tgned p.1JIplflyeea ot tb'.! Cherokee 'Textile IIIl11s, or 
3~'~"1ac. 'rcnneSS8«t, do pe t .lt.icn J'Oi.l spnt.lf:aen .he rep:"f'amt U8 1n 
COnRTeS8 to prct.ect us 8~sln't the lose ar our Jobs, wh1eh art! n~. 
threatened b.reu~e or the ~eont~olled tlON or Japanes~ low-cost co~ton 
test11ea into thie co~ntTJ. 

j,' prelll!nt the government 111 ua1ng our 1.ncOtr.e taxes to provide 
Jl:I~l\n ;1 th cotton 8 to 10,aente 8 pound ohup~r than A!D~1"1('an Tut.l1~ 
1111111 ha· ... ! to ~Ily. J4pll~ h talrlng thIs oheal' cotton. paying wa~R 
8~out or:e·ter:th cr OUr wlilles. and th!"eatenlng "'~11" lIIeana o~ lhcl;.r,otXt 
by tlood1n~ th'" ~cunt.I"Y with cheap cJot.h and gGl"llenta •• leu .. !,,!(plp 
lIavp 01.1 r Jot!>. 
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D for Demise 
FOR the man wi'th the rice bowl, the poignant question is: "What's 

to do about it?" He numbers tens of millions, and yet he is just 
one individual. He is un9rganiz~d, and thus he has small voice. The 
selfish interests, the socialistic minority pressure groups operate power
ful lobbies against him, in support of the GA TTmen. But there 
are ways for him, even as an individual, to defend himself. 

As evidence of the devious means' to which his enemies resort, 
is a bill, HR 5550, introduced in the past 84th Congress. It provided 
for US participation in a seemingly harmless enterprise called the 
"Organization (or Trade Cooperation"-the OTC. In itself, the 
bill was unimportant. The OTC is merely an organization to police 
and enforce the ··various GATT agreements and thus prevent any 
country from cheating on them. 

But indirectly, i.t was very im
portant because if the Congres! 
were to approve machinery for 
policing the GATT agreements, it 
could be argued that this consti·· 
tuted tacit approval of GATT 
itself. 

HR 5550 died in a House com
mittee because House leaders were 
convinced that it would be de
feated on a vote. They preferred 
to let it ride, reintroduce it in the 
new Congress and pick up the fight 
after the elections are over, when 
there will be a maximum of time 
for displeased voters .at home to 
forget, before the next election . 

Thus, it is essential that a continuing vigil be maintained to keep 
OTe in cold storage. . 

But the important legislation is the Trade Agreements Act of 
1955, because it is under this Act that the GATTmen get the authority 
for the things they do behind the locked doors at G~neva, and it has 
two more years to ruri. It expires May I, 1958. As the law now stands • 
the original "reciprocity" concept has been so far forgotten that the 
word does not even appear in the .text. To all practical purposes, 
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the GA TTmen are their own masters, and do .as they please. And 
they will continue to do as they please as long as the Trade Agree· 
ments Act of 1955 is on the books. 

To get Congress to repeal the law, now that it is on the books, 
is a practical impossibility. True, it squeaked through the House 
and Senate in early 1955 by the narrowest handful of votes, and it 
might be possible to persuade some of those who voted for it then, to 
vote to repeal it now. Thereupon, the repealer would go to the 
White Hous~ for the President's consideration. His advice and cou nsel 
comes from the GATTmen themselves. They I~ave their own rice 
bowls to guard, and their own one-world ideology to perpetuate. It 
is a foregone conclusion that they would recomfuend a Presidential 
veto, and that the President would follow that recommendation. 
And it is to tally beyond hope that sufficient votes could be mustered 
in either the Senate or the House of Represent3tivbs-let alone bath

' to provide the necessary two thirds, by which to pass the repealer 
over the velO. 

Come 1958, however, and the Trade Agreements Act of 1955 
expires. As of that date, the burden of action shieLS to the Adminis· 
tration, to persuade Congress to extend the powers of the GA TTmen 
for a further period, and that can be blocked by a simple majority 
in either the Senate or the House. Or, if there is to be a limited 
continuation on a rational and really safeguarded basis, the simple 
majority is all that is needed to write proper restraints into the law, 
and SLOp the present mass destruction. 

Thus, the Spring of 1958 becomes GATT's D-date. 

It is important to realize, however, that more than a third of 
the Senators and all of the Repre
sentatives who will render the final 
verdict on GATT at that time, are 
being elected now, in November 
1956_ And in politics, as in every
thing else, there are certain fact> 
of life. 

During election campaigns, 
political candidates are keenly re
active to the wishes of the voters. 
After they are in; they become 
strangely ind~pendent. Thus, the 
man with the rice bowl stands a far 
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greater chance of gett ing the candidates to commit themselves
publicly and unequivocally-before the elections, than afterwards. 
It is not enough to get vague and fuzzy lip service; politicians like 
to leav~. themselves an out, whenever possible. The lobbying and 
pressurJZIIlg powers of the GATTmen and their outside "political 
action" groups will become increasingly intense as D·date approaches. 
Unless the candidate of 1956 is nailed down, irrevocably and beyond 
escape, he may be weaned away when the showdown comes. 

. And the course of effective political action is to get such com
mitments from all candidates for any given office-not from just 
one. Politicians depend upon individual votes, to put themselves 
into office. and the importunings of a comparatively few voters on 
a given SUbject are impressively effective. If the candidate refuses 
to commit himself, an indirect approach may work; the County chair
man or the County treasurer of the candidate's party usually has 
considerable influence with him. Naturally, the State party officials 
have even more. And while the voice of a single voter may seem 
slight in itself, it becomes a stupendous force when it is duplica ted 
thousands of times over, in every State and every Congressional Dis
trict over the nation. 

The purpose of this handbook is to provide for the man with 
a ri.ce bow~ the r:neans of mobilizing that force. for his own pro
tectIOn. It IS a prImer on how to use his constitutionally guaranteed 
right. as a citizen: to petition his government for a redress of his 
grievances. And it is grievous. indeed-a broken rice bowl. 
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