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TUNA IMPORTS

MONDAY, FEBRUARY 4, 1052

UNITED STATES SENATE,
ComMiTTEE ON FINANCE,

Washington, D. C.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a. m., in room 312,
Senate Office Building, Senator Walter F. George (chairman)
presiding.

Present: Senators George, Connally, Johnson of Colorado, Kerr,
Frear, Millikin, and Martin.

Also present: Elizabeth B. Springer, chief clerk.

The CHAIRMAN. The committee will be in order. The hearing
today is on H. R. 5693, a bill which passed the House on October 16,
1951, and came to the Senate too late for action before adjournment

of the last session of the Congress.
(H. R. 5693 1is as follows:)

[H. R. 5603, 82d Cong., 18t sass.)

AN ACT Toamend the Tarif! Act of 1030, so as to impose certain dutios upon the importation of tuna
fish, and for other purposes

Be 1t enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the Uniled Stales of
America in Congress assembled, That (a) paragraph 717 of the Tariff Act of 1930,
as amended, is amended by adding at the end thereof the following new sub-

paragrn h:
‘““(d) Tuna fish, fresh or frozen, whether or not packed in ice, and whether or
not whole, 3 cents per pound.” -

(b) Paragraé)h 1756 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, is amended by
striking out ‘‘Sea herrinq, smelts, and tuna fish’”’ and by inserting in lieu thereof
‘“Sea herring and smelts’’.

(¢) The amendments made by this section shall apply only to tuna fish entered,
or withdrawn from warehouse, for consumption, on or after the thirtieth day
after the date of the enactment of this Act, and prior to April 1, 1953.

Sec. 2. The United States Tarif Commission is directed to undertake an
investigation of the competitive position of the domestic tuna industry, including
the effect of imports of fresh or frozen tuna fish on the livelihood of American
fishermen, and to report the results of its investigation to the Congress on or
before January 1, 1953. Such investigation shall be made after due notice and
opportunity for hearing to interested parties. The report of the Commission
shall indicate the facts relative to the production, trade, and consumption of tuna
fish in the United States, shall take into account all relevant factors affecting the
domestic economy, including the interests of consumers, processors, and producers,
and shall indicate the effect upon the competitive position of the domestic tuna
industry of the rate of duty imposed by this Act, so a8 to assist the Congress in
determmin'f what change, if an{, shall be made in such rate of duty.

Skc. 3. The Secretary of the Interior shall make a comprehensive study of the
long-range position of the domestic tuna industry and recommend such measures
as may be appropriate to promote necessary adjustments so that the industry
may achieve and maintain a sound position in the domestic economy. In making
his study the Secretary of the Interior shall consult with other interested officers
and agencies of the Government and may seek information and advice from any

1
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other source he deems appropriate. A report of his study and recommendations
shall be submitted to the Congress on or before January 1, 1953.

Passed the House of Representatives October 15, 1951.
Attest: RaLru R. Romerts, Clerk.

The CHairvan. There are certain official statements that should

go in the record at this time, Senator Knowland and Senator Nixon,
1if it is agreeable with you.

First 1s a letter from the State Department, in which it is stated
that the Department has not been able to formulate a final position

on the bill but hopes to be able to do so before the end of the hearings
before the committce.

Then it states:

In our opinion, a more appropriate measure would be to provide for a temporary
duty-free tariff quota on some stated amount of fresh and frozen tuna fish, with
a 3-cent duty to apply on imports in excess of the quota. The duty-free tariff

uota would be based upon the historical relationship of fresh and frozen tuna
sh to total United States tuna consumption.

That will be entered in the record at this point.
(The letter referred to is as follows:)

STaTE DEPARTMENT, February 4, 1952,
Hon. WaLTER F. GEORGE,

Chairman, Commaitlee on Finance,
United States Senale.

My Dear SeNaTor GEORGE: This is an interim reply to vour letter of October
25, 1951, transmitting for the comment of the Departinent of State a copy of
H. R. 5693, “To amend the Tariff Act of 1930, so as to impose certain duties upon
the importation of tuna fish, and for other purposes.’

As you know, this Department has been intensively studving the tuna situa-
tion, gathering data and consulting with other interested agencies of the Govern-
ment as well as with representatives of the industry and representatives of other
countries whose trade would be affected.

We have not yvet been able to formulate a final position on the bill but hope to
be able to do so before the end of the hearings before your committee. We are
already satisfied, however, that the proposal for a 3-cent duty on fresh and frozen
tuna fish is inappropriate in the circumstances and <hould be modified in certain
respects.

n our opinion, a more appropriate measure would be to provide for a temporary
duty-free tariff quota on some stated ainount of fresh and frozen tuna fish, with a
3-cent duty to apply on imports in excess of the quota. The dutv-free tarifl

uota would be gased upon the historical relationship of fresh and frozen tuna
sh to total United States tuna consumption.

We hope to have a specific proposal along these lines before the completion of
the hearings. At that time, we would welcome the opportunity to present the
committee a full statement of our reasons for favoring this approach.

Bincerely yours,
Jack K. McFaLL, Aassistant Secretary.

The CualrMAN. From the Department of the Interior there is-a
report upon this bill in which some general conclusions are reached.
I will not read the report. It will go in the record and you will have
the advantage of it there.

It is a little more lengthy statement.

(The report referred to is as follows:)

UNITED STATE~ DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
Washington, D. C., February 1, 1952.
Hon. WaLTeRr F. GEORGE,
Chasrman, Senate Finance Commitlee,
Unrited States Senate, Washington, D. C.

My Dxar SenaTror GEORGE: Reference is made to your request for a report on
H. R. 5693, a bill *“To amend the Tariff Act of 1930, so as to impose certain duties
upon the importation of tuna fish, and for other purposes.”
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The proposed legislation would amend the Tariff Act of 1930 by imposing a
temporary duty of 3 cents per pound on imports of fresh and frozen tuna which
now enter duty free, It also would provide for studies of the domestic tuna
industry by the Tariff Commission and the Department of the Interior. The
Tariff Commission would undertake an investigation of the competitive poaition
of the domestic tuna industryv and the Secretary of the Interior would inake a
comprehensive study of the long-range position of the industry. These reports
would be made to the Congress on or before January 1, 1953, and the temporary
3-cents per pound duty would be in effect only until April 1, 1953.

The Department has a direct interest in H. R. 5693 or similar legislation.
Through the Fish and Wildlife Scervice the Department is responsible for main-
taining the domestic fishery resources. Through the Defense Fisheries Adminis-
tration it is responsible for maintaining the volume of fisheries production required
by defense needs and for preserving the producing and processing facilities required
to create that production. As a member of the Interdepartmental Committee
on Trade Agreements the Departmment participates in all tariff negotiations re-
lating to fisheries, as well as other, produets.

In preparing this report the Decpartment has given the fullest possible cone
sideration to the manyv interests which are involved. The Pacifie (Coast tuna
industry desires to preserve the livelihood of it~ fishermen, to maintain its fleet
of vessels and it~ modern tuna canneries, and to contmue to draw upon foreign
sources of raw material in addition to absorbing the production of the domestic
tuna fleet. Tt also is desiroux of preserving the best possible relationships with
those Latin-American countrics whose territorial waters and ports supply bait
and other needs to the United States tuna fleet and off whose coasts, on the high
seas, the United States tuna fleet frequently fishes. Likewise the Department has
alro considered the role which fisherics must play in the economic development
of Tapan and Latin America.

The small but growing tuna industry in New England and the budding tuna
industries in the South Atlantic States and the Gulf of Mexico area are interested
in eontinuing, without change, their imports of frozen tuna from foreign sources
while their local domestic fisheries are in process of development,

Finally, the consumer, whether a housewife or an institutional buver, is in-
terested in an adequate suppiyv of tuna at a fair price.

The situation in the tuna industry is grave. If the domestic tuna fleet is not
800N in a position to put to sea the industry may be permanently crippled. If the
tuna fleet cannot sell its production for a price which will permit continued opera-
tion it either must go out of business or under foreign registry. Domestic canners
would then be dependent upon imports of frozen tuna. Should these imports
later be retained and canned in the foreign country the domestic canners would
follow the fleet out of business or to a foreign country. This has occurred to a
certain extent in A somewhat similar situation in the ground fish fillet industry,
Should this occur the ultimate consumer would be dependent upon foreign proe
duction for canned tuna.

There can be little disagreement about the fact that a serious situation has
prevailed in the Pacific Coast tuna industry for about a year. The critical
deterioration of the situation unquestionably stimulated passage of H. R. 5693 by
the Houre of Representatives in October 1951. Most fishermen are stili ashore
and the bulk of their vessels are tied up. The large canneries are not operating
in 8an Diego and cannery help is unable to find other work. Canners’ inventories
are at a peak and tuna market prices are weak.

The Department can recommend no simple and permanent solution to the
problem at this time because the facts needed to develop such a solution require
time to collect and to analyze. Under the circumstances the best that can be
done is to take what steps are deemed necessary to return the tuna fleet to sea.
This will eliminate some of the uncertain aspect: in the present situation and
restore confidence in the tuna market for at least the immediate future. It will
also buy the time required to accumutate the information necessary to render a
sound and equitable decigion as to the need for tariffs or other remedies.

Although imported fresh and frozen tuna is the problem under consideration
imported tuna canned in oil and imported tuna canned in brine are also involved.
Tuna canned in oil has been a staple product in the domestic market for years.
Prior to the war it was imported under a 45 pereent duty and annually accounted
for 10.5 to 14.9 percent of the domestic supply of canned tuna. After the war,
during the rebuilding of the Japanese fleet, imported tuna canned in oil accounted
for only 3.1 to 5.9 percent from 1946 to 1949 although the duty had been halved to
22.5 percent in 1943. In 1950, however, the imports leaped to 17.3 percent as
large quantities were rushed in toward the end of the year to avoid the duty of
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45 percent which again became effective January 1, 1951. During 1951 the
imports of tuna canned in oil dropped to only 2.1 percent.

una canned in brine has been imported in appreciable volume only in 1951,
In 1950 imported tuna canned in brine accounted for only 0.2 percent of the total
supply available of canned tuna. In 1949 the figure was only 0.1 percent. But
in 1951 it made up an estimated 5.3 percent of the supplv. hTe large increase in
imports of brine packed tuna—which carires a duty of only 12.5 percent—coincided
with the advent of the 45 percent duty on tuna canned in oil. It is apparent that
a shift in the method of packing occurred in order to take advantage of the lower
duty. Tuna canned in brine and tuna canned in oil, while differing in some
respects, are highly competitive in the inatitutional market but perhaps leas so, at
present, where the houswife is concerned.

Fresh and frozen tuna has been imported for many years by domestic canners
who have packed it in their canneries as tuna canned in oil. From 1931 to 1939
the tuna canned in the United States from imports of fresh and frozen tuna
accounted for from 3.2 to 13.3 percent of the annual prewar supply. From 1946
to 1949 while the Japanese fleet was rebuilding after the war the share wa sonly
from (.7 to 3.4 percent., In 1950 it jumped to 9.5 percent and in 1951 to an
estimated 16.3 percent. As was the case with the increased imports of tuna

acked in brine the much larger imports of fresh and frozen tuna—which is duty
ree—undoubtedly were due, in large part, to the newly instituted 45 percent duty
on tuna canned in oil.

1t is apparent that any action tdken upon one form of imported tuna will result
in compensatory imports of another form if the duties on all forms remain unre-
lated as is the case at present. Consequently, it is obvious that the duty on
imported fresh and frozen tuna proposed in H. R. 5693 cannot be expected to be
as effective as would be the case if the duty on tuna canned in brine bore a normal
relationship to the 45 percent duty on tuna canned in oil. However, the Tariff
Commission has under review, in an escape clause action, the 12.5 percent duty
on tuna canned in brine, and, it i~ hoped, will be able to nake whatever recom-
mendations in this matter appear necessary at an early date.

As has been stated earlier, the Department sees no simple way to eliminate the
difficuities confronting the tuna industry. Temporary adjustments which will
premit the tuna fleet to begin operations again and which will provide sufficient
time to analyze the information upon which a more permanent solution can be
based are the immediate needs.

It appears, therefore, that H. R. 5693, or similar legislation which will accom-

lish substantially the same purpose, is the best solution available at this time.
E;‘he duty to be imposed will not unduly aid the domestic industry because it has
been at a low ebb for months and will require time to get back into production.
Neither will the duty unduly hamper imports. Presumably a quarter of 1952 will
bave passed before the legislation can go into effect. Unless the Tariff Commis-
sion takes interim action on tuna canned in brine, presumably a still longer period
will pass before any change can be contemplated in the tariff rate on that product
and, of course, the duration of the duty on fresh and frozen tuna is limited to
April 1, 1953. ) .

It may seem that & more equitable solution would be to ¥rr_mt 8 certain volume
of frozen tuna to continue to be imported without duty. his might be based on
the fact that, until the sharp increases in 1950 and 1951, an average of 3.7 per-
cent of the total supply of canned tuna available in the United States was derived
from imported frozen tuna. During the period from 1931 to 1939 and from 1946
to 1949 the market apparently absorbed about this volume of unporbs without
undue difficulty. Consequently, there may be some justification for legislation

rmitting about 3.7 percent of the probable total supply available to the United
g:ates or of the apparent supply available for consumption to be made up of
imported frozen tuna to be entered duty free. On the basis of the probable
apparent supply available in 1952 it is estimated that 3.7 percent would amount
to about 16 million pounds of fresh and frozen tuna on a raw-weight basis. This
compares with imports of about 11 million pounds in 1949 and 62 million pounds
in 1951. If the imports over 16 million pounds were dutiable at 3 cents per pound
as in H. R. 5693 it would mean that 32 million pounds could be imported at an
average duty of 1.5 cents per pound. While the Department would interpose no
objection to a limited duty-free quota it considers that the duty-free importation
of 16 million pounds of frozen tuna annually, while possibly justifiable on an
historical basis, is the maximum adjustment in this direction that will solve the
immediate problem.
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If the Congress approves a duty for a limited period, as in H. R. 5693, the
Department suggests that it not be complicated by formulas attempting to divide
the United States market between the importing countries and the domestic
producers. A simple duty on a cents-per-pound or an ad valorem basis is pref-
erable and most easily administcered for the relatively brief period involved.

The more comprehensive studies and analyses of the tuna industry contemplated
by the bill will develop a sound basis for more permanent action. That portion
of the study to be made by this Department can and will be made within the
limit of funds available or made available for carrying out the purposes of section
3 of the bill,

I have been informed by the Bureau of the Budget that there is no objection to
the submission of this report to your committee.

Sincerely yours,
Dare E. Dory,
Assistant Secretary of the Interior.



Canned tuna: Apparent supply available for consumption in the United States, 1986-561,' by source and type, and percéniage of tolal supply.
(excludes bonito and yellowtasl except as indicaled in 3) .

A '
Made from floreign-caught fish United States pack
v [phiin Sl i

ear rom domestic| pooyeq in United States ply avail- Percent-

catch from imported, frozen Imported ?i?]’led tuna in Imporﬁd bl?x?:?d tuna Total foreign able Total |age of to-

tuna supply

ﬁoumj Per- Thou;.d:j }c:gt- Dut Thoua.dr';f Per- | Duty, ﬂonua Per- Dm mu:‘.’:[ i:e:‘- Thou:&:f Thm:&.' of
poy cent pou ¥ un cend cent | pou cent pou ol pou

1026, ................ 18,645 | 100.0 .. ..ooo._eoo o |-, ‘po(s) W ............ W ........................ 18, 645 18, 645 100.0

1027 . ... .. 28, 631 9.8 81 0.2 | Free. . ?) ........................................ 61 0.2 28, 692 28, 692 100.0

1928, ... 28, 273 92.9 2,000 7.1 |..do.... O T FONUR U SRR AN A 2,000 7.1 28, 273 28, 273 100.0

1920 ... ... 31,191 80.9 3, 521 10.1 |..do.._. 'O Y SR R DN RN SR, 3,521 10.1 34,712 34,712 100. 0

1980. ... .o 41,395 01.9 3,637 8.1 |..do.__. 'O T ISR IUSROR IO MO, AU 3,637 8.1 45, 032 45, 032 100, 0

19831 ....... e 24, 005 83. 4 3,842 13.3 |..do._. 937 3.3 0 L. S P 4,779 18.6 28, 784 27, 847 96.7

1032 .. ... 25,236 | 5.1 2,423 7.2 |..do.... 5,05 | 177 feeeooidee i cmean 8,368 | 24.9 33, 804 27, 650 82.3

1983_.. ... .. ...... 30, 027 64.0 2, 536 5.4 |..do.__.| 14,382 30.6 ). .. b fe e e 16,918 38.0 46, 945 32, 563 00.4

1934, . ... ... 42,304 | 9.1 3,233 6.0 [_.do 7,95 | 14.9 a5 .. RN M 11,180 | 20.9 53, 493 45,538 85.1
1988, . ... 51,707 | 826 2,827 4.5 ..do_...| 8185 | 130 ... | ..\l 1,012 17.5 63, 719 54, 534 R7.0 »

1088, ... ..ol .. 85518 | 857 2, 455 3.8 |..do.... 6, 843 0.5 oo e 9, 208 14 3 64, 816 7,973 B9. 6
1987 .. . 84,852 [ 79.7 5452 | 6.7 |..do.. 1,088 | 136 | ... _lllllt R MR 16,505 | 20.3 81,357 70, 304 86. 4 E
1038, . .. ... .. 57, 51 85. 4 2,645 3.9 |..do_. 7,192 10.7 fooooeadaeo o e 9, 837 14.6 67, 488 60, 206 89.3 =)
1089 ... ....... 79, 043 85.8 2, 966 3.2 |..do 10,126 1.0 e e 13,092 14.2 92,135 &2, 009 8.0 S
140, ... ... . o4, 323 92.0 1, 544 1.5]..do___. 8, 708 [ W, AR PO HRDRIURI D 8, 252 8.0 102, 575 95, 867 3.5 =
1941 .. .. 53,300 | 93.5 305 7 |-.do_...| 3,332 % PO I ISR S, 3.7 6.5 57,027 53, 4.2 3
1042, . 50,000 { 98.0 831 1.2 |..do.... 412 X 1 SUSNE SRR RN I 1,043 2.0 51,138 50,721 W o

1943, .. ___. 53,674 | 98.8 17 .2 |..do._... 511 Lo | 2% | ..\ | 628 1.2 M, 202 53, 801 w1

1044 .. .. ... .. 68, 358 04.6 775 1.0 |..do.... 3,163 N N PSRRI N P S 3,938 54 72, 20 69,133 98.6

1946, . . .. ... .. %6, 481 93.5 0 .8 |..do__.. 5, 252 5.7 . .. ... U DO SO 6,011 8.5 92, 492 87, 40 4.3

146, .. ... __. .. 80,498 | 04.3 720 7 |-.do_._. 4,739 50 (... ST U MU 5, 450 5.7 4, 957 90, 218 95.0

1947 . .. 107,314 93.6 1,192 1.0 |_.do.... 8, 148 3 S VO SRR PO SR 7, 340 6.4 114, 654 108, 508 .6

148, . 129, 282 92.0 2,875 2.1 |..do ... 8, 289 5.9 | cume... 13 |.... 12}4 1,177 8.0 140, 450 132,157 .1

1049, .. .. ... 133, 713 93.4 4,932 3.4 | .do..__ 4, 508 3.1 (... 79 01|, ...... 9, 516 6.6 143, 229 138, 645 06.3

1960 .. ... 153, 432 73.0 | 20,030 9.8 |..do....| 38,410 173 (... 381 V2l 56, 821 27.0 210, 253 173, 462 82.5

1951 (estimate:). . ... 130,186 | 76.3 27,914 16.3 |._do.... 3,600 2.1 45 | 9,000 58 [e..o.o-. 40, 514 3.7 170, 700 158, 100 92.6

1 Does not include Hawailan pack for which data are not generally available

t Converted to net weight of canned fish by considering a 45 percent recovery from fresh and frozen weight shown in import statistics. Data for the years 1837-51 exclude 90 per-
cefit of the imports shown from Costa Rica and 60 percent of those from the Canal Zone, belleved to represent an approximate proportion of the tuns oaught by United States fishing
vessels and transshipped to the United States where it entered as an import.

1 Data for 1948 and earller Include bonito and yellowtail as these species were not separately shown in import statistics

4 Data not avallable, prior to 1948, Probablg insignificant.

# Not separately classified in import data and probably insignificant.

Bource: Compiled by Fish and Wildlife Service, Jan 28, 1952,
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The CuairMaN. We have a still more lengthy statement from the
Tariff Commissjon, which of course, following the general practice
of the Commission, is a study of the subject now before the com-
mittee. We will enter this into the record.

(The report referred to is as follows:)

MEMORANDUM TO THE FINANCE CommirTreEe oN H. R. 5893, Eiqury-seconp
CongRrEss, A BiL.L To AMEND THE TaRiFF Act ofF 1930, so As To Impose
CerTAIN Dumies UroN THE IMPORTATION oF TUNA FisH, AND For OTEER

PURPOBES
PROVISIONS OF THE BILL

H. R. 5693 if enacted would amend the Tariff Act of 1930 so as to transfer
fresh or frozen tuna fish from the free list, where it is now provided for in para-
graph 1756, to the dutiable list, where it would be provided for in a new sub-
paragraph of paragraph 717 at a rate of duty of 3 cents per pound. In the absense
of further legislation, these amendments would be effective only until April 1,
1953. With a view to assisting Congress in formulating longer-range legislation,
however, the bill would direct the Tariff Commission and the Secretary of the
Interior to make investigations regarding the domestic tuna industry and to
report. to the Congress the results of their studies by January 1, 1953. The
Tariff Commission’s investigation would be directed primarily to indicating ‘‘the
cffect upon the competitive position of the domestic tuna industry of the rate
of duty imposed by this act, s0 as to assiat the Congress in determining what
change if any shall be made in such rate of duty.” The study of the Secretary
of the Interior would be a more comprehensive one of the long-range porition
of the domestic tuna industry and he would be directed to recommend ‘‘such
measures as may be appropriate to promote necessary adjustments so that the
industry may achieve and maintain a sound position in the domestic economy.”

BACKGROUND OF THE BILL

Since 1948 there have been large increases 1n imports of fresh or frozen tuna
(practically all of the imports reported in thix classification are frozen) and of
canned tuna and rimilar canned fish.! These increases are for the most part
attributable to the resumption and expansion of United States trade with Japan.
in recent vears, however, Peru has also become an important source of imports
of tuna and similar fish and several other countriex hayve participated to a minor
extent in the trade.

lThe increase in the imports of tuna that was of greatest importance in 1951
was in the fresh or frozen classification.  Practicallv all, if not all, of such imports
are canned in this country, as i~ also practically all of the domestic catch of tuna,
and it appears that almost a quarter of the domestic pack of canned tuna in
1951 was g:rived from tuna imported in fresh or frozen form.

In 1850 there was a very large increase in the imports of tuna, canned in oil,
and such imports in that year were 6 to 7 times as great as the average of immedi-
ately preceding vears. The large volume of imports of this product in 1950
was no doubt in part attributable to foreknowledge in the trade during the latter

art of the year that, on the termination of the trade agreement between the

‘nited States and Mexico at the end of the year, the rate of duty on such imports
would be increased from 22} to 45 percent ad valorem. In 1951, under the 45«
percent rate imports of tuna canned in oil fell off sharply to a level substantially
below the average level of imports in vears preceding 1950. )

Another development in the past few years has been the importation of tuna,
canned in brine, and imports in this forn in 1951 were a factor of some importance
in domestic markets. This is & form in which tuna has only recently degun to
be packed abroad and there is no domestic pack of the product. The interest of
the Japanese tuna industry in this trade has no doubt been promoted by the fact
that such imports into the United States are dutiable at 12% percent ad valorem,
as compared with the former rate of 22} percent and the present rate of 43 percent
on imports of tuna, canned in oil.

In addition to the factors mentioned above, imports of canned bonito and yel-
lowtail in oil have increased greatly since 1948. Ronito and yellowtail are fish
sitnilar to tuna but are not classified as tuna under the tariff and may not be

! For statistical data on United State imports of tuna in various forms and related prod
attached to this report as appendix IL tiots, seo the table
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labeled as tuna in the United States. Very little bonito and yellowtail are canned
in the United States. Bonito and yellowtail are inferior in quality to tuna but
are, at least In some outlets ana in some aegree, competitive with tuna. Imports
of canned bonito and yellowtail in oil are duitable at 15 or 22 percent ad valorem,
depending upon the value per pound; with prices of these progﬁcts at the present
level, the effective rate is 15 percent.

The present tariff treatment of imports of the commodities of interest to the
domestic tuna fishing and canning industries are shown in apperdix I. The
tabulation there given also shows the history of the trade-agreement commitments
of the Urited States on these products.

The long run trend of the domestic catch of tuna has been sharply upward for
several decades and in the past 5 years has averaged about twice as large as in the
years immediately preceding the war. The catch of 1950, estimated at 398 million

unds, exceeded by about a fifth the catch of 1849, and the catch of 1949 was
itself the highest on record up to that time. In 1951 the position of the domestic
fishing industry deteriorated. This was partly reflected in a decline in the catch
and also in part by a weakening of prices, In part this deterioration was attrib-
utable to the extremely large pack of canned tuna in this country in 1950 and to
the extraordinatily large imports of tuna canned in oil in that vear. A contrib-
uting factor, however, was also the continuing increase in the imports of fresh
or frozen tuna in 1951. Other factors in the situation have been the competition
which domestic canned tuna has been meeting from imports of tuna canned in
brine and the considerable quantities of canned bonito and yellowtail that have
been imported.

The developments above referred to have been subjects of great concern to
domestic tuna fishing and canning interests, That concern was reflected in
September 1951 in the introduction in the House of Representatives of eight bills
proposing changes in the tariff with respect to tuna. All of these bills pro d
to transfer fresh or frozen tuna from the free to the dutiable list. The bills differed,
however, with respect to the rates of duty they proposed to impose on imports
of fresh and frozen tuna and also differed in that some of them did, and some did
not, provide for increases in the duties on imports of other commodities of interest
to the tuna fishing and canning industries. Some of the bills, in addition to
providing for the imposition of duties on imports of fresh or frogen tuna, would
also increase the present duties on imports of fresh or frozen bonito and yellow-
tail and on all the canned products discussed above except tuna canned in oil.
As has already been observed, the duty on the latter product was increased
effective January 1, 1951, from 22% to 45 percent ad valorem as a result of the
termination of the trade agreement between the United States and Mexico and
the 45-percent rate is much higher than those presently applicable to tuna cannea
in brire and to canned fish of related species.

When the bills discussed in the preceding paragraph were referred to the
Committee on Ways and Means, that committee established a Subcommittee on
Tuna Imports. The subcommittee held public hearings and submitted a report
to the H%(:xse of Representatives.* The subcommittee did not report on any
of the bills relating to the tariff treatment of imports of tuna which had been

reviously introduced in the House, but instead ted 2 new bill which was
ntroduced in the House of Representatives by the chairman of the subcommittee
and which became H. R. 5693. With amendments subsequently made in the
bill in the Committee on Ways and Means, H. R. 5693 was reported favorably
to the House of Representatives by that committee? The bill in its present
form was passed by the House of Representatives on October 15, 1951.

Thse report of the subcommittee indicates that much of its attention was given
to consideration of the rate of duty that should be applied to imrports of fresh or
frozen tuna. The subcommittee also gave much attention to the question of
whether the imposition of duties on imports of fresh or frozen tuna should be
accompanied by increases in the existing rates of duty applicable to imports of
tana canned in brine and of canned bonito and yellowtail. In particular the
subcommittee apparently was concerned about the possible effects on the com-

etitive position of the domestie tuna canning industry of the duties that might
ge imposed on imports of fresh and frozen tuna if the duties on the several classi-
fications of canned tura, bonito, and yellowtail should be left at the existing rates.
The importance of this question arises from the fact that imports of fresh or
frozen tuna are raw materigls, along with the domestic eatch, for the canned
tuna produced by domestic canvers and the output of the domestic canneries is

# Tmports of Tuma (snbeommittee print) October 12, 1951, House of Representatives, 82d Cong., 1st sess.
8 Rept No. 1153, Union Calendar, No. 387, Imposition of Duties on Tuna Imports.
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marketed in competition with imports of the canned products. If the cost of
fresh or forsen tuna to the domestic canners should be increased by the duty
above the cost of such fish to foreign canners by approximately the amount of the
duty, the protection afforded to the domestic canners by the present duties woulo
be considerably reduced unless an additional duty compengating for the duty on
fresh or frozer tuna be imposed on the canred products.

In connection with the subcommittee’s consideration of the question of the
range of products on which it might appropriately recommend changes in existing
tariff treatment, the subcommittee gave attention to the fact that while the
present tariff treatment of imports of fresh or frozen tuna is not the subject of
any trade-agreement commitment by the United States, the present rates of
duty on the other classifications of imports above referred to, except tuna canned
in oil, are the subjects of ~uch commitments. As a result, any increases in the
rates of duty now applicable to the trade-agreement iteins would contravene
international obligations of the United States unless modifications of the oblige-
tions involved were made in accordance with the terms of the agreements.

Or account, apprently, of the foregoing considerations, the subcommittee felt
unable to formulate and recommend permanent legislation. Instead, the sub-
committee recommended enactment of the proposed legislation here under con-
sideration, providing temporarily for the imposition of a duty of 3 cents a pound
on imports of fresh or frozen tuna and for studies by the Tariff Commission and
the Secretary of the Interior which would provide the basis for congressional
consideration of permanent measures.

The Committee on Ways and Means of the House of Representatives in con-
nection with its consideration of proposals for changes in the tariff protection of
the tuna fishing and canning industries requested the Tariff Commission to compile
as complete and up-vo-date data as possible on imports of tuna and related
products and such other information as feasible on the current situation in the
tuna industry. This material, in 10 tables, was submitted at the public hearing
of the SBubcommittee on Tuna Imports. The tables have been revised in the light.
of the data that have more recently become available and certain corrections of
minor importance in the whole picture of the situation have been made. These
tables are attached as appendix II of this memorandum. Also attached as
appendix III is the Tariff Commission’s S8ummary of Tariff Information on Tuna

ish, Fresh or Frozen. This summary has recently been revised for submission
in connection with this memorandum.

In accordance with the request of the Senate Finance Committee, members of
the staff of the Tarif Commission who may be able to present information of
interest to the committee in connection with its consideration of H. R. 5693 will
be present at the hearing on this matter which the Committee has tentatively
announced for February 4, 1952.

ApPENDIX |

UNITED STATERS TARIFF TREATMENT OF TUNA AND TUNA-LIke FisHES IN VARIOUS
ForMSs
Fresh or frozen

Tuna (par. 1756): Free, not subject to any international commitment.

Bonito and yellowtail (par. 717 (a):

If product of Cuba: Two-fifths cent per pound, effective January 1948, subject
to international commitment to Cuba.

Under the Tariff Act of 1930 the duty was four-fifths cent per pound. This
duty was reduced to the present level in the General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade.

Other thau product of Cuba: One cent per pound. Not subject to international
commitment per se. However, the commitment to Cuba combined with the
international commitment under the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade
not to increase the margin of preference between the Cuban and the general rate,
in effect binds the general rate at 1 cent per pound.

The present rate is the same as that originally provided for in the Tariff Act of
1930.

Canned, in oil _

Tuna (par. 718 (a)): 45 peccent ad valorem, effective January 1951-—not subject
to any international commitment.

Under the Tariff Aet of 1930 tuna canned in oil was dutiable at 30 percent ad
valorem, the rate to Cuba being 24 percent. The statutory rate was increased
to 45 percent (the Cuban rate to 36 percent) ad valorem by Presidential procia-
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mation, effective January 1934, under section 336 of the Tariff Act of 1930. In
the trade agreement with Mexico the duty was reduced to 223 percent ad valorem,
effective January 1943. With the termination of the trade ageeement with Mexico
the duty was restored to 45 percent ad valorem eﬁect.iveaganuary 1951. Sinece
1948 there is no Cuban preferential rate on tuna canned in oil.

Bonito and yellowtail (par. 718 (8))° 15 percent ad valorem if valued over 9
eents per pound; 22 peroent ad valorem if valued at not over 9 cents per pound—
subject to international commitments to Cuba, effective January 1948, and Peru,
effective October 1951, under the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade.

Under the Tariff Act of 1930 bonito and yellowtail canned in 0il were dutiable
at 30 percent ad valorem regardless of value. the Cuban preferential rate being
24 percent. Effective January 1934 the duty on bonito and vellowtail canned in
oil, if valued not over 9 cents per pound, was increased to 44 percent ad valorem
by Presidential proclamation under section 336 of the Tariff Act of 1930 and the
C¥1ban preferential rate was set at 35§ percent ad valorem. Bonito and vellowtail
canned in oil, if valued over 9 cents per pound, continued to be dutiable at the
statutory rates. In the trade agreement with Cuba, effective September 1934,
the United States guaranteed to continue the (C'uban preference (20 percent)
whatever the duties may be in the future. Effective January 1948, under the Gen-
eral Agreement on Tariffs and Trade the duty on the lower value bracket was
reduced to 22 percent and on the higher value bracket to 15 percent ad valorem,
both rates applicable to the product~ of Cuba only. The rates of duty on products
other than those of Cuba were not specified in the General Agreement hut had
to be adjusted to 3045 percent ad valorem on the lower value bracket and to 21 per-
cent ad valorem on the higher value bracket in order to prevent the increase in the
Cuban preference. This was accomplished by Presidential proclamation of Janu-
ary 30, 1948. Effective October 1951 the rates of duty on products other than
those of Cuba were reduced to 22 percent ad valorem on the lower value bracket
and to 15 percent ad valorem on the higher value bracket, This commitment
under the Egneral Agreement eliminated the Cuban preferential rates.

Canned, not in o1l

Tuna (par. 718 (b)): 12% percent ad valorem, effective November 1943, subject
to international commitment to Iceland.

Under the Tariff Act of 1930 tuna, canned, not in oil wax dutiable at 25 percent
ad valorem, the Cuban preferential rate being 20 percent. In the trade agreement
with Iceland this duty (affecting the whole basket paragraph) was reduced to
12% percent ad valorem. effective November 1943; the Cuban preferential rate
then became 10 percent. Under the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade the
reduced duty was bound (to China) against increase, effective May 1948. The
withdrawal of China from the General Agreement did not affect the rate of duty
because the commitment to I eland is ~till in force. Sinece 1948 there is no (‘'uban
preferential rate on tuna cani 2d not in oil.

Bonito and yellowtail (par. 718 (b)):

If product of Cuba: 10 percent ad valorem effective November 1943, subject to
international commitment to Cuba.

Under the Tariff Act of 1930, bonito and yellowtail, canned, not in oil, if product
of Cuba, were dutiable at 20 percent ad valorem. By virtue of the trade ment
with Ieeland, this duty was reduced to 10 percent ad valorem, effective Nevember
1943. Under the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade the 10 percent ad
valorem duty was bound against increase, effective January 1948.

Other than product of Cuba: 12% percent ad valorem, effective November 1943,
subject to international commitment to Iceland.

nder the Tariff Act of 1930, bonito and vellowtaii, canned, not in oil and
other product of Cuba were dutiable at 25 percent ad valorem. This duty was
reduced to 12¥ percent ad valorem in the trade agreement with Iceland, effective
November 1943. The effect of the commitment under the General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade not to increase the margin of preference between the Cuban
rate and the general rate is a binding of the 12%4-percent rate against increase on
bonito and yellowtail, canned, not in oil, which are not products of Cuba.

1
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ArrEnDix I
STATISTICAL INFORMATION RELATING TO TUNA AND TUNALIXE FilsHes

TARLE 1.— Tuna, fresh or frozen, and tuna, canned, in oil: United Slates producttion
and smports for consumption, specified years 1931 to 1951

Frosh or frozen Canned, in oil

Year Ratlo (per- Ratio (per-

Production Imports mg;)rgti:" Production Importx wgg-t?.r;';"'

production productinn

Quantity (1,000 pounds)
b1 | - 64, 263 7,858 12 2 a7, 847 837 r 3.4
15 & S, 76, 367 5,936 T8 32, 583 14, 382 4.2
b1 < 1 R 124, 228 8,283 51 54, 817 R, 185 150
1" % b 170, 684 14, 411 8.4 70, 304 11, 053 18.7
1938 . eeeeae - 138, 250 13, 694 9.9 ®0, 206 7,192 1t @
199 e 172, 246 14, 595 8 5 B2, 008 10,124 12,3
1043 . e 126, 333 1,310 1.0 53,9073 5L .9
1944 o eienenn-- 167, 149 3,475 2.1 69,133 3,163 4.4
1545 o ieeenas 182, 640 3,074 1.7 87, 40 b, 252 8.0
147 T, 221, 818 4,167 1.9 P6, 013 4,739 40
[} 208, M4 9, 204 3.4 108, 506 6, 148 5.7
148, e aean . 328,270 © 143 2.8 182, 187 R, 2534 4.2
149 ... ¥ 333, 707 20, 606 6.2 138, 645 4, 506 32
189500 .. ... 1398, 000 b4, 712 14.2 173, 462 38, 408 21.0
1951 8, ... 320, 0600 75, 000 23. 4 155, 000 3, 500 23
Value (1,000 dollars) 3
| 1'% A 3, 041 570 19.0 7,031 166 2.4
1833 eiicenan 3,317 233 .0 8, 601 1, Wob 2.8
1935 e ieeas 5, 900 o5 4.8 11, 848 1,263 10. 7
11 < 7 9, 586 867 90 17,914 2, 034 11.4
1938 .. ... 7,855 803 1. 2 14, 143 1,252 8.9
1939 . e e 8,858 749 85 19, 147 1, 669 BT
]! . 14, 600 Y .7 A0, 505 145 N
1044 .o 10, 483 318 1.0 4, 435 1,007 2.7
145 et 21,428 433 2.0 46, 713 2 054 44
146 ..., 26, 81) a12 2.3 57,343 1,062 3.4
[ T 43,308 1,237 2K 85, 043 3, 41 I .
M8 ... 59, 986 1,816 27 107, B8] 4,770 4.4
1949 ... 53,933 2,022 54 94, 040 2,199 2.4
060, .. (¢ 7,603 ?) 112, 136 14, 410 12.%
9510 .. ... ) ") 9 Y (*) )
! Preliminary.
? Estimated

3 Value of imports s foreign value,
1 Not available.

Nore.—8tatistics of imports of fresh and frozen tuna include certain quantities of tuns caught by Unlied
States ﬁshln& vessels which would remnain free of duty even i R, R. 5863 wene cnacted. * For detalled dis-
cussion see United States imports and cxports in revised Summary of Tariff Information on Tuna Fish,

Fresh or Frowen,

Source: Production, officialjstatistices of the U, 5 Fish and Wildlife Service; imports, official statistics of
the U. 8 Department of Commeron,

24754 —52——2
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TaBLE 2.—Tuna, fresh or frozen: Uniled States imports for consumption, by prin-
cipal sources, specified years 1981-50, and January—November 1950 and 1951

January-
November !
Country 1931 | 1835 1639 1043 | 1946 3 1947 | 1048 | 10401 | 19501 {_
1950 1951
Quantity (1,000 pounds)
CostaRiea. . _._._....\......} ... 8,003 |1, 051 |2 8564 {7,283 |3. 050 | 10,078 | 9,621 | 9,631 3, 204
Japan. ... 6,812 (5688 | 5,22 | .. oo fem-... 2,302 | 2,830 | 25,369 | 4,831 | 35, 591
Canal Zones.......... 17 | 226 £ ] I (R PR S F 956 | 5,004 | 4,704 9,314
Canada?.. _____...... 140 173 340 | 128 536 | 807 2201 1,24 201 801 ]
Mextoo. . oo 889 196 §........ 131 773 018 |1, 084 1, 990 50 50 3
Beuador ... coeevcec]eeeecefeaceediommiaaclonceca]eeeca]eaann. 1,003 { 1,028 973 973 0
) ") o} DARSPIPPI PUSUI (PN PRI SRS IR S 485 | 2,327 | 13,256 | 11,108 | 19,911
Allother. ... ... ceeifemeanntoanan. 300 |...... 4| 108 ____. 156 648 648 531
Total. .. _..cne.-. 7,858 (8,283 | 14,585 {1,310 |4,167 |9, 204 [9,143 | 20,606 | 58,712 | 52,820 | 09, 432
Forelgn value (1,000 dollars)
Costa Riea_ .._........ .- 355 66 | 334 | 8211 307 | 1,527 | 1,382} 1,382 408
APAN. ... eiiccan-- 530 365 K. 3 E [ A 534 442 4,000 | 3,932 5, 188
Canal Zone?d._._...... 1 13 . I SR NS FUUIPOR SR 129 T3 506 1, 244
Canada?d........... 8 8 15 20 ¢ 138 ] 253 81 217 102 102 10
Mexico .. e 40 B [P 13 140 154 480 323 10 10 )
Fonador. ... e ]caasevacac]enmnacen]eemcne]acaca]ennan. 112 131 130 13
............................................ I 30 131 | L1906 | 1,003 1,750
Allother. .. .. o...... N I 18 ]..... ) | i I, 22 100
Total._.......... 379 05 749 " 812 11,237 1,618 2, 922 7. 603 7.2564 8, 744
Unit value (ocents per pound) §
Costa Rieav. ..o | ni]onones 4.4 621171113130 15.2 1.4 4.4 12. 4
BDAN . . e aeemeenn-- 787 6.4 6.3 | | ceaiennens 2.4 15.6 15.8 15.8 14.6
Canal Zome?_......... 8.0 50 L %0 70 PN P PR .. 13.5 13. 1 12.7 13.4
Canadad......coooeo.. 53| 4.9 421158} 23.812821]27.6 17.6 il. 4 1L & 1.8
Mexi00. ... cceeaana-- &5} 4.3 |...o.... 10.1 [ 18.1 | 16.8 | 24.2 16. 2 19.7 19.7 1.6
) L1104 (1) JNNRRURUNURRUN [RURN DRUORpry FPEPD: FUPPOU SRR, E 1.2 12.7 13.4 13.4 11.4
o q) TR DI SR NP WP Y 6.1 5.4 9.0 0.0 8.8
Allother. . ... ... .. |ceeeec]omuan. 6.0 ... 87 9.1)...... 13. 4 15.3 15.3 120
Average...... ... 7.4 6.3 51 7.5 4.7 |13.4]17 7 14.2 13.6 13.7 12.8

! Preliminary.
? Data for 1931 and 1935 are for Panama, including the Canal Zone,
: Inclgdes N‘%I’oundhnd and Labrador beginning 1950,

Leas \
1 Caleulated on the exact {i. e., unrounded) figures.

NoTE.—The figures shown above for Casta Rica and the Canal Zone include substantial quantities of
tuna that were caught by United States fishing vessels and are, therefore, products of American fisheries
rather than imports from foreign countries.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U, 8. Department of Commerce.
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TaBLE 3.—Tuna, fresh or frozen—United States imports for consumption, by
months, 1960, and January-November 1951

NoTE.—Bee notes In tables 1 and 2.

Source: Compiied from officlal statisties of the U. 8. Department of Cominerce.

Year and month Quantity F‘?;f}lg“ Year and month Quantity F:;ﬁlgn
1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
1850 ! pounds dollara 10511 pounds doliars

Janusry .. ...... ———- 265 02 Janusry . e 4, 759 660
February_ ............ 120 46 February. .. . ........ 2,787 282
March. . ... ..coanaee 2,104 156 March, ... . ....... 3,183 305
#ﬂl-..-.--.----.-...- 438 74 Aprll.__ .. . __ 8, 752 761

BY . e e 6, 008 316 BY - cmecceacaanan- 6, 391 508
Jane ....c.c.eomne.. .o 4,320 552 June....oceieieianaan 5, 884 831
July. oo 8, 239 1,287 July. oo, 14, 083 1,873
August, . ..._......_ 13, 213 2,143 August. .. ... ... 11, 656 1,827
S8aptember__...._._.._. 6, 798 008 September. ... ...... 8, 141 1,111
Qctober. . _....... 3,613 478 Qctobor. . ...ccvaaa... 2,460 215
November............ 6, 330 734 November........_._. 1,417 184

Total (January- Total (January-

November)._._.... 52,828 7, 254 November)....... 69, 432 8, 744

NDecember_ ... .. cmeenn 3,884 439

Total (January-

December). ...... 56, 712 7, 683
! Preliminary.
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TaRLE 4.—Tuna, fresh or frozen: United Stales imports for consumption, by
principal countries, by prineipal customs districts, 1950 -and January—November

1861
{Quantity in thousands of pounds; value in thousands of dollars)

1951 (January-
19501 November) !
Districts and countries - - -~ -
Quantity | FOTRlER | quanyey | Forelen
b
Oregon:

- 1 1 14, 929 2, 463 9, 875 1, 580
Costa RIS ... . . 8,633 1, 296 1, 287 200
Canal Zome. ... .. it e A, 084 410 4, 580 714
PorU. e ararm . 2,878 387 2, 800 420
Other. ..__._.____. e eemeresmremrsemmreaeemsetmm— 4 1 670 101

Total . . e e er e caarrmr e ———- 20,108 4, 557 19, 172 3,015
"Washington: |
JODAD. ... e ewne 1,330 182 2,9% “"?
Costa RiCa. ..o eiann camecnr cewarfemnmennr oo femebn e aean
Canal Zone. .. .. i ieeiccacremcacemen )i cevea e Aann cravemn
| o o FE O 1. 204 66 185 10
Other. . cciaan. e e rermmeremcacueea- 452 7 S U DRI
Total . ..o il 2,908 315 | 3,184 457
e o —————— = T
8an Diego
8119113 . PRSP RpR) RRpt. SRR ASORIPIIN R P
Costa Rica . ... nneiiac e ccrmemeeeenleemcececeeecdeceeiccei oo wmeamn
Canal Zone. .. ... . i, R S - 460 »
20 o | U P 1, 500 108 | 1,846 115
0 T 3T SN 200 20 IR3 12
Total. .. ... . a._. e racmascaceccecmtcee—ma—- 2, 060 18 2,489 156
—— i s - =
Los Angeles: '
JAPBM. o eiciiieorciacaccirctaceremerrsamacancenaa 1,53 I, 2m0 ' 13, 154 1, 841
Costa Rica .. ..o i iiiciaiinacea.a ons 86 2,07
Canal Zone. .. et m———- 2,570 28 4L 204 501
3. 0 I 5, 398 457 g, 545 716
Other . i tcrcacctecrareeae - 754 120 100 4
17 O 18, 233 ! , 271 2,120 3.m
Other Customs Districts . o -
JRPAN i iseicseiccmsueeacrinee. SR 75 t o 541 1,8
CostaRlea. ... ... . L] [ Y PR Sy eeeeeeen
Canal Zone. ... .. i iicemiiaieinana 280 3B1.... 1 .
POF . it mi-ssmssssiesmmvsmmeamemmanae 2,776 i78 15, 5835 1 489
Other. oo ccicica 1,083 134 169 kLl
V1 S 4,217 4 | 15, 467 1,845
Grand Vo8l .o ooooo e e 56,712 7, 603 ", 832 8, 744

1 Preliminary.

? Includes 6,401,000 pounds, valued at $885,000, entered through the San Francisco customs strict, and
1,391,000 pounds, valued st $169,000, entered through Hawail,

! Includes 2,516,000 pounds. valued at 800, entered ugh the New York customs distnet, and
2,288,000 pounds, valued at $125,000, entered through the San neidseo customs district

NoTE.—See notes in tables 1 and 2,
S8ouree: Complled from official statistics of the U. 8 Department of Commeroce.
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TABLE 5.—Tuna: Prices paid by United States packers for fresh or frozen domestic
tuna 1946-51

[Cents per pound)
Oregon-Washington Southern California
Albagore Albsaoore Yellowfin
Period Price Period Price . Period Price

10468, .. .....] 19.7 | 1946—January-May_ ___...__ None | 1948—January-June_________ 10.0
June-August..__._._.. 10.5 Auguat. . .. ._....._.. 10.0
July-8eptember-De- 20.5 September<«October.. ) 12.0-14.0
cember, November-December. 15.8
7. ........] 271 | 147—January-May._.. ... None | 147—January-November. .. 15.5
June-August .. . ... 20. 5 Decomber............. 17.0

September-December. 24.0
1948 . ____.._...| 30.9| lv8—Janusry-June..__... . None | 148—January-December..... 17.0

July ... 32.0

August.. . ... ........ 2.0

September. .. _.____... 3.0

Qctober_ ... ______... 28.9

November____ _______. 2.0

’ December_ . .. ... ... 28.0
1949 .. ........ 17 8 | 149—January-May. _....._. None | 1WMe—January-July. ... .... 17.0
June, . __.........._. 2.0 August-December. ... 15. 5

July-August.......... 20.0

September............ 20.0

October____.._.__..._. 17.5

November-Decomber. 20.0
95 .. ........ 19,7 | 1950—Janoary-May. . ...... None { 1850—Junusry-December. ... 15.5

June. . .. 20.0

July ... 15.8

Auguat. .. ... ....... 20.0

September. ... .- 20.0

QOctober ..... . 20.0

Novoember__ _. . 0.0

« Pecember____._______. 18.8-20.0
1950 to date _..] 150 [ 1851 —June. _______ .. .....__ 17.5 1 1961 —Junusry-June_ ... ... 15.5
toJuly 26 _______.._. 17.5 | 15.5

toAug 23... ... 16. 2

Aug. Btodate..... .. 15.0

Source. Compfiled from reports to U, 8, Fish and Wildllfe 8ervice,
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TABLE 6.—Tuna, canned in oil: United States imports

TUNA IMPORTS

Jor consumption (total and

by principal aourcu), in specified years 1931 to 1960, and January-November
18680 and 1851
January-
Nove
Country 1031 | 1035 | 1939 | 1943 1946 | 1947 1048 | 10408 I 1950 ¢
‘ 19501 1 19511
Quantity (1,000 pounds)
Japan. .. _......_... 649 | 7,113 | 7,704 Joona]aanaann 645 | 1,782 |31,895 900! 22733
Phllippine Republic._.|..._... 42 14,1 I DS --.‘:). ................ e 2‘3. ...........
British Malaya__...._.}.......0cccea-. 4 L 2 PR FUNURNURUN FDIUIUN FPDUN SRR DU DRSS B
) o o ) DRI (R I R, 341 | 3,303 | 4,547 | 4,647 | 1,561 | 222868 | 1, 08 w37
Portugal ... ...._.... 2l ™ i M 572 | 9351 1,842 | 299 11,008 | 567 »w
Allother.. v $ 284 648 506 170 804 668 | 1,120 716 | 1,217 581 117
Total.........-. 937 | 8,185 [10,128 511 | 4,730 | 6,148 | B, 254 | 4,418 |36, 496 26,8156 | 3,386
Foreign valus (1,000 doldars)
Japean. . ..._........ 127 | 1,188 {1,818 ... |....._ ® 418 | 884 12,801 (9, Tv2| 937
Philippine Republie..|....... 58 b ¥ ;. ) SR VRN (NI [P FPPNROR FpRIUR SRR S
British Malaya_.__...|.......|-——..-. 102 |..._..-| FEUUT EUUUIE N SO P U SR
) 3 o b PN R IR PR, 1,271 | 2,445 | 3,006 T34 BI8 614 amw
Portogul ......._....-. (O] O] 9 (U] 356 455 831 140 376 201 35
Allother.. .__....... 130 a8 79 325 341 515 3756 416 o 1 43
Total __......-. 166 1 1,263 | 1,660 185 { 1,052 1 3,241 | 4,770 | 2,133 (14,410 (10,833 1,34
Unit value {cents per pound) ¢
................ 10.6 16.3 1.9 . .|| W 64.8 | 49.0 40. 1 4.9 42.0
N{ﬂne Republie..]....... 132 1B.0 . il et e
Brlt Malhys......} ..._.. e emns ) £ X R RS SRS VU AU PRI SR R
...................................... 25.2| 37.8 | B53.B| s4.7 | 47.0| 358 59 3.0
Port .............. ] () 15.3 ()] 622 48.7| 456.1 6.8 34.2] 35.4 3.4
All ot er emmemcmamme 13.8 7.6 11.1 48.5 | 40.4 51.2| 4.0 | 48.3 ] 34.2] 389 3.8
Average_....... 17.7 15. 4 16.5] 323 41.2| 8527 | 57.8| 483 | 39.8 40.4 301
! Preliminary.
? Losa than 500

500 pounds.
3 Includes 197,000 pounds valued at $15,000 from Mexico.
¢ Less than $500.
$ Calculated on the rounded figures

¢ Imports too amall for compntstion of significant unit value on thousands.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U. 8. Department of Commerce.
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TaBLE 7.—Tuna, canned, in oil: United States imports for consumption, by months,
1950 and January-November 1951

Year and month Quantity |Forelgn value
1.000 pounds | 1,000 dollars

1950 ¢!
JANUATY e it ypmacacecicremcmcmmacsemamsacecmeemm—mSesmmmat 445 183
PebIUAYY ..o e e oo eccmcmcmtceceescearereecammmrr—anans 1,274 501
M aAPON ., e e e m e maeameca—acesemancanmnn 1,332 618
A DN e e e vecimAmmeme e camearsiimsmmammme e 1,813 706
MY .o i i emee i mmeemeeeratmeeemmeecsssasmret-teemmmmanceee 2, 141 B15
UM o e e e mee e eameemeat—eoet-eeemmenmsmmsmmmem-enns 2, 183 830
JUIY e iememee——e—me————- e nmeamnamrem—am—an 2,57 983
AUFUSL . et imeereacieeeeemeeemreeaoa rremmememmaneean. 4,102 1, 504
BePteINDOr .. o et imecrme o ameeem e — e mm e m——a e ee— oo n 4,138 1,783
OB, L e m e oo ca et s e 4mmmmm——mmemmme e 3, 504 1, 461
November e an e S O 3.306 1,379
Total (January-November) ... . .o ciiiiiin cieain o . 26, 815 10, B33
{11 £ (1 o N 9, 681 3, 877
Total (January-December) o iccmeaecin o e aa 38, 498 14, 410
— - — e —

Jusl: 1
TR ALY oo et eescec s e cmemeaacemcaeemneeemedmmenmeenae a53 269
o DTUAIY oo icccmierevnracecnemcravanreacmen cmetmmmcscmeees 235 04
Mareh ... et b eeeresa o -emseemmemessmtmea-easessaseemavan 612 257
3656 148
4156 215
249 85
177 86
102 39
70 30
112 {6
196 75
Total (January-November) ............ cemeemasame-cmamemmecmemeaea 3,358 1,324

! Preliminary,

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U. 8. Department of Commerce.

TABLE 8.— Wholesale prices of tuna in oil,- light meal, solid pack, 7-ounce cans,
48 lo case, broker lo wholesaler, per case, f. 0. b. Los Angeles, 1848-51

Month 1048 1040 1950 1951
JADMUATY e ir e citicciecccimer———c——————- $10.78 §516.78 $14.25 $14. 90
February _ . .o ceereicecceeccem——- 16. 75 16. 76 14.25 15. 00
March __ e ieeecamerca—ea. - 18,76 18,76 14,25 15.00
ﬂrﬂ .......................................... 16.75 16.78 14. 25 1500
BY o e cererememm—m—eme—amm——rme—————— 16. 78 16. 15 14.28 15.00
June. . .. e—e—————- 16.78 15.78 14. 28 14,12
B4 - 16. 75 18.78 14 46 12. 95
AUgust_ et n 18.75 15. 65 14. 04 12.75
Beptember. .. ... .. iecmceiccceaan 18.75 15.25 14. 81 12.75
OetobOr_ e ecm—————— 18.75 15,25 14.76 |
November. . ..o e 16.75 15.25 14.75 1
...................................... 16.75 15. 25 14.76 1
AVerBge ... ... eeieaeeeamaea- 18.78 15.04 14 40 3 14 18
} Not available.
1 January-September average.

Source: Compfled from olficial statistics of the Bureau of Labor Btatistics, Average Wholesale Prices and

Index Numbers of Individual Commoditiss.
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TABLE 9.—Certain kinds of fish (virtually all tuna) canned, not in oil: United States

tmports for consumption, by principal countries,

1 948—50 and January-No-

vember 1951.
January-
Country 1048 1949 ¢ 1950 November
1951 !
Quantity (pounds)

| 3 o 185 112 205, 944 573, ;85
o e 11, 250 73,25 7,326, 554
Chile . . e s 12, 506 40, 432 75,721 42, 147
Portugal ... .. SR 11, 651 9, 0B
Angola. . e R 7,496 | 56, 803
b (7.1 U SO 2,149 3,367 50
PN L 4 (U] S 103 2,414 3,503 68, 004

Total . ... 12, K84 79, 357 380, 915 8,014, 721

Foreign value

| oLy | $105 $6, 165 $44,778 $137, 490
Japan . 500 22, 503 2, 504, 760
8] Y 5, 366 13,048 18, 825 9, 065
Portugnl. ... oo e 3,355 2,813
ANRola. e e e e 2,387 16, 42
| 171 | O E 1,728 2, IB3 115
Allother ... . e meaieae. 41 1,876 1,163 1, 669

Total . . .. e .. 5, 512 25,313 93, 196 2,672, 141

Unit value (cents per pound)

| 2 o | S 56 8 2.7 21.7 %.0
B o NI U VI 2.2 30.7 2
Chile. e e mecm— s 42 8 323 2.2 21.5
Portugal. . ..o memecm e mc oo 2R 2.4
ANGOIB .o e e em e oo e 3.8 2.9
taly. .o U PR, 80.3 64.0 230.0
Alother e aes 30.8 77T 832 27 4

AVOTBER. .o ieeir e eemraemennn 42 8 31.9 24.5 333

¢ Preliminary.

Source: Compiled from offiofal statistics of the U. 8. Department of Commerce.
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TanLE 10.— Bonito and yellowtail, canned, in o:l, valued al more than 9 cenis per
pound, including the weight of the immediate container; United Statez tmports for

consumplion, by principal countries, 1948-60 and January-November 1951

Country 1948 1949 ¢ 1050 1 Jan- N oy
1951
Quantity (pounds)
| L o N 260, 7R 8 017, 101 8, (K%, 308 &, 6, 200
L 3 T ] [ 39, 000 78, 863 2, 481 932, 351
g £ 111 T I I 3,125 10, GO0 1,102
BT O oo . 2, hU5 10, 500
ANother o e 6. 319 2,100 1,028 N, 225
Total @ e m e immemeererecmeesesmnans 308, 108 K, 094, 189 X, 135, 102 O, 448, 578
Foroirn value
POrU . . e ccmemeamsea—————- $105, 655 $2, 060, 138 $2. 002,128 $2, K77, U4
Chile_ .. e ercecmrae e 13, 445 25, 056 23, 5u4 225, 342
S ]2 ¢ OO e 3, 248 B, 0ux 463
JaPAN e e m e cect—e e IR P 765 3, 545
Al other. o e etreme—a———- 2,478 1, 21R 579 2,343
Total . e 121, 5676 2, UsY, 630 2,032, 154 2, R0Y, 477
U'nit value (oeens per pond)
Pern .__._ . e o e e e e me e et e eme e mema————— 40 5 36 9 32. 4 0.2
O 1] [ 3¢5 126 2R. 8 24 2
SIMY e arar e e e s aercaceccc e ccesotccnec|esc et ae - 103. ¢ 7.7 42 0
JADBI e e s IO DU e .. 29. 5 N
ALl other o e e 39 2 58,0 56.3 M 4
AVCIBRO. . it e eiaiiiaaeann 97 s 9 32. 4 208

} Preliminary,

NOTE.—There were no imports of hanito and yellowtail valuedn ot over 9 eents per pound including weight
of immediate contatner in 1048-50, and January-November 1851,

Soyree- Compiled from official statistics of the U S, Department of Commeree,
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AprPENDIX III
SumMMaRrY oF Tamirr INrorMaTioN ON TuNa Fisu, FrReEsun or FrozeN
(Revised, January 1952)

This is & revision of the corresponding summary contained in Summaries of
Tariff Information, volume 16, part 4, issued by the Tariff Commission in 1950.
The revised summary brings up to date the information given in the earlier
summary.

Tariff history

PaRr. 1756, Tuna fish, fresh or frozen, whether or not packed in ice, and whether
or not whole, which was free of duty under the Tariff Act of 1922, is free of duty
als0 under the Tariff Act of 1930,

United States trade statistics

Available statistical information on United States production and imports of
fresh or frozen tuna fish is shown in table 1. Statistics on domestic exports are
not available, but exports are known to be negligible.

TUNA FISH, FREBH OR FROZEN (PAR. 1756)

TaBLE 1.—Tuna fish, fresh or frozen: United Siales produciion and imports, in
specrfied years 1932 to 1961

I . Rati)o { > -
mports for cent) of im-
Year Production consumption ports to
production
Qusantity (1,000 pounds)
B N 64, 283 7.858 12.2
108 e meiiiieimeesemesoeamneamesmemeeerammm———- 76, 367 5,936 7.8
b 4 O, 124, 228 8 23 51
08T e tteac g cmememe e amateemmm— e 1790, 684 14, 411 8.4
IO88 et ememeaiamieccmmme—eamannn= 138, 250 13, 604 9.9
)L £ P, 172 246 14, 505 &5
1848 e cimicammemean memamammensevmmrn 128, 333 1,310 1.0
1044 e eeeiiesscseacereesmmmamnmcemme———— 167, 149 3,475 21
04D . o i eiiiecicicccmamrecacscmmanmeeee——m————— 182, 540 3,074 .7
b L TN 221,838 4,167 1.9
)} L S 268, 46 9, 204 3.4
1IM8 ..., e MememsemeseeecsmmemmesemmeAeeesemmmmm—. 328, 70 0, 143 28
DR 2 L I ORI 333, 707 20, 606 82
T80 8 et e iee-seamecmemes—m———emm——en 1 308, 000 56, 712 14.2
1081 2. o e ccimcsceemmacemmase——mmmam———- 320, 000 75, 000 8.4
Value (1,000 dollars)
Foreigm value

b 4 § NS 3,041 579 19.0
l% ..................................................... 337 n3 7.0
1035 . e emencemi-t-mcescemmmemmmesesemmem——e——s 5,900 395 6.8
T8 o e e emce e eeceemcaeameee————————— 9, 586 867 8.0
FOBB o e ememee o mremascecam—ceemmEEEe. e 7, 855 803 10.2
1080 e ememesimAmttcactoemmeemeasaes 8,858 749 85
IO e cumrmmesmsescnetmmanacnve 14, 600 o9 .7
IO . tecemeceemeweccmcammmmssenssma=wer= 19, 683 319 1.6
IO . et meme e eemeecemaccaesmeasemeeanm- 21,628 433 20
IO . . e e estccici-iaecommmsmmmseme—meemm—m———= 28, 611 612 1.3
T A 43, 300 1, 237 28
T 59, 986 1,616 27
1040 1 e m e ————nnn 53,933 2,922 5.4
1050 1 e meeieceemimsasssesimmemnmaa——an ('; 7, 603 )
195 ot cwasmmesmeemvtemeEemi—c-mesesmmmee-- @ ™ @

! Preliminary.

1 Estimated.

2 Not available.

Nore.—Statistics of imports, particularly since 1049, include quantities of tuna that were caught by
United States shing veasels and are, t! re, ucts of A oan fsheries rather than actual imports
from foreign countries. dSueh quantities are est a Gt?li?g} alalzembmn between 15 and 20 percent of total

. discussion, see pp. . .
mg%rdumed l mrmdwﬁorn?romdﬂmmﬂm of the Sps Fish and Wildlife oe; imports, official statistics
of the U. B8, Department of Comimerce.
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_ COMMENT
Description and uses

Several species of fish are known in different countries as tuna, In the United
States, however, only six species are entitled to be labeled ‘“tuna’ when canned,
and this practice follows generally with respect to the fish marketed fresh or
frozen, ese species are:

(1) Albacore (Germo alalunga)

(2) Yellowfin SlNeotheunnm, acroplerus)

(3) Bluefin (Thunnus sp.)

(4) Skipjack (Kalsuwonus pelamis)

(5) Oriental tuna (Thunnus orsentalss)

(6) Little tuna (Euthynnus alleteralus) -

The closely related species, bonito (Sarda sp.) and Pacific yellowtail (Seriola
dorsalis), are not marketed as tuna, although they are generally caught by tuna
fishermen, and a large part of the catch is packed by tuna canners in substan-
tially the same manner as tuna.

Tuna is marketed for human consumption in several forms: Fresh, frozen,
canned, salted, boiled, and dried. A substantial proportion of the frozen tuna
is canned before reachin the ultimate consumer. aste from the processing
and packing plants is utilized in the production of fish oil and fish meal, which
are dealt with in other summaries under paragraphs 52 and 1780, respectively.

World production and trade

One or more of the six species of tuna named above are found in varying quan-
tities in tropical and temperate waters throughout the world. The more im-
portant known fisheries, however, are off the Pacific coast of the Western Hemi-
sphere from the northwestern United States to Chile, off southern Japan and the

onin and Ryukyu Islands, and off the Philigpine Republic, the Hawalian Islands,
the Union of South Africa, Portugal, and the Mediterranean countries.

In the decade before World War {1 the annual world catch of tuna averaged
about three-quarter billion pounds. Japan was the largest producer, accounting
for almost two-thirds of the world catch; the United States catch (including
Hawaii) amounted to about one-fourth of the total; south European and nort
Afl:ics.n countries and the Philippines Republic accounted for most of the re-
mainder.

Available data are insufficient for estimating the world catch of tuna since the
war. It is known, however, that it declined substantially from prewar levels,
and that there has been a decided shift in the volume of the catoh by the different
countries. The United States annual catch since the war has greatly exceeded
that of any prewar vear, the 1950 catch (estimated at 398 million pounds) being
the largest in the history of the industry. (See table 1.) There were also sub-
stantial increases in the catches of other countries which theretofore were of
relatively minor importance in world production, but these increases have not
offset the t war-induced decline in the catch By Japan. Recent information
indicates, however, that the tuna fisheries of Japan are recovering rapidly from
the effecta of the war, and it is estimated that the 1951 catch has reached 280
million pounds.

The great bulk of the Japanese catch of tuna was, and continues to be, marketed
within that country and a large part of the supply marketed there is consumed
raw. Most of the tuna frozen in Japan before World War 11 was for export, and
about 95 percent of the total exports came to the United States for canning by
the domestic canning industry. Only a small part of the Japanese catch was
canned in that country, and almost all of the canned product was for export. In
the immediate postwar period Japanese exports of fresh and frozen tuna to the
United Btates were nil or relatively small, but in 1950 and in the first 10 months
of 1951 they reached levels several times as high as those prevailing in the prewar
years and constituted over 90 percent of total Japanese exports of fresh or frozen
tuna. Also, most recently Japan has begun to export to the United States a new
product—tuna canned in brine—which enters at a rate of duty of 12} percent ad
valorem.! The increase in imports into the United States of this product in 1951
is attributable largely to the fact that the 12)% percent ad valorem duty on tuna
canned in brine is a relatively low duty in comparison with the duty of 45 percent

! Under the Tariff Act of 1030 tuna canned in brine was dutiable at 25 percent ad valorom. This rate was
raduge;l lt&;he now applicable 1214 percent ad valorem in the trade agreement with Ieeland, effective No-
vem
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ad valorem on tuna canned in oil which became effective with the termination of
the trade agreement with Mexico.?

Most other foreign countries en d in the tuna fishery can a part of their
catch, but the proportion =0 utilized 18 not known. Some foreign countries, par-
ticularly those which have first became important producers in the postwar period,
can the bulk of their catch and export the canned product rather than the fesh or
frozen fish. United States capital is invested in some of these foreign fishing and
canning enterprises.

United Stales production

Although there have been decided fluctuations from year to year in the United
States catch of tuna, there has been a distinet upward trend almost from the in-
ception of the tuna-canning industry in about 1907. The total catch was only
25 million pounds in 1916; it increased to 64 million pounds in 1931, to 183 million
pounds in 1945, and to an estimated 398 million pounds in 1950, but declined to an
estimated 320 million pounds in 1951. (See table 1.) United States catch, by
species, is shown in table 2.

TaARLE 2.—Tuna fish, fresh or frozen: Uniled States production, by speries, specified
years 1981 to 1949

19313 {19351 | 10371 | 1030 | 1043 | 1044 | 10453 | 1946 | 1947 | 148 | 1949

Quantity (1,000 pounds)

Albacore____. _ . 37) 2,448} 2,520] 18,922 37, 510| 52, 795] 30, 483| 24, 142) 26, Ri4] 49, 93] 54, T4
Bluefin or horse

mackere]...___._._. 3,855] 25, 739| 13, 717] 12, 785| 10,659] 21,173| 21,968} 23, 216] 21,925 9,528 7,128
Littletuna. .. _. ... {.._._..{1....... AT IR A 302 340 662 a2 730

Skinjack or striped. .| 22.630] 22,070 59, 891| 30,121] 28, <64] 30,037| 33.348] 41, 088] 52, 749| 60, 654] 80, 512
Yellowfin_ . ___._._.1 37 741| 73,971 03 556|110, 418| 49, 261] 83, 144] x7. 148|127, 2470153, 510199, 427|190, 543

Total _.......__} 64,263]|124, 228/170, 684,172, 246(126, 333 1_67 1491182, 549|221, 838|268, 946{328, 270,333, 707

Value (3,000 doliars)

Albacore. .. . 3j 200{ 307| 1,008] 6,104 8,668 7,607| 4 784 6, TRO{ 14,650 10,089
Bluefin or horse
mackerel......._ __. 91 1,161 761 6377 1,032 2,054 2.226| 2Z,340| 3,435| 1,310 71
Littletuna. ... __.d.____ . ...._. U RN IR 6 10 27 604 52
Bkipjack or striped. .. Ri0 932 2958 1,300 2,583 2,604 2,982 4.283] 7,628] 0 534 11,928
Yellowfig_..____.___.. 2,087 3,708 5 560] 5,912 4,851] 6,200 B8, 717| 14,614 23,920 33, 406| 20, U0
Total .. _._ ... 3,041| 6,000 9 586 8,858 14,600{ 19, 683! 21,628 26,611} 43, 390| 50, 088| 53, 931

Unit value (per pound)

Albacore ... ... 81 s.20 87 53 163 164 195 19.8 253 206 183
Bluefin or horse
mackerel. .. ____.__. 5.0 4.5 5.5 500 970 97 101 101 157 3.8 129
Littletuna_ ... fouec bomomae oo e 2.0 29 4«1 10.0 7.1
Skipjack or striped. . . 3.6 42 4.9 43 891 90 80/ 104 145 157 14.8
owfin.__._.. feeit 64 50 59 &4 o9 o9 100 15 156 168 163
Average..__..... 4.7 4.B 5.6 5.1 1.6 u.lﬂ 11.8] 1220 16.1] 18.3 162

i Includes the Hawaiian catch.

NotE.—The statistics shown above do not include certain quantities of ttuna that were caught by United
States fishing vessels and were, in fact, products of American fisheries, but were recorded as imports from
foreign countries, Such fish becamne particularly significant beginning with 1949, For dstailed disenssjon,
see Dp. 16-17 of this summary, .

Sottrce: Compfied trom official statistics of the U. B. Fish and Wildlife S8ervice.

In the United States substantially the entire catch of tuna is now canned in
oil, as is most of the imported fresh and frozen tuna. The domestic tuna fishery
is thus dependent upon, and has expanded because of, the increasing domestic
demand for the canned product.

t Under the Tarifl Act of 1630 tuna canned in oil was dutisbie at 30 porcent ad valorem. This rate was in-
creased to 4b perpent ad valorem by Presidential proclamation, eflective January 1834, under sec 336 of the
Tariff Act of 1930, following an investigation by the Tariff Commission. In the trade agreement with
Mexico the duty was reduced to 224 percent ad valorem, effective January 1943. With the termination of
the trade agreement with Mexico, the duty reverted to 45 percent ad valorem, effective January 1951.
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The United States tuna fishery is operated from three widely separated areas:
The North Atlantic States, the Hawaiian Islands, and the Pacific Coast States.
Considering the tuna fishery as a whole, the Atlantic coast and Hawaiian indus-
tries are relatively small,

North Atlantic States.—The catch of the Atlantie coast is limited to two species:
(1) bluefin or horse mackerel and (2) little tuna. Most of the catch of bluefin
is marketed fresh or frozen, but the bulk of the little tuna is canned. The catch
of bluefin is largely the result of fishing operations for other species; the fisher
for little tuna is a postwar development. In 1949, the latest irear for whic
statistics are available for this area, the Atlantic coast catch of bluefin was only
2,738,000 pounds and that of little tuna 730,000 pounds.

Hawaiian Islands.—In the Hawaiian Islands tuna-fishing operations before
the war were carried on in vesselr of the sampan type, owned and operated largely
by Japanese nationals residing in the islands. Virtually the entire catch was
marketed locally as fresh fish until the establishment of a tuna cannery about
1917. Since then fishing operations have increased grentliy, the canner{ taking
nearly all of the increase in catch, as the demands of the fresh-fish market were
not subject to pronounced variations. The catch increased fromn slightly lesas
than 5 million pounds in 1925 to 15 million pounds in 1940.

Following the attack on Pearl Harbor the cannery suspended operations.
Some of the larger tuna sampanr were taken for naval duty, and the fishermen
of Japanese nationality were not permitted to continue operations. As a result,
the catch dropped to only 38,000 pounds in 1942; it gradual:ﬁ' increased in subse-
quent years, particularly after 1944, and in 1949 was 11 million pounds, a lar,
part culy which was canned for shipment to continental United States. Since the
war exploratory trips have been made to islands within a wide radius of the
Hawaiian Islands, with a view to expanding the Hawaiian fishing and canning
operations.

Pacific Coast States.—Morce than 90 percent of the total United States catch
of tuna is landed in the three Pacific Coast States. Until about 1937 the com-
metrcial fishing for tuna from continental United States ports was almost exclu-
sively a California industry.

The Washington-Oregon tuna fishery began in 1937, in which year the catch
amounted to 1.5 million pounds; in 1940 it wax 10.8 million pounds. Plants in
the area, geared to canning other species of fish, were not immediately able to
handle the entire catch of tuna as landed. Consgquently, some of the fish were
frozen and sold to California packers for canning in their plants. Expansion in
Washington and Oregon, however, was soon undertaken and the local canning
plants caught up with the landings. These landings of albacorc increased to
18.2 million pounds in 1945, dropped to 6.1 million pounds in 1946; they reached
14.3 million pounds in 1948 but declined to 9.8 million pounds in 1950,

Until about 1947 the Washington-Oregon tuna fishing and cauning industries
were confined entirely to albacore. Since the war, however, the industry of these
States. has underiaken the operation of floating refrigerator-transport vessels in
conjunction with firhing vessels operating in distant waters. In the years 194850
these transport vessels landed several cargoes of tuna at Astoria, Oreg., which
were caught below the international boundary line as far south as the Galdpagces
Islands. The landings consisted of yellowfin, bluefin, and skipjack, with yellowfin
the predominant species. Some of these entries were not recorded in preliminary
statistics of United States production, nor as imnports into the United Etates from
a foreign country, but as products of American fisheries received at ports of the
United States.

As previously stated, nearly all tuna caught by United States fisherman, or
imported fresh or frozen, is now taken by the canning industry. The fishing and
canning industries, particularly of California, are thus closely allied; some of the
capneries have an invested interest in some of the tuna-fishing vessels, and some
of the vessel owners and operators own stock in the canneries,

Tuna canning was first undertaken in California about 1907; in 1911 two packirg
plants in southern Califorma canned 480,000 pounds of tuna, utilizing about 850,-
000 pounds of fresh fish. From this modest beginning the California fishery has
expanded to a cateh of 99 miilion pounds in 1930, and to an estimated 375 million
pounds in 18950.

During the early years of the tuna operations in California, albacore was the
only species caught and canned, but as supplies of albacore off the California coast
were scrmewhat erratic the canners began utilizing yellowfin, bluefin, and skipjack.
Albacore practically disappeared from the California coast ahout 1927; vellowfin
became the leading species caught, and has held that position ever since. The
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E;oportions of the several species in the total California catch 1n specified years
ve been as follows:

Bpeclos 1920 1930 140 1947 1050
< Pereent | Percent | Percent | Percent | Percent
A DAOOTe. ...t rcmeaeceae——————- 42.1 01 2.8 5.6 15.2
YeoWAN . .. iiricdeeomaereeernanshane, 4.9 57.0 5.1 6.3 50.1
L TSN 35.2 2.1 10.2 89 .7
BRIDIBCK . oo e e e racean. s 17.8 0.4 2.9 2.2 4.0
00.0 100 O

Motal e ceae e e 100 O- 100 O 100 0 | 1

Increasing demands for the ecanned product and apparent inadequate supplies
of tuna off the California coast led the California fishing fleet to exploit waters off
the coast of Lower California. By 1923 dependence upon tuna from the coast of
Mexico had become one of the most important developments in the domestic
Pacific coast fisheries. Fishing for tuna off the coart of Mexico wax developed
almost entirely by United States capital and fishermen.

By 1831 the tuna fishery had been extended to equatorial watem, which sub-
sequently became the chief fishing grounds of United States vessels. Both bluefin
and albacore reappeared off the coast of California in 1934; but a= it was ap-
parent that the runs of these species might be sporadic, the taking of yellow
off the coasts of Mexigo and Central and South American couuntrics became the
backbone of the United States tuna-fishing industry. The relation of the eatch
in waters off California and in waters south of the international houndary to the
total California landings, in specified years, has been as follows:

| Percent)
Area 20 | 1030 | 1040 | 1047 | 19401
Off CalIOTOIB .. oo ot e e a—aaaa pee| 191 141 o R ' 73
Waters south of international boundary .. . ... ... .... o 1.2| 809, K5 8! 00732 ‘ 027
Total........ e, e e —————— 1weol| woo| woof 1000 1 100 o

——— P -

t Breakdown of landl.ng ? to oﬂg‘ln {» not available for 1950 or 181, It is probable that the declining
importance of the cateh off Californis relative to total Californis landings has continued.

As the fishery extended its operationr below the California-Mexico boundary,
the small vessels originally employed in that area were gradually abandoned and
larger, faster vessels equipped with refrigeration replaced them. These vessels
congist almost entirely of two types-—purse seiners and clippers, the latter fishing
with hooks and lines and using live bait for chumming. The vessels emploved
by the albacore fishery remain smaller and catch tuna by trolling or by use of live
bait, many of the vessels being able to use both methods, '

A large number of the purse seiners are employed in both the tuna and pilehard
fisheries, the fishery for tuna being carried on during the closed season for pil-
chards, which normally extends from March I to July 31. Most of these vessels
are equipped with refrigeration fatilities, and aithough some of them have oper-
ated as far south as the Galapagos Islands, limited cruising range and Kmited
facilities for preserving the catch over an extended period restrict their fishing
operations largely to the area off the coast of Mexico. .

The tuna clippers or bait boats, on the other hand, fish for tuna the vear round.
When first introduced these vessels also were restricted in their areax of operation
by al imited cruising radius and inadequate refrigeration facilities. Most clippers
then preserved their catch with ice. But as the fishery expanded, larger clippers
were built, with a cruising range of over 10,000 miles and with mechanical
refrigeration systems. Thus equipped, they are Eenen.lly able to remain away
from port until they have a fuli cargo without risk of spoilage. Therc are about
220 of these long-range clippers now in operation and they account for more than
70 percent of the yellowfin or skipjack landings or more than one-half of the entire-
United States catch of all species of tuna.

The purse seiners frequently fish in what the Mexican Goverument recards as
Mexican territorial waters, or put into Mexican ports, and these vessels must
obtain for each trip Mexican fishing permits. The tuna clippers, on the other
hand, eatch most of their tuna on the high seas, but obtain live bait in the terri-
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torial waters of Mexico or one of the Central American countries. If bait is to
be taken in Méxican waters a bait permit for each trip must be obtained from the
Mexican Government before the vessel leaves for the fishing grounds.

Mexican charges for both fishing and bait permita are based upon the registered
net tonnage of the vessel. Vessels using Mexican fishing and bait permits are
also subject to other charges, generally on an annual basis. Thesc chargea are
for registration of the vessel, measurement of nets, and individual licenses for
members of the crew. There is also an additional trip fee to cover inspection of
the catch taken by vessels operating with Mexican fishing and bait permits.
The Mexican Government maintains offices in San Pedro and San Diego, Calif.,
for issuing permits, etc., to United States fishermen and for inspecting the catch
by vessels operating under Mexican fishing and bait permits.

The dependence of some of the United States fishing vessels upon bait, port, and
fishing privileges in certain Central and South American countrier has led these
countries also to use these privileger as a means of raising revenue by the imposi-
tion of taxes or assessments, generally on a tonnage baais,

United States imports and exporls

During the 10 years ended 1940 the average annual imports of tuna were 8.7
million pounds and ranged from 5.0 million pounds in 1932 to 14.8 million pounda
in 1939. The share of each country in total imports during this period was as
follows:

Country of shipment: Prreent
BB . . e et e e eeacmeaie cmeeeaaaan 62. 3
Costa RiCA - - oo e o e dememram . ——— e 23. 5
% 04 1o TR 5 2
Panama._ ____ ... e .-a m et mme e — o ———- 4.9
Canada . e e m e mem—emm——e e em—e——u 31
Other couDtIIeS . | _ . e e me e me et caceraccoen 1.0
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TaBLE 3.—Tuna fish, fresh or frozen: United States imports for consumption, by

?;?icipal sources, in specified years, 1931 to 1960 and January-October 1950 and

Jantg;rwy-Oc-
1
Counntry 1931 | 1035 1939 1043 | 1946 (10471 |19481 1049 | 1950
‘ 1950 1951
Quantity {1,000 pounds)
-
Caosta Rica_ ... |oo.-l)oo... 8,003 |1,061 '2,854 |7,283 (3,050 | 10,078 | 9,621 | 9,367 3,2
Japsh.........coooo..-10,812 (5,688 { 5,202 |____.. ceccae)eeeae-|2,392 | 2,839 | 25,369 | 20,248 | 35 591
Canal Zoney. ......_._. 171 226 L) ) (SRR VO IR 956 | 5904 | 4,254 | 8374
Cenadas. ...oooooo_.. 140 173 340 | 128 | 836 | 897! 220 1.4 891 850 GR
Mexico. ... 88D 196 §........ 131 773 916 |1, 084 1, 990 50 50 3
%euador ............................................... ceee--11,008 | 1,026 973 o3 610
7 4 ) JRUUPNRIPIN Soupupuyaysy PSRRI SIpSPSPRp PRI M eme—-.] 485 ] 2,327 1 13,256 | 10,008 | 19, 544
Allother. .. ceeieeleeeeefeecaea 300 |____.. 4 108 |.___.. 156 648 0‘. A7 531
Total ...e......|7,858 |6, 283 | 14, 595 |1, 330 |4, 167 |9,204 |O, 143 | 20,606 | 56,712 | 46,406 | 68,015
Forelgn value (1,000 dollars)
Costa Rioa_ ... ... |- . |----.. 355 66 ! 334 | 821 307 1, 527 1,382 1,344 408
JApan. . eeioeeno. 530 | 385 328 | |emeen e 537 4421 4,000 3,38 | b5, 188
Canal Zoned.......__. | 13 F: < ) AR PN S I PR 129 T3 531 1,110
Canadad_ ... _.____. 8 8 15 20| 138| 253 61 217 102 100 10
Metloo. ... 490 . N [ 13| 140 | 154 | 480 33 10 wo{ ®
Beuador. .. ....ccomeeeo]ocmcnaccaccloamacniaosacccfecnacaloacnas 112 131 130 130 65
Pertr. .. oo cmmeeaeeeen e ees (R . R - 30 131 1,196 922 1,716
Alother_ . .ceeeeci)eramac]eaene 18 ... U] 2 - 100 ¢ 100 65
Total __._......_. 579 305 749 99 612 |1,237 (1,818 | 2,922 7.603 4, 520 8, 560
Unit value {cents per pound) ¢
CostaRica. .. .. __ | ]--.aa. 44: 62 |1L.7|11.3)|130 15.2 14. 4 14. 4 12. 4
Japan.. ..o ccmaenunno. 7.8 6.4 8.3 .| .. 2.4 15.6 15.8 16.7 i4 6
Canal Zoned. ... ..... 8.0 58 L 9 T U PRI PR SR 13 & 13. 1 1.5 13.3
Canada?d. .. .o 53 4.0 4.2 |15.8|25.8 | 2.2 | 27.6 17.6 1.4 11.6 14.6
Mexioo. . e 45 43 [-cee....|10.1 ]| 181|188 | 4.2 16. 2 19.7 19.7 1.6
Beuador. .o oo ovaec oo oo e fee e e e 11.2 12.7 13. 4 13. 4 10.7
) 5Ty + VUINIPIPNNY HRPOIN PRt PRI JNpRpty NPSPNRIPY NP 61 5.6 9.0 8.1 88
Allother.  _ . . ____feocoooi]eeeen- 8.0 ... 8.7 ' N0 U S 13. 4 15.3 15.3 120
Average..... ... 7.4 6.3 5.1 7.0 | 14.7 | 13.4 | 17.7 4.2 13.6 14.0 12.6
1 Preliminary.
1 Data for 1631 and 1635 are for Canal Zone and Panama combined.
1 Includes Newfoundland and Labrador beg 1950,
¢ Inoludes 328,000 pounds, valued at $62,000, from Norway.
§ Lass than $500

s Oaloulated on the exact (I. e., unrounded) figures.

Notx.—The figures shown above, fcularly for Costa Rica and the Canal Zone and particularly since
1049, include substantia! quantities of tuna that were caught by United States fishing vessels and sre, there-
fore, ucts of American fisheries rather than actual itlﬂaort.s from foreign countries. Such fish are eati-
ma to have constituted from 15 to 20 percent of total recorded imports shown above. For detailed
discussion see pp. 1617 of this summary.

Source: Compiled from the official statistics of the U. 8. Department of Commerce.

Imports from Canada during the prewar decade consisted almost entirely of
bluefin tuna or horse mackerel, which was entered through the 1'nited States east
coast ports and nearly all sold for immediate consumption in the New England
and Middle Atlantic States. Imports from other sources entered almost entirely
through the Los Angeles and San Diego customs districts, where they were taken
by the domestic canning industry.

Prior to 1932 imports from Japan consisted almost exclusively of frozen albacore;
but in subsequent prewar years, bluefin, yellowfin, and skipjack constituted about
one-third of the total. Imports from other sources consisted primarily of yellow-
fin tuna.

From the outbreak of World War II until 1948 there were no imports of tuna
from Japan, and total imports dro;;{ped to a low of 1.3 million pounds, of which .1
million pounds came from Costa Rica. Since the end of the war, however, im-
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ports have inoreased greatg' and bef;inning with 1949 they far exceeded the grewar
volume (see tables 1 and 3), reaching a peak of 68 million pounds in the first 10
months of 1951.

In the immediate postwar period most of the imports came from Central and
South American countries, but beginning with 1950 Japan assumed a commanding
lead as the principal supplier and maintained that position during the first 10
months of 1951 as well. In the latter period the percentages of total imports
supplied by the several countries were as follows:

Country of shipment: FPercent
JAPBD . e e e e em—e———m e ————————————— 52. 8

) o o F RPN 28. 7
Canal ZoNe _ o o o e e e e m— e mm—mme 12. 3
Costa RiCa _ _ _ o e e emmeemme o 4.0
Allother. o o e e e e ececaceccccccc—————————— 1.8

T Ot e o e e e e ———— 100. 0

In using the statistics of imports given in this summary, it should be noted that,
particularl(i' since 1949, the statistics include not only tuna caught by foreign
vessels and shipped to the United States but also tuna caught by United States
fishing vessels and transferred at sea to freezer-transport vessels of foreign or
United States registry, and then entered at United States ports as imports from a
foreign country, Also, some quantities of the tuna caught by United States
fishing vessela were landed in a foreign country, frozen there and transshipped to
the United States where they too were entered as imports. Inasmuch as imports
of fresh or frozen tuna caught by foreign fishing vessels enter free of duty under
paragraph 1756 as do the products of American fisheries under paragraph 1!1'30 (a),
there is no financial incentive for the importer of fresh or frozen tuna to digtinguish
between actual import~ and products of American fisheries. The recent practice
of entering such shipments as imports under paragraph 1756 rather than as

roducts of American fisheries under paragraph 1730 (a) is attributable to the
act that under the latter paragraph, in addition to the regular entry papers; the
importer also must go to the additional trouble of producing affidavite and other
documentary Jxroof that the conditions of entry under paragraph 1730 (a) have
been complied with. Thus entry under paragraph 1756 is much simpler than
entry under paragraph 1730 (a).

It is not known precisely what proportions of the fresh or frozen tuna reported
in official statistics as imports were actually caught by United States fishing
vessels and should have heen classified as products of American fisheries. It is
believed, however, that in the case of one or two Central American countries
which are known to have virtually no fishery industries, a large part of the
imports recorded from those countries actually resulted from United States
rather than from foreign fishing operations. Of the total recorded imports from
all countries probably less than 20 percent in 1950 and probably less than 15
percent in 1951 were ?roducts of American fisheries rather than actual imports.

Before World War II more than 90 percent of the total imports from all sources
entered through the San Diego and Los Angeles customs districts and were taken
by the California canners. Since the war increasing proportions of the total
imports have entered through the Washington and Oregon customs district for
canning in those States. Such imports were 57 *rcent of the total in 1950, but
only 33 percent in the first 10 months of 1951. The San Diego and Los Angeles
customs districts accounted for about 36 percent of the total imports in 1950 and
for 45 percent of the total in the first 10 months of 1951. A postwar development
has been the importation from Peru of substantial quantities of tuna which
entered through the New York customs district and was taken by Atlantic coast
eanners.

United States exports of fresh and frozen tuna are not separately reported,
but they are known to be negligible.

94754528



28 TUNA IMPORTS

(The reports of the Departments of Agriculture and Commerce
were subsequently supplied for the record:)

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,

Washington, D. C., February 7, 1958.
Hon. WarLtER F. GEORGE, ' v

Chairman, Commitiee on Finance,
United States Senate.

DEar SEnaTor: This will acknowledge your request of October 25, 1951, for a
report on H. R. 5693, an act to amend the Tariff Act of 1930, s0 as to impose certain
duties upon the imE:rtation of tuna fish, and for other purposes.

This act, which has passed the House of Representatives and is now pending
before the Senate Committee on Finance, would impose a duty of 3 cents per
pound on importations of fresh or frozen tuna fish for a limited period terminating

jor to April I, 1953. Fresh or frozen tuna fish at present is duty free and is not

cluded as an item in any trade agreement. Tuna fish canned in oil is subject
to a duty of 45 percent ad valorem, and tuna fish canned in brine is subject to a
du%y of 12% percent ad valorem,
he act also would direct the Tariff Commission to undertake an investigation
of the competitive position of the domestic tuna industry, and to report the results
of its investigation to the Congress on or before January 1, 1953. Such report
would indicate the effect upon the competitive position of the domestic tuna
industry of the rate of duty that would be imposed, so as to assist the Congress in
determining what chanfe, if any, should be made in such rate of duty.

The Secretary of the Interior would be required to make a comprehensive stud
of the long-range position of the domestic tuna industry and to recommend suec
measures as may be appropriate to promote necessary adjustments so that the
industry may achieve and maintain a sound position in the domestic economy.
A report of his study and recommendations would be submitted to the Congress
on or before January 1, 1953.

Generally speaking, responsibility for fish and fish products, including tuna,
is vested in the Secretary of the Interior rather than in this Department, and we
understand that you have requested a report on H. R. 5693 from that Depart-
ment. The Department of Agriculture has some limited respongibilities for fish,
such as those given us as part of our over-all responsibility for food, under the
Defense Production Act of 1950, as amended. These latter include responsibilit
for determining requirements for fish, for making any necessary allocations of fis
supplies to claimants, and, if required, for domestic distribution controls over fish
and fish produets.

Under these circumstances, our comments will be limited to the effect of the
proposed bill on the Nation's food supplies and on exports of agricultural com-
modities to those countries now supplying us with fresh and frozen tuna.

The proposed bill probably would have little effect on supplies of canned tuna
(the principal form in which fresh tuna i~ consumed in this country) or on other
nations’ food supply. As indicated in the hearings before a subcommittee of the
Committee on Ways and Means, House of Representatives, -n H. R. 5429 (a bill
to amend the Tariﬂct of 1930, so a3 to impose certain dutiev up n the importation
of tuna fish), there is some questinn as to whether the duty ¢t 3 cents per pound
waoutd prohibit all imports cf fresh tuna fish. These hearings also indicated that
the domestic tuna fishing industry is large and apparently is capable of expanding
its catch to meet any domestic demand for tuna fish in the foreseeable future.
Canned tuna is important in the total supply of canned fish, representing about
one-third of the annual per capita consumption of 4% pcunds of canned fish.
However, it is a relatively small part of our total per capita consumption of fish,

This Department must also consider possible indirect effects of any bill, such
as H. R. 5693, on our exports cf agricultural commodities. If foreign countries
are unable to market their products in this ccuntry, their potential deilat earnin%s
are not realized and their purchases from this country may be correspondingly
restricted.

Imports of fresh and frozen tuna had a foreizn value of nearly $8 million and
represented about 14 percent of estimated domestic production of fresh tuna in
1950.

The four countries (Japan, Costa Rica, Ecuador, and Peru) which s:f)plied us
with the largest quantity of fresh tuna fish in 1950 purchased a total of $379
million of agricultural commodities, the equivalent of 70 percent of our total
exports to such countries. Japan, which supplied over half of our imported [fresh
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and frozen tuna fish, imported $219 million of United States cotton alone and
$135 million of other agricultural products in 1950. '
While not objecting to the passage of the bill, we feel it necesaa? to point out
that a reduction of imports of fresh or frozen tuna fish might result indirectly in a
reductinn of our agricultural exports.
The Bureau of the Budget advises that, from the standgnint of the program of
the President, there is no objection to the submission of this report.
Sincerely yours, i
CHARLES F. BRANNAN, Secretnry.

DePARTMENT OF COMMERCE,
Washington, March 8, 195%.
Hon. Warter F. Georce,
Chairman, Commiliee on Finance,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

Dear MRg. CrairMaN: I understand that the proposed legislation with respect
to tariffs on fresh or frozen tuna, H. R, 5693, is now before your committee.

It is the view of this Department that the imposition of the proposed import
dutv of 3 cents per pound an an article which has entered duty free under the
Tariff Acts of 1922 and 1930 is premature and that it fails to take account of the
conflicting interests involved. If it is assumed that the duty will benefit our
domestic tuna-fishing industry, it is reasonable to expect that the interests of our
canners, carriers, dealers, ahd consumers will be adversely affected. Even the
expectation of more profitable fishing operations by our tuna fleet may be to some
extent illusory, if the upward Eressure on prices dircourages consumption, or if the
imposition of the duty on fresh fish acts as a stimulus to imports of canned tuna in
brine, because of its relatively more favorable tariff status.

The bill recognizes the complexity of the problem, due partly to the interde-
pendence of the trade and tariff status of tuna in its chief commercial forms, by
providing for investigation by qualified experts of the industry’s short and long-
range problems. In a sense, however, it anticipates the findings of these investi-
gators and provides for the temporary application of a substantial duty on total
imports.

{")‘rom the viewpoint of the domestic economy our chief concern is the risk
inherent in tariff legislation of favoring one group at undue expensc tn others
including those who suffer indirectly through a loss of export markets. We would
also like to avoid any unnecessary restriction of imports by means of higher
import duties, because of the inflationary effect exerted by a reduction in the total
supply of goods and the upward pressure on prices.

e have also considered the international cconomic implications of the pro-
posed duty and are troubled by its effect on our trade and over-all economie
relations with Japan and Latin America. Bince the United States is the best
overseas customer for Japanese tuna, an export product exceeded in importance
only by silk, any material impairment to marketing opportunities in this country
might have serious repercussions on the Japanese economy, Several Latine
American countries, including important suppliers of materials essential to our
defense effort, have expressed concern at the prospect of an import duty on
fresh or frozen tuna, and we mav find it difficuit to reconcile the erection of this
new tariff barrier with our traditional cooperative approach to hemisphere trade
and economic development problems.

A review of available statistics on domestic production and imports of tuna
in the three main categories does not seem to indicate a need for the proposed
protection. Our catch has been increasing steadily, even though imports have
been growing with somewhat greater rapidity. During the war and immediate
postwar years there were naturally distortions in the trade picture, and in 1950,
due to a combination of circumstances, the competition from imports hecame
more severe. In 1951, however, imports declined, and in the early weeks of 1952
the pressure of imported fish on the market seems to have eased still further.

For the reasons hereinbefore stated, the Department of Commerce is opposed
to legislation such as H, R. 5693. If, however, the enactment of such legislation
appears to be inevitable, we are inclined to favor such a modification in the
provigsions of H. R. 5693 as would make the 3 cents per pound duty applicable
to imports in excess of a specified quantity. Such a duty-free quota might be
established on an annual basis of between 25 and 30 million pounds, and prob-
ably should be made subject to allocation by countries and quarterly periods
so that it can be administered equitably and in & manner designed to spreati
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fmports through the year. Such a quota does not appear excessive in the light.

of annual imporie during the last-3 years, ,which have avera. about 40 miil‘?:n

unds, or in relation to our domestic cateh, which is estimated to have averaged
50 million pounds during the same period.

You will appreciate, I am sure, that these suggestions are based on our feeling
of responsibility for the welfare of all segments of our economy and an earnest
desire to do what we can to preserve a condial atmosphere in our commerce with
fn%‘r;dly coatgltneg.b

e are advised by the Bureau of the Budget that it would inte ose no obj
tion to the submission of this report to yuurdgcommit.tee. P objeo-

It we can be of further assistance to you in this matter, please call upon us.

Sigcerely yours,

CrABLES SAWYER, Secretary of Commerce.

The CrarrMaN. We also have a number of letters which will be
entered in the record.

One from W. L. Clayton of Anderson, Clayton & Co.

Mr. Clayton was formerly in the State Department.

One from the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce through its
president, to which is attached a report from the world trade com-
mittee and World Trade Association of the San Francisco Chamber
of Commerce. _ :

3 One from the Federation of Economic Organizations, Tokyo,
apan,

i statement from the general manager of the Tuna Boat Owners’
Association of Honolulu,

A statement from the International Bank, Washington, D. C.,
which should go in this morniug with the other official letters.

A statement from the National Foreign Trade Council, Inc., of
New York, on the bill before the committee.

Also from the Wisconsin Council of CFU Lodges, through its
president.

And one from the Japan Chamber of Commerce and Industry.

(The letters referred to are as follows:),

ANDERsON, CLaYTON & Co, (Incorporated),
Houston 1, Tex., December 21, 1961,
Hon. WaLTER GEORGE,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C,

Deag SEnaTOR GEORGE: My attention has been called to H. R. 5693 which I
believe is now before your Finance Committee. I am informed that the bill has
already passed the House.

I know nothing about the tuna fisheries business but I am thoroughly convinced
that the principle involved in H. R. 5693 is a vicious one and if applied generally
would completely destroy our reciprocal trade agreements program.

This bill proposes to impose a heavy duty on the importation of tuna fish and
then have trl;e ariff Commission to make an investigation to see whether such
duty is justified. I respectfully submit that the investi%ation should take place
first. You know how difficult it is, once a tariff rate is frozen into our statutes,
to get it out. N _

May I respectfully say that the present world position of the United States
economically, financially, and politically demands that our policy should be such
as to greatly increase our imports from the rest of the world. If, under these
circumstances, we start devising means of reducing these imports in order to
satisfly small groups of selfish domestic producers, who really are never satisfied
until they have a complete monopoly of the market, we will be setting the clock
back half“Y a century. i ] ] .

Asking your usual earnest and careful consideration of this matter and with
kindest regards and every good wish to you and your family for Christmas and
1952, Isremainl,

incere ours,
oYy W, L, CLayToN.
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SaN Francisco CRAMBER oF COMMERCE,
San Francisco 4, Caltf., December 28, 1951.
Hon. J. LEroY JoansoN,

The House of Representatives, House Office Butlding,
Washington, D. C.

My DEar MR. JornsoN: The San Francisco Chamber of Commerce has long
supported an international trade policy based on a free competitive system in\
order that two-way trade may be developed to the fullest extent. It has always
supported the reciprocal trade agreements prografh which has obtained conces-
sions for United States exports in exchange for reductions in our tariff rates to
permit increased imports into the United States,

In several recent instances the Congress has taken precipitate action in estab-
lishing a duty or permitting a control to be applied through administrative
provision, thus circumventing the established procedures of the Congress.

In recent action, the House of Representatives approved the imposition of a
3-cent import duty on imports of fresh and frozen tuna fish, We feel that such
action was taken without full consideration of all factors involved. We feel that
no duty should be imposed until all information has been obtained from all inter-
ested parties through established procedure of hearings before the United States
Tariff Commission. v

Our board of directors has approved a recommendation as embodied in the
attached report that the Senate Finance Committee defer the imposition of this
duty until everyone ia hcard. We hope that you will review our views as we are
convinced that the international trade policy of the United States is in jeopardy
unless we follow the orderly procedures established by the Congress.

Sincerely yours,
ArAN J. LOwREY, President,

DecemBer 18, 1951,
To: Board of Directors.
From: World Trade Committee and World Trade Association.
Subject: Proposed customs duty on import of tuna fish,

REQUESTED ACTION

Whereas the 8an Francisco Chamber of Commerce advocates an international
trade policy based upon the American free enterprise svstem that trade be con-
duct.echith a4 minimum of restrictions on a competitive basis recognizing the
imgortance of the development of two-way trade among the nations of the world;
an

Whereas this chamber of commerce has long supported the reciprocal trade
agreements program which is designed to exchange concessions between the United
States and other countries by the lowering of our tariffs on imported goods in
%J;change for reduced tariffs and removal of other trade barriers: Now, therefore,

it

Resolved, That the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce requests the Senate
Finance Committee to defer any action on the enactment of legislation to place
an import duty on the import- of fresh and frozen tuna fish until full and complete
information has been made available to the committee by all interested parties
through the established procedure of hearings before the United States Tariff
Commission.

STATEMENT

The San Francisco Chamber of Commerce has long supported an international
trade policy based upon the American free enterprise system, that trade be con-
ducteti) with & minimum of restrictions on a competitive basis recognizing the
importance of the development of two-way trade among the nations of the world,
This chamber of commerce has long supported the reciprocal trade agreements
program which is designed to exchange concessions betwcen the United States
and other countries, the lowering of our tariffs on imported goods in exchange for
reduced tariffs and the removal of other trade barriers. Duying the past 17 years
of this program it has proved successful in that two-way trade has been expanded,
the negotiations and exchange of tariff reductions and concessions conducted on
such an orderly basis that practically no harm has resulted to American industries
or agriculture.

The method under which the House of Representatives, through suspension of
rules and by a voice vote, approved H. R. 5693 called for an imposition of 3 cents
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per pound duty without hearing all interests concerned and full study of all factors
involved established a precedent not in the best intereets of the public of the
United States and violates the spirit of good congressional procedures for which
leaders in the Congress have n striving. It permits undue influence by
minority interests and preciudes informed action by the Congress. The House
action calls for an extensive survey of the tuna fish industry by the Tariff Commis-
sion and the Department of the Interior to be submitted not later than January 1

19563. During this interval, our international economic policy could be destmyeti
by retaliatory measures of other countries fearing rimilar action on other productas.

'The imposition of this duty is directed against Japanese imports. However,
such duty will be effective on the imports from a number of Latin-American
countries who also supBly fresh and frozen tuna, namely: Peru, Costa Rica,
Ecuador, Mexico, and Panama, as well as Canada. The duty unquestionably
could lead to retaliation by these countries and also by Japan in increasing their
tariffs and/or erecting other trade barriers against imports from the United States.
Furthermore, action taken by these countries might seriously affect the freedom
with which our fishing fleet now operates in waters adjacent to these countries,
This mai applies to the Latin-American countries since today the American
fleet does the bulk of its fishing in waters off their coasts.

Hasty action by the Con s in the imposition of such duties upon the in-
sistence of an interested industry without thorough investigation to determine
all factors entering into the problem, is a violation of the spirit of our own eco-
nomic policy built up over recent years and destroys the confidence of all nations
in the permanency of our policy. The attitude of the-e countries toward the
United States in such matters can also seriously affect their cooperation in the

resent mobilization of the free nations to combat the threat of communism.

e have only to cite reactions from a number of important European countries
to precipitate action of the Secretary of Agriculture last October when he added
cheese to the list of items on the import control list, and by establishing quotas on
cheese importations. The leading European countries affected, at the Geneva
meeting on the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade restrictions, threatened
to withdraw from the agreement which the United States has strongly supported
and carefully fostered for a long period.

These actions by Congress and others can only invite retaliation in the form of
new barriers against American exports which could result in great harm to large
American industries normally heavilv dependent on exports such as many agri-
cultural products, machinery and others. QOur markets for the future could be
thoroughly destroyed by a world-wide movement to raise tariffs and increase
barriers against American products.

A very important factor in this picture is the economic situation of Japan.
Japan needs foreign trade in great volume to survive. She can only be strong
economically and therefore a competent ally of the United States if she is per-
mitted access to the markets of the world for her products. Otherwise, her
economy would collapse resulting in heavy unemployment, distress and unhealthy
economic conditions within the country that could invite communism, Further-
more, if Japan is unable to develop her export business in the markets of the
world, particularly in the United States, American taxpayers will find that they
will have to continue to carry the burden through direct financial support. Dur-
ing the occupation years, the United States expenditures and grants to Japan have
averaged from 300 to 400 million dollars annually.

Further curtailment of imports into the United States by increased duties and
controls can increase the potential damage to American export trade by increasing
the dollar shortage in foreign countries. The principal supm of dollars in the
hands of foreign countries to pay for American goods is created by our purchases
of their products. ]

Higher tariffs on frogen fish could also mean serious damage to the American
Merchant Marine through the loss of frozen fish cargoes brought to the United
States Annually for processing in our canneries. . o

We recommend that the Congress avoid all such precipitate action in these
matters in the future and that thorough study of all factors be made, prior to
action, in order that the best interests of all concerned may be better served.

Respectfully submitted.

T. G. Franck,

Chairman, World Trade Commiltee.

Vicror B. SMITR
President World 'I';rade Associalton of the
San Francisco Chamber of Commerce,
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THe FeperatioN oF EcoNoMic ORGANIZATIONS,
Chiyodaku, Tokyo, December 88, 19561.
Hon. ALseN W. BARKLEY
Vice President of the United States,
United States Senale Building, Washington, D. C.

DearR HonoraBLE BaRgLEY: I beg to be permitted to take this orportunity
of calling your attention concerning our tuna industry, which is now forced into
the state of paralysis. Starting as of January 1951, the American import dut.g
on canned tuna was raised from 22.5 percent to 45 percent, bringing about muc
damage. In addition, America is now trying to impose 3 cent per pound tariff
on frozen tuna as well. This bill has already passed your House and awaits
Senate action in the New Year. In view of the importance of our tuna industry,
which is second only to raw silk in our exports to the United States, it is sincerely
hoped that your people, under progressive spirit of cooperation, may come to
understand this [in-oblem of ours and that this understanding will prevent the
passage of the bill at your Senate.

Enclosed herewith please find a copy of the statement by Mr. Tatsunosuke
Takasaki on this problem.

With warmest regards, I remain -

Very sincerely yours
' IcHIrO IsHIKAWA, President.

CounciL, oN Tuna ExXprorTs
Chiyoda-Ku, Tokyo, Japan, December 17, 1951

BTATEMENT OF DEBRIRE OF JAPANESE TUNA INDUSTRY

The treaty of peace which the people of Japan have long and eagerly looked
forward to—a peace, indeed, of ‘‘reconciliation and trust,”” as its author, Ambas-
sador John Foster Dulles, has characterized it—has been signed. A fisheries
convention between the United States, Canada, and Japan, drawn up at a tri-
partite conference just concluded in Tokyo, now awaits adoption by the govern-
ments of the three countries. The striking improvement in American-Japanese
relations to which these events attest i a matter of great joy to all the Japanese

le.

otwithstanding the happy trend in our relations with the United States, a
profound sense of concern Eaa been crcated among us by the sudden doubling of
American duty on canned tuna (from 224 to 45 percent, followed by a bill, which
has already passed the House and awaits Senate actlon in the new year, calling
for a new duty of 3 cents per pound (or about 20 gercent, of current prices) on raw
tuna which hitherto has geen on the free list, TFear is felt by all Japanese that
these measures would result in a virtual ban on our tuna exports and as a con-
sequence put thousande of cur fishermen and canning workers in distressing cir-
cumstances, not to mention the set-back which would be felt by the Japancse
economy itaelf,

Nevertheless it i8 our firm belief that the various causes which have given rise
to this situation can and should be removed by negotiations in a spirit of mutual
friendship and mutual understanding which now underlie the relations between
our two peoples. We are therefore prepared to discuss and study the problems
involved with responsible representatives of the American tuna industry at as
early a date as possible.

In the hope and anticipation that such discussions would materialize, the
representatives of our canned tuna, frozen tuna, and tuna fishing interests have
organized the Council on Tuna Exports with the object of working out improve-
ments in the methods of handling our tuna exporta to the United States in a
manner which would remove any friction,

In order that our objective may be legally and effectively attained, the Japanese
Government, by effecting necessary revisions in the export trade control order,
has already taken administrative measures to preclude the possibility of any
exports in fact being made to the detriment of amicable relations between in-
terested parties on both sides.

As evidence of the major role which the tuna industry is playing in Japan’s
Eresent over-all efforta to attain economic recovery, backed by American aid, it

believed sufficient to point out that according to our 1950 trade figures tuna
was second only to raw silk in our exports to the United States.

Dreading as we do the possibility that the American measures on Japanese
tuna, since they are bound to have heavily adverse effects upon Japan's critioal
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economy, will run counter to the best interests of both the United States and
Japan whoge relations must continue to be founded upon mutual trust and
understanding, it is our earnest hope that wise counsels will prevail and that
the bill under consideration will be found to be unnecessary and the duty now in
effect on canned tuna reconsidered at an early date.

TATSUNOSUKE TAKASAKI,
Chairman, Council on Tuna Exports.

~y

Tuna Boar OWNERS’ ASSOCIATION,

Honolwlu, T. H., January 7, 19562.
SENATE CoMMITTEE ON FINANCE,

The Congress of the United States,

' Washington, D. C.

GeNTLEMEN: It has been brought to our attention that a hearing on H. R.
5693, a bill to amend the Tariff Act of 1930 so as to impose certain duties upon
the importation of tuna fish, is scheduled by your honorable committee.

_ We desire to express our support in favor of passage of H. R. 5693 in as expedi-
tious & manner as is possible, to bring immediate relief to a threatened economy
of the tuna industry of Hawaii.

At the outbreak of World War 11, precipitated by the attack on Pearl Harbor
by Japan on December 7, 1941, all of the boats of Hawaii's tuna fleet were imme-
diately commandeered for patrol and scouting service by the United States Navy,
which terminated the existence of the tuna industry in the interest of national
defense and its immediate needs.

Upon termination of hostilities and in the period thereafter, the small-business
men of the tuna industry, consisting of boat owners, fishermen, and processors,
gradually attempted to regain their lost status in the economy of theTerritory,
at ﬁ;'eat personal expense and obligation.

e foresee nothing short of economic disaster, not, only to ourselves but also
of our contribution to the Territory’s general economy, if provisions indicated in
H. R. 5693 are not put into effect to bring us relief from the threat of increasing
mports of tuna fish without adequate tarilf for our protection,

e are taking the privilege of requesting the Honorable Joseph R. Farring{on,
Delegate to Congress from Hawaii, to present this to your committee on our
behalf, with the hope that you will give it due consideration.

Respectfully yours,
W. A. Kaxaganvl, General Manager.

INTERNATIONAL BAXNK,
Washington 6, D. C., January 24, 195%.
Hon. Senator WALTER F. GEORGE,
Finance Committee, Unitcd States Senale,
Washington 25, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR GEORGE: We understand that a hearing is to be held on Janu-
ary 29, 1952, to determine whether or not a duty of 3 cents per pound should be
imposed upon fresh tuna imported into the United States, but excluding tuna
caught by fishing boats flving the American flag.

The International Bank of Washington wishes to go on record as being opposed
to the introduction of such a duty for the reasons set forth below:

1. This bank is engaged in surveying, planning, and financing industrial enter-
prises outside the United States. It is widely recognized that the over-all econ-
omy of this country is benefited substantially when private American enterprise
invests capital abroad and it is our view that our Government and its excecutive
departments should lend every assistance to further this aim. The International
Bank and its predecessor companies have invested substantial sums in investi-
gating and surveying the sibility of establishing fishing canneries on the west
coast of South America. Our findings indicate that the operation of such canneries
in Latin America will materially aid the economic growth of the countries involved.
However, capital from the United States will not flow into such enterprises unless
a substantial part of the resultant production can be sold in the United States
market, firstly, because an economic operation cannot be established if it is based.
on local consumption and, seeond]%, because United States capital insists on
receiving its reward in the form of United States dollars. The home market of



TUNA IMPORTS 35

most of the west coast countries of Latin America is too small to absorb the pro-
duction of a cannery of economic and efficient size. Passage of the subject bill
to increase the duty on fresh tuna will, in our opinion, negate such efforts as we
and others have been making to help the economies of the Latin-American coun-
tries through the establishment of new fishing enterprises. It is also our con-
sjdered view that American capital already invested in fishing enterprises in those
areas may suffer unjustly and be punished for their initiative, if such a new duty
is enforced.

2. It should also be pointed out that the imposition of a duty such as the one
under discussion would have an unfortunate psychological effect on the willingness
of American capital to invest abroad. We Eelieve that the imposition of such a
duty as the one suggested runs contrary to the Government’s policy to encourage
overseas investment by American industry and American private capital.

3. From our long experience in Latin-American affairs, we venture to suggest
that the imposition of such a duty will have a detrimental effect upon the good
will which our country might expect from the -Latin-American countries which
will be affected by suc{n a duty.

For all of the above reasons, we hope that your committee will take into serlous
consideration the views herein expressed by one segment of American venture
capital. It is our impression that the Congress is most conscientious in trying
to protect American capital abroad against mcasures which may be taken against
it by foreign governments. We hope that our Congress will likewise take into
considerafion the fact that Americahs investing abroad may sometimes nced
protection inst measures which may be taken within our own country.

Faithfully yours,
INTERNATIONAL BaANK,
T. Rekp VREELAND, Prestdent.

NaTioNaL ForeiaN Trape Covuncin, INc,
New York 6, N. Y., January 25, 1958.

Re Statement relating to proposed imposition of duty on tuna (H. R. 5693).

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the Senate Committee on Finance, the National
Foreign Trade Council, Ine., desires to place itself on record as opposing the
enactment of H. R. 5693.

The Nationa! Forcign Trade Council comprises in its membership manufac-
turers, merchants, exporters and importers, rail, sea and air transportation
interests, bankers, insurance underwriters and others interested in the promotion
and expansipn of the Nations's foreign commerce. Since its inception in 1914
the council has been a stanch supporter of the concept of a large and expandin
volume of world commerce achieved through the reduction or removal of tari
and other trade barriers. In particular, the council and annual National Foreign
Trade conventions sponsored by it have in recent years called repeatedly for
action by the United Btates, through the trade agreements program and otherwise,
to encourage a large expansion in imports of foreign products into this country.
For example, the final declaration of the National Foreign Trade convention held
in New York City, October 29, 30, and 31, 1951, and attended by more than 2,000
deleggtes representing foreign trade interests from every section of the country,
stated:

“The convention calls for a greatly increased importation of goods and services
into the United States, in the interest of the maintenance and enrichment of our
domestic economy and in order to provide the dollar exchange needed abroad for
the purchase of American products and for the servicing of American foreign
investments.

“The first essential to the maintensnce and increase of & continuing flow of
imports into the United Ststes is the ability of foreign countries to crea.te export-
able surpluses. This will require increr.sed productivity, both in order to supply
the goods in adequate quantities, and in order to achieve a lowering of costs to
make these products attractive to the American buyer.

“The convention reiterates the viewpoint expressed at previous conventions
that imports, btoth of raw materials and of finished products, for the use and enjoy-
ment of the American consumer, can be greatly incressed without detriment to the
interests of efficient industrial or agricultural producers in this country, and with
a resultent net increase in employment in the fields of both production and
distribut.iOn."

Calling for the removal of barriers to international trade as a means of securing
the desired expansion in world commerce and, in particular, to stimmulate the flow
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ti)': im;p:m into this country, the final declaration of the 1951 convention stated,

R&‘he Ipeneﬁ_t.s of increased productivity throughout the free world will not be
reslized if artificial trade barriers prevent the goods and services produced from
moving to t.he. points where they are needed. e convention urges that our Gov-
ernment continue to exert every effort, through trade a ent negotiations and
by other avsailable means, to secure the reciprocal mn of any tariff rates
which may still be excessive, and the elimination of other barriers to a free flow
of world commerce. The convention records its opposition ta the imposition of
any new tariffs, import texes, or other devices designed to increase the impedi-
ments presently existing against the flow of imports into this country.

‘“The United Stetes, 28 the champion of freer international trade, has taken the
lea.de_rshp in the struggle against economic nationalism. It should conduct its
own interne.tional economic relations in a manner consistent with the principles
for which it stands.”

_In the opinion of the National Foreign Trade Council, the proposed measure is
highly objectionable not only on grounds of principle but also becauge it would
imrose ¢#.dditional barriers to the importation of foreign products into this country
and because its enactment would undoubtedly lead to the imposition of harmful
reteliatory restrictions ageinst exports of American goods.

In sddition to its objection to the proposed messure on the above-steted
grounds, the council 2180 strongly opposes the manner in which it is sought to put
the proposed restrictive legisletion into effect. The proposed megsure provides
first for the imposition of & duty on tuna imports and then for a study of the
domestic tuna industry and of causes responsible for ite present economic diffi-
culties. The normel procedure in such cases is for 8 study to be made of the in-
dustry seeking tariff or other governmental protection prior to the determination
and applice.tion of measures to remedy such difficulties.

In line with past prectice in such caseg, the council respectfully urges that the
Senate Committee on Finance make no recommendation regarding Government
aid to the domestic tuna industry until after a thoroughgoing study of the in-
dustry has been made by the Tariff Commission or other appropriate agency.

Respectfully submitted.

RoBerT F. LoRrkg,
Chairman. National Foreign Trade Council, Inc.

EncLisH SpeEarING LoODcE,
CroaTiaxy FraTErRNAL Uxioxn No. 807,
Milwaukee, Wis., January 29, 19562,
Hon. WALTER F. GEORGE, .
Chairman, Senate Finance Commiltee,
United States Senale, Washington, D. C.

DEear SENaTOR GEORGE: We have been advised by our people in San Pedro,
Calif., of the problems they must face because of the unrestricted importation of
frozen tuna from foreign countries, particularly Japan and Peru. Tuna imports
without the payment of any duty whatsoever, have robbed the American Tuna
fishermen of about one-third of their market, and more serious harm threateus,

The American fisherman cannot maintain his American standard of living and
compete with cheap foreign labor. Many of our good people are dependent on
this industry for their livelihood. They are good Americans, and we join them
in asking your favorable consideration of H. R. 5693—the tuna bill.

Your earnest consideration will be appreciated by the Wisconsin Council of
CFU Lodges, representing eight different chapters of the Croatian Fraternal
Union in Milwaukee, Racine, Kenosha, Sheboygan, and West Allis, Wis.

Cordially yours, .
GeorGE VUKRELIC, President.

P. 8.: This bill will come before the Senate Finance Committee on February 4
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THE JaraN CEAMBER OF COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY,
Tokyo, Japan, December £0, 1861.
Hon. WaLTer F. GEORGBE,
Chairman, Senate Finance Commaitiee,
United States Senats, Washsngton, D. C., U. S. A.

Dear Hon. GEORGE: We are herewith sending you our statement on the tuna
tariff bill before the United States Senate Finance Committee, in regard to which
your careful attention and assistance will be very much appreciated.

Yours sincerely,
AICHIRO FUs1vAMma,

President, Japan Chamber of Commerce and Industry.

STATEMENT ON TunNa Tarirr BILL

The peace treaty of ‘“conciliation and trust’ signed in San Francisco, and the
tripartite North Pacific Fisheries Convention just concluded in Tokyo, attest the
striking improvement in relations between the United States and Japan. Not-
withstanding such happy trend, a profound sense of econcern has been created
among us by the tuna tariff question. It is reported that public hearings will be
held on the tuna tariff bill by the Senate Finance Committee, at the beginning of
the new year. The measure, we fear, will not only seriously affect the Japanecse
economy, but the mental effect upon our people will be most important. Believing
however that the problem can and should be solved by amicable negotiations, we
wish to express our views on the matter as follows, in regard to which your careful
consideration will be very much appreciated.

1. Japan, with the friendly aid of the United States, is on the way to build up
her economy, but complete rehabilitation is still far distant. With more than half
of the population of the United States on an area smaller than that of the State of
California, the only way for Japan to live is to achieve an export trade sufficient to
cover the import of essential foods and raw materials, The increase of the export
trade is the fundamental factor for a self-sustaining economy of Japan. However,
this will be an extremely difficult task, in view of the nuinerous almost insurmount-
able obstacles now existing, not the least of which is the loss of trade with
neighboring countries.

2. Japan must fully utilize all available fishery resources to make up for her own
poor natural resources, but the Okhotsk fisheries, which nurtured one of the big
export industries before the war, were entirely lost, and of tuna fisheries, our export
of canned products has been checked by the sudden increase of duty (from
22'¢ to 15 percent) in the United States. If, again, the proposed dutv of 3 cents
per pound, which is about 20 percent of current prices of fresh and frozen tuna,
now on the free list, becomes effective, a fatal blow will be dealt to the aquatic
products industrv which in turn will greatly weaken Japan's economic strength,

3. We hear that the present unbalance of the demand and supply of tuna in the
United States is of only a temporary nature, and is not due to the increase of
import alone. At any rate, there has been no dumping on the Japanese side. The
Japanese industrialists and traders concerned, in view of actual trend of the
American market, have organized a council for adjusting the export, and are ready
to negotiate with American interests at any time. Such being the circumstances,
we believe that the best way to solve the problem and maintain amicable relations
is to have a conference between the bu-inessmen of the two countries.

4. Bince the Reciprocal Trade Agrcements Act of 1934, the United States has
adopted the policy of lowering tariff duties by mutual agreement or by negotiation
of GATT, and has thus greatly contributed to the promotion of trade within the
free world. Great expectations are put on this policy for mutual world prosperity,
and Japan is not, of course, an exception. We, therefore, earnestly desire that the
United States will not change its established principles, and wisely choose a way
of meeting the problem by amicable discussion between the businessmen con-
cerped on both sides.

5. For the above reasons, we, the Japan Chamber of Commerce and Industry
& national association of local chambers, appeal to the fair and impartial sense o&
all interested parties in the United States, so that a fricndly solution of the probe
lem may be reached not by tariff legislation, but by a mutual understanding of
the interests involved,

A1icHIRO Funvama,
President, Japan Chamber of Commerce and Indusiry.
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The CEAIRMAN. We have with us Senators Knowland and Nixon.
Senator Knowland.

STATEMENT OF HON, WILLIAM F. KN OWf.AND, A UNITED STATES
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Senator KNowLAND. Mr. Chairman and members of the Finance
Committee, I wish to express my appreciation on behalf of my col-
league, Senator Nixon, and myself, for this opportunity to appear
before this committee. We both have other important committee
meetings this morning. This statement which I will present
this morning can be considered a joint statement, on which both
Senator Nixon and I have worked for presentation to the committee.
_ The tuna industry is one of the largest and most valuable fisheries
in the United States. In 1950 over 9 million cases of tuna were pro-
duced which had a wholesale value of $113 million.

Senator Kerr. May I interrupt, Senator?

Senator KNowraND. Yes.

Senator KErRr. You are talking about the domestic industry?

Senator KNowLAND. Yes. The tuna clipper fleet, which is based
principally in the San Diecgo area, produced about 70 percent of all
tuna caught bfr United States fishermen. The tuna fleet consists of
over 200 vessels, and has a replacement value of about $60 million.

In addition to the tuna fleet, the purse-seine fleet, which is based at
San Pedro, produced about 17 percent of the United States tuna catch;
and the albacore fleet, which 1s based in practically every west-coast
port, catches about 13 percent.

In addition to the boats required to fish for tuna, it should be borne
in mind that about 90 percent of the tuna canned in the United States
is packed in southern California. The pack is almost evenly divided
between San Diego and San Pedro.

At this point in my remarks I desire to read a telegram dated Janu-
ary 24, 1952, from Gov. Earl Warren:

I am advised that the Camp bill, H, R. 5693, has passed the House and is now
before the Senate, The bill is designed to give a measure of protection to the tuna
industry of California which is in a sorry plight at the present time, I know of
your interest in this important industry and am sure that you have the provisions
of the bill in mind as well as I do. My main purpose in communicating with you
on the subject is to urge as prompt action as possible in the Senate to prevent an-
other disastrous year for our tuna industry such as it had in 1951.

Sincerely,
EARL WARREN, Governor.

Senator CoNNALLY. May I interrupt you?

Senator KNowLAND. Yes.

Senator ConNaLLY. You say the tuna industry of California. Is
there no other tuna fish industry in the United States other than just
California?

Senator KNowrLAND. Yes; there is some other tuna industry, but
the percentage that I mentioned, over 70 percent, is in California.

Senator ConnaLLY. All right.

Senator KNowLAND. I also have a telegram, which I will not read,
but ask to have included at this point in my remarks, from Mr. Ha
Lundeberg, president, Seafarers International Union of Nort
America, urging the adoption of the legislation,
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I also have a letter from Jeff Kibre, secretary of the northern Cali-
lf:mia ILWU district council, CIO, urging the adoption of the legis-

tion.

Senator M1LLIKIN. Was the first one, the one from Lundeberg, an

A. F. of L. organization?
Senator KNowLAND. Yes, the Seafarers International Union of

North America, A. F. of L.
(The telegram and letter referred to are as follows:)

.8aN Francisco, Cavuir., January 17, 1958,

Hon. WiLuiam F. KNowLaND,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.

Ever-increasing tuna imports is creating widespread unemployment among
our tuna fishermen and allied workers. .Over two-thirds of the tuna fishing fleet
is now laid ug in California and other Pacific coast ports.

H. R. 5693, a bill that passed the House of Representatives with buuv one
dissenting vote at the last session of Congress, is expected to come up for hearing
before the Senate Finance Committee the week of January 21.

H. R. 5693, if passed by the Senate, would establish a temporary tarif on
fresh and frozen tuna to permit fair competition from foreign imports, by com-
pensating for lower production costs abroad caused by inferior 1&%0:- standards.

We urge you to do all in your power to pass this bill.

Thanking you for your cooperation,

Sincerely,
HarrY LUNDEBERG,
President, Seafarers International Union of North America.

INTERNATIONAL [LONGSHOREMEN’S8 AND WAREHoOUSEMEN'S UNION,
8an Francisco 2, Calif., February 1, 1952.

Hon. WiLLiam F. KNowranp anp Hon. Ricuarp NixoN,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.

DeAr Sirs: On behalf of the Northern California ILWU District Council, and
the many thousands of persons employed in the tuna industry, I urge that you
give all possible assistance to the matters set forth in the enclosed copy of letter
to the chairman of the Senate Finance Committee.

Very truly yours, J K
EFr KIBRE,

Secrelary, Northern California ILWU District Council,

INTERNATIONAL LONGBHOREMEN'S AND WAREHOUSEMEN’S UNION,
San Francisco 2, Calif., February 1, 1952,
Mr. WaLTer F. Grorag,
Chairman, Senate Finance Commiltlee,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.

Dear Bir: At its meeting of January 31, 1952, the Northern California ILWU
District Council, representing 25,000 members requested that the undersigned
urge inmediate action by ongress to protect the jobs and livelihood of west
coast fishermen who are engaged in harvesting tuna,

To accomplish this objective we urge immediate favorable action by the
S8enate Finance Committee on H. R. 5693. We also urge action to equalize the
current tarifl rates on imports of tuna packed in brine with the 45 percent ad
valorem tariff now imposed on tuna canned in oil.

During the past year a heavy volume of imports of frozen Japanese tuna and
Japanese tuna packed in brine has not only brought the west coast tuna industry
to a virtual standstill but also to the verge of bankruptey. Many thousands of
fishermen and cannery workers have been deprived of their regular livelihood.

Japanese tuna can be dumped into this country because Japanese fishermen are
compelled to work at a wn.ie amounting to a few cents per day. Until the
Japanese producers and workers can obtain decent wages and conditions their
catches and products can and will be used to destroy the tuna industry and the
livelihood of thousands of persons in this country. Once the destruction of our
industry is accomplished a monopoly could easily be established which would
result in high prices for the consumer,
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"The International Longshoremen’s and Wareho ’s Union is firmly com-
mitted to a poliey of protecting both the consunier and the fonditions of the
workers engaged in the tuna industry. Present consumer price levels on domestic
canned tuna established this food as a best buy in the protein field. We, therefore,
believe that the provisions of H. R. 5693, together with an increase in the rate
on brine-packed tuna, could be put into effect within the framework of our policy.

We urge that you give this matter your earliest and mast eareful consideration.
Very truly yours

Iurr KiBrE,
Secretary, Northern California TILWU District Council.

Senator KnowLanD. In addition, there are men here who own and
operate the boats in the tuna fleet who can tell you first-hand of the
economic dislocation which has taken place. There will be fishermen
who have been thrown out of work to tell you of the impact upon
themselves, their families, and their friends.

In addition, the unions to which these men belong have already
made known their vital interest in this emergency legislation.

During the war years the use of tuna in the United States was
greatly restricted because many of the tuna boats were taken over by
the Federal Government for war purposes, and imports into the
United States were negligible. With the cessation of hostilities in
1945, both the domestic production of tuna and the imports com-
menced to rise. In 1946 tuna imports amounted to about 4 million
pounds, and have steadily risen, until in 1950 they amounted to over
56 million pounds, and it appears that the 1951 import figure will be
even more because for the first 6 months over 31 million pounds had
been imported. During this same period of time the United States
fishing industry was increasing their production because the Govern-
ment was returning boats to the fishermen as well as some new boats
being built. _ .

As a result of the rapid increase in the delivery of fish, both domestic
and import, the price received by the fisherman has reached a point
where it is no longer profitable to send his boats to sea. The fishin
industry, like every other industry in the United States, faces increase
costs, yet at the same time finds that the sale price of its commodity
is declining. One important factor is increased imports which can
be sold at a price they cannot meet and stay in business.

Since 1947 the wholesale price of all food commodities has gone up
over 19 percent. In the same period of time the wholesale price index
of canned tuna has gone down about 16 percent. As a result of the
decrease in the price of tuna to the fishermen, the tuna clipper fleet has
only been operatiniat between 15 and 25 percent of its capacity since
July 1951. This has resulted in widespread unemployment, both
among the fishermen and the canneries in southern California, and 1t
is estimated that between 20,000 and 30,000 are unemployed at this
time.

From the facts so far developed, it appears that the health of the
American tuna industry has been impaired. We believe that one of
the major reasons is because of imports of tuna from low-cost pro-
ducing foreign countries. Prior to World War 11, foreign tuna im-
ports comprised about 6 percent of the United States canned tuna
sales. By 1948 they were 7 percent of the United States sales, and in
1949 they comprised about 13 percent. In 1950 the imports jumped
to about 30 percent of the canned tuna sales, and it looks as though in
1951 it would make up about 34 percent of the sales.



TUNA IMPORTS 41

The situation has gotten so bad that it is feared unless remedial
steps are taken the tuna fishing industry will be impaired financially
to such an extent that it will be difficult for the industry to recover.
If the boat owners are forced into bankruptcy, or are faced to chan
the register of their boats to some country, like Panama, it would be
difficult, if not impossible, to reestablish the industry in this country.
That, of course, would mean that jobs in the industry would be lost
on a permanent basis.

.The tuna industry believes that the adoption of H. R. 5693 would
§ive them sufficient emer%ency assistance so that a solution can be

ound to their problem. The Tariff Commission has just concluded
a hearing on tuna in brine. This hearing was to determine whether
the tariff on this commodity should be maintained at its present
level or increased for the protection of the industry. If, as a result
of these hearings, the tariff is increased it still leaves the problem
of fresh and frozen tuna which H. R. 5693 would correct.

This bill provides for a tariff of 3 cents a pound on fresh or frozen
tuna and would remain in effect until April 1, 18953. The legislation
directs the United States Tariff Commission to conduct an investiga-
tion of the competitive position of the domestic tuna industry, in-
cluding the effects of import of fresh or frozen tuna and to report
the results of its investigations to Congress on or before January 1,
1953. During the period of January 1 to April 1, 1953, Congress
would be in a position to determine what permanent solution to the
problem, if any, should be taken care of by legislative means.

In addition, section 3 of the bill directs the Secretary of the Interior
to make a comprehensive study of a long-range position of the domes-
tic tuna industry and reccommend such measures as may assist the
industry to achieve and maintain a sound position in the domestic
economév.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to em]fhasize that the bill presently under
discussion is an emergency bill which will afford temporary relief
until April 1, 1953. The State Department, when they appeared
before the House of Representatives, stated: ‘

On balance, however, having in mind the unique nature of the situation, the
compelling prima facie case of injury shown in this case, the temporary character
of the duty, and the basic studies which are to be un(fertaken, the lgepartment
believes that the proposals contained in H. R. 5693 are not unreasonable. Ac-
cordingly, the Department expresses no objection to the bill.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I must say that this morning, when I heard
the letter read by the chairman from the State Department, I was
somewhat shocked, because it appears to be a rather drastic change
from the position which the Department took before the House of
Representatives. I fully recognize the fact that Government depart-
ments, like any other individuals, have a right to change their minds,
but nevertheless, it seems to me that the vacillation on this problem,
affecting vitally one of the great industries in my State and one pre-
sumably that the Department carefully considered before writin
this letter to the House committee, is a rather sudden change, in
any event, and one that makes it a little difficult for American citizens,
and even Members of Congress, to follow the State Department’s
economic policies abroad, just as it has been difficult to follow some
of their other foreign policies abroad. I hope, upon further con-
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sideration, the Department will consistently uphold the position
which it took when it wrote to the House of Representatives.

_ The CaairMAN. The State Department expressly says that this
i8 not final but it is just a tentative suggestion.

Senator KnowranDp. I hope they will give careful consideration
to these hearings and the testimony presented by the people that are
vitally affected and will testify here.

Now, Mr. Chairman, both my colleague, Senator Nixon, who is
here today but, as I pointed out earlier, in the interest of conserving
the time of the committee, has agreed that I present this joint state-
ment, and I urge your committee, after you have had a chance to
study the evidence and facts presented to you, to report H. R. 5693
favorably to the Senate for its consideration.

Senator CoNNaALLY. Does Hawati produce this tuna?

Senator KNowLAND. I don’t know what the facts are in regard to
Hawaiian production of tuna, but I assume the later witnesses could
give you that information.

Senator CoNNaLLY. I just thought in the event we passed the
anaii statehood bill the tariff would not do any good as against

awail.

Senator KNowLaND. I don’t think they produce anv substantial
amount, but I would rather have the answer on that come from those
who can give the statistical information.

Senator MiLLikiNn. Hawaii produces some, but it i1s such a small
amount that it does not cut any figure.

Senator MARTIN. Senator, when were those boats first buiit?

Senator KNowLAND. Some are older boats.

Senator MARTIN. How long has this been in operation? Of course,
some have been replaced, but I want to get the time it started.

Senator KNowLAND. Again, those who are in the tuna industry
can best answer that. The tuna industry has been going on for some
substantial period of time, long before the war. %‘he Government
took over many of these boats during the wartime period. They
gradually came into the production when they returned to fishing for
tuna. In addition to that, the tuna fleet has been built right along,
because, as they found it necessary to go out a greater distance, clear
down the coast of South America, it became necessary to get larger
boats with greater facilitics. As a matter of fact, soine of the more
modern tuna boats have radar, sonar, and even helicopters to try and
locate the tuna schools.

Senator MARTIN. The operation of these ships or boats, I assume,
requires a particular technical knowledge.

enator KNnowranp. I think, like in all fishing, it requires the
knowledge of the fishery grounds and knowledge of fishing and habits
of fish.

Senator MARTIN. These men that arc out of employment, it would
be difficult for them to go into employment. of a different character?

Senator KNnowraxp. Well, it is tzeir livelihood. Of course, 1
would not say these people could not eventually find employment
in other lines of industry, but these men are men wh¢ have devoted
a good deal of their lives to fishing; they are part of the sea. Just
like a sailor on a ship, he can, of course, work In a factory, but their
lifetime has been pretty largely devoted to this work, just as a farmer
or any other person likes to stay with the work he is brought up in.
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Senator ConNaLLY. Do any of the South American countries pro-
duce tuna?

Senator KNOWLAND. Yes.

Senator ConNaLLY. Ecuador?

Senator KNowrLanD. Yes, Ecuador. I think we have a list of the
countries in the House report.

Senator CoNNaLLY. They are protesting against this bill?

Senator KNowrLaND. Yes. I think the testimony before the House
committee indicated that about six countries had indicated their
objection to legislation of this kind. Ecuador happens to be one of
them. I think Peru is another, and several Central and South Ameri-
can countries. The Senator is correct on that.

Senator MILLIKIN. I am now advised that Hawaii ships in quite
a little amount of tuna and the Hawaiian fishermen take the same
position as the fishermen you represent.

Senator KNowLAND. Yes.

The CuairMAN. Senator Nixon, do you have anything to add?

STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD M. NIXON, UNITED STATES
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Senator N1xoN. As Senator Knowland has already indicated, I
join in the statement he made and in the interest of time I will not
repeat anything he said. There are two points I would like to make

I note the State Department, in this letter of February 4, 1952,
which was referred to by the chairman today, indicated it would have
a specific proposal along apparently different lines than it took in the
House committee before tEe completion of the hearings. I know
Senator Knowland and myself, and I presume the representatives of
the industry, would like an opportunity, if such a statement is filed,
for time to study it and present arguments on the other side, in the
event we cannot, in good conscience, support the State Department
proposal. Of coursé, we trust the State Department will reach a
conclusion which will change its position as stated in that letter.

The other point I would like to make is this: I notice, from the
question asked by Senator Martin in regard to the character of the
industry, that the point he was obviously driving at was the hardship
which would be worked on the people in the industry. I think it is im-
portant for us to bear in mind—and I know the indylvlstry subsequently
will bring this point out also—that this is an industry which does not
consists simply of one or two or three very large operators. In an
instance where you might have large operators with considerable
capital, they would be able to take care of themselves for 1, 2, or pos-
sibly 3 years, until the situation eventually worked out, possibly by
increasing markets. However, in this instance, we have an indust
which 1is highly competitive, made up of a great number of small
operators with limited capital. That means that 1 vear of hard-
ship would virtually destroy the operators involved, and that is why
there is a necessity for this measure. It is temporary, and that is the
point Senator Knowland emphasized, in that it would give them relief
only for a period of 1 year. We think that is essential, because other-
wise we are going to find a number of small operators who simply will
not be able to exist through another year of hardship such as they have
axperienced during the past year.

94754— 52— 4
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The CHAIRMAN. Are there any questions?

Senator CoNNaLLY. I would like to ask one question. How lo
has this critical situation existed? How long has the tuna industry
been in the dire straits that you say it is in now?

Senator NixoN. The most critical situation has obtained only
during the year which we immediately passed through, 1951. As was
noted from Senator Knowland’s statement, it was during that year
that the imports of foreign tuna reached the percentage of approxi-
mately 30 percent, as compared with the Bercentages of 6, 7, and 8
Ezr(:,ent. in the years before that period. For that reason, as I say,

experienced already one very difficult year, another year on
top of that would have a very drastic effect, certainly upon the small
operator with a limited amount of capital.

The CrairmaN. Has the industry shown any improvement?

Senator N1xoN. How is that?

The CaairmaN, Has the industry shown any improvement in
recent weeks?

Senator Nixon. As far as we have been able to determine, it has
shown no improvement. The industry is attempting, let me say, to
find & way out of this predicament by developing more markets, by
increasing the available markets, so that the imports will not have the
impact that they had during the past year. But the industry recog-
nizes that it will take a period of time to carry out such a long-range
progmm. That is why they ask for a year in which to work out lt]'.ﬁe
problem themselves. But certainly at the present time the condition
of the industry is desperate, and no marked improvement has resulted
as yet through the efforts to expand the market.

Senator ConnaLLY. Have you any statistics to show the percent-
age of imports from Hawaii as compared to the other countries?

Senator NixoN. No; I have no statistics, Senator, on that point,
but the industry spokesmen, I presume, will furnish the statistics.

The CuarrMaN. I placed in the record, Senator Connally, a state-
ment from the Tariff Commission which covers the statistical data.
It is too lengthy to read.

Thank you very much, Senator.

Senator MiLLIkKIN. Mr. Chairman, may I make one observation?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Senator MILLIKIN. I have seen some statistics to the effect that the
market in tuna has been increasing rapidly, and is expected to increase
more rapidly, but that is coupled with the thought that despite the
increase in the tuna market, the imports have been of such quantity
the price relief has not been forthcoming. )

Senator NixonN. I think, as far as the long-range position of the
industry is concerned, that fact does indicate what the industry
contends, that if they are given some brief spell they may be able to
work out this problem wit,ghout bhaving a permanent tanff-wall pro-
tection. But despite the increasing market at the present time they
are confronted with these difficulties, and that is why they specifically
are supporting 8 measure that is temporary only in character.

Senator Knowranp. I think the Senator is correct.

Senator MiLLikiN. That is an ascertainable certain fact. If our
domestic people are losing what might be termed the normal percent-
age of the market, if it éan be established that they are losing that
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percentage, in the face of a rising market, it enhances the distress of
the domestic tuna industry.

Senator KnowraND. I think the Senator is correct, based on the
figures. While the consumption in the United States has been in-
creasing, the imrorts have been increasing at a faster rate, so that the
industry is still suffering distress despite the expanding domestic
market, because of the large percentage that is being en by the
imports.

he CAAirMAN. The imports are largely in the fresh and frozen
tuna.

Senator KNowLAND. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Or tuna in brine.

Senator KNowLAND. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. The tariff is up to 45 percent on canned tuna in oil.

Senator KNOowLAND. Yes.

The CrAIRMAN. So, the pressure is from the fresh and frozen and
in brine. '

Senator KNowLanDp. That is correct.

The CHAIRMAN, The Tariff Commission held a hearing this last
week—1 presume it is concluding its hearings today—on the question
of increasing the tariff on the tuna in brine. Is that correct?

Senator KNowraND. That is as I understand it. But we will still
have the problem of the fresh and frozen tuna, which is taken care of
by this legislation.

The CuairmaN. This bill deals with the fresh and frozen tuna.

Senator KNowLaND. That is correct.

Senator ConNaLLY. May I ask Senator Nixon one other question?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Senator ConNaLLY. Do most of these fishermen in California reside
in Sart Diego? Is that their headquarters?

Senator Nixon. I believe that probably the majority of them reside
in San Diego, but a great number also reside in the San Pedro and
Wilmington areas near Los Angeles.

Senator ConNaLLY. Are they all Americans, or are a lot of them of
foreign extraction—Hawailians and Japanese?

Senator N1xoN. The great majority of them are American citizens.

Senator CoNNaALLY. Are most of them Japanese?

Senator KNowrLAND. No. To answer your question, I would think
the overwhelming percentage of them are American citizens. Man
of them are of Portuguese or Italian ancestry, who have made excel-
lent citizens, but they have people who have devoted their lives to
fishing and to the sea.

Senator ConnaLLy. All right.

The CuairMaN. Thank you very much, Senator Knowland and
Senator Nixon.

Senator MiLLIKIN. Mr. Chairman, in connection with the decrease
1n prices in the face of an increase in the market, I would like to call
your attention to appendix 2, which I understand comes along with
the Tariff Commission report, page 8, which shows the decline in
wholesale price of tuna in oil, Iight meat, solid pack, 7-ounce cans,
48 to case, broker to wholesaler, per case, f. 0. b. Los Angeles, during
the period 1948 to 1951. Just taking one specific month at random,
in September 1948, the price was $16.75; in 1949, the same month, it
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was $15.25; in 1950, the same month, it was $14.81; and in 1951, the
same month, it was $12.75. That is a drop of $4 per case, in the face
of a rising market.

The CaalrMAN. Thank you very much, Senators.

Mr. Ballif is the first witness scheduled from the Tariff Commission.

STATEMENT OF LOUIS B. BALLIF, CHIEF, TECHNICAL SERVICE,
UNITED STATES TARIFF COMMISSION; ACCOMPANIED BY
LESLIE LOVASS, ECONOMIST, UNITED STATES TARIFF COM-
MISSION

The Craairman, All right, Mr. Ballif, you may identify yourself for
the record.

+Mr. Barrir. My name is Louis S. Ballif, Chief, Technical Service,
United States Tariff Commission. I have with me here Mr. Leslie
Lovass, an economist on the staff of the Tariff Commission.

The CrAIRMAN. Mr. Lovass, you may be asked questions also dur-
i.n,i/lthe morning.

r. Lovass. Yes, sir.

Mr. BaLrir. We are here at the request of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee and hope that we will be able to give you factual information
that will assist you in your consideratioan of H. R. 5693. But, first,
let me say that the question of whether or not the domestic tuna
fishery should be given tariff protection, as provided in the pending
bill, involves broad, national policy, which, of course, only t,Ee Con-
gress can decide. We, thercfore, cannot take a position on that ques-
tion. We will, however, give you all available information on the
problem Jrou have before you. We will also give you our best judg-
ment and opinion on any questions you care to ask, but in dqing so
we will be giving you our own views and not necessarily the views of
the Tariff Commission.

H. R. 5693 would impose a duty of 3 cents a pound on fresh or
frozen tuna for the period beginning on the thirtieth day after the date
of enactment of the act to April 1, 1953.

Senator KErr. Would you tell me the approximate amount of the
tariff on canned tuna? .

Mr. BaLLir. On canned tuna in oil, Senator, it is 45 percent.

Senator Kerr. I know the percentage, I have heard it.

Mr. Baruir. The equivalent, in terms of a specific duty, I will
discuss later in my statement.

Senator Kerr. All right. o
Mr. BaLLir. In our opinion, the bill is correctly worded to accom-

plish this purpose. The bill also directs the Tariff Commission to
make an investigation of the domestic tuna industry and report to the
Congress on or before January 1, 1953, on the effect upon the com-
petitive position of the domestic tuna industry of the rate of duty
imposed by the act, so as to assist the Congress in determining what
change, if any, shall be made in such rate of duty. The bill also
directs the Secretary of Interior to make a study of the long-range
gosit.ion of the domestic tuna industry and report to the Congress on or

efore January 1, 1953. _

The imposition of a duty. on a raw material such as fresh or frozen
tuna affects the tariff protection afforded by existing rates of duty on
more advanced products made from such or similar raw materials.
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In the case of fresh or frozen tuna, which is now free of duty, the
imposition of a duty will have repercussions on the tariff protection
now afforded the domestic tuna industry by the present duties on
tuns canned in oil, on tuna canned in brine, and on bonito and yellow-
tail canned in oil or in brine. Tuna canned in oil is the tuna product
with which we are most familiar and consists of tuna meat, either
solid pack, in chunks, or grated, and packed in vegetable oil. Tuna
canned in brine is tuna meat packed in salt water. The term ‘“‘tuna”
covers five principal species of fish; namely, albacore, yellowfin,
bluefin, skipjack, and oriental tuna. Bonito and yellowtail, hereafter
referred to simply as bonito, are tuna-like fish and when canned,
either in oil or 1n brine, resemble tuna but cannot, under the Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act of 1938, be labeled “tuna.”

I will discuss later the probable effect that the imposition of a duty
on fresh or frozen tuna might have on the protection afforded the
domestic tuna industry by the duties on these canned products.

Senator MiLLIKIN. Do all of these products from the species of
ﬁsl&dyou have described come in duty-free at the present time?

r. BaLuir. No, sir; the bonito and yellowtail, fresh or frozen, are
dutiable at 1 cent a pound.

Senator M1LLIKIN. What is the history of that 1 cent & pound?
Was that by trade agreement or Tariff Act?

Mr. Baruir. 1 think it was provided by the Tariff Act and is
bound in the trade agreement.

Senator MiLLIKIN. With Mexico?

Mr. BarLir. It is in the Cuban trade agreement.

The Cuairman. All right, Mr, Ballif.

Mr. BaLuir. But at this time I should like to give the committee a
brief picture of the imports and domestic production of tuna and bonito.
For this purpose we have prepared two charts, the first of which shows
United States imports of fresh or frozen tuna, of tuna canned in oil, of
tuna canned in brine, and of bonito canned in oil. The second chart
shows United States production of fresh or frozen tuna and of tuna
canned in oil,

I don’t know whether these charts are too far away from the com-
g:u'ttee, but probably we could move them up here so you will sece them

etter.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Mr. BaLruir. This chart on this side shows the United States im-
ports of tuna and tuna-like fish. This other one shows the United
States production of fresh or frozen tuna and of tuna canned in oil.

Senator ConnaLLY. May I interrupt with one brief question?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Senator CoNNALLY. What is the fish that has the 1 cent?

Mr. BaLLir. That is fresh or frozen bonito or yellowtail. It is not
tuna but a tuna-like fish.

Senator CoNNaLLY. That bears the tariff of 1 cent a pound?

Mr. Barrir. Yes, sir.

Senator ConNaLLY. Not tuna but like tuna.

Mr. Bavruir. Like tuna, or tuna-like fish., They can’t label it
“tuna’’ when they can it; it has to be labeled ‘““bonito.”

Senator ConnaLLY. All right.

Mr. Baruir. From this chart here you will note that from a peak
before the war, a peak in 1939 of about 15 million pounds, the impor-
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tation of the fresh or frozen, which is the solid line, declined very
substantially during the war, almost disappeared entirely, and then
began to increase in about 1946, increased slightly in 1947 and 1948,
and then began to increase very substantially.

The imports of the tuna canned in oil, which is this dotted line
here, the imports of that product followed much the same course as
the 1mports of the fresh or frozen. You notice they increased only
slightly following the low point during the war unt.l'yl’ 1949, and then
increased very substantially in 1950, and then declined very sub-
stantially in 1961.

Senator Kerr. Which one is that?

Mr. BaLLir. That is the tuna canned in oil.

Senator KErr. With reference to which there is a tariff of 45
percent?

Mr. Barruir. There is a tariff of 45 percent; yes, sir.

Senator MILLIKIN. With respect to the tuna canned in oil, what
percent of the import represents purely foreign production and what
percent represent production abroad by American-owned companies?

Mr. BavLuir. That is the fresh or frozen, Senator. That i8 this
line here {indicating]. Included in these statistics, particularly in the
more recent years, are relatively small quantities of fish caught by
United States vessels.

Senator MILLIKIN. Let me get it straight. 1 am talking only about
the tuna canned in oil.

Mr. BaLrLir. That question, Senator, applies to fresh or frozen only.

Senator MiLLikiN. All right.

Mr. BaLLir. Included in these import statistics are certain quan-
tities of fresh or frozen tuna that are caught by United States-flag
vessels and brought into this country, and those imports would be
free of duty if you impose the 3-cent rate. However, we estimate as
much as possibly 20 percent in one year and 15 percent in the other
would be represcnted by these imports of what we call products of
American fisheries.

Senator KErr. I would like to ask you how an American gets
himself out of the category of a domestic producer and into the cate-
gory of a foreign importer. Is that because his ships are based some
place else than an erican port?

Mr. Bavuir, It is primarily, Senator, a matter of registry. If they
are of foreign registery the fish thev bring in is toreign fish.

Senator ﬁlll':nn. You are talking about the ships?

Mr. Baruir. I am talking about the ships, yes, sir.

Scnator Kerr. Now the Americans operating so-called foreign
registry ships, are they registered in Mexico or Panama or South
America, or where? )

Mr. BaLLir. Yes; they may be registered anywhere. I think a
number of them are registered in Panama, some in Ecuador.

Senator KeErr. Some in Mexico? . .

Mr. BaLLiF. I don’t know that there are many registered in Mexico.
I think there was some operation down there some years ago, but I
think it has been discontinued.

Senator KErr. Might it be that these ships are based at the same
American harbors at which domestic fisheries have ships located?

Mr. Baruir. No, sir. If the ships are of foreign try they
cannot land fish in the United States ports, the fish would have to be
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landed abroad. They are ususlly landed abroad, frozen there and
then shipped in in regular commercial steamers. A fishing boat of
foreign registery cannot land its catch in the United States port.

Senator Kerr. Thank you.

Senator MILLIKIN. Why not?

Mr. BarLuir. Well, 1 think it is in the law.

Senator MILLIKIN. I see. Then to get these fish into this country,
that are caught by foreign ships or foreign registered ships, you go
through what process?

Mr. Bavuir. Well, if they are caught by ships other than ships of
United States registry, they land them at some foreign port and then
tranship them here in regular commercial shipping vessels. That is
the procedure.

Senator KerRr. After they have been processed, I take it.

Mr. BaLLir. Yes. They are usually landed there and frozen.
They will have a station in a foreign country where they will accumu-
late a substantial quantity that will justify transporting them in
much larger vessels than fishing boats.

Senator KErr. If an American-built boat registered in Panama
wanted to import these products and if it were so equipped that it
could put them in brine or freeze them, could it not land them in this
country?

Mr. Baruir. No, sir. It is my understanding that boats of foreign
registry, fishing boats, cannot land fish in American ports.

efore I leave this one question that you raised, Senator Millikin,
I would like to point out that some of the imports which are reported
as imports from foreign countries but actually are products of Ameri-
can fisheries, are caught by American boats that go out to the fishing
grounds, boats of American registry with an American captain—1I
think they have to have at least an American captain on the hoat—and
they go out with skeleton crews and employ foreign fishermen to fish
out there and then bring the fish into the United States as products of
American fisheries.

Senator KeErr. What kind of figure does that line represent?

Mr, Bavurr. This is 75 million pounds, an increase from about 21
million pounds in 1949 to about 75 million pounds in 1951.

The Crairman. That 18 fresh or frozen?

Mr. BarLir. That is imports of fresh or frozen; yes, sir,

Senator Kerr. What is the domestic production curve and figures
at the same time?

Mr. Barrir. That is in this chart here [indicating]. T would like
to point out that the two charts are not drawn to the same scale, so
the imports appear to be almost as large as the production. That is
not actually true. The production of fresh or frozen reached the peak
of 400 million pounds in 1950.

Senator KeErr. As compared to what in 1948, say?

Mr. BauLir. As compared with imports in 1950 of 57 million pounds.

Senator KErr. And the domestic production was how much?

Mr. BaLuir. In that year the domestic production was 400 million
pounds. Then the domestic production dropped down to a little
more than 300 million pounds.

Senator KErr. In 19517

Mr. Baruir, In 1951, and imports of fresh and frozen went to 75
million pounds.
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- Senator KErr. Both these statements are with reference to fresh
or frozen? ‘ '

Mr. BaLuir. Yes, sir.

Senator KERr. At the same time what were the complementary
figures of the production and importation of the others?

Mr. BavLuir. Well, imports of tuna canned in oil, represented by
this dotted line here [indicating], increased from about 5 million
pounds in 1949 to something less than 37 million pounds in 1950, and
then dropped down to less than 5 million pounds in 1951,

Senator KErr. That is the imports?

Mr. Baviuir. That is the imports. The explanation is, up to this
point right here [indicating 1950] the tuna canned in oil was dutiable
at 22.5 percent, and at this point (1951) it was increased to 45 percent
and imports dropped way off.

Senator Kerr. That is what it took to keep them out?

~Mr. BaLuir. Apparently. There are, however, other factors in the
situation.

Senator Kerr. What was the domestic production in 1948, 1949,
1950, and 1951?

Mr. BaLLir. The domestic production of the tuna canned in oil
in 1948 was about 132 million pounds, only slightly larger in 1949,
and it increased to 173 million pounds in 1950, and then dropped off
to 155 million pounds in 1951.

Senator KErR. If you give me one other figure I beliecve I will be
through. Based on what you told us, is it correct that the total con-
sumption today of both mmports and domestic production of both
fresh, frozen, and canned is less for 1951 by a considerable amount
than it was in 1950, or did the imports of fresh and frozen increase
enough in 1951 to offset the reduction in the domestic production and
the reduction in the imports of the canned in oil?

Mr. BarLir. Well, I believe that they did, although vou cannot
rely too much on these figures, because you have to consider inven-
tories. 1 understand the inventories of the tuna canned in oil were
pretty high and they have been working those off. It would not be
reflected 1n these statistics of domestic production and imports.

Senator MiLLIKIN. May I ask a question, Senator Kerr?

Senator KERR. Yes. \

Senator MiLLIEIN. Regardless of the source of the raw production,
regardless of the source of the canned product, what are our domestic
consumption statistics 1n 1948, 1949, 1950, and 1951?

Senator KErrR. You are talking about the total domestic and im-
portation?

Senator MiLLIikIN. I want to know how much the consumer eats,
and of what variety.

Senator KErr. That is the figure I was looking for, the total con-
sumption.

. Barrir. That would be just the canned product, because we
consume very little as fresh and frozen tuna. .

Senator KErr. You mean when they import them some domestic
operator takes them and cans them? ‘

Mr. BaLuir. Yes, virtually all of it is canned in this country, so
the consumption of the tuna in this country would be in terms of the
canned. It would be the domestic production plus the imports of
the canned. I have not yet discussed the imports of bonito canned
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in oil and imports of the tuna canned in brine.¥ This is the situation
on the bonito: Before 1949 the imports of bonito canned in oil were
very small, or negligible. Thev may have amounted to something
during the war, but they were relatively small. Then they increased
to about 8 million pounds in 1949 and were about the same in 1950,
and then increased to about 11 million pounds in 1951.

Now here is the tuna canned in brine [indicating].

Senator KErr. Tuna or bonito, or both?

Mr. BAaLLiF. Just the tuna.

Senator KErr. The other was bonito?

Mr. BaLLir. The other was bonito. Imports of the tuna canned in
brine were negligible before 1950, and then by the end of 1951 the
imports increased to a little over 10 million pounds.

enator KErr. That is 10 million of the canned in oil and 12 million
of the bonito. Is that 75 million, that other figure where the man
has got his finger on it?

Mgr(.) Barvir. This is fresh or frozen.

Senator Kerr. That is the imports?

Mr. Baruir. Yes. The imports of canned in oil is 3.5 million
pounds.

Senator Kerr. What is the imports of fresh or frozen?

Mr. BaLuir. If you are considering the consumption, Senator, I
don’t think you want to take the fresh or frozen, but just the canned.
The domestic production of the canned in oil for 1951 is about 155
million pounds. That would give vou roughly, aside from the adjust-
ment of inventories, changes in inventories, what the consumption of
tuna was.

Senator KErr. That only adds up to 177 million pounds, and yet
the domestic production there is 450 million pounds.

Mr. BavLuip. Of the fresh or frozen. It takes 2.3 pounds of fresh
or frozen to make 1 pound of canned.

Senator KeErr. It is more than that. You have 75 million, and
how much in the other one? Is that 350 million?

Mr. BarLir. The total here is 320 million.

Senator KeErr. And what are the imports?

Mr. Bavrir. That shows 75 million.

Senator Kerr. That is a total of 400 million.

Mr. BaLuir. Yes, sir,

Senator KERR. And the total consumption is 175 million in the can.

Mr. BarLir. Yes. That shows a little more than the 2.3 conversion
factor would imply.

Senator KErr. Now give us the figures for 1950 on the same basis,
the consumption figures.

Mr. BavrrLir. You want the canned in o01l?

Senator KErr. Yes.

Mr. BaLrir. The canned in oil in 1950, the production was 173
million pounds.

Senator KErr. Where is that shown on the chart?

Mr. BaLLir. Here {indicating].

Senator Kerr. Now let us go back over yonder to the imported
meat and imported tuna in brine.

Mr. Barrir. The imported tuna canned in oil is 36 million pounds.
The imports of the bonito canned in oil was 8 million, and imports of
the tuna in brine were negligible.
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Senq,tqr Kzrr, That would be 217 million in 1950 compared with
177 million in 1951, and I believe from what you told us that differ-

ential is explained by the fact that there were large inventories at
the end of 1950,

Mr. Baruir. Yes.
lgﬁgnator KERR. And included in the production and importation in

Mr, BaLLir. Yes, sir.

Senator MiLLIkIN, Do you have any independent statistics on the
actual amount consumed 1n this country? You are reaching this by
deduction?

Mr. Baruir. Yes.

Senator MiLLIkIN, T wonder if you have any statistics?

Mr. BaLLir. None on actual consumption, adjusted for inventories.

Senator MILLIKIN. Are there any trade associations represented
here who can give us the figures as far as the market is concerned?

Mr. PrisTER. I am Montgomery Phister and I am the president
of the California Fish Canners’ Association, the trade association
which represents most of the California canners of tuna.

Senator MiLLIkIN. Can you tell us how much tuna and these allied
products were consumed in 1948, 1949, 1950, and 19517?.

Mr. Paister. 1 will give you my recollection of the apparent con-
sumption, that is what I think was consumed. It increased from 1948
of about 6 million cases, that is cases of canned tuna, to approximately
9 million cases in 1951. That increase has been gradun.lp during the
year. That increase in consumption in 1951 over the preceding year
was accounted for by increased imports and lessened domestic
production.

Senator MiLLIikKIN. But there was an increase in consumption?

Mr. Puister. In total consumption.

Senator MrLLixiN. Without if’s, but’s, or maybe’s?

Mr. PristeRr. That is right. This inventory problem, of course,
and the making of computations requires some allowance made for
that. The increase in inventory was not great, it was less than a
million cases, so in talking of an increase of 9 million cases it does not
make very much difference. There was an increase in domestic con-
sumption in 1951 over 1950 that was supplied by an increase in
imports and decrease in domestic production.

enator KERrR. What does a case weigh?

Mr. PaisTer. Twenty-one pounds, roughly, that is the fish in the
case.

Senator Kerr. Twenty-one pounds of fish?

Mr. PrisTER. Yes. The container and everything weighs about
six additional pounds.

The CrairMAN. All right, you may proceed with your statement.

Mr. BaLLir. Well, I think that that concludes our discussion of
the charts, unless you have other questions.

Senator ConnaLLY. May I ask him a question, Senator?

The CrAIRMAN. Yes; you may ask him,

Senator ConnaLLy. Has the domestic production increased over
these 3 years you have been talking about, 1949, 1950, and 19517

Mr. Bavrir. The domestic production increased up to 1950,
Senator, and then dropped down in 1951, that is the fresh or frozen.

Senator MiLLIkIN. Of all fish?
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Mr. BavLrrr. The fresh or frozen tuna.

Senator MiLuikiN. You are not talking about the canned product?

Mr. Barurr. No, sir.

Senator KErr. The canned product dropped down some, too, did
it not?

Mr. BaLuir. Yes, the canned product dropped down slightly, too.
Here is the fresh and frozen tuna lindicating]. It reached the peak
in 1950 and then dropped down to a little over 300 million in 1951.

Senator Kerr. It dropped down about 25 percent?

Mr. BaLuir, Yes, it dropped off by about one-fourth on the fresh
olr; frozen. These figures are rough; I am of course reading from the
chart.

Senator KErr. I understand.

Mr. BaLrrr. The production of the tuna canned in oil decreased
from about 173 million pounds in 1950 to a little over 155 million in
1951.

The CrAIRMAN. Very well, you may proceed with your statement.

Mr. Baruir. Virtually the entire domestic catch and imports of
fresh or frozen tuna is made into tuna canned in oil by the cannin
industry of this country. There is no known production of tuna canne
in brine in the United States. Relatively small quantities of bonito
are caught by domestic fishermen and bonito canned in oil is produced
in the United States on a relatively small scale.

To briefly summarize, the charts show (1) that imports of fresh or
frozen tuna are substantial and increasing rapidly; (2) that imports
of tuna canned in oil were increasing at a high rate until the duty was
raised on January 1, 1951, after which they declined to relatively small
quantities; (3) that imports of tuna canned in brine are still small
compared with domestic production of canned tuna but rapidly in-
creasing; and (4) that imports of bonito canned in oil are increasing
but not as rapidly as the imports o tuna canned in brine. On the
production side, we find that the domestic catch of tuna and domestic
production of tuna canned in oil increased rapidly through 1950 and
then declined substantially in 1951, but is still considerably above the
prewar peak.

Before we leave the charts, I should like to point out that the imports
of fresh or frozen tuna shown on the first chart include relatively small
quantities of tuna caught by United States fishing vessels, The ex-
clusion of the tuna caught by United States fishing vessels from the
import statistics, however, would not significantly change the picture
presented by the charts, :

We have distributed to the members of the committee, a series of
statistical tables showing in detail the domestic production and imports
of tuna and bonito.

They are in the other reports of the Tariff Commission, and I don’t
think they need to be included in the record.

Senator MiLLikiN, May I ask this question, Mr. Chairman?

The CuairMaN, Yes, Senator.

Senator MiLLIKIN. How does the 3-cent per pound duty on tuna
eit.héar frgsh or frozen, reflect in terms of cents per pound on the canne
product?

Mr. Barurr. I will show that later on, Senator. I am going into
that point in some detail.

Senator MILLIKIN, Very well.
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Mr. Barurr. Almost all of the fresh or frozen tuna produced in the
United States is landed on the Pacific coast and over 95 percent of the
domestic production of tuna canned in oil is produced on the Pacific
Coast. In recent years over 80 percent of the imports of fresh or
frozen tuna have entered on the Pacific coast and has been processed
by west coast canners. Most of the remainder of the imports entered
the east coast and were processed by several canners located in the
Eastern States, whose principal production consists of products other
than tuna.

In 1950 Japan supplied 44 percent and Peru 23 percent of United
States imports of fresh or frozen tuna; and in the first 11 months of
1951 Japan supplied 53 percent and Peru 29 percent of the total im-
porta. Japan is also by far the principal source of imports of canned
tuna. In the two recent years when imports were insignificant vol-
ume, Japan supplied 90 percent of the imports of tuna canned in oil’
(1950) and 90 percent of the imports of tuna canned in brine (1951).
Imports of bonito canned in oil come very largely from Peru, that
country having supplied 98 percent of the total imports in 1950 and
about 90 percent in 1951.

Senator MiLLikiN. Will you give us figures before you finish of the
prewar percentages of these imports?

Mr. BaLLir. We can supply that for the record, Senator. They
are in the tables you have there.

Senator MiLLIKIN. Give me a rough idea of what the significance of
your table is.

Mr. BarLuir., The imports of the fresh or frozen in—the ratio of
the imports, fresh or frozen, to domestic production of fresh or frozen
was 12.2 in 1931, 7.8 in 1933, 5.1 in 1935, and then it ranged around
8 and 9 percent until 1939. Then it dropped to 1 percent in 1943, 2
percent in 1944, continued very small during the rest of the war, and
then in 1947 it amounted to 3.4 percent, 2.8 in 1948, 6.2 in 1949, 14.2
in 1950, and 23.4 in 1951.

Now, the ratio of the imports of tuna, canned in oil, to domestic
production of tuna, canned in oil s

Senator MiLLikiN. I am probably dropping a stitch here some
place. You said:

In 1950 Japan supplied 44 percent and Peru 23 percent of United States imports

of fresh or frozen tuna; and in the first 11 months of 1951 Japan supplied 63 percent
and Peru 29 percent of the total imports,

What percentage did Japan supply in 1940 of fresh or frozen tunsa,
or in 1949?

Mr. BaLLir. The fresh or frozen

Senator MILLIKIN. [ want the prewar figure.

Mr. Bavruir. In 1939 the imports were, total imports, were about
15 million pounds, of which Japan supplied a little over 5 million
pounds, or about a third. Costa Rica supplied a little over half of
the imports.

Senator MILLIKIN. So that in 1950 Japan supplied a larger percent
than she did in 1939; is that right?

Mr. BaLuir. Yes, sir.

Senator MiLLIKIN. Now let’s take Peru. You attribute 23 percent
to Peru in 1950. Let’s see what it was in 1939.

Mr. Baruir. There were no imports from Peru, according to these
statistics, prior to 1948. They were either nil or negligible in all
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years. Then imports from Peru increased to a little less than &
quarter of the total in 1950, and as I indicated, it was 29 percent in
1951.

Senator MiLLIkiN. Thank you.

Mr. BaLruir. As indicated previously, fresh or frozen tuna is, and
has been for many years, free of duty. H. R. 5693 would impose a
duty of 3 cents per pound on this product. A rough indication of the
height of such a duty is provided by the following tabulation which
ghows the ad valorem equivalents of assumed rates of duty of 2, 3, 4,
or 5 cents a pound on fresh or frozen tuna, using the average unit
foreign values of imports in the first 11 months of 1951 as reported by
thea%'elpartment of Commerce. Because of the rather wide differences
in the ad valorem equivalents of a given specific duty on the imports
from Japan and from Peru, the data are shown separately for the two
countries as well as for the total imports from all countries.

Ad valorem equivalents of assumed rates of duly on fresh or frozen luna

2 cents 3 cents 4 rents per 5 cents per
Item poun poun poung poung
Fresh or frozen tuna imported from: Percent Percent Percent Percent
JAPAN.. e e ciceerrnicccceronas 14 2 28 a4
Peru. ... iicccea. 2 34 1] 57
Total imports from al] countries.__..._._._. 18 4 32 40

This tabulation indicates that a duty of 3 cents per pound on fresh
or frozen tuna would be equivalent, based on the value of imports in
the first 11 months of 1951, to an ad valorem rate of 21 percent on
imports from Japan, 34 percent on imports from Peru, and an average
of 24 percent on the total imports from all countries.

Senator ConnaLLY. Is that fresh or frozen? 1t is not canned?

Mr. Barrir. No, sir, I show the effect of the duty on the fresh
or frozen on the protection provided by the present duty on the canned
a little later on.

Senator CoxNaLLy. Very well.

Mr. BaLiirs These percentages are compared in the tabulation
with corresponding percentages of rates lower and higher than the
rate of 3 cents per pound provided in the pending bill,

As I have already stated, the ad valorem equivalents given in the
tabulation are based on the foreign values of the imports of fresh or
frozen tuna as reported in official Government statistics. These
foreign values may be somewhat inaccurate, as the reported foreign
values of imported products that are duty-free, such as fresh or frozen
tuna, are not reported with the same care as in the case of products
subject to ad valorem dutics. It is believed, however, that the foreign
values used in the calculations are sufficiently accurate to indicate
in a general way what the ad valorem equivalents would be on the
assumed rates on fresh or frozen tuna.

It is impossible to determine how restrictive on imports of fresh
or frozen tuna a duty of 3 cents a pound would be. If the duty was
fully effective—that is, raised the price in the United States of fresh
or frozen tuna by 3 cents a pound—the competitive position of the
domestic producers of tuna would probably be substantially improved.
On the other hand, if the foreign producer of fresh or frozen tuna
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reduced his price by 3 cents a pound, the price of tuna in the United
States would not be affected by the duty and the competitive position
of the domestic producers of fresh or frozen tuna would remain
unchanged. Of course, the foreign producer may decide to absorb
part of the duty and pass the rest on by reducing his price——

Senator MiLLIkIN. From your knowledge of his costs, is he in a
position to absorb that?

Mr, BaLLir. We have no definite information on the cost of pro-
ducing the fish abroad. Of course, from our knowledge of Japan’s
trade in some other products, they have shown an ability to reduce
prices considerably. That may apply here, but we can't ge sure.

Senator KERR. Apparently the present price of fresh or frozen tuna
imported from Japan is about 15 cents a pound and in Peru about 9
cents a pound.

Mr. BaLvir. Yes, sir, that is right.

Senator Kerr. So that either the Japanese producer has a lot
higher costs than the producer in Peru or he is making a lot more
money.

Mr. BaLuir. I think one explanation, Senator, is that the Japanese
ship here mainly albacore, which is a species of tuna that commands
8 higher price hga.n the species brought in from Peru.

Senator KErR. I don’t see how a product brought in from Japan
could sell ngpercent, igher than the competitive one from Peru.

Senator MILLIKIN. From the consumers’ standpoint, don’t you
have a big difference in the relative attractiveness of the different
products, whether one is so-called white meat and the other is not?

Is not the Japanese product or were at least a considerable part of
the Japanese products so-called white meat? :

Mr. BaLLir. Yes, sir; I think that is true.

Senator M1LLIkIN. And the product that comes from the south is
not white meat?

Mr. BaLuir. The white meat tuna is obtained from the albacore
and that is what we get from Jaga,n.

Senator MiILLIKIN. Is it possible you could have a landed cost by
the Japanese of white meat greater than our own landed price and
still because of the attractiveness of the product in the market you
would still have quite tough competition?

Mr. Baurir. That is possible, but I don’t think it has quite taken
place. The price of domestic fresh or frozen fish, however, has been
uniformly higher than the price of the Japanese.

Senator MILLIKIN. You mean the landed price?

Mr. BawLLir. Landed price; yes, sir.

I should like to point out something in addition that is not in my
statement here, and that has to do with what might happen to the
competitive position of the domestic canners relative to foreign can-
ners if you impose & duty on the fresh or frozen product.

I would like to repeat a little in order to provide continuity.

It is impossible to determine how restrictive on imports of fresh or
frozen tuna a duty of 3 cents a pound would be. If the duty was fully
effective—that is, raised the price in the United States of fresh or
frozen tuna by 3 cents a pound—the com%etitive position of the do-
mestic producers of tuna would probably be substantially improved.
On the other hand, if the foreign producer of fresh or frozen tuna
reduced his price by 3 cents a pound, the price of tuna in the United
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States would not be affected by the duty and the competitive position
of the domestic producers of fresh or irozen tuna would remain un-
changed. Of course, the foreign %roducer may decide to absorb part
of the dut& and pass the rest on by reducing his price by something
less than the amount of the duty.

I should like to point out that when I refer to the duty on fresh or
frozen tuna not being fully effective because the foreign producer
reduced his price on shipments to the United States market, I am
assuming that he would not reduce his price on the fresh or frozen
tuna he sold to canners in the foreign country. If the foreign pro-
ducer of fresh or frozen tuna reduce(lﬂ:llis price not only on shipments
to the United States but also on his sales to foreign canners, the price
of fresh or frozen tuna in the United States might not be increased
by the imposition of the duty, but the cost of the fresh or frozen tuna
would be reduced to the foreign canners and their competitive position
vis-A-vis our domestic canners would be improved.

Senator MILLIKIN. Are you in a position to tell us whether either
Japan or any of these foreign countries that ship in here are subsidized
by the government?

Mr. BarLLir. We have no evidence, Senator, that they are subsidized
by the Government. However, I think that they don’t have the
restrictive antitrust laws that we have here. I think it is easier far
{,lhe producers and the processors to work jointly over there than it is

ere.

Senetor KErr. How did you happen to contemplate the possibility
of a foreign producer of fresh or frozen tuna would reduce the price of
his product to the foreign canner, with which this bill, as I understand
could not possibly have any application, merely by reason of the fact
that in the first place, this duty would be imposed, and, in the second
place, if he so decided, he would then decide to absorb all or part of it
on what he ships in here?

Do you think it would be a matter of conscience with him? Do
you think it would be a matter of feeling that if he was going to have
the profit reduced on what he shipped into the United States, that he
would want to make an cqual reduction in the profit on his product
sold somewhere else?

Mr. Barvir. I think that is a possibility.

Senator KErr. I would like to have your idea of the possibility
because I have been sitting here trying to think of one and couldn’t.

Mr. BavLir. If you put a duty of 3 cents a pound on the fresh or
frozen tuna, the foreign Yroducer may decide to give up the fresh or
frozen market here, or a large part of it, and concentrate on shipping
the canned product.

Senator KErR. You said he might decide to reduce his price and
absorb that duty himself.

Mr. BaLuir. Well, that is another

Senator KErr. That is what you said.

Mr. BaLLir. That is another possibility.

Senator KErr. You sa.i(fllyou didn’t know, but if he did do that, he
would feel that he also should make an equal reduction on that part of
his product he sold to a foreign canner.

Mr. BaLuir. It ivsvﬁossible.

Senator KERR. at consideration would be in his mind that
might bring that about?
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Mr. BarLir. He would have to judge the over-all profitableness
of shipping a certain amount of the fresh or frozen here, what the
return would be on that compared with shipping & certain amount of
tlll)tla canned tuna in oil here. It is a question of which is most profit-
able.

Senator Kxrr. It might be increased by reducing it on what he sold
on the outside?

Mr. BaLuir. Yes, sir; that is right.

Senator Kerr. That is a bit of mathematical gymnastics that is
hard for me to comprehend.

Senator MiLLIKIN, Might this be an answer to the Senator's ques-
tion? To the extent he restricts shipments to the United States he
hg.s nﬁ)re fish to dispose of, and therefore he might lower the price
abroad.

Mr. BaLuir. That is right.

Senator KErr. The gentleman'’s statement was that this fellow was

oing to absorb the duty on the product he was shipping into the
nited States.

Senator MiLLikIN. I was merely making

Senator Kerr. On the part that he absorbs, his shipments wouldn’t
be reduced.

Senator MiLLIRIN. That is right; except he might not want to take
a loss in that item, if there were loss, and if that were true, he would
limit his shipments into this country and, having more fish to dispose
of, he would have to have more volume abroad.

I don't think it is a direct answer to the Senator’s question.

Senator Kerr. I think it is answering a question I didn’t ask.

Senator MILLIKIN. I agree.

Mr. BaLLir. I am not saying that he will do any of these things, or
which of these things he would actually do. That is one ol the
mysteries in the case, Senator. I am just saying that, based on our
past experience, when you impose duties, the foreign producer may
do this sort of thing, in order to make the best of the market in this
country, that is, if he continues to send his product here.

Senator JoHNsoN. As I understand your testimony, the Japanese
fisherman gets 15 cents for his frozen fish, the Peruvian fisherman gets
9 cents. at does the domestic, the American fisherman, get
approximately?

. Bawrir. I think the last figure was something like $300, a
little over $300, a ton. That would be about 15 cents. That was a
recent price.

Senator JounsoN. That is the American fisherman?

Mr. BarLir. Yes, sir. .

Senator JounsoN. Now, on which one of these prices does the
American consumer pay? That is, the consumer who buys the can.
Which one of those prices is the canned tuna based upon?

Mr. Barurr. Well, I suppose if a canner was using both imported
and domestic fish, he would average his cost in pricing his canned

duct, average the cost to him of the two, the foreign fish and the
omestic fish. . .

Senator JoENsON. That is a reasonable supposition, but I am asking
which one does he follow? _

Mr. BaLLir. Well, I couldn’t answer that, Senator. I think there
are some people here from the canning industry who would indicate

their pricing policy for you.




TUNA IMPORTS o9

. Senator KErr. I think for the statement he did make to be respon-

sive to the Senator’s question the Senator would need to know, and
I would be curious to know, whether or not that domestic fresh or
frozen tuna that the producer got $300 a ton or 15 cents a pound for
was the white meat fish, which I understand it would have to be in
order to be comparable to that imported by the Japanese——

Mr. Barurr. I think that the 15 cents a pound for the domestic
fresh or frozen, I mentioned, was not for albacore, not for the white
meat.

Senator JoENsON. It is the 9-cent grade variety.

Senator Kxrr. Comparable to the Peruvian imports.

Mr. BaLrLir. 1 think so, so far as the species are concerned, but I
believe that that is a question that I am really not competent to
answer. I think people right in the trade would be in a better position
to give you information on these relative prices.

gt:,nator MiLLixiN. I think your statistics show in 1951 the price
ranged from 15 to 17 cents.

r.BaLrir. I think that is true.

Senator MiLLIKIN. ] am quoting from your table 5 on page &
of your appendix II.

r. BaLLir. Yes, sir.

Senator MILLIKIN. Oregon and Washington albacore price 1951 to
date was 15 cents, and the albacore, southern California albacore,
in June 1951, it was 17% cents. It has now settled down to 15 cents.
Yellowfin, the period January to June 1951, was 15% cents; July
1951, it was 15X cents.

Mr. BaLrir. Yes, sir.

Senator JoansoN. Now to go on with my question, you have
stated what the effect would be on the Japanese and the Peruvian
fishermen of an increase of 3 cents. What would the effect be on the
American consumer? Would it be more than 3 cents a pouni?
Would you shut out the Peruvian and the Japanese product and
then vge might have a boost of say 50 percent to the American con-
sumer?

Mr. BaLrir. You can’t say how effective this duty will be,

Senator JOoENSON. You can’t even guess?

Mr. BaLuir., As I indicate later, you might make sort of an intelli-
gent guess, but it is very difficult to say what the effect will be on the
price of the fresh or frozen tuna in this country of imposing this duty;
of course what effect the duty has on the fresh or frozen determines
what effect 1t will have on the tuna canned in oil.

Wﬂlinll)t. it is impossible to predict with any preciseness what the effect
e.

Senator MiLLikiN. What is the wastage from the raw to the canned?

Mr. BaLLir. Well, it takes 2.3 pounds of the fresh or frozen tuna to
make 1 pound of the canned in oil.

Senator MiLLikiN. Two and what?

Mr. BaLuir. 2.3, about 2},

Senator MILLIKIN. So it costs you 7 cents of duty at the 3-cent
rate to get a pound of stuff in the can;is that right?

. Mr. BaLuir. Yes, sir; I refer to that compensatory feature later on
1In my statement.

The CaamrMAN. You may proceed with your statement. We
have a pretty full calendar.

94754—82——35
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Mr. Barurr. 1 will be glad to continue reading it or not, Senator,
whatever you wish.

The CrHAIRMAN. Go ahead and proceed with your statement.

Mr. Bavirr. Another possibility is that the foreign producer would
not reduce his price on the fresh or frozen tuna he shipped to the
United States but would reduce his price on the fresh or frozen product
he sold to the foreign canners with a view to concentrating the trade
in the canned product. Here again the competitive position of the
canner 1n the United States would be worsened because the spread
between the cost of fresh or frozen tuna to him and the cost to the
foreign canner would be increased. All these considerations point
to the importance, as I will show later, of keeping the duties on the
fresh or frozen product and on the canned products in the proper
relationship. The possibilities I have just mentioned should be kept
in mind when 1 refer subsequently in this statement to the effective-
ness of & duty on fresh or frozen tuna.

To the extent that the duty was effect've-—that is, raised the price
of fresh or frozen tuna in the United States market—it would increase
the raw material costs to domestic canners and make them less able to
compete with foreign canners under the existing duties on the canned
products, namely, tuna canned in oil, tuna canned in brine, and bonito
canred in oil or in brine.

Stated another way, an effective duty on the fresh or frozen tuna
would tend to reduce the tariff protection now afforded the domestic
processors by the duties on the canned products. Thus, if the Con-
gress wished to assure to the domestic tuna processors exactly the
same protection they now have, it would be necessary to place an
additional or compensatory duty on the canned products to compensate
for the duty on the fresh or frozen product.

Senator Kerr. If vou were sceking the balance that you refer to
there, you could do it just as well by reducing the import tax on the
fresh or frozer where it would compensate for the present import duty
on the canned in oil and reach a balance just the same as you could fix
the import duty of 3 cents on fresh or frozen, and then raise the import
duty on the canned to where the balance was effective, couldn’t you?

Mr. BarLir. I am not sure that I understand yvour question. Senator,
but if I do, the answer, I think. is *“No,”” because, you see, there is no
present duty on the fresh or frozen.

Senator KeErr. You say:

Thus, if the Congress wished to assure the domestic tuna processors exactly the
game protection they now have, it would be necessary to place an additional or

ocompensatory duty on the canned products to compensate for the duty on the
fresh or frozen product.

Under what eventuality?

Mr. BaLur. If vou impose a duty on the fresh or frozen.

Senator Kerr. Of 3 cents a pound?

Mr. Baruir. Of 3 cents a pound.

Senator KErr. That is what I said, and I asked you then if you
couldn’t impose some other figure and have a balance without disturb-
ing the present import on canned in oil, a correspondingly lower figure,
on the fresh or frozen.

Mr. BaLuir. On the fresh or frozen?

Senator Kerr. Yes.
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Mr. Baruir. Of oourse, you would reduce the protection you pro-
vide the domestie fishermen. >

Senator Kerr. You wouldn’t reduce it from what he now gets;
would you?

Mr. Barrir. No. It would reduce it from a 3-cent rate.

Senator KErR. A hypothetical proposition—I am not asking you
about that. This, I understand, is addressed to the securing of a bal-
ance of the import duty on the canned in 0il and on the fresh or frozen.
Isn’t that what you are-addressing yourself to?

Mr. BaLLir. Yes; if you impose a duty on the fresh or frozen.

Senator Kerr. I am asking you if you can’t obtain the balance just
as effectively by making the import dui(;fr on fresn or frozen comparable
to the one you now have on the canned in oil, just as certainly as you
could do it by imposing the one in the bill on fresh or frozen and then
increasing the one you now have on the canned in oil,

Mr. Barutr. I see your point. I think you are right, and I think
it will be explained as I go on.

Senator Kzrr. If you see it, you ought to know whether the
answer is “yes” or “no.” I went to a lot of trouble to make it plain
to you in order to get an answer, and if I am not going to get an
answer, I will strike it from the record.

Mr. Barrir. I will answer it further in my statement.

Senator Kerg. Do you have to read your statement in order to
find out?

Mr. BaLuir. No, sir. I will say your statement is right.

Senator Kerr, I didn’t make a statement. I asked a question.

Mr. BaLuir. The answer to your question is ““ Yes.”

Senator KErr. Thank you.

Mr. Bavvrir. I had a little difficulty in following you.

Senator Kerr. I had nearly as much trouble leading you.

Mr. BaLrir. Theoretically, the compensatory duties on the canned
products should be just high enough to compensate for or offset the
effect of the duty imposed on the fresh or frozen product. If the
duty on the fresh or frozen product were fully effective in raising the

rice of that product, the com ensator{y duty should, of course, be
Eiﬁher than if the duty on the fresh or trozen product were less than
fully effective. It is extremely difficult, if not impossible, to predict
precisely how effective a duty on fresh or frozen tuna will be. About
the best than can be done is to make an intelligent guess.

It is obviously important that the duties on fresh or frozen tuna
and the duties on the canned products be kept in the proper relation-
shlg1 For example, if the duty on the fresh or frozen product were
high relative to the duties on the canned products, imports of the
canned products might increase sufficiently to offset a decline in the
imports of the fresh or frozen, assuming, of course, that the duties
on the canned product were not prohibitive of imports. In this
situation the total imports—that is, imports of the canned and of the
fresh or frozen combined—might be as large as they were before the
imposition of the duty on the fresh or frozen product and the over-all
competitive position of the domestic industry would not be materially
changed. Stated in another way, if tariff protection is to be given to
the domestic producers of fresh or frozen tuna—the fishermen—it is
quite as important to provide adequate Erotection on the canned
products as 1t is to provide protection on the fresh or frozen product.
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Now, let us consider the possible effect of the imposition of a dut
on fresh or frqzen tuna upon the tariff pretection ?l.g's;rded domestiz
processors by the present duty on tuna canned in oil which is now 45
?ercent. ad valorem. An average of about 2.3 pounds of fresh or

rozen tuna are required to make one pound of tuna canned in oil.
If, therefore, a duty of 3 cents per pound were imposed on fresh or
frozen tuna and that duty were fuﬁy eﬁ'ecl;ive—-hﬁnt 18, raised the
price of fresh or frozen tuna to the processors by 3 cents a pound—
the incressed cost to the processors in terms of the canned product
would be 6.9 cents a pound—2.3 times 3—and the compensatory
du’iy on the canned product would be 6.9 cents per pound.

© assure to domestic processors the same protection they now
have, the total duty on tuna canned in oil would then have to be
45 percent ad valorcm, the present rate, plus 6.9 cents per pound.
It should be emphasized that in this example we are assuming (1)
that tuna canned in oil should continue to have a protective rate of
45 percent ad valorem; and (2) that the 3-cent duty on the fresh or
frozen will be fully effective. However, neither of these assumptions
may be correct.

he following tabulation shows the theoretical effect on the tariff
protection now afforded domestic processors by the duty—45 per-
cent—on tuna canned in oil of various assumed rates of duty on fresh
or frozen tuna.

Senator MILLIKIN. 6.9 cents per pound reflects how many cents ad
valorem?

Mr. Baruir. That is shown in the table, Senator.

TUNA IMPORTS

Assumed rates of duty on fresh or frozen
tuna of—
Ttem
2cocents { Jcents 4 cents 5 cents
per per per per
pound | pound | pound { pound
Compensatory rates on tuna canned in oil which theorcticall
would be necessary to compenssate for specified assumed tari&
rates on fresh or frozen tuna:
Per pound of canned produet. . ... ... ____...... cents._. 4.6 6.9 0.2 1.8
In terms of peroent ad valorem on canned produet percent.. 12 18 %
Protection on tuna oanned in ofl that theoretically would re-
main (the difference between the present rate of 45 peroent
and the compensatory rates shown immediately above) )
percent ad valorem . . KX 27 21 9.3

You will note that at the top of the tabulation are given assumed
rates of duty on fresh or frozen tuna of 2 cents, 3 cents, 4 cents, or
5 cents per pound. The bill you have under consideration would
impose a rate of 3 cents a pound; the other assumed rates are for

urposes of comparison. As I have already indicated, 2.3 pounds of
?res or frozen tuna are required to make one pound of tuna canned
in oil.

Therefore, the compensatory rate for a duty of 2 cents per pound
on the fresh or frozen product would be 2.3 times 2 or 4.6 cents per
pound on the canned product—this is the first figure in the first line
of the tabulation—the compensatory rate for a duty of 3 cents on the
fresh or frozen is 6.9 cents a pound on the canned, for a duty of 4 cents
it is 9.2 cents, and for a duty of 5 cents it is 11.5 cents. As indicated
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previously, if you imposed a duty of 3 cents a pound on fresh or frozen
tuna and that rate was fully effective, and if you wanted to continue
the same protection that you have now on the tuna canned in oil,
then you would have to add a comE;n,sat.ory duty of 6.9 cents a
pound—the second figure in the first line—to the present duty of 45
percent ad valorem on the canned product; if the duty were 2 cents
on the fresh or frozen you would have to add 4.6 cents; if the duty
were 4 cents you would have to add 9.2 cents, and so forth.

The second line in the tabulation shows these compensatory rates
in terms of ad valorem rates. This is the question you raised, Senator
Millikin. Thus a compensatory rate of 4.6 cents a pound would be
equivalent to an ad valorem rate of 12 percent on tuna canned in oil;
the compensatory rate of 6.9 cents a pound would be equivalent to
18 percent ad valorem, and so forth.

ow, we should consider what would happen to the tariff protection
on tuna canned in oil if you imposed a duty on the fresh or frozen
tuna and did not offset such a rate by placing a compensatory duty
on the canned product. This is shown in the third line of the tabula-
tion. For example, if you placed a duty of 2 cents a pound on the
fresh or frozen product without an additional compensatory duty,
you would reduce the tariff protection on the canned product from 45
percent ad valorem to 33 percent ad valorem—45 percent minus
12 percent. A duty of 3 cents per pound on the fresh or frozen would
reduce the tariff protection on the canned to 27 percent ad valorem,
and so forth.

All these calculations are on the assumption that the duty on fresh
or frozen tuna would be fully effective. But, as I have indicated, the
duty might very well be only partially effective, and to, the extent
that it is less than fully effective, the remaining tariff protection on
the tuna canned in oil—the third line in the tabulation—would be
proportionately greater.

Senator KErr. That wouldn’t apply, though, unless that foreign
producer reduced the price of the fresh or frozen tuna that he sold to
a foreign canner to the cxtent that he absorbed the import duty on
what he shipped into here; would it?

Mr, BaLuir. Yes, sir, because he might decide to maintain his price
in this market, in which case of course vou add the 3 cents per pound
duty, and that would increase the price in this country by 3 cents,

Senator KErr. But you are not talking about that here.

Mr. BaLLir. There are two different possibilities, Senator.

Senator Kerr. You have disclosed a lot more than two, but I am
talking about this one now.

Mr. BaLrir. Well, I am assuming here that if you impose a duty of
3 cents per pound on the fresh or frozen he would maintain his price
wholly or in part and pass all or a part of the duty on, resulting in a
higher price on the fresh or frozen.

Senator Kerr. I thought you were referring here to a situation
where the duty might be only partially effective, and thereby the re-
maining tariff protection on the tuna canned in oil would be propor-
tionately greater.

Mr. Bavuir. That is right.

Senator Kerr. I asked you if that wouldn’t arise only in the event
that foreign producer decided to reduce the price of tge product he
sold to the foreign canner.
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- Mr. Barurr. It wouldn’t be exclusively in that situation. That
would this about, but also——

Senator KERR. It would be one eventuality that would make this
applicable?

r. BarLir. Yes, sir.

Senator KErr. What would be another?

Mr. Barrir. The other would be if he did not reduce his price b
the full amount of the 3-cent duty-—in other words, he would abso
some of the duty and pass some——

Senator KERrR. On what he ahl;Fped into this country?

Mr. BaLuir. That is right. That would be quite irrespective of
what he might do to the price in his own home market.

Senator Kerr. All right. I don’t see the application, but it might
be not unreasonable.

Senator MiLLIKIN, In addition to the flat increase in cost of the
landed raw fish, you of course would have the operation of mark-ups
all along the line, by increasing the duty, assuming a competitive
position that permitted it.

Mr. Baruir. Yes; that is true. The importer would add his duty
gl?a :nd then any middlemen in there would add their margin on top of

Senator MILLIKIN. And according to internal domestic competition.

Mr. BarLur. Yes, sir; I think there would be less of that in this
particular industry because I don’t think that you have the middlemen
operating here on fresh or frozen fish to the extent that you do on
many commodities.

In the absence of actual experience over a reasonable period, it is
impossible to determine precisely how effective a given rate on fresh
or frozen tuna will be. It is quite possible, however, that a duty of 3
cents per pound would not be fully effective—thatis, the foreign pro-
ducers of fresh or frozen tuna would absorb part of the duty by re-
ducing their price.

If the committee decides to impose a duty of 3 cents per pound on
fresh or frozen tuna, and feels that a tariff protection on tuna canned
in oil equal to 27 percent ad valorem—see the last line in the above
tabulation—is adequate for the domestic processors, then it would
not be necessary to impose a compensatory duty on the canned pro-
duct. This 27 percent would represent the minimum protection
that would be afforded the processors because, as already pointed out
the actual protection would be more than 27 percent ad valorem if
the 3-cents-per-pound duty on fresh or frozen tuna was less than fully
effective.

In considering this phase of the problem, your attention is called
to the fact, al;uslﬁown by the charts you viewed earlier, that when the
duty on tuna canned in oil was 22% percent ad valorem—that i8,
before January 1, 1951—imports were increasing rapidly, but when
the duty was increased to 45 percent the imports fell off sharply.
It would appear from this that a protective rate of 45 percent ad
valorem is quite restrictive on imports, whereas a rate of 22X percent
was not very restrictive.

Before we leave the tuna canned in oil, I should like to point out
that, in the calculations resulting in the figures given in the above
tabulation, we used the average unit foreign values of the imports of
tuna canned in oil from all sources in the first 11 months of 1951, as
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rted in the official Government statistics. ' I believe these -unit:
values are fairly representative of the value of imports in the last 2
OArs.
y Now, let us consider the tuna canned in brine. The present rate
on this product is 12% percent ad valorem as the result of a concession,
provided in the trade agrecment with Iceland. If the concession
were withdrawn, the rate would become 25 pércent ad valorem. As
long as tuna canned in brine is the subject of a concession in the agree-.
ment, the Congress could not impose a rate higher than 12 percent
ad valorem without violating this country’s commitments to Iceland.,

Senator MiLLIkIN. What tuna canned in brine does Iceland
produce?

Mr. Baruir. 1 will point that out later, but that country produces
none, and they have ncver shipped any tuna, either fresh or frozen
or canned, into this country.

Senator MILLIKIN. So, the tariff that rules tuna canned in brine
results from a purely theoretical trade agreement as far as that item
is concerned?

Mr. Baruir. I indicate exactly how that came about a little later,
Senator, in my statement. .

Senator MILLIkIN. Is the fact correct?

Mr. BaLuir. That is correct.

The Caa1rMan. Tuna canned in brine is not enumerated as such
in the Iceland agreement?

Mr. BarLLir. No, sir.

The CuairMaN. It is just a blanket agreement that covers this?

Mr. Bavuir. It is a basket classification that happened to include
tuna in brine, a product that was virtually unknown at the time the

eement was negotiated, and it was just a concession on a basket
classification. That is how it got in there.

"The CratrMAN. Would it interfere with you greatly if you inter-
rupted your statement at this point? We have Senator Morse here
and Senator Magnuson, and they probably wish to make a statement.

Senator Morse. I came to be educated, and I bave no statement
to make.

The CaAIRMAN. Senator Magnuson?

Senator Magnuson. I am in no particular hurry.

The CuairMaN. You may proceed, then.

Mr. Barrir. If I may, I would like to indicate to you the possible
effect of a duty on fresh or frozen tuna upon the tariff protection
%ﬂ_orded domestic processors by the present duty on tuna canned in

rine.

Senator MiLLIKIN. Since Iceland doesn’t produce this item, what
would be the interest of Iceland in worrying about what we do about it?
I mean Iceland should be quickly agreeable to whatever changes might
be required; should she not?

Mr. Baruir. She would have no commercial interest in this con-
cession.

l'lI‘he CaAIRMAN. As applied to tuna. She might as applied to some
other.

Mr. BaLrir. I am referring, Senator, just to that part of the con-
cession which applies to tuna in brine. I don’t think Iceland would
have any commercial interest in what we did to the rate of duty on
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that subjeet, nor do I think they would interpose any serious objection
to our withdrawing the concession on the tuna canned in' brine.

I should like to proceed in the same manner that I did when we
were considering tuna canned in oil, except that I will try to omit
some of the more tedious explanations.

The following tabulation shows the theoretical effect on the tariff
protection, now afforded domestic processors by the duty-—12% per-
cent ad valorem—on tuna canned in brine, of assumed rates of (Ezt
on fresh or frozen tuna. As in the tabulation on tuna canned in oil,
the following tabulation shows, for comparative purposes, separate
data for assumed rates on fresh or frozen tuna of 2, 3, 4, and 5 cents a
pound, respectively:

TONA IMPORTS

Assumed rates of duty on fresh or frozen
tuna of{—
Ttem .
2cents | 3cents | 4oents | 5oents
per per per per
pound pound | pound | pound
Compengatory rates on tuns eanned in brine which theoretieall
would be neceasary to compensate for specified assumed tar
rates on (resh or frozen tuna:
Por pound of capned produet ... . . ... _.___. cents. 46 8.9 9.2 1.8
In terms of patcent ad valorem on canned product. percent 14 21 P 35
Protection on tuns canned in brine that theoretically would
remain (the difference between the present rate of 1244 percent
and the compensatory rates shown lmmediately above) per-
cent ad valorem ... .. e ua 1] 07 0 0

In this tabulation, as in the preceding one, it is assumed that 2.3
pounds of fresh or frozen tuna are required to make 1 pound of tuna
canned in oil. ‘The compensatory rates—shown in the first line of the
tabulation—are, therefore, the same in this tabulation as they are in
the other. Thus, a fully effective duty of 2 cents a pound on fresh
or frozen tuna would require a compensatory rate of 4.6 cents per

ound on the tuna canned in brine; a duty of 3 cents on the fresh or
ozen

Senator MiLLIKIN. What is the range of weights in the market for
consumer canned tuna in brine or in 01l? Is it a pound tin or a half-
pound tin? What is the weight that confropis the customer?

- Mr. Bauwnir. I think the most popular size contains 7 ounces,
net weight.

Senator MILLIKIN. Seven ounces?

Mr. BaLruir. I believe that is both true of the canned in brine and
the canned in oil.

Senator MiLLikIN. What does that sell for roughly to the consumer?
Can anybody in the audience give that? ,

" Mr. KIONTGOMERY Puister. Roughly 34 cents. That is yellowfin

tuna.

Senator Kerr. Is that white meat?

Mr. PaistEr. No, sir. White meat would be ordinarily
price, but because of the competitive situation m the last year
varieties have been about equal to the consumer.

The CHAIRMAN. That is canned in oil?

Mr. Paister. Canned in oil.

The Caairman. What is the price canned in brine?

Mr. PrisTER. About 14 cents less.

igher in
e two
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Senator MiLLiRIN. What was the figure, how much per tin?

Mr. PrisTER. Thirty-four cents. It depends upon what part of the
United States it is being sold in.

Senator Kgrr. That is 7 ounces.

Mr. Baruir. Containing 7 ounces net weight. A fully effective
duty of 2 cents a pound on fresh or frozen tuna would require a
compensatory rate of 4.6 cents per pound on the tuna canned in
brine; a duty of 3 cents on the fresh or frozen would require a com-
g%nsabory duty of 6.9 cents per pound on the canned; and so forth.

ese compensatory rates, expressed in terms of ad valorem rates,
are shown 1n the second line of the tabulation. Thus the compensa-
tory rate for a duty of 2 cents per pound on fresh or {rozen tuna—or
4.6 cents—would be equivalent to an ad valorem rate of 14 percent
on the tuna canned in brine; and the compensatory rate for a duty of
3 cents per pound on the fresh or frozen would be equivalent to an
ad valorem of 21 percent; and so forth.

A glance at the last line in the tabulation shows that, since the duty
on tuna canned in brine is only 12% percent ad valorem, a fully effective
duty of 2 cents per pound on the gesh or frozen product would leave
no protection on the canned product. Quite obviously, if you imposed
a duty of 3 cents a pound on fresh or frozen tuna and if you wanted to
assure an% protection for domestic processors by a duty on tuna
canned in brine, you would have to impose a compensatory duty on the
canned product.

As indicated in the tabulation, the compensatory rate on the tuna
canned in brine for a duty of 3 cents per pound on fresh or frozen tuna
would be 6.9 cents per pound on the canned product or in terms of an
ad valorem duty, the compensatory would be 21 perceut.

Senator KErr. Does that mean that the import price is 35 cents a
pound? That is the way I apply these figures. just want to be
sure I am following you.

Mr. BaLurr. I don’t understand that, Senator.

Senator KErr. I must say we have finally found a ground on
which we can meet with a common feeling. You say here that the
duty of 3 cents per pound on fresh or frozen would be 6.9 cents per
pound on the ca.nncc{) product.

Mr. Barrir. That would be the compensatory rate.

Senator KERr. That isn't what you said. You said the compensa-
tory rate would be an ad valorem figure of 21 percent. Yes; that is
right. But the compensatory rate would be either 6.9 cents per
pound or 21 percent.

Mr. BaLrir. Yes, sir.

Senator Kerr. I take it then that 6.9 cents per pound is equal to
2] percent.

Mr. BaLuir. Twenty-one percent of the foreign value of the im-
ports; yes, sir.

Senator Kerr. And a hundred percent would have to be somewhere
in the neighborhood of 35 cents. That may be too difficult an equa-
tion, and as I look at it, I am satisfied it 18 reasonably accurate; so
I withdraw that question.

Mr. BaLuir, The compensatory rates we were just discussing are
based on the assumption that the duty on the fresh or frozen tuna
would be fully effective which might not be true as pointed out earlier.
As there is a possibility that the duty on the fresh or frozen would
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not be fully effective, the compensatory rate might be reduced some-
what below 6.9 cents or below 21 percent ad valorem. In the calcu-
lations involved in the above tabulation, we used the average foreign
values of the total imports of tuna canned in brine for the first 11
months of 1951, as reported by the Department of Commerce.

_The next question is how much tariff protection do you want to
Fve domestic processors through the duty on tuna canned in brine?
If you imposed a compensatory rate on the tuna canned in brine which
just offsets the duty on the fresh or frozen tuna and made no change
in the present ad valorem rate of 12% percent on the tuna canned in
brine, the protection afforded the domestic processors would remain
unchanged, namely, 12} percent.

Senator MiLLIKIN. Does what you are saying about the compensa-
tory tariff to take care of the canned product come to this: That if
you do not have the compensation, those who may restrict their im-
ports into this country of the raw product might go in for heavy im-
ports of the canned product? Does it come to that?

Mr. BaLLir. Yes, sir; there would be a very strong incentive to
switch over to the canned product under those circumstances.

During the period January 1, 1948, to Januéry 1, 1951, when the
duties on tuna canned in brine and on tuna canned in oil were 12%

,percent and 22}% percent ad valorem, respectively, imports of the
canned in brine increased from 13,000 pounds in 1948 to 381,000
pounds in 1950 while imports of tuna canned in oil increased from 8
million pounds in 1948 to 36 million pounds in 1950.

In the first 11 months of 1951, when the duty on the canned in brine
continued at 124 percent and the duty on the canned in oil was 45
percent, imports of the tuna canned in brine were 8 million pounds,
compared with 380,000 pounds in 1950, and the imports of the tuna
canned in oil were 3.4 million pounds, compared with 36 million
pounds in 1950.

Senator MiLLIKIN. Does that sharp decline in your statistics on
imports of the canned product indicate that maybe it might be possible
to absorbe the duty on the canned without a compensating change?

Mr. BarLuir. On the canned in oil?

Senator MILLIKIN. Yes.

Mr. BaLrir. The 45-percent rate on the canned in oil. As I
indicated, the compensatory for the 3-cent rate on the fresh or frozen
would still leave you at least 27-percent protection in the 45-percent
rate on the canned in oil.

Senator MiILLIKIN. Is the reason that the quantity of imports has
fallen off precipitously under that duty that perhaps the canners
could absorb whatever the 3 cents amounted to without seriously
increasing imports? . .

Mr. Baruir. That seems to be indicated by our experience with the
imports. The contrary of that is true in the case of tuna ¢anned in
brine where the present rate is not enough to compensate for the duty
on the fresh or frozen. o _

It will be recalled that the earlier tabulation indicated that if a duty
of 3 cents per pound were imposed on fresh or frozen tuna, the protec-
tion on tuna canned in oil would be reduced to not less than 27
percent ad valorem, even though no additional compensatory duty

were imposed on the canned product.



TUNA IMPORTS 69

If the Congress wished to provide substantially the same degree of
protection by the tariff on tuna canned in brine, this could be ac-
complished by withdrawing the concession on tuna canned in brifle
granted in the Iceland agreement, thus increasing the ad valorem rate
to 25 percent, and by adding a compensatory rate of 6.9 cents per
pound. The same thing could be accomplished by withdrawing the
concession and making the rate 46 pecent ad valorem. _

The rate would become 25 percent as a result of withdrawing the
concession and 21 percent, as shown in the tabulation, 18 the compen-
satory in terms of ad valorem equivalent. :

So long as tuna canned in brine is in the Iceland agreement, the
Congress cannot legislate a duty on this product higher than the
present rate of 12% percent ad valorem without violating the
agreement. . . _ _ _

There are two ways in which the concession on tuna canned in brine
could be withdrawn: (1) By negotiation with Iceland; or (2) through
the “escape clause’’ procedure as set forth in section 7 of the Trade
Agreements Extension Act of 1951 (Public Law 50, 82d Cong.).
Both of these procedures are possible by virtue of article XII of the
Iceland agreement which provides as follows ——

Senator Kerr. That just shows they are possible. )

Mr. BaLLir. Yes, sir; I am not arguing for one or the other. This
article reads:

If the Government of either country should consider that any circumstance,
or any measure adopted by the other Government, even though it does not
conflict with the terms of this agreement, has the effect of nullifving or impairing
any object of the agreement or of prejudicing an industry or the commerce of that
countrv, such other Government shall give sympathetic consideration to such
written representations or proposals as may be made with a view to effecting a
mutually natisfactory adjustment of the matter. If agreement iz not reached
with respeet to the matter within 30 days after Ruch representations or c]aropoqals
are received, the Government which made them shall be free, within 15 days after

the expiration of the aforesaid period of 30 davs, to terminate this agreenient in
whole or in part on 30 days' written notice.

Senator MiLniriy. I would like to ask if there is any representative
of the State Department here? Do vou anticipate much difficulty
dropping this item out of the Iceland treaty?

Mr. Corse (Carl D. Corse, Chicf, Commercial Policy Staff, Depart-
ment of State). I am not authorized to testifv, sir. 1 could give you
only a purely personal reaction to that question.

Senator MiLLIKIN. You can tell us whether Iceland is a member of
GATT.

Mr. Corse. It is not a member of GATT.

Mr. BavLuir. 1 believe the significant words in article XII for the
present purposes are:

If the Government of either country should consider that any circumstance * * *

has the effect * * * of prejudicing an industry or the commerce of that
country * * L -

Action may be taken to modify or withdraw the concession.

In considering the matter of direct negotiation with Iceland for
withdrawal ol;mie concession on tuna canned in brine, it should be
pointed out that that country does not produce or process tuna in
any form and has never exported tuna in any form to the United
States. Moreover, the concession was granted fortuitously through

a concession on & basket or catch-all tariff classification which just
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happened to include tuna canned in brine, a product that was vir-
3& y unknown in the trade at the time—1943—the Iceland agree-

tent was negotiated. If the concession were withdrawn by negotia-
tion with Ic , the Congress could impose any duty it considered
necessary on tuna canned in brine without violating any international
commitment,

As regards the escape-clause procedure, the following events have
occurred: In response to applications by various groups in the west
coast tuna industry, the Tariff Commission, on December 28, 1951,
instituted an investigation of tuna canned in brine, bonito canned in
oil, and bonito canned in brine, under section 7 of the Trade Agree-
ments Extension Act of 1951. The Tariff Commission held a public
hearing in this investigation which began on January 29, 1952, and
will be concluded today. I do not know and I doubt if anyone con-
nected with the investigation knows at this time what the finding of
the Commission will be in this investigation.

thSection 7 of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951 provides
at:

Should the Tariff Commission find, as the result of its investigation and hearings,
that a product on which a 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 in such increased quantities, either actual or relative, as to cause or
threaten serious injury to the domestic industry producing like or directly com-
petitive products, it shall recommend to the Presidgnt, the withdrawal or modifica-
tion of the concession, its suspension in whole or in part, or the establishment of
import quotas, to the extent and for the time necessary to prevent or remedy
such injury.

Section 7 also provides that:

Upon receipt of the Tariff Commission’s report of its investigation and hearings,
the President may make such adjustments in the rates of duty, impose such quotas,
or make such other modifications as are found and reported by the Commission
to be necessary to prevent or remedy serious injury to the respective domestic
industry.

If, in its investigation, the Tariff Commission found serious injury
or the threat of serious injury, as set forth in section 7, the Commission
could recommend to the President (e¢) the withdrawal of the concession
on tuna canned in brine; or (§) modification of the concession so as to
provide for an increase in the present duty, or the imposition of a quota.

Senator M1LLIKIN. I believe it would be useful in the record if you
were to state what are the ruling trade agreements that deal with
tuna canned in brine, bonito canned in oil, and bonito canned in brine.

Mr. BaLrir. The tuna canned in brine is in the Iceland agreement,
and Iceland is not a member of the General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade, or GATT.

The CrAIRMAN. It was at one time in the Mexican agreement,
wasn’t it?

Mr. Barrrr. The canned in oil, Senator, was at ene time in the
Mexican agreement.

The CrairMaN. Canned in oil, not brine?

Mr. Bavrir. That is right, not brine.

The CrAIRMAN. I see.

Mr. BarLrir. And the canned in oil, as the Senator just stated, was
formerly in the Mexican agreement at 22% percent, but with the can-
cellation of that agreement, it became 45 percent, and that rate is not
under any international obligations, it is not in any trade agreement.
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Senator MrLLIXIN. And bonito canned in brine?

Mr. BaLLir. Bonito canned in brine and bonito canned in oil are
the subjects of commitments in the GATT agreement.

Senator MILLIKIN. Both of them?

Mr. BaLurr. Yes, sir,  We also have some commitments to Cuba
with respect to the margin of preference in connection with those two
products.

Senator KErR. That is bonito in brine and bonito in 0il?

Mr. BarLLir. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. You may proceed.

Mr. Barirr. If the Commission recommended withdrawal of the
concession, and the President acted favorably upon the recommenda-
tion, the duty on tuna canned in brine would be automatically
increased from 12¥ to 25 percent ad valorem. If the Commuission
recommended modification of the concession to provide for an increase
in the rate of duty and the President decided to act favorably upon
the recommendation, the maximum ingrease that would be possible
under the Trade Agreement Act would be 50 percent of the rate on
tuna canned in brine which was in effect on January 1, 1945.

The rate in effect on that date was 12} percent ad valorem. In
other words, the President could increase the rate only from 12% to
18% percent gd valorem. As indicated in the above tabulation on
tuna canned in brine, a rate of 18% percent would be scarcely high
enough to be compensatory for a duty of 3 cents per pound on fresh
or frozen tuna. Before withdrawing or modifying the concession, the
President would, of course, negotiate with Iceland as provided in
article XII of the agreement with that country.

Incidentally it might be pointed out that any withdrawal or mod-
ification of the concession on tuna canned in brine under the escape-
clause procedure, would be subject to periodic review by the Tariff
Commission to determine whether or not the action witﬁdmwing or
modifying the concession gshould be modified or rescinded. 'This seems
to be implicit in a letter dated January 5, 1952, from the President
to the Chairman of the Tariff Cominission. Of course, such periodic
review would not be involved if the concession were withdrawn by
negotiation under article XII of the Iceland agreement.

n this connection, I should also like to call your attention to one
other consideration. You will recall that article XII provides for
escape from a commitment when either country considers that any
circumstance has the effect of prejudicing an industry or the com-
merce of that country. It appears to me that escape under this article
is manifestly less difficult and involved than escape under the require-
ments of section 7 of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951,
because under that section it has to be found that the domestic
industry producing like or directly competitive products is being
seriously injured or is threatened with serious injury as the result
of increased imports. It would appear that it would be*much easier
to prove that an industry has been prejudiced by any circumstance
than that it had been seriously injured or was threatened with serious
ian]rly, as the result of increased imports.

things considered, it would appear that if a duty is imposed on
fresh or frozen tuna, the most direct way in which to make the neces-
sary adjustment in the duty on tuna canned in brine would be to
negotiate with Iceland under article XII for the withdrawal of the
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concession, and then legislation imposing such duty as was considered
necessary to compensate for the duty on the fresh or frozen product,
and provide tariff protection to the domestic tuna industry, would
not violate our international commitments,

If the committee were inclined to take the more direct and probably
more expeditious approach, you might amend H. R. 5693 to provide
for such a duty on tuna canned in brine as you considered necessary
to compensate for any duty you impose on fresh or frozen tuns, and
provide further that the rate would not be put into effect in violation
of any trade agreement, and provide further that the President is
directed to negotiate with Iceland as soon as practicable for the with-
drawal of the concession on tuna canned in brine. Upon the con-
clusion of the negotiations by the President, the duty on tuna canned
in brine would be 25 percent ad valorem plus x cents per pound, the
latter representing the compensatory rate for whatever duty you
decide to impose on fresh or frozen tuna.

Alternatively, instead of imposing such a compound rate—that is,
both a specific rate of so many cents per pound and an ad valorem
rate—you could amend H. R. 5603 to provide for a single ad velorem
rate on tuna canned in brine which would be the equivalent ot the
compound rate, such ad valorem rate to be imposed in lieu of the
existing rate.

Attached to this statement is a draft amendment to H. R. 5693
which would impose a straight ad valorem duty on tuna canned in
brine following this seccond alternative. Although most duties in the
Tariff Act having a compensatory feature are compound rates, there
is & good deal to be said fgr a straight ad valorem rate on tuna canned
in brine inasmuch as tuna canned in oil and bonito canned in oil are
both dutiable on an ad valorem basis.

Next, I should like to discuss briefly, the possible effect that a duty
on fresh or frozen tuna would have on the tariff protection afforded
domestic processors by the present duty on bonito canned in oil. The

resent duties on bonito canned in oil are 22 dpercent ad valorem on
imports valued at not over 9 cents a pound and 15 percent ad valorem
on imports valued at more than 9 cents f¥er pound.

These rates are reduced rates made effective pursuant to a conces-
sion initially negotiated with Peru in the General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade (Torquay). Previously, the rates were 44 percent
ad valorem and 30 percent ad valorem, respectively. As all the im-
ports of bonito canned in oil have been valued at more than 9 cents
per pound, the only significant rate on this product at the present time
1s the 15 percent rate. There follows a tabulation for bonito canned
in oil which is similar to the tabulations already considered with
respect to tuna canned in oil and tuna canned in brine.

he following tabulation relates only to bonito canned in oil,
valued at more than 9 cents per pound, on which the present rate of
duty is 15 ent ad valorem. _

Senator MiLLigiN, Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question?

The Cuairman. Senator Millikin. .

Senator MiLLIKIN. So far as you know, has Congress in any way
approved any of the concessions made under the GATT?

. BaLuir. No, sir; I don’t think the Congress has.

The following tabulation relates only to bonito canned in oil, valued
at more than 9 cents per pound, on which the present rate of duty is
15 percent ad valorem.
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Assumed rates of duty on fresh Or frozsen
tuna

Itam

Qcents | Sconts | 4conts | & gnu
per per r

pt?:lr:d pound | pound | pound

Compeasatory rates on bonito canned in ol which theoretically
wollld he necessary to compensate for specified assumed
tariff rates on fresh or frozen thea:

Per pound of canned uct (oents) ... ..., 1.8 6.9 9.2 1L 8
In terms of percent ad valoyem on canned pmduct......... 16 p < ] 31 0

Protection on honito canned in oil that thooretically would re-
main (the difference betwean 15 pereent and the compensa-
tory rates shown immediately above), peroeat ad valorem... 0 1] 0 0

It will be noted from this tabulation that a rate of 16 percent ad
valorem on bonito canned in oil would be necessary to compensate
for a fully effective duty of 2 cents a pound on fresh or frozen tuna,
the second line in the tabulation, 23 percent would be necessary for
a 3-cent rate; 31 percent for a 4-cent rate; and 39 percent for a 5-cent
rate. As the present duty is only 15 percent ad valorem, a rate of
2 cents per pound, or any higher rate, on the fresh or frozen, if such
rate wore fully effective, would eliminate the protection now afforded
domestic processors by the present duty on bonito canned in oil.

Like tuna canned in brine, bonito canned in oil is the subject of an
investigation now being made by the Tariff Commission under the
cscape-clause procedure provided for in section 7 of the Trade Agree-
ments Extension Act of 1951.

Senator MILLIKIN. May I ask the gentleman if he knows how far
along the Tariff Commission is getting with that investigation.

Mr. BaLwir. It is just getting under way because we have just had
the public hearing.

Senator MILLIKIN. Can you estimate what might be the normal
length of the proceedings?

Mr. Baruir. I wouldn’t have much idea. It is a very complicated
investigation, and how long it will take I haven’t the slightest idea.

Senator MiILLIKIN. How much of a staff have they working on the
problem?

Mr. BarLurr. That is one of our handicaps. Our staff has been
reduced by curtailed appropriations, until where we normally consider
300 an adequate staff, we only have about 200 people on the force.

In addition to the investigation of tuna and bonito, we have a big
investigation on groundfish fillets, which is a New England product,
and our entire technical staff on fish consists of one man and a junior
assié.tant. We are seriously handicapped because of our reduced
stali.

Senator MiLLIRIN. Then you have got one man and a junior assist-
ant working on these particular matters that are before the Tariff
Commission?

Mr. BaLLir. The technical aspects of it. We have economists who
work with him, too; but for the technical staff we have just one man
and a junior assistant.

It will be recalled that in our discussion of tuna canned in brine,
which is the subject of a concession in the trade agreement with Ice-
land, it was pointed out that there is an alternative to the escape-
clause procedure in effecting a change in the duty on tuna canned in
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brine. This was by direct negotiation with Iceland for the withdrawal
of the concession on this product as provided for in article XII of the
Teeland agreement.

Because of the very substantial interest of Peru and certain other
contracting parties to the GATT in the concession on bonito canned
in-oH, it would appear to be impracticable to attempt a withdrawal
or modification of the concession on this product by direct negotia-
tion. In view of our commitments in the GATT, the only prac-
ticable means for withdrawing or modifying this concession would
seem to be one which conforms to the provisions of the escape-clause
of GATT and of section 7 of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of
1951.

In other words, it looks like the only practicable procedure in the
case of the bonito would be by the escape clause.

Senator MILLIKIN. Congress at all times retains full jurisdiction.

Mr. BaLLir. Yes, of course, Congress could legislate any duty it
wished. The only difficulty would be that it would be in violation of
one of our international commitments.

Senator MiLLIKIN. I don’t want to get into this, but there is a
serious question of how much of an international commitment vou
have on the subject of tariffs, which is under the jurisdiction of the
(']J‘longress, when the Congress has not approved—but let’s not go into
that.

Mr. BaLuir. 1 am acquainted with that point of view.

Before I conclude my statement 1 should like to refer briefly, to the
competition between the domestically produced tuna canned in oil
and the imported bonito canned in oi? and the imported tuna canned
in brine. Although our information on the matter is not complete,
we understand that a substantial part of the imports of bonito is
consumed in institutions, at lunch counters, in popular priced restau-
rants, et cetera, where it is substituted for tuna canned in oil, in
“tuna’’ sandwiches, “tuna’’ salads, et cetera.

This substitution is prompted by the lower price of the bonito and
the fact that the consumer cannot distinguish between bonito canned
in o1l and tuna canned in oil, when the product is served in a sandwich
or a salad. The imported tuna canned in brine on the other hand, is
now sold largely in retail food stores for home consum:ntion, the same
as the bulk of the domesticallv produced tuna cannea in oil.

Moreover, while tuna canned in brine is purchased by many people
because it is cheaper than domestic tuna canned in oil, there are many
consumers who find the tuna canned in brine quite acceptable and
would buy it in preference to the tuna canned in oil even if the differ-
ence in price were not as great as it 1s at present.

On the basis of the information we have, it would appear that the
extent or intensity of the competition between imported bonito canned
in oil and domestic tuna canned in oil is somewhat less than that
between tuna canned in brine and domestic tuna canned in oil.

One last matter, Nr. Chairman, and I will be through. H. R. 5693
provides that the duty on fresh or frozen tuna will be in effect until
April 1, 1953, and that the Tariff Commission is to report the results
of its investigation to the Congress on or before January 1, 1953.
These dates were established when the bill was before the Ways and
Means Committee in October of last vear, several months ago. Had
the bill become law before the Congress adjourned, the duty would
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have been in effect a little over a year before the Commission would
have made its report.

Now, however, even if the Congress acts expeditiously on the bill,
the rate will be in effect considerably less than a year by the time the
Commission will have to make its report. I believe that the Com-
mission will be able to do a better job in its investigation under H. R.
5693 if we have the benefit of at least a year’s experience under the new
rate. The committee, therefore, may wish to consider the desira-
bility of moving forward somewhat the termination dates for the duty
and the date when the Commission is required to make its report.

The Chairman. The suggested amendment to which you have
referred will be included in the record at this point.

(The document referred to is as follows:)

Drarr AMENDMENT TO H. R. 5693

Sec. 2. So long as the duty imposed on fresh or frozen tuna fish by section 1 of
this act is in effect there shall be levied, collected, and paid on tuna fish, prepared
or preserved in any manner, provided for in paragraph 718 (b) of the Tariff Act
of 1930, as amended, a duty of — percent ad valorem, which duty shall be in lieu
of the duty imposed under the said paregraph 718 (b): Provided, That the duty
imposed by this section shall not be sssessed or collected in violation of any inter-
national obligation of the United States existing on the date of the enactment of
this act: And prowided further, That notwithstanding the investigation being
conducted by the United States Tariff Commission under section 7 of the Trade
Agreements Extension Act of 1951 with respect to certein articles J)mvided for in
paragreph 718 (b) of the Teriff Act of 1930, s smended, the President is directed
immediately to invoke article XII of the reciprocal trede agreement between the
United Ste.tes and Iceland, signed August 27, 19043, for the purpose of terminating
all obligations of the United Stetes under articles VIII and XI of that agrecment
with respect to tuna fish, honito, and » cllowtail included in item 718 (b) of ached-
ule II of the srid agreement.

(Note.—If this amendment were adopted, the present secs. 2 and 3 of the hill
should be renumbered secs. 3 and 4, respectively.)

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any further questions of the witness?

Scenator MiLpikiN. I would like to express my appreciation of the
statement. It seems to me it contains a Yot of very useful information
on this subject we have before us. i

The CHairman. If that is all for the witness, all of the questions,
we thank you for your appearance.

Mr. Bavvir. Thank you.

The CuairmaN. Senator Magnuson.

Senator MaGNUsoN. My statement is very brief, and I can get
through with it in 3 or 4 minutes.

The CuairMAN. Very well, we will be glad to hear from you.

STATEMENT OF HON. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, UNITED STATES
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

Senator MacNuson. May I say that I want to express my appreci-
ation to the committee, and I know I express the appreciation of the
tuna fishermen on the Pacific coast for expediting these hearings.

You will recall that the House passed this bill in the closing days of
the last session, and it was almost impossible for the committee to go
into the matter at that time, but tﬂe chairman did say he would
attempt to do it as soon as possible at the beginning of this session,
and I am sure they all appreciate your doing that at this time.

94754—52——46
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Mr. Chairman, beginning in 1948, the tuna industry of the west
coast, which is active from all ports of Washington, Oregon, and
California, began to suffer injury by reason of increasing imports of
tuna in different forms. This condition, and the injury resulting
therefrom, has been increasing steadily and rapidly from that date to
this until at this moment the entire United gt.at.es tuna industry is
on the verge of collapse. Between 25,000 and 30,000 United States
citizens are directly affected as fishermen, cannery workers, salesmen,
et cetera. Another 100,000 United States citizens are affected in the
industries that supply the vessels and canneries in their operations.

In 1948 the share of the United States tuna market taken by im-
ported tuna was approximately 7 percent; in 1949 a mximate{y 13
percent; and in 1950 approximately 30 percent. ile the figures
are not yet complete for 1951, the total share of the United States
tuna market taken by imported tuna was in excess of that reported
for 1950. This rapid rise in imports has severely affected the total
economy of the tuna industry, and by so doing has adversely affected
the economy of the west coast ports.

A similar situation occurred in 1930. That was corrected by a
single action with respect to a single commodity imported from a single
count,rfy. President Roosevelt in 1934 raised the tariff on tuna canned
in oil from 30 to 45 percent ad valorem after a detailed cost-of-pro-
duction study by the United States Tariff Commission. This rise in
duty was for the purpose of equalizing cost of production between the
tuna industries of Japan and %e United States so that the product of
both industries would enter the United States market on an even
competitive basis. It did this successfully and worked to the benefit
of both industries—both of which enjoyed an increasing market in the
United States until the outbreak of war.

In this year 1952 the situation is much more complex and cannot be
remedied by a single action. Tuna imports are comprised of four
primary categories, each under a different tariff situation, and the
total affecting several countries. Frozen tuna bears no duty and is
not bound by any trade agreement. It is imported in substantial
volume from Peru and Japan.

Senator Kerr. May I ask a question, Mr. Chairman?

The CuairMAN. Senator Kerr.

Senator KxrRR. When did the import of frozen tuna become a
factor? Hasn't that been a very recent thing and one that developed
since the tariff provisions that we now have were put into the law or
into effect?

Senator MagNusoN. I will say, Senator Kerr, my information is
that the adverse effect of tuna frozen has all occurred since the war,
and even in the last 2 or 3 years.

Senator Kergr. The thought I had in mind was that they didn’t
even have a frozen-tuna industry prior to the war, did they?

Senator MagNusoN. Didn’t have it as far as Japan was concerned.

Senator Kerr. Or so far as any imports were concerned?

Senator MaGNUsoN. So far as ¥ know, so far as any imports were
concerned. There was some, but not enough to cause the situation
we now have.

Tuna canned in oil bears a tanff of 45 percent ad valorem and is
imported primarily from Japan, and not subject there to a trade

agreement either.
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I just wanted to interpose there that I spent a great deal of time in
Japun this spring, at which time I had many conferences with the
leaders of the fishing industry, both canners and the fishermen them-
selves, and with the Government, and the result has been that we have
initialed and primarily effected an international fishing agreement
which will take place after the treaty is ratified, so Japan can techni-
cally, as a nation, sign the treaty. )

uring the course of our conversations with these people, this
matter was discussed at some length, and I am sure that I speak the
sentiment of those in Japan who are now engaged in some of these new
industries when I say that they feel and expect to have some sort of
restriction placed upon the importation. I don’t think there would
be any disagreement on that.

They may disagree as to the amount, but I am sure they expect it.
They didn’t expect to have this free ride, and that was the consensus
of opinion there.

Bonito canned in oil bears a duty of 15 percent ad valorem. It isso
bound in a trade agreement concluded with Peru under the General
Agreement on Tariff and Trade. Tuna canned in brine and bonito
canned in brine bear a tariff of 124 percent ad valorem by reason of a
lt;rad.e agreement signed with lceland—which produces no tuna or

onito,

I understand from testimony here that that is a separate agreement
outside GATT.

The tuna industry of the west coast realizes the economic responsi-
bilities of the United States with respect to both Japan and Peru.
It has adopted a policy designed to permit imports of tuna from all
countries to the extent of 15 percent of the United States tuna mar-
ket—a figure well above the prewar level both as to actual and
relative volume,.

But the implementation of this policy is exceedingly difficult due
to the complexities of United States tariff laws. Some parts of the
problem fall within the legal responsibilities of the United States Tariff
Commission, some within the exclusive powers of the President, and
some within the exclusive jurisdiction of the Congress. The in-
dustry has taken steps to present cach part of the problem to the
appropriate branch of the Government.

e frozen-tuna problem has been brought to the Congress, the
anly arm of the Government able under law to remedy this problem.
The House Ways and Means Committee heard testimony on this
problem toward the end of the last session. It responded by origi-
nating and reporting favorably the Camp bill, H. R. 5693. This bill

assed the House with only one dissenting vote and was referred to the
enate on October 25. 'I{ne Senator Finance Committee was unable
to consider the bill before the adjournment of Congress on October 27.

The bill, H. R. 5693, provides: (a) A temporary tariff of 3 cents per

Eound on imports of frozen tuna, to last until April 1953; (b) a study

y the Tariff Commission with a report back to the Congress by that
date of a recommendation for appropriate permanent tanff treatment
for this commodity; and, (¢) a comprehensive study by the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service as to the economic impact of imports
on the domestic tuna industry.

I think it provides essentially sufficient temporary relief to keep
this industry alive during this period until we can go at the matter,
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as has been suggested, and use some of the alternatives. I don’t
know much about the figures, Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee, and I am no expert on tuna matters, but I do know that
the tuna fleet on the west coast, all up and down the coast, has been
very substantially idle since the impact of these imports.

he matter was so bad that in San Francisco during the peace
conferences with Japan the tuna industry, the fishermen, felt it incum-
bent upon them to come and present their case to us in San Francisco
in hopes that we might even take the drastic remedy of providing a
reservation on the s ted treaty.

This, however, should be sulzliect, so far as Japan is concerned, to a
permanent trade agreement. The Japanese people are ready to enter
into a reasonable trade agreement, just as soon as we ratify their
treaty, a unilateral agreement with the United States. I do hope we
will have some expeditious action on the matter because the plight of
the tuna industry is real and alive, and it is there regardless of what
figures we may quote here in regard to it.

The CrAlrRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator.

Senator Morse, you have no statement?

Senator Morse. I am just trying to find out what the facts are.

Mr. BaLuir. 1 think it would be a good idea, Mr. Chairman, if you
had these charts put in the record. We can leave them if you care
to do that.

The CHAIRMAN. You may leave those.

(The charts referred to are to be found in the files of the committee.)

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Anderson, we may be able to hear you this
morning.

STATEMENT OF A. W. ANDERSON, FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE,
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

The CHAIRMAN. You are from the Department of the Interior?

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes, sir.

The CuairMAN. What is your position?

Mr. ANpERsON. 1 am Chief of the Branch of Commercial Fisheries
in the Fish and Wildlife Service and also chief operations officer for
the Defense Fisheries Administration.

The CuairMaN. We will be very glad to hear you at this time.

Mr. Anperson. 1 will skip the first two paragraphs of the report
because they already have been covered, describing the bill and such
matters.

The Department has a direct interest in H. R. 5693 or similar
legislation. Through the Fish and Wildlife Service the Department
is responsible for maintaining the domestic fishery resources. Thrdugh
the Defense Fisheries Administration it is responsible for maintaining
the volume of fisheries production required by defense needs and for
preserving the producing and processing facilities required to create
that production. As a member of the Interdepartmental Committee
on Trade Agreements the Department participates in all tariff nego-
tiations relating to fisheries as well as other products.

In preparing this report the Department has given the fullest
ossible consideration to the many interests which are involved. The
acific coast tuna industry desires to preserve the livelihood of its

fishermen, to maintain its fleet of vessels and its modern tuna can-
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neries, and to cintinue to draw upon foreign sources of raw material
in addition to absorbing the production of the domestic tuna fleet.
It also is desirous of preserving the best possible relationships with
those Latin American countries whose territorial waters and ports
supply bait and other needs to the United States tuna fleet and off
whose coasts, on the high seas, the United States tuna fleet frequentl
fishes. Likewise the Department has also considered the role whic
fisheries must play in the economic development of Japan and Latin
America.

The small but growing tuna industry in New England and the bud-
ding tuna industries in the South Atlantic States and the Gulf of
Mexico area are interested in continuing, without change, their im-
ports of frozen tuna from foreign sources while their local domestic
fisheries are in process of development.

Finally, the consumer, whether a housewife or an institutional
buyer, is interested in an adequate supply of tuna at a fair price.

%he situation in the tuna industry is grave. If the domestic tuna
fleet is not soon in a position to put to sea, the industry may be
E)ermanently crippled. If the tuna fleet cannot sell its production
Or & Price which will permit continued operation, i1t either must 150
out of business or under foreign registry. Domestic canners would
then be dependent upon imports of frozen tuna. Should these imports
later be retained and canned in the foreign country, the domestic
canners would follow the fleet out of business or to a foreign country.
This has occurred to a certain extent in a somewhat similar situation
in the ground-fish fillet industry. Should this occur, the ultimate
consumer would be dependent upon foreign production for canned
tuna.

There can be little disagreement about the fact that a serious
situation has prevailed in the Pacific coast tuna industry for about a
year. The critical deterioration of the situation unquestionably
stimulated passage of H. R. 5693 by the House of Representatives in
October 1951. Most fishermen are still ashore and the bulk of their
vessels are tied up. The large canneries are not operating in San
Diego and cannery help is unable to find other work. Canners’ inven-
tories are at a peak and tuna market prices are weak.

The Department can recommend no simple and permanent solution
to the proglem at this time because the facts needed to develop such a
solution require time to collect and to analyze. Under the circum-
stances the best that can be done is to take what steps are deemed
necessary to return the tuna fleet to sea. This will eliminate some
of the uncertain aspects in the present situation and restore confidence
in the tuna market for at least the immediate future. It will also buy
the time required to accumulate the information necessary to render
a sound and equitable decision as to the need for tariffs or other
remedies.

Although imported fresh and frozen tuna is the problem under
consideration imported tuna canned in oil and imported tuna canned
in brine are also involved. Tuna canned in oil has been a staple
product in the domestic market for years. Prior to the war it was
imported under a 45 percent duty and annually accounted for 10.6
to 14.9 percent of the domestic supply of canned tuna.

Senator MILLIKIN. Is tune a high-protein food?

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes, sir, it is a very good protein food.
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After the war, during the rebuilding of the Japanese fleet, imported
tuna canned in oil accounted for only 3.1 to 5.9 percent from 1946
to 1949 although the duty had been halved to 22.5 percent in 1943.
In 1950, however, the imports leaped to 17.3 percent as large quantities
were rushed in toward the end of the year to avoid the duty of 45
percent which again became effective January 1, 1951. During 1951
the imports of tuna canned in oil dropped to only 2.1 percent.

Tuna canned in brine has been imported in appreciable volume
only in 1951. In 1950 imported tuna canned in brine accounted for
only 0.2 percent of the total supply available of canned tuna. In
1949 the figure was only 0.1 percent. But in 1951 it made up an
estimated 5.3 percent of the supply. The large increase in imports
of brine-packed tuna—which carries a duty of only 12.5 percent—
coincided with the advent of the 45-percent duty on tuna canned in
oil. Itis aEparent that a shift in the method of packing occurred in
order to take advantage of the lower duty. Tuna canned in brine
and tuna canned in oil, while differing in some respects, are highly
competitive in the institutional market but perhaps less so, at present,
where the housewife is concerned.

Fresh and frozen tuna has been imported for many years by domestic
canners who have packed it in their canneries as tuna canned in oil.
From 1931 to 1939 the tuna canned in the United States from imports
of fresh and frozen tuna accounted for from 3.2 to 13.3 percent of the
annual prewar supply. From 1946 to 1949 while the Japanese
fleet was rebuilding after the war the share was only from 0.7 to 3.4
percent. In 1950 it jumped to 9.5 percent and in 1951 to an estimated
16.3 percent. As was the case with the increased imports of tuna
packed in brine, the much larger imports of fresh and frozen tuna—
which is duty-free—undoubtedly were due, in large part, to the
newly instituted 45 percent duty on tuna canned in oil. ,

It is apparent that any action taken upon one form of imported
tuna will result in compensatory imports of another form if the duties
on all forms remain unrelated as is the case at present. Consequently,
it is obvious that the duty on imported fresh and frozen tuna proposed
in H. R. 5693 cannot be expected to be as effective as would be the
case if the duty on tuna canned in brine bore a_normal relationship
to the 45 percent duty on tuna canned in oil. However, the Tariff
Commission has under review, in an escape clause action, the 12.5
percent duty on tuna canned in brine, and, it is hoped, will be able
to make whatever recommendations in this matter appear necessary
at an early date.

As has been stated earlier, the Department sees no simple way to
eliminate the difficulties confronting the tuna industry. Temporary
-adjustments which will permit the tuna fleet to begin operations
again and which will provide sufficient time to analyze the information
upon which a more permanent solution can be based are the imme-
diate needs. . o .

It appears, thercfore, that H. R. 5693, or similar legialation which
will accomplish substantislly the same purpose, 1s the best solution
available at this time. The dutg to be imposed will not unduly aid
the domestic industry because it has been at a low ebb for months and
will require time to get back into production. Neither will the duty
unduly hamper imports. Presumably a quarter of 1952 will have
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passed before the legislation can go into effect. Unless the Tariff
Commission takes interim action on tuna canned in brine, presuthably
a still longer period will pass before any change can be contemplated
in the tariff rate on that product and, of course, the duration of the
duty on fresh and frozen tuna is limited to April 1, 1953.

It may seem that a more equitable solution would be to permit a
certain volume of frozen tuna to continuse to be imported without duty.
This might be based on the fact that, until the sharp incroases in 1950
and 1951, an average of 3.7 percent of the total supply of canned tuna
available in the United States was derived from imported frozen tuna.
During the period from 1931 to 1939 and from 1946 to 1949 the market
np{gnrently absorbed about this volume of imports without undue
difficulty. Consequently, there may be some justification for legis-
lation permitting about 3.7 percent of the probable total supply
available to the United States or of the apparent supply awailable for
consumption to be made up of importrmf frozen tuna to be entered
duty-free. On the basis of the probable apparent supply available
in 1952 it is estimated that 3.7 percent would amount to about 16
million pounds of fresh and frozen tuna on a raw weight basis. This
compares with imports of about 11 million pounds in 1949 and 62
million pounds in 1951. If the imports over 16 million pounds were
dutiable at 3 cents per pound, as in H. R. 5693, it would mean that 32
million pounds couﬁi be imported at an average duty of 1.5 cents per
pound. While the Department would interpose no objection to a
limited duty-frece quota, it considers that the duty-free importation
of 16 million pounds of frozen tuna annually, while possibly justifiable
on an historical basis, is the maximum adjustment in this direction
that will solve the immediate problem, |

If the Congress approves a duty for a limited period, as in H. R.
5693, the Department suggests that it not be complicate:d by formulas
attempting to divide the Snited States market hetween the importing
countries and the domestic producers. A simple duty on a cents per
pound or an ad valorem basis is preferable and most easily adminis-
tered for the relatively brief period involved.

The more comprehensive studies and analyses of the tuna industry
contemplated by the bill will develop a sound basis for more perma-
nent action. That portion of the study to be made by this Départ-
ment can and will be made within the limit of funds available or made
available for carrying out the purposes of section 3 of the bill,

I have been informed by the Bureau of the Budget that there is
no objection to the submission of this report to your committee.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any questions of Mr. Anderson?

If not, Mr. Anderson, we thank you, sir. That full statement is
in the record anyway probably including the table. If you wish the
table included, it will be included.

Mr. Anpgerson. I think the table should be included, Mr. Chairman.

The CeAIRMAN. We will include the table in the record at this
point.

(The table referred to appears following the report of the Depart-
ment of the Interior at p. 68

(Additional charts, tables, and foreign trade statistics were sub-
sequently supplied as follows:)
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DEPARTMENT oF COMMERCE,
Burreau or THE CuNsUS,
Washington, February 1952.

UNITED S8TATES IMPORTS OF TUxa FisH

The manner in which imports are described and declared on import entries filed
with collectors of customs may sometimes result in the United States import
statistics not providing the most effective informatinon from the viewpoint of
economic analysi~. For example, importers may elect to enter ** American goods
returned” in the same manner as goods of foreign origin, paying duty if required,
if a considerable amount of expense would be involved in furnishing proof neces-
sary to establish that the merchandise is actually “*American goods returned.”
To the extent that this situation exists, the statistics on ‘“American goods re-
turned”’ ate undercounted and the figures on imports of foreign origin are over-
counted. It is doubtful if this rituation is very significant with respect to goods
ordinarily dutiable since the importer would make an effort to secure the proof of
‘‘American goods returned’’ in order to avoid payment of dutv. For goods iree of
duty there may be a higher degree of undercounting of the import figures on
*‘American goods returned.”

1t hasrecently been found that a rituation of this general tvpe has existed with
respect to imports of fresh or frozen tuna fish (schedule Commodity No.
0058000) from Costa Rica and Canal Zone. The situation does not apparently
apply to other countries. Some transactions reported as imports of tuna fish
from Costa Rica and the Canal Zone actually repretent tuna fish caught by
Ametjcan-flag fishing vessels and are, therefore, ‘‘products of American fisherjes’’
whi# fhould be excluded from the import statistics. (See p. 316, November
1048 13sue of the Notes for a description of the reporting of products of American
fisheries.) It should be noted that fresh or frozen tuna fish of foreign origin is not
dutiable. 1n some cases the importer has not claimed free entry of tuna fish which
are products of American fisheries under the provisions applyving to such products,
but has described them on import entries merely as tuna firh free under the tariff
paragraph applying to foreign tuna fish, due to the fact that certain supporting

apers must be filed to prove their origin as products of American fisheries
R‘otal imports of fresh or frozen tuna fish for the period January-November 1951
were reported as foillows:

Unsted States imports of tuna fish for consumption (schedule A, commodity
No. 0068-000) by country of orsgsin—January through November 19561

uantit Value Quantit Value
Country of origin Queitids) | (dotiosy Country of origin QuanY | (dotioe,

..................... 248 8,958 POrU. .o eecccencncamrare--] 19,811,078 | 1, 749, 721
%'ﬁg: .................... og, AR50 307 || Chile .. .. 184, 657 19,878
NicATeRUS _ oceeec e 230, 000 34,500 |§ United Kingdom.._._..__. 136, 000 9, 300
Costa Rioa. . ............. 3, 204, % . 4223 4}; Japan. ... ... ..ol 35, 500,991 | B, 186, 016

................. 9, 31 ,243,6

SM?? ................. N 345 58 Grand total . ____._... 69, 432, 142 | 8, 743,638
Fcuador_ . ... . .__...... e, 844 81,825

The investigation to date has covered only imports reported during the month
of September 1951. The results of the verification of these transactions are shown

below:
Imports of tuna fish from Costa Rica and Canal Zene, September 1951

As verified
As originally reported
rig y reno Forelgn Bag (lros American fiag (| uct
Country imports) of American fisheries)
Quantit Value Quantit Value Quantit Value

{pounds (dollars) (pounds (dollars) (pounds {dollars)

Costa RICWoooooooo oo 571,477 85,341 | 246,364 36,575 | 82513 48, 766
o Fame. T 2954000 327740 ) 1,020,000 | 153100 | 1,234 000 174, 740
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It will be noted from these figures that imports from Costa Rica and Canal
Zone were overstated by approximately 60 percent for September 1951. Import
entries for other months of 1951 are being checked and revirions for other months
will be included in a future issue of the Notes. Because of the work involved
an investigation will not be made of prior years’ figures. )

It appears that arrangements car he made to have the flag of the “catching
vessel’’ shown on future import entries covering arrivals of all fish which may be
imported from foreign countries free of duty. This flag information will then
make it possible to differentiate between imports from foreign countries and
products of American fisheries so that the transactions may be correctly reflected
in the statistios.

It is not known whether the situation which has existed in the case of tuna
fish has a.80 existed with respect to other fish which are not dutiable (sea herring,
smelts, and shellfish). If the flag information shown on future entries indicates
that fish other than tuna fish caught by American-flag veseels are being entered
under the tariff paragraphs applying to fish of foreign origin, the 1951 import
statistics on these ather fish will also be investigated.

The CrairMaAN. Mr. James, we are trying to get through with

most of the witnesses this morning. You may proceed.

STATEMENT OF DELOS L. JAMES, DIRECTOR, AGRICULTURE-
INDUSTRY RELATIONS, THE NATIONAL GRANGE

Mr. JamEs. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it
won't take me very long.

The CHAIrRMAN. You may have a seat and we will be glad to hear

ou,

d Mr. James. My name is Delos James of the National Grange.
This bill to impose a tariff on imports of tuna fish pertains to a matter
in which the Klational Grange is very much interested even thcugh
tuna fish are not a product produced on farms of the United States.
They do constitute an appreciable contribution to the Nation’s food
supply and their availabii)ity is made possible in large part by the
investment of American capital in fishing equipment of various kinds
amounting to approximately $60 million. In addition, several
thousand fishermen, all highly skilled in the tuna-fishing business, are
dependent on the continued and active operation of the industry for
a living. Also the business of supplying and repairing the vessels and
other equipment used in the tuna industry gives employment to
several thousand people as employers and employees and involves
association with many other f{ypes of American business in the
manufacture and financing of the industry.

These and other characteristics pertinent to this great industry
make it distinctly an American enterprise of great importance. 1t is
an important part of the multitude of industries oP various kinds
that have developed in this country in response to the opportunity
and need for more and more industries of a diversified character.
Our Nation has fostered the establishment of industries of a diversified
character and industries that are economically sound as a means of
widening the field of employment and utilization of capital.

_ This, then, is one of the main reasons why the National Grange
1s giving its approval and support to the bill H. R. 5693 now before
you. Due to the imports of large quantities of tuna by Japanese
fishermen at a price considerably below that at which the American
tuna fishermen can afford to operate and stay in business, the future
of the tuna industry is very seriously threatened. Furthermore, once
our domestic tuna industry is driven into bankruptcy we have no
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assurance of supplies of tuna at the low prices Japanese fishermen are
now willing to take.

I would like to stress that point, that if our domestic competition
were destroyed, we have no way of knowing what the penalty might
be for that by way offhigher prices charged by the foreign operators.

The National Grange soon after its organization over 80 years ago
adopted a policy of adequate protection for sound American indus-
tries subject to destructive competition from abroad. Upon various
occasions this policy has been reiterated and last November at its
eighty-fifth annual sessionfits voting delegates took action in support
of a tariff on tuna imports and stated as follows:

We favor tariff protection for tuna and swordfish similar to that received by
other American fisheries industries.

At no time, however, has the National Grange ever advocated a tariff
of a prohibitive character. '

T might say, too, you might raise the question as to how they came
to take that up. e have several local granges in California tﬁat are
made up of fishermen. They are not farmers, and the Grange is a
farm organization, but we are interested in the general welfare and
the total economy of the country; and, therefore, pecople in the fishing
industry or some of these other distantly related industries would be
eligible for membership in the National Grange.

o0 we have, I think something like three of these granges out there
with probably between three and four hundred people that are fisherv
granges. e didn’t just take this action out of a clear sky, you might
sav, because of an industry that was in distress.

Senator MiLLikIN. Have your economists made their own study
to determine whether 3 cents would be a prohibitive tariff or whether
it would allow some importation, and if so, how much?

Mr. James. No, we haven't because there are a number of men
who are going to testify to you that have gone into that thoroughly,
and we have been willing to accept that information that they have.
We do not feel that it would be prohibitive, we are even doubtful as
to whether it would be sufficiently protective; but still it is a step in
the right direction, and would help preserve this industry, I think.

If it were prolonged too long, this industry can be wrecked, and then
where are we? e are at the mercy of the foreign supply.

As recently as 1948 a resolution was adopted in which 1t was stated
that the importation, at that time, of apEles, nuts, poultry and
poultry products were adversely affecting the American market for
those products and it was requested that such action be taken as
would reasonably protect the market of American products.

Action was taken in several respects not so long aﬁin regard to
almonds, filberts, and so forth, on the west coast. e President,
as you know, issued a proclamation with regard to a quota that has
provided worth-while relief to those industries.

And now we have a situation in which importations of tuna packed
in brine, frozen and fresh, are coming into our markets at a dprice that
adversely affects the welfare of our American fishermen and affiliated

industries. We are su portin%l your approval and passage of this
bill which, it is believed, would provide sufficient protection to our
tuna industry to permit it to operate and would at the same time

make possible—this is an important part, I think—an investigation
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by the United States Tariff Commission on which, as a result of its
findings, a suitable tariff could then be established.

In supporting the application of a tariff such as is proposed in this
bill, we are fully aware of the importance of reciprocal trade relations
with other countries and in no respect do we wish to minimize the bene-
fits to be derived under such a program. To dispose of many of our
products of domestic origin when they are in excess of our own re-
quirements, we naturally seek the foreign market knowing full well
that if we sell in those markets, we must also buy to the extent of our
needs. But in doing so it is our belief that there is nothing to be gained
in the swapping of dollars only. Imports should not interfere with the
sound production of wealth in this country, such trade must be in the
interest of the general welfare; and when imports cause sharp price
upsets in our markets, it should be possible to quickly take the
necessary steps to prevent further damage.

Thank you.

Senator MiLLIKIN. We have some very profound and troublesome
and practical problems ahead of us on this whole subject. We are
making a peace treaty, I assume, with Japan; we don't want Japan
to trade with the mainland of Asia; Great ﬁritain doesn’t want her to
trade with southeast Asia; many people don’t want her to trade with
us.

It is perfectly obvious that Japan is going to have to have some
trade some place. That raises a number of practical questions.

Mr. James. Well, they ought to be willing to trade on an equality
basis, not on a basis that wants to destroy our industry.

Senator MiLLikIN. I am a hardy supporter and always have been
of the safeguarding tariff policy.

Mr. James. I know you have been and we admire you for it.

Senator MILLIKIN. fam merely dropping out a little thought that
may not have any present relevancy unless it ties up with your last
paragraph, that if Japan can’t sell to Communist China and she can’t
sell to Southeast Asia, where Great Britain wants to retain her markets,
if she can't sell here, Japan is going to bulge out some place. Let’s
be thinking about it.

Mr. James. We can’t survive if we must accept the standards that
we will say Japan or some other foreign country

Senator MiLLikiN. That is why I say we have some very difficult
and profound problems ahead of us.

Mr. JamMEs. We have the matter of self-preservation.

Senator MiILLIKIN. That is a good one to keep in mind.

The CrairMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. James. Thank you
very much for your appearance.

Mr. Phister, I think we will have to carry you over until tomorrow.
I"hope you like Washington and don’t mind staying over until to-
INOITOW.

Mr. PaisTER. I will stay over.

The CaairMaN. We have other matters on the floor this afternoon.

Mrs. Beardsley and Mr. Tyler, I know you are not to make a
statement, but we will want some information from you later on.
Will you be back another day?

Mrs. BEarDsLEY (Marie A, Beardsley, Chief, Quota Section, Bureau
of Customs). Tomorrow morning?
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The CrAatrMAN. Tomorrow or the next day, if it suits you better.
ers. BeARDsSLEY. It is immaterial but I would like to know ahead

of time.

The CHAIRMAN. Suppose you come back about Wednesday.

Mrs. BEArDsLEY. Wednesday morning?

The CrAIRMAN. Yes. What we will want to know of you primarily
18 the administrative difficulties involved in whatever action the com-
mittee may finally take in this matter.

Mrs. BEarpsLEY. Very well, I will be here Wednesday morning.

The CaailrMAN. The committee will recess until 10 o’clock in the
morning.

(Whereupon, at 1 p. m., the committee adjourned to reconvene at
10 a. m., Tuesday, February 5, 1952.)
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TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 5, 1952

UNITED STATES SENATE,
ComMITTEE ON FINANCE,

Washington, D. C.

The committee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10 a. m., in room
312’.‘?"““3 Office Building, Senator Walter F. George (chairman)
presiding.

Presegt: Senators George (chairman) and Millikin.

Also present: Elizabeth B. Springer, chief clerk.

The CHAIRMAN. The committee will please be in order.

Senator Cain, we will hear you first on this tuna tariff proposal.

STATEMENT OF HON. HARRY P. CAIN, A UNITED STATES SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

Senator Catn. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, the
junior Senator from Washington appears before your committee this
morning in support of the pending bill, H. R. 5693, which would
impose a tariff on tuna products which are presently exempt.

he competitive advantage of low-paid foreign labor andp roducers
is threatening to destroy our own domestic tuna industry, the fourth
largest canned-fish industry in the United States. Its continued oper-
ation is a vital factor in the economy of the States of Washington,
Oregon, and California. The total value of the canned-tuna products
processed in the United States is over $120 million.

Seasonal employment in the tuna-fishing industry ranges from
4,000 to 12,000 fishermen, with an additional top total of 30,000 in
the canning process, and 4,000 in the servicing of hoat fleets.

There are approximately 1,500 boats and 3,500 fishermen engaged
in the tuna-catching business in the Washington State area. In
addition, Tacoma is a center for the construction of the tuna clippers
which are used up and down the Pacific coast and from the bulk of
the clipper fleet which puts out of San Diego.

Senator MILLIKIN. Senator, where do most of your fishermen fish
for tuna? Is it near the coast of Washington or is it south?

Senator CaiN. They go considerably south, sir, but to some extent
they fish off-shore of the States in question,

The serious nature of the problem which faces this sizable American
enterprise is evidenced from a rapid glance at the ratio of imports to
the total tuna product.

In 1948, 7 percent of the total was imported. I should like to say
these figures have been given to me as being reliable, and I would
like to check accuracy as against the technicians who have been and
will be heard.

In 1949, the imports were 13 percent.

In 1950, the imports reached a total of 30 percent.

99
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'I;he estimated total for 1951 is even higher; approximately 32 per-
cent,

The tremendous rise in imported tuna has virtually brought to a
standstill the tuna-fishing industry in the Pacific Northwest for the
past 6 months. Total 1951 production dropped 50 percent and the
price 25 percent.

There has been a concomitant drop in the use of boat servicing,
fuel, and other products used by the fishermen, not to include the drop
in over-all business due to losses in total earnings.

The fine clipper ships which are produced ilrlllglgacoma are no longer
being built, because orders have been canceled and new orders do not
comein. Noone is willing to invest with the prospects as dim as they
are today.

This committee has and will hear many technical experts and econo-
mists whose detailed knowledge of the tuna industry will enrich the
record. It is not therefore, necessary for me to attempt to go into fur-
ther details.

As a member of the Senate Committee on the Armed Services, I
would like to present another facet of this problem, that is, its potential
import in the event of an expanding conflict in the Pacific.

una clippers are sturdy and capable ships, They have a range of
10,000 miles, can carry 500 tons of cargo, and can stay away from port
120 days or more. The members of the crews are expert seamen, men
of the sea without rival in ability anywhere on the seven seas.

During World War II, some 60 percent of the tuna fleet, together
with crews, was taken over by the Navy. These ships were a vital
link in the supply lines of our Pacific bases.

Secondly, the tuna fleet is a vital source of protein and other foods.
Whereas Pacific ports had to be closed during the Second World War,
the Navy soon was forced to make special arrangements for the re-
activation of the tuna fleet, because the tons of food they brought in
was needed.

Thirdly, the existence of the hundreds of tuna boats provides our
Armed Services with an auxiliary sct of eyes to watch for enemy ships,
and above all, for enemy submarines. '}:heir presence on our Pacific
coast would create a vitally important screen of watchdogs. I need
only recall the fate of the carrier Enterprise in 1942. That was the ship
which carried General Doolittle to his famous raid on Tokyo. Eight
hundred miles ofl the shore of Japan, the Enterprise ran into a Japanese
tuna fleet, revealing its presence. The planes had to be released pre-
maturely, with severe losses to our planes and men.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that the evidence which is being brought
before this committee provides overwhelming support for the pleas of
the fishermen of the west coast for a tariff on tuna.

I believe, likewise, that considerations of national policy and na-
tional defense join in that plea and justify your serious consideration
of the question. _

I am grateful for this opportunity, gentlemen, of being heard.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Cain.

Are there any questions?

If not, thank you very much for your appearance.

Senator CaiN. Much obliged, sir. _ .

The CaAIRMAN. Mr. Phister, I believe you are the first witness this

morning.
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STATEMENT OF MONTGOMERY J. PHISTER, PRESIDENT OF THE
CALIFORNIA FISH CANNERS ASSOCIATION, VICE PRESIDENT OF
VAN CAMP SEA FOOD CO., INC., AND ACTING DIRECTOR OF
TUNA RESEARCH FOUNDATION, (ALL OF TERMINAL ISLAND,
CALIF.)

Mr. PrisTEr. My name is Montgomery J. Phister. I am president
of the California Fish Canners Association, a trade association whose
members pack about 90 percent of the total tuna canned in the United
States. Fam also vice president of the Van Camp Sea Food Co., one
of the members of the association. Of course my occupation is vice
president of Van Camp Sea Food Co., the other office being incidental.

I have asked permission to file and have filed a written statement,
but do not intend to follow it in my testimony because I think perhaps
the things I have to say can be shortened down considerably.

The CrAIRMAN. Your whole statement will go in the record, Mr.
Phister.

Mr. PristeER. Thank you, sir.

The canners of California favor the present bill, for several reasons.
The most important reason is that we believe the control of our raw
material should be in the hands of citizens of the United States. We
feel, unless some type of relief is granted, the Japanese will drive our
fishermen out of t{g tuna-fishing business and we will find oursclves
in the position where we will need to depend entirely upon imported
fish. We have had some experience with people who had that situa~
tion confronting them.

For example, the tin people. We use a considerable amount of tin
in our processing, and of course we appreciate the fix that the tin
manufacturers were in, those people who used tin in the manufacture
of cans, during the war and even today. So we would like very much
to keep the control of our raw material within the United States.

We think that the bill is in accordance with the present trade policy
of the United States, as expressed by statute and by the public pro-
nouncements of the President of the gnited States and of the Secreta
of State. We understand that policy to be that the United States wi
do everything in its power to promote trade among the nations, and, to
that end, will reduce trade barriers and tariffs, so long as it does not
threaten scrious injury to or injure established American industry.
So we are satisfied that this particular tariff will not injure foreign
trade within the scope of that policy.

We are satisfied with that, because, as the witnesses told you yester-
day, a tariff of 3 cents a pound on the raw fish is equivalent to approxi-
mately 21 percent, as I remember their figures, on the canned product.
Prior to Januery 1, 1951, the tariff on canned tuna in oil was 22.5 per-
cent. During that year the la.r%est. import of tuna in oil in history was
brought into the United States from Japan. That indicates to me that
a tariff of 3 cents a pound on this fish would not in any way bar the
fish from the United States but would simply equalize the labor condi-
tions between the two countries.

Senator MiLLIKIN. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the witness whether
a scientific study has been made in an effort to affirmatively establish
the validity of the 3-cent figure?
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Mr. Paister. I haven’t made one. The Tariff Commission, the
State Department, Interior Department, as well as Mr. Carey of
the American Tunaboat Association, have studied that question. I
have given you the figures that seem to me to be proof of the fact that
this is not a bar but simply a partial equalization.

In addition to the example of tuna canned in oil from Japan I think
that the tariff on bonito canned in oil prior to October of 1951 was
approximately 22 percent, and during that time bonito was brought
into the United States frecly and imports largely increased. So it
seems to me that is proof that this would not be a bar to imports in
any sense of the word.

Ve believe that the bill iteelf, and that this type of remedy, so long
as 1t does not completely bar fish from the United States, is also
helpful to Latin America. We feel that the fishing industries in Latin
America are very closely tuned with the prosperity of our own indus-
try. We feel if we fall they will fall with us. We are quite sure that
the Japanese ability to fish, plus their lower standard of living and
})lus the urgency which is on them to fish and which does not exist for
atin America, for a Latin American, if he is not successful in fishing,
may go into farming or some other occupation, whereas the JJapamese
i3 in fishing and there he stays. He is not able to move to another
occupation. This would make the Latin Americans whole noncom-
petitive with the Japanese fishermen. If we were driven from the
seas 80 would be the Latin Americans. We feel, therefore, the coun-
tries to the south would not be injured, but, in fact, helped by this
type of hill.

Of course, also, the tuna flect spends considerable money in Latin
America, both with the governments by taking out permits for which
they paK, and also by buying supplies and cntertainments in the ports
of call that they make in South America and Central America. Some
of the ports depend almost entirely on the tuna fleet to keep themselves
going.

e have made application to the Tariff Commission for relief on
brine tuna. We have asked there that they establish, under the law,
a temporary quota on brine tuna, until an investigation can be made
by the Tariff Commission under the Camp bill which is before this
committee, and then we hope that permanent relief may be given in
that regard. Tuna in brine carries a tariff of 12.5 percent, which is
entirely inadequate. I think other witnesses will explain how that
12.5 percent tariff came about. It was quite accidental.

We believe we can substantially increase the market in the United
States for canned tuna. It is excellent food and is in a class that is
somewhat cheaper than comparable food. It is excellent protein
food as compared with meat, and it has always been at cheap prices,
comparatively. We think we can substantially increase the market
in the United States, but we believe, unless relief is granted to us in
the matter of tariffs, the increase that we create in the United States
consumption of fish will be taken over by importation of foreign
canned or frozen fish.

So we are somewhat discouraged in the matter of going forward
with the building up of a market.

The question was asked here yesterday several times as to what
effect this tariff would have-on the cost of a can of fish to the ultimate
consumer. I am satisfied that it will not make any difference at all
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in the cost of a can of tuna to the ultimate consumer. Competition
is so strong in the United States between the various elements of the
industry and within the various elements of the industry that actually
there was a price reduction on canned tuna after the war, Of course
there was a rise shortly after the end of OPA that lasted for a short
time, and then there was a continual descent in the price of a can of
tuna to the ultimate consumer up to the time of the beginning of
imports. In other words, the price has declined because of the
competitive situation within the industry, which will continually
exist, and I don’t believe there is any possibility that this tariff
would increase the price to the ultimate consumer. _

Senator MiLLiKIN, Mr. Chairman, may I ask the witness what is
the difference, if any, in the houschold use of tuna in brine and tuna
in oil?

Mr. PraisTeER. There is not any difference. The tuna in oil can
be eaten exactly as it comes out of the can. You can open the can,
take a fork and eat it. Tuna in brine would not be tasty in that
way; it would be necessary to mix oil with it, perhaps in cooking it.
1 think it would be necessary, ordinarily, to cook it, or perhaps mix
mayonnaise with it. It has tuna consumer acceptance where it has
been widely distributed. Of course it is not as good, there isn't any
question about that, and consumer acceptance has heen induced by
a price differential of as much as 14 cents per half-pound tin,

Senator MiLLikiN, With reference to the price, giving effect to the
proposed tariff, at the consumer level how much would that be re-
flected in terms of the price that the consumer paid for a 7-ounce tin
of tuna in o0il?

Mr. PuisTer. Well, by a mathematical computation it would prob-
ably be around 3 cents a can. However, as 1 said before, while that
can be mathematically calculated at 3 cents a can, I don’t think there
would actually be any increase, I am quite sure, because of the com-
petitive situation wt have here. Actually we are paying the fishermen
now about the minimum that they can afford to fish for, and the fish
that comes in from abroad is an extra amount. I don’t think that
there would be any great change in price to the fishermen, in fact I
am sure there would be no great change in price to the fishermen be-
cause of this tariff.

The CralrMAN, What is the price of tuna in oil and tuna in brine
in comparable cans at the consumer level?

Mr. PuisTer. The price differential is based upon the mark-up
that the grocery takes, and the freight differential, because every-
thing is sold f. 0. b. California, but the average price of tuna in oil

acked in the United States would be 34 cents and the average price
or tuna in brine packed in Japan would be about 22 cents, or maybe
23 cents. The difference is almost entirely made up of the difference
in tariff on tuna in oil and tuna in brine. The only difference in cost
and the only difference in the pack of tuna in oil and tuna in brine is
at the place in the canning operation, where oil is inserted they put
water in, and the difference, of course, is the difference between the
cost of water and the cost of oil.

The CaAlrMAN. Is there any canning in brine in the United States?

Mr. PrisTER. It is all canned inugﬁ in this country. If there is
any canned in brine it is in a very small quantity.
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The CrAirMAN. Commercially it is canned in oil that-is put out
by the American praducers?
Mr. Prister. Yes, sir.

The Crairman. All right, thank you, sir.
Mr. PuisTer. Thank you very much.

(Mr. Phister submitted the following supplemental statoment:)

SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT oF MONTGOMERY J. PHISTER

My name is Montgomery J. Phister. I am vice president of the Van Camp
S.ea. ood Co., Inc,, and also president of the California Fish Capners Associa-
tion, and acting director of the Tuna Research Foundation, all three of Terminal
Island, Calif. I wish to make a statement supporting the passage of H. R. 5693
and in 8o doing to review the trade circumstances which have given rise to the
necessity for such legislation,

THE FISH

The tuna of commerce are swift-swimming fish of the high seas of the tropical,
subtropical and temperate oceans of the world. They live always on the high
seas. They spawn their eggs on the high seas. The eggs hatch and the young
float at the mercy of the currents while they are developing. As the young
grow into juveniles and then into adults they school together in large formations
which move rapidly from place to place in the ocean searching for food. They
eat all of the swimming creatures that occur on the high seas in those oceans in
which they live, feeding voraciously, swimming with great sgeed and covering
long distances. The tunas are in no way bound to the land, but are truly crea-
tures of the open ocean.

As such, they are governed very closely in their movements by the ocean
currents and in particular by the temperature of the water in which they live.
The albacore tuna live in the temperate seas, where the water is between 55°
and 70° F. The yellowfin tuna, the skipjacfx tuna, and the big-eye tuna are
the tunas of tropical and semitropical waters, living in those sess where the
temperature is between 70° and 85° or 90° F. The bluefin tuna are somewhat
intermediate, in their temperature requirements, between albacore and yellowfin.

Tuna are seldom taken commercially in the United States at a size less than
8 or @ pounds in weight. The different kinds of tuna vary in the size to which
they grow. The albacore grow only to a weight of 55 to 60 pounds and are seldom
taken in the American fishery more than 35 pounds in weight. The ekipjack
tuna range about the same size as albacore and average about the same size in
the commercial fishery. Yellowfin tuna and the big-eye tuna range up to 200
or 250 pounds as do the bluefin tuna, but there are relatively small quantities
of any of the large tunas taken by the American fishery over 150 pounds in
weight. In the Atlantic Ocean the bluefin tuna range to a much greater size,
well over 1,000 pounds in maximum weight, but these large fish do not occur in
the Pacific Ocean. .

The albacore tuna have a snow-white flesh of bland flavor, which is pleasing
to the taste of many. Yellowfin tuna and the skiﬁ'ack and big-eve tuna 2]l have
flesh which is & light, rosy pink in color, and which has a richer, fuller taste than
albacore. Whereas a large part of the albacore catch is canned and sold as
white-meat tuna, all of the other tunas are canned and sold indiscriminately under
the trade designation of “light-meat tuna.” The bluefin tuna, es cilly in the
larger siges, is inclined to be a little darker in the color of its flesh and with an
even more rich and full flavor than the yellowfin, big-eye and skipjack tuna.

Practically speaking, all of the tuna sold in the Uni States is in the canned
form. Only the big, lateral muscles of the tuna which are called the loins are
processed. These are very carefully cleaned free of blood vessels, dark meat
and all skin and bones are removed so that it the can of tuna that results there
is only edible mest. It requires between two and two-tenths, and two and
three-tenths pounds of raw fish to make 1 pound of canned fish. _

The different varieties of tuna are of differing values as raw fish chie by
reason of the fact that they differ in shape, some being more slender than others,
and thus yielding less cases per ton when canned. The albacore tuna are more
bullet-shaped and vield the highest number of cases per ton. As a rough rule-of-
thumb, the albacore on a round weight basis are ordinarily worth one-quarter
more than vellowfin tuna. Skipjéck tuna, on the other hana, yield fewer cases per
ton than yellowfin, especially in the smaller sizes, and are therefore somewhat less

-
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valuable than yellowfin tuna. The bluefin tuna, in this characteristic. range
between skipjack and vellowfin tuna. The big-eve tuna is to all intents and
purposes & yellowfin tuna. It is so ordinarily recognized by the trade,

be canned product falls into two general tvpes. The white meat tuna is, under
law, canned only from albacore but all albacore is not canned as white meat tuna,
That albacore which is not canned as white meat tuna is canned as light meat tuna,
as are all of the other tunas indiscriminately. Approximately 10 percent of the
United States market for canned tuna demands ‘‘white meat’’ tuna and this form
of pack ordinarily brings a few cents per can premium price over the light meat
tuna. When there is a gurplusof albacore, more than is required to till the normal
‘“‘white meat’’ market, this surplus is canned under the ‘light meat’’ tuna label.

Within the color designetions of pack noted ahove, there are three principal
grades of canned tuna. The solid pack tuna consists of three large pieces of loins
with a very smail percentage of smaller pieces to fill out the can to the proper
weight. The chunk-size tuna consists mostly of pieces about the size of the end
of your thumb. The flake or grated tuna consists of the small pieces which
result from breaking up of the tuna in the process of making up the other two
grades. The quality of the flesh in all three of these grades is appro\imately
identical, the only difference being in the size of the picce in the can. The three
grades differ in price when they reach the retail level, with solid pack the higher,
chunk pack the intermediate, and flake or grated the lower price. The reason for
this is that all tuna can be made into flake or grated which, however, is not so
useful and desirable a size of piece for all serving purposes. A mmajority of tuna
can be made into chunk or bite size, but this also is not as desirable for some
serving purposes as solid pack. Onlv a small portion of fish of the right size have
large enough loin sections to be made into solid pack, and this is the moat desired
gize of piece for many serving purposes.

The market conditions and demand vary from year to year for the different
styles of pack, depending upon supply and demand, and to some extent, changing
consumer taste. But at the present time, approximately 10 percent of production
is white meat tuna and the remainder light meat tuna. Of the 90 percent, about
25 percent is solid pack: about 30 percent chunk or bite-size tuna, and about
35 percent flake or grated tuna.,

HIBTORY OF THE AMERICAN FISHERY

Other witnesses will give you the statistical history of the fishery. It is my
intention to review this only generally.

Previous to the First World War, tuna was not canned in the United States.
During the period of food shortage and economic stress of World War I and the
time immediately following, the canning of tuna was begun in southern California.
At first there was no demand at all and the industry was started actually because
there was a shortage of raw matcrial for the sardine canning establishments in
San Diego and San Pedro at this particular period of history. However, in the
course of a few years the new product, canned tuna, caught on in certain markets
and a demand for it began to develop so that by 1921 there were fishermen in
San Deigo and San Pedro who were fishing primarily for tuna and canneries
which were beginnin% to can substantial quantitiecs of tuna along with their
sardine operations. he two industries complemented each other, the tuna sea-
son in southern California being in the summer and early fall, whereas the sardine
season was in the winter.

Up until 1926 the fishery was based almost entirely upon albacore and the
product was accordingly entirely white meat tuna. The boaty which fished for
albacore at this period of history were small boats that went only for a day at a
time, and ventured only a few miles from port. When albacore came in close
to shore in this particular locality, they were fished for and caught. When they
did not come in, no one knew where they were and there were not vessels available
then for scouting farther off shore for them.

The oceanographic conditions normally found off southern California are such
that water suitable for albacore to live in comes close to shore only during the
summer and early fall. In 1926 there began one of those long-term cyclic changes
in oceanographic conditions which occur off southern California and the warmer
currents from the South invaded the inshore area off southern California during
the summer and early fall. As a consequence the albacore disappeared completaly
g;h!:_tearly so from this immediate inshore area where the vessels were capable of

ing.
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But with this warmer water came yellowfin and skipjack tuna from the south.
The trade changed rapidly of necessity to the catching and canning of yellowfin
tuna primarily, with skipjack being secondary. A great deal of advertising and
merchandising was done to change consumer taste from the white meat albacore
to the ““light meat”’ vellowfin pack. This was successful and the market for canned
tuna developed rapidly, continuing to enlarge year after year. Ever since 1925
the l;narket. as been more and more light meat pack and less and less white meat
pack. .

The growing market needed a more stabhle supply of product and the canneries
needed a more stable supply of raw material. As a consequence of this, the
vessels comprising the fleet were increased in size and in their range* The develop-
ment of the fieet went on very rapidly. First, the fleet began using ice which
permitted it to stay at sca for a few days at a time. The vessels were built larger,
more seaworthy and with greater fuel capacity so that they could range farther
gsouth along the Mexican coast where they found yellowfin and skipjack in greater
abundance and over a longer period of the vear. In the course of a few vears
Diesel engines came in to replace the gasoline engine and made long trips more
econoinical and practical. efrigeration machines came in to use which could
preserve the life of the ice on board and extend the range of the vessel so that it
could stay a week or two from port.

The farther south the vessels went, the more yeilowfin and skipjack they found
and the longer was the searon over which fish could he found. As the market
continued to grow the pressure for a more and more stable supply of raw material
became inexorable. During the middle 1930's the industry caused to be initiated
a considerable series of research product« designed for keeping the fish more eco-
nomically and satisfactorilv aboard ship so that the ves<el~ could =tay at sea for
longer periods of time. By 1937 a quite satisfactory method had been developed
by which the fish immediately after capture were frozen quickly in a supercooled
brine solution, and 1n this solidly frozen condition could be kept aboard the vessel
indefinitely as long as it remained under refrigeration.

The vessels by this time had grown to such a size that they could carry the
quantit%f of auxitiary machinery which was necessary.for keeping the fish under
solid refrigeration. Adaptations had been made in the design of the vessel so
that some tanks could be used for combination purposes of carrying fuel on the
way down to the fishing banks and carrying frogen fish in the same tanks on the
way back. Some of the other tanks were designed to be used for another pur-
pose—keeping live bait. fish aboard the vessel for the fishing voyage and carrying
frozen fish back. By these several changes in design the fleet was freed from close
ties to shore. The resulting vessel could, with ease, travel for 10,000 miles if
necessary before returning to port and could remain away from port for 120 days
or more and return with the catch in perfectly satisfactory condition for canning.

These changes took place rapidly but gradually over the period of years, from
1926 to 1940, as the market was expanding and demanding more and more canned
tupa. As the vessels went further and further south in their explorations, they
found that yellowfin and skipajck tuna occurred in the whole area from southern
California to northern Peru. In some seasons they were abundant in one part of
this area. In other seasons they were abundant in another part of the area. In
one year the fish might fail to show up in the area where they should be at that sea-
son but they would show up in another area. In any one part of this 3,500 mile
long area the fish were both seasonal within the year and variable as to oceurrence
from vear to vear. But in the area as a whole there were always fish available
in the quantitics needed by the growing market. Therefore, the big tuna clipper
having this long-range cruising ability, and the ability to carry refrigerated cargo
for months at a time was developed for the purpose and under the necessity of
taking the seasonality and variability out o? the source of raw material for the

wing industry.

After the big tuna clipper had been developed, if the fish occurred off Peru, the
boats fished off Peru. If the fishing dropped off there, and the fish showed up
off El Salvador, then the boats went to the area off El Salvador. If the fishing
dropped off seasonally there, the boats might go down to Panama where the fish
were running at that particular season. Where the fish showed up, there the
fleet could quickly go. =~ The development of long-range radio and other electronic
devices was quickly picked up by the fleet so that they could maintain communi-
cation among themselves throughout the whole area and the fishery. A man with
a tuna clipper might quite naturally fish for a time off the cost of Mexico then for
a time off the coast gf Panama, then come back to the area off Costa f{ien, and
then go to the Galapagos Island or off Peru to complete his load of fish—all of



TUNA IMPORTS 107

this in the course of one voyage which in the normal course of events might oceupy
120 days.

Althzugh the area of the fishery expanded to include the high xcas so far away
from port, the industry remained localized in southern California for several
practical reasons, the nub of which was that that was the most efficient place for
it to remain. Several economie forces were at work continually upon the industry,
One of these was the closeness of a ready source of raw material, Another was
the transportation cost of the finished product to the final market, Another was
the location of repair facilities for the exceedingly elaborate and complex vessels
which had been evolved by the fishery. Another was the closeness to the source
of material for the other processes of canning, such as the salad oil which went
into the cans, the cans themselves, and all the other commodities nccessary for
the running of a large and complex mechanized indu~try. Another factor was the
availability of a labor force which w as competent to run the commplicated machinery
which the industry had evolved and which was able to operate efficiently the most
complex fishing vessel in the world.  Like all other American industry, the tuna
industry had geared itself to mass production of low cost merchandise.  Wherever
machinery could take the place of human hands, that had been done, This
process required more and more cfficiency and training in the personnel of the
industry's labor forces, Another force at work was the availability of capital
and credit for the needs of an industry the value of whose annual product had

assed the $100,000,000 mark. The locus of all these, and numerous other,
orces were and remain in southern California for the simple reason that there ise
where canned tuna can be mass-produced at the lowest cost for the consumer.

All of these transformation~ had been occurring gradually during the 1930’
but were sharply interrupted by the outbreak of war in the Pacific on December
7, 1941, The effect upon the industry was immediate. The tuna clipper which
had been evolved by the industry during the late 1920’s and the 1930’s was pre-
cisely the vessel that the Navy wanted for the job of supplying the troops in the
isolated gartisons of the South Pacific where the war was being fought.  You will
remember the tremendous shortage of vesscls which burdened the Navy in the
initial stages of prosecuting the Pacific war. This cmergency was so great that.
the Navy took some of the tuna clippers directly from the fishing grounds off
Central America by radio, called them into Panama, fueled them and sent them
directly to the S8outh Pacific without permitting the vessels to return to home port,
Other vessels were taken as rapidly as they could be manned and sent to the far
Pacific. The majority of the vessels so taken were manned at least in part by the
captains and crews who had manned them on the fishing voyages. In the course
of a few months, 60 percent of the vessels of the fleet were out of the fishery, out of
production, and out in the Solomon Islands and elsewhere in the South i’aciﬁc,
fighting the war, Even those that remained in the fishery and in production were
used to a greater or less extent for emergeney patrol work and intelligence work
along the coast of North America. For instance, at the time of the excursion of
the Japanese fleet which resulted in the battle of Midway, the entire remaining
fleet of tuna vessels all along the coast were put to sea under Navy command as
a screening force to prevent a sudden surprise attack on the west coast or the
Panama Canal.

When the war came to an end the fleet remaining was at a low ebb. There
were only about 8,000 tons of producing capacity available in the clipper fleet,
Many of the boats that had gone suddenly to war were sunk in the 8outh Pacific.
Many were so nearly used up by the campaign that they could not with efficiency
be repaired and put back into fishing service. However, the Navy had been so
impressed by the seaworthiness and serviceability of the tuna clipper that the
Navy had built during the latter part of the war 30 vessels on the exact design
of one of the best tuna clippers. hey had done this with a view to being able
to dispose of the vessels to the tuna industry after the war was over and with
a view to having a stand-by fleet of these serviceable vessels available at no cost
to the Navy for any other cmergency that might arise in the postwar period.
After the end of the war these 30 versels were put up for sale and sold to the
fisherinen who had lost vessels during the war and to others in the fleet.

It requires a considerable length of time, up to 2 years, and a considerable
amount of capital, up to $600,000, to build a tuna clipper of the advanced design
now going into the fleet. In the postwar years the market for tuna was strong,
Vessels were added to the fleet steadily in accordance with the growing of the
market. All of the money that was taken out of the fishery in profit, and much
more, was put back into new vessel equipment during the postwar period. In
fact, in the neighborhood of $2 was invested by the fishernen in new vessels
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during this period for every dollar that came out of the fishery in earnings. This
process came to the point where in 1951 there was very nearly 40,000 tons of
otential capacity in the fleet, and the tuna clipper fleet was able to provide about
0 percent of the total tuna requirements of the United States. By this time
$60,000,000 were invested in tuna clippers and they were owned by something
ovl:lt:.l,OOO people, most of whom were the fishermen themselves, or their immediate
relatives,
THE IMPORT PROBLEM

The growth of the clipper fleet in the postwar years had been rather conserva-
tively planned to accommodate the growing market which was being expanded
by the industry through every device of advertising and merchandising available
to food selling. By the end of 1951 the tuna clipper fleet, together with the purse
seine fleet and the numerous albacore fleets along the coast of western America,
were able to produce somewhere in the neighborhood of 90 percent of the tuna
which the expanded market in the United States required.

However, by the end of 1951 the United States tuna industry no longer had 90
percent of the United States canned-tuna market. Prior to the war imports of
tuna had occupied from 6 to 10 percent of the American market, which was quite
a healthy situation., In 1948 the imported tuna occupied once more about 7
percent of the United States tuna market. However, in 1949 this shot up to 13
percent and in 1950 it increased once more to about 30 percent. In 1951, while
the final figures are not yet available, the percentage of the United States tuna
market occupied by imported tuna will be above 30 percent. The shock of this
sudden rise, not only in volume of imports but in the percentage of the market
which imports occupy, has been too strong a blow for the industry to take and the
industry in all its branches ended 1951 in serious financial trouble.

This is not the first time that the industry had experienced such trouble. In
1926, when the albacore had disappeared temporarily from the immediste inshore
area off southern California where they were expected and where they were
within range of the small vessels of that day, the industry had turned to the
production of yellowfin tuna for filling the “light meat' tuna market. However,
some market areas of the United States, such as Boston and Philadelphia, main-
tained a rather high degree of preference for “white meat’’ tuna, which came only
from albacore. e southern California canners had turned to an auxiliary source
of albacore to fill this small part of the market. They had discovered such an
auxiliary source in Japan.

Japan produced substantially more tuna and consumed substantially more tuns
than did the United States. That is a situation which was true before the begin-
ning of the United States industry—has remained true all during the history of the
United States industry, and is true to this day. In Japan the consumers’ taste for
tuna was exactly the opposite of that in the United States. Skipjack and yellow-
fin were the high-priced and highly prized fish of the Japanese; and albacore,
because of its pale color and bland taste, was not cared for by the Japanese con-
sumer to any extent. The American preference was for the Kland white-meated
albacore, with yellowfin and skipjack the less desirable varieties. Therefore, the
Japanese were only too willing to expand their albacore fishery for the export
market to the United States. And this was done in a matter quite satisfactory
both to the United States and to the Japanese tuna industries.

Up to this time, the Japanese had not canned tuna in any consequential amount
because the market in Japan was for fish to be eaten in the raw state or as dried
stick skipjack, However, the growth of the tuna market in the United States for
canned tuna during the twenties was so substantial that the attention of the
Japanese canning industry was directed to this potential market. By 1930 their
imports of canned tuna were reaching a level that was threatening to the United
States, and by 1933 the percentage of the United States market occupied by
Japanese canned tuna had passed 30 percent. This very nearly prostrated the
new tunsa industry of the United States.

There was, at this time, only one type of tuna commodity of any consequence
entering the United States. That was tuna canned in oil, the identical product
of the United States industry. It came only from one country—Japan. There
were, in those days, no reciprocal trade agreements to complicate the situation.
Under the Tariff Act of 1930 the tariff on tuna canned in oil was 30 percent ad
valorem. This was not sufficient to balance the difference in the cost of produc-
tion between the Japanese tuna industry and the United States tuna industry
occasioned by the difference in the standard of living in the two countries, and
that was the reason for the flood of imported canned tuna in oil which came from
Japan in the early thirties. The industry made representations of its situation to
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the President and to the Congress.. Under the Tariff Act of 1930 the United
States Tariff Commission had been given the authority to recommend to the
President increases in tariff up to 50 percent of the prevailing tariff and the
President given the authority of putting such increases into effect at any time
when American industry was threatened with injury. The United States Senate
requested the United States Tariff Commission to make a study of the relative
costs of production between the United States and Japan in the production of
canned tuna. This was accomplished by 1933 and in 1934 the Tariff Commission
recommended to President Roosevelt a raise in the tariff on canned tuna in oil
from 30 percent to 45 percent ad valorem, This was made effective by President
Roosevelt in 1934, :

The effect of the new tariff was salutary. It appeared to quite satisfactorily
balance the cost of production in the two countries. At least, its effect was to
first sharply decrease the flow of canned tuna from Japan, and then the Japanese
tuna-canning industry hbegan to grow along with the United States tuna canning
industry as the United States market for canned tuna grew during the thirties.
This balance was maintained up to the outbreak of war, when all imports from
Japan suddenly stopped.

uring the war the tuna fleet was at war and the demand for protein food was
short on all sides. During this entire period, actually from 1941 until the middle
of 1948, there was an excess of demand over supply in the canned-tuna market of
the United States. This period coincided with a period during which the United
States Government was seeking to expand world trade by the reduction of customs
barriers. During this period of time a large number of trade agreements were
made with many countries, and in the latter part of this period the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade was put into effect. During this time several
trade agreements were entered into which affected the tariff on several tuna
products. Since the tuna market in the United States was so strong the effect
of these trade agreements upon the United States market was light, and it did not
occur to the Government officials in charge of the trade-agreements program or
to the leaders of the tuna industry what a considerable cumulative effect there
would he upon the tuna market after all of these agreements and conditions they
established began to operate simultaneously.

In 1943 a trade agreement was concluded with Mexico. Tuna was not an
important item because tuna had never been produced in Mexico in any conse-
quential amount and was not after this trade agreement was concluded. But,
as one of the points of this trade agreement, the tariff on canned tuna in oil was
reduced from 45 percent to 22% percent ad valorem. Because of the most-
favored-nation clause this reduction applied not only to Mexico but to all the
world. During this Eeriod the tariff on bonito canned in oil was reduced under a
trade agreement with Cuba to 21 percent ad valorem. Bonito canned in an
form had never been an item of appreciable commerce with any country, muc
less Cuba. In 1943 a trade agreement was concluded with Iceland, which is a
nonproducer of tuna. Tuna was not mentioned in this trade agreement, and no
one knew that tuna was included in it—either the Icelanders or the United States
officials who negotiated the agreement. However, due to the definition of a basket
category in the agreement, it turned out that, if tuna were canned in water instead
of being canned in oil, by the terms of this trade agreement it would bear a tariff
of only 124 percent ad valorem. In 1945, before there was any tuna canned in
brine on the market, or before the commodity had been heard of in a commercial
sense, this basket category of fish in the Icelandic trade agreement was bound at
the 12%-percent level under a trade agreement with Nationalist China under the
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade

In this same period of time another development of a different nature had been
taking place which turned out to be rather significant to the tuna market. Dur-
ing the period of food shortage of the war and immediately thereafter, the United
States Government in several ways aided the Government of Peru in establishing
a fish-canning industry in Peru. The primary product of this newly established
industry was bonito canned in oil. There was no local market for the product of
this new industry in Peru of sufficient size to take the product, nor was there a
market elsewhere in Latin America for the product. The only market to which
the bonito canned in oil could come for any sale was the United States. Here it
competed directly with tuna canped in 0il. In fact, for the first 2 or 3 years after
the new industry had gotten sufficiently advanced to export fish, all of the fish
which they sent to the United States was labeled “tuna.” However, in 1948, at
the instigation of the United Btates Food and Drug Administration, this practice
was stopped and all subsequent shipments of bonito canned in oil have been
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labeled “bonite’ rather than “tuna.” This-did not in any way reduce the com-
Petltl've impact of bonito upon the tuna market because, while bonito was labeled:
‘bonito” on the can« after 1948, «till when it was used at drug-store counters and
otherwise it was alway~ sold as tuna. In spite of the faet that over 500,000 cases
of this item have been imported during 1951, I have never seen anyone who has
seen a bonito sandwich or a bonito ralad advertised in a restaurant menu.

During the latter phases of the war, nearly all of the Japanese fishing fleet had
been sunk or put out of commission. Immediately upon the beginning of the
occupation the United States, under the Supreme Commander for the Allied
Forces in the Pacific, began the quick restoration of the Japanese fishing fleet
80 that it could provide the food needed for a desperately hungry Japan. This
work progressed apace and by 1948 the Japanese fishing industry had been
restored to productive capacity comparable with that before the war and more
than adequate to sati~nfy the dietary requirements of the Japanese for protein
food. By the end of 1948 the Japanese had a tuna-fishing fleet larger than they
had had before the war and better built, beeause it was mostly new construction.
There was an exportable surplus of tuna, and this immediately began flowing
toward the United States market, which is the only substantial market for canned
tuna in the world. The barrier of 45 percent tariff which had been established
between the two industries in 1934 had been broken down by the trade agree-
ment with Mexico. This had caused no repercussions before 1948, for the reason
that Mexico had not begun to can tuna for export. By the middle of 1949, how-
ever, it was obvious to all persons in the United States tuna indu~try that, as n
1934, the United States industry could not compete with the Japanese tuna
industry with a tariff barrier as low as 22% percent ad valorem.

Just at a time when conditions were beginning to get exceedingly black in the
industry, the industry was saved byv a sheer stroke of good fortune. The Mexicans
abrogated the Mexican trade agreement, not because of tuna, which was of no
importance to them whatever, but because of several other commodities dealt
with in the agreement. In June of 1950 it was announced to the world that the
Mexican trade agreement had been abrogated and that the tariff concessions
which had been made under that agreement would no longer be effective after
January 1, 1951. During the first 6 months of 1950 the Japanese production of
canned tuna had been coming into the United States at an increasing rate. How-
ever, when it was learned in mid-1950 that the tariff would resume its level of 45
geercent within 6 months, every case of tuna which was available in Japan or could

produced in Japan was rushed into the United States to beat the deadline.
Imports of canned tuna in oil into the United States zoomed upward until t,hlefy
reached, in 1950, 1,734,000 cases, a3 compared with 210,000 cases in 1948 ardd
215,000 cases in 1949.

Although the United States market for canned tuna in oil had been increasing
rapidly in the postwar years and is ~till increasing in good shape, the industry
entered 1951 with about 3,000,000 cases in inventory—substantially more than
twice as much inventory as was normal at the beginning of the market year.
The effect of this tremendous glut caused by the imports of canned tuna in oil
in the last 6 months of 1950 are still being felt by the industry at the beginning
of 1952, The reimposition of the 45-percent ad valorem duty on canned tuna
in oil had the effect of cutting down the volume imported in this category sharply
over the exorbitant amount which came in during 1950. The imports of canned
tuna in oil in 1951, however, did not stop, but were 3,383,230 (11 months).
While this is & veryv substantial quantity of fish when compared with the levels of
imports of this commadity in the prewar years, they are not by themselves acutely
burdensome to the United States tuna industry.

However, the total tuna imports did not at all decrease. They have kept
right on increasing during 1951 because of imports of frozen tuna and canned
tuna in brine increasing so rapidly during this time. There was simply a shift
in commodity type. The tuna which in 1950 came in canned in oil in 1951 came
in frozen for canning in this country, and toward the end of the year began
coming in as canned tuna in brine.

Early in 1951 the Japanese discovered the loophole in the United States tariff
law provided by the trade agreement with Iceland. Tuna canned in brine is to
all intents and purposes a brand-new product in the United States tuna market
and in the world market. The canning of tuna in brine is not a new process,
Salmon and other fish commodities are customarily canned simply in brine, but
canned tuna is & more acceptable product to the American market when it is
canned in oil than when it is canned in brine. For this reason, canned tuna in
brine has never been a factor in the United States market of any consequence
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until 1951. Since the only difference in the cost of production of the two com-
modities is about 60 cents a case, the difference in cost between the water and the
oil used in the processing, and since the oil product is preferable to the United
States consumer, nobody in the United States bothered to put up canned tuna
in brine,

However, the Japanese, by switching their canned-tuna production in 1951
from canned tuna in 0il to canned tuna in brine, automatically dropped the effec-
tive tariff on their produet from 45 percent ad valorem to 12% percent ad valorem,
There was no difference in the processing at all. At the end of the tuna line of
the cannery, where the cans are ready to go into the sealer, there is a large con-
tainer full of liquid. If the liquid in this container, which automatically feeds
into the cans as they speed by, is salad oil, then the end product is tuna canned
in oil. If, however, the liquid in the container is simply water, the resulting
product is tuna canned in brine. The salt is added to tge can, irrespective of
the product.

During the first part of 1951, this new product, while it was far cheaper because
of the lower tariff than either the Japanese or the American tuna canned in oil, did
not have a ready market pecause it was & new product and it took time to get the
American market accustomed to it. Most of the original production was pin-
pointed into the Seattle market; and by the end of 1951 tuna canned in brine had
captured about 60 percent of the Seattle market for canned tuna. It was only
in the last month of 1951 that tuna in brine began to get more Nation-wide dis-
tribution. In the first 6 months of the vear tuna canned in brine was imported at
an average rate of not much more than 1,000 cases per month. By the end of
1951 tuna canned in brine was being imported at a rate of about 100,000 cases per
month. There was evéry reason to expect that as the new fishing season began
in Japan the imports of tuna canned in brine would increase at an even greater
rate during 1952.

Thus there had been run a complete cycle with the four types of tuna now being
imported into the United States. In 1949, the primary category of tuna being
imported into the United States was bonito canned in oil.  In 1950, the primary
tuna commodity being imported was tuna canned in oil. In 1951, the primary
type of tuna commodity being imported was frozen tuna. In 1952, it appears
certain that the primary type of tuna commodity which will be imported, unless
corrections are made in the tariff law, will be tuna canned in brine.

This series of staggering blows coming onc upon the other has been more than
the well-established and well-financed tuna industry of the United States could
withstand. And the industry once more turned to Washington, D. C., and to ita
Government for relief from the injury which it was sustaining, and the threat of
even greater injury which was before it, as it had done in 1934. However, the
situation was so much different than in 1934. Then there had been only one
country of any consequence importing tuna and the imported tuna had been
practically all of one type of commodity. Now there were four primsry com-
modities and cach of them bore a different tariff classification and were differently
bound and treated in different trade agreements. There wes no simple, streight-
forward, single action that could be taken to relieve the injury being suffere by
the industry.

The industry first had to settle upon a policy and an objective to be striven for.
All of the producing countries were allies of the United States and the industry
had no desire to in any way disturb the economies of those countries. The indus-
try could not in good conscience teke a pesition which was contrery to the national
policy of aiding and building up the economies of our allies. The industry was
capable in its fishing end of producing a little better than 90 percent of the tuna
requirements of the United States market. It decided that, if it sought the objec-
tive of giving to the foreign suppliers about 15 percent of our market and keepin
to itself about 85 percent of the market, no cry of selfishness could be rai
against it because this would be a reduction in the activity, and a set-back to the
industry and would leave the foreign suppliers with somewhat more than twice
the market for tuna which they had in the United States in prewsr years. The
industry felt that if it could be assured of 85 percent of the United States market jt
could, by its own advertising and merchandising efforts, build up that share of the
market in a few years to the point where it would take all of the productive poten-
tiality of the United States industry.

Because of the exceedingly complex nature of the tuna-import problem in rela-
tion to the United States tariff law, the implementation of this policy was found
to be extremely complex and time-consuming at best. The United States tuna
industry settled on the objective of getting all canned tuna and tunalike fish in
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whatever form to bear the same duty and to have all of the imports of frozen tuna
of whatever species bear a duty equivalent to that on the canned product. The
uniform duty goughf. ie 45 percent ad valorem, the tariff which for so many years
provided conditions of healthy competition and growth between the United States
and foreign tuna industries in the United States market.

While this approaching condition of distress and injury in the industry had been
noted by industry members to the United States Government in several connec-
tions in appearance before congressional committees and the Committee for Reci-
procity Information, no definite legislative action was initiated or requested by
the industry until in mid-1951 the industry began to collapse, the fleet to tie up,
the market to stagnate, and the canneries to close down. At that time, the in-
dustry requested from the Congressmen of its districts initiation of legislation
which would confine the importation of frozen tuna to somewhere between 15 and
20 percent of domestic consumption of tuna. The House Ways and Means Com-
mittee established a subcommittee to study this problem under the chairmanship
of Mr. Camp, of Georgia. The subcommittee held hearings, recognized the plight
of the industry, discovered the extremely complex interplay of tariff laws and
trade agreements on the importation of tuna mto the Unéted States. It originated
and recommended to- the full committee a hill which would seek to keep the
United States tuna industry alive during the period of time which was obviously
necessary for the United States Tariff %ommission and the United States Fish
and Wildlife Service to make the complete studies which would be required to
draw up a satisfactory, permanent piece of legislation to handle this complex prob-
Jem. The essence of this bill was (a) that a temporary tariff applicable until April
1, 1953, would he imposed on ail imports of frozen tuna to the extent of 3 cents per
pound; (b) the United States Tariff Commission was directed to make a thorough
study of the tariff situation of all tuna products and recommend to the Congress
by -Ja.nuary 1, 1953, permanent legislation to rectify the inequities in the present
tariff treatment ou tuna commodities; and (c) the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service of the Department of the Interior was directed to make a complete study
of the economics of the United States tuna industry with a view to having before
the Congress adequate information on which the Congress could hase a fair and
just opinion.

_This bill was reported out of the House Ways and Means Committee without a
dissenting vote. It passed through the Housc of Representatives with only one
dissenting vote, and was referred to the Senate for action during what turned out
to be the last week of the session. The Senate Finance Committee, to whom the
bill was referred, did not have time to hold hearings and act upon it before the

journment of Congress. Therefore, the bill had to be held over until this date.

his was not at all the tyvpe of bill which the industry had requested or which
the industry wanted. There was some question as to whether the 3 cents per
pound tariff provided in the bill would provide any protection at all. Peru, for
instance, who had become one of the large suppliers of frozen tuna in 1951 had an
export tariff of 1,380 soles per ton on tuna exported from Peru. This amounts to
approximately $60 per ton in United States money which is the same as 3 cents
per pound. Therefore Peru, by the simple expedient of taking off her export
tariff, could completely or very nearly negate the effect of the 3 cents per pound
tariff on frozen tuna provided for in the (gmnp bill. Also, an essential feature of
the bill which the industry had desired had been omitted from the Camp bill.
That is the provision that all tariffs should be calculated on the basis of round
weight to prevent the evasion of the purpose of the tariff by shipping in cooked
loins, frozen, ready for canning, as the Japanese had done experimentally during
1950. However, the industry immediately swung its support and favor behind
the Camp bill, and so still remains.

During the period of the adjournment of the Congress the situation of the
industry has continued to deteriorate. The albacore fishery ended the most
disastrous season of its modern history from a financial viewpoint, leaving the
members of the fleet in serious financial condition. The purse seine fleet had,
practically speaking, no season at all since July 15 of last year. Since that date
the tuna clipper fleet has been operating at a rate of 15 or 20 percent of capacity,
with a resulting extremely serious financial situation. During the latter part of
the year all of the canneries in San Diego have been closed with the exception of
one small one, and the canneries of San Pedro have been working on a reduced
schedule. This has resulted in serious unemployment among the cannery work-
ers, a8 well as among the fishermen. During this period of time the rapid increase
in the rate of importation of tuna canned in brine heaped new fuel upon the fires
which already were singeing the industry. Therefore, the industry set about
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attempting to get a rectification of the loophole in the tariff treatment of tuna
canned in brine. Representations have been made to the President and hearings
have been held before the United States Tariff Commission on this question.

If the tuna in brine situation is not straightened out, then it makes no difference
at all what is done with frozen tuna because the industry of the United States will
be out of the tuna business, On the other hand, if the problem of tuna canned in
brine is taken care of, as we trust it will be, and the problem of frozen tuna is not
taken care of, then the foreign suppliers will simply once more switch their imports
back into the frozen tuna forms in the same way that they did in 1951.

It appears obvious that the tariff treatment of all tuna commodities entering
the United States must be made uniform so that importers will not be able to
awitch from one to the other with added advantage. The Camp bill is only one
portion of the program which will be necessary to encourage this objective. I
wizh you to know that the canners join our fishermen, and our cannery workers,
and the boat owners whose vessels fish for us, in pressing for the immediate passage
of this legislation.

OPPOSITION STATEMENTS

A number of objections have been raised to the Camp bill by importers of frozen
tuna into the United States. Most of these objections have arisen because of
ignorance of the economics of the tuna industry in the United-States, Japan, and
Peru. The expert witnesses who follow me will present detailed analyses of these
economic factors. However, it may be well to run over some of these objections
in a general way before the presentation of the detailed specific information
required for rebuttal.

t has been said that the enactment of the Camp bill will establish a precedent
which will upset the United States foreign-trade policy. The policy of the United
States Government with respect to foreign trade has been set forth repeatedly in
law and in public pronouncement by the Congress, the President, and the Secretary
of State. It is that the United States Government will do all it can to foster the
frec exchan%a of trade between this country and the rest of the world by reducing
tariff trade barriers in every way Xossible so long as this does not cause injury or
the threat of injury to established American industry. The Camp bill is consistent
with this policy. Following witnesses are prepared to demonstrate that the
United States tuna industry is now suffering injury and is under the liability and
threat of further and more gerious injury by reason of concessions that have been
made in trade agreements and in other ways by the United States Government,
It is for the rectification of such anomalies that escape clauses have been placed
in the trade agreements and all other international obligations with respect to
trade agreements the United States has engaged in in recent years. We further-
more state that the tuna industry is thoroughly in accord with this stated United
States foreign-trade policy and seeks rectification only of injury and protection
from the threat of injury. It does not seek to cut off the flow of tuna into the
United States in whatever form, but instead seeks to increase that flow substan-
tially above prewar levels.

It has been stated that enactment of this bill will have the effect of throwing the
Japanese into Communist arms, Following witnesses will demonstrate that of
the total values of Japanese exports last year, less than one-half of 1 percent were
accounted for by tuna. Nothing which is done with so small a share of a nation’s
exports will affect this general policy one way or another because of economic
reasons connected with that move. We do not even wish to cut off that small
segment of Japanese exports.

t has been said that great numbers of Japanese, up to as many as 2,000,000,
will be left destitute if this bill is enacted. This is, of course, sheer nonsense.
Japan produces in the neighborhood of 300,000 tons of tuna per year as against the
Umted States production of in the neighborhood of 200,000 tons a year in & normal
year. Japan consumes considerably more tuna domestically than does the United
States. he exports of tuna from Japan are only a smal{pa.rt of the Japanese
tuna production. The total tuna production of Japan is once more only a small
?roportion of the total Japanese fish production, which in 1951 amounted to over

)X billion pounds, Approximately 2 million (i)eople are the total number that
are employed in the total Japanese fishing industry.

It has been stated that the problems of the United States industry are only
those which it has brought upon itself by overgroduction and the building of more
boats than was necessary for the market. Subsequent witnesses will illustrate
conclusively that the entire productive capacity of the United States tuna industry
all working at top production 1n a year when there is good fishing cannot produce
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much more than 90 percent of the quantity of tuna consumed in the United States
annually, at least not more than 95 percent. There would seem to be no reason-
able reason why, in a limited market that is being supplied by three principal
suppliers, one supplier alone should be accused of overproduection.

t has been stated that the price of tuna is too high. Other witnesses will
demonstrate in detail what has happened to the price of tuna in recent years in
the United Btates. It is sufficient to say here that during the time when all other
food costs in the United States have been going up, as have the general standard
of living'and cost of production indexes, the price of tuna has been steadily going
down-—both at the fisherman’s level of raw tuna and at the consumer’s level of
canned tuna in retail stores. In the past 3 years, while the general food price index
has gone up by about 19 percent, the price index of canned tuna has gone down by
16 percent. At the present time canned tuna retails, as an average for the entire
pack, at only a little over 60 cents a pound which puts it well below the price of
competitive meat products.

It hae been stated that if the Camp bill passes the Latin American countries
will retaliate against the United States industry by cutting off the bait supplies
required by that industry. It is a curious thing to note that only the opponents
of this bill are worried on this score and that the tuna industry itself. the men who
will be directly affected by any such retaliation, have no worry whatever with
respect to it. There are a great number of reasons why the tuna industryv con-
giders this to be simgly an empty threat voiced by the opposition. However, the
essential reason is that the tuna industry leaves a great deal of money in thesre
countries of L.atin America, amounts reaching into several million dollars a year.
These are the sums which are paid directly for fishing permits to the several
countries, the amounts which are spent for fuel and other supplies by the vessel~
as they range throughout Latin America, and the very considerable sums that
are spent by the crews of the vessels when they have liberty in various ports of
the eastern tropical Pacific. Many are the ports in the eastern tropical Pacifie
who derive their principal revenue from the business given them by the far-flun:
activities of the United States tuna clipper fleet. The relations between the
United States tuna industry and the several Latin American countries is not only
gn a sound economic basis favoring those countries but is also on a very friendly

asis.

It has been stated that passage of the Camp bill will cripple the fisting indus-
tries of Latin-American countriesinvolved. Following witnesses will demonstrete
to you that, practically speaking, there is no tuna industry in Mexico, El Sal-
vador, Honduras, Nicaragua, Costa Rica, Panama, Columbia, or Ecuador.
Most of the small amounts of tuna which are transshipped from Panama and
Costa Rica are the product of American-flag vessels and would not be subject
to the duty. This applies so far as is known to the entire tiny production of
Ecuador. The only country whose industry would be noticeably affected by
this bill would be Peru. Peru could not do anvthing to retaliate against the
operations of United States fieet within the realm of international law for the
reason that Peru at this time and in the past has not granted anv favors to
United States industry even upon the payment of permits or fees. No American
fishing vessel is allowed to come to a Peruvian port for supplies. No American
fishing vessel is permitted to buv a permit to take fish in Peruvian waters or to
in anv way engege in fishing activities in Peruvian waters.

It has been stated that the passage of the Camp bill will jeopardize the estab-
lishment of fishing industries in Latin America. The 3-cent-per-pound tariff
proposed by the Camp bill will be effective only until April 1, 1953. There
would be no possibility of establishing a fishing industry in any Latin-American
country in that short interval of time. It is hoped by all persons involved that
the temporary megsure provided in the Camp bill will have been made unnecessary
before that date by the passage of legislation permanently settling the tariff on
frozen tuna in a manner most agreeable to all interests involved.

It has been stated that the passage of the Camp bill will prostrate the Peruvian
fishing industrv. It is called to your sttention that the primary production of
the Peruvian fishing industry is canned bonito and frozen swordfish. Frozen
tuna has become a product of importance there only within the past 2 years
and is not of cruciel importance to the welfare of the Peruvian fisbing industry
as 8 whole. If in truth it is then a simple repeal by the Peruvian Government
of the export tariff now levied by Peru on frozen tuna would equally balance
the 3-cents-per-pound tariff proposed temporerily in the Camp bill. '

We cannot help but note one extremelv curious objection which has been raised
by 4 group of opponents. That is that the imposition of a tariff on frozen tuna,
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which they oppose, would grossly disturb the international relations of the United
States. However, they feel that the imposition of a tariff on canned tuna, which
they favor, would not do so.

Bp:lcceedin witnesses will demonstrate to you in detail the injury that has
been suffered by each and every part as well as by the whole of the United States
tuna fishing and canning industry by reason of the greatly accelerated imports
of several tuna commodities in the last 3 or 4 years. We pray that you will
report favorably the Camp bill, H. R. 5693, as being a first step in the correction
of these inequities and the remedyving of these injuries.

The CrairMaAN. Mr. Harold F. Cary.

STATEMENT OF HEAROLD F. CARY, GENERAL MANAGER, AMER-
ICAN TUNABOAT ASSOCIATION, SAN PEDRO, CALIF.

Ths CuairMaN. Mr, Cary, will you please identify yourself for the
record.

Mr. Cary. My name is Harold F. Cary. 1 am general manager of
the American Tunaboat Association of San Pedro, Calif., and I am
here on behalf of that organization.

The CHAIRMAN. The American Tunaboat Association?

Mr. Cary. Yes, sir.

Senator MiLLIkIN. Will you give us some idea of what it com-
prises?

Mr. Cary. The Tunaboat Association itself 18 & voluntary organi-
zation of the larger size tuna vessel owners. Its membership consists
of 150 to 155 vessels out of a fleet of about 212 to 214 vesscls.

Senator MiLLikIN. What is the range of investment in a tuna boat?

Mr. Cary. The range per vessel?

Senator MILLIKIN.ngy(’S.

Mr. Cary. We consider our high seas vessels, that range from 50
tons upward, to range, on a replacement basis, from $60,000 to some-
where in the neighborhood of $550,000 per vessel. This is on a
replacement basis.

Senator MILLIKIN. How big a crew does a 50-ton boat have?

Mr. Cary. Probably in the neighborhood of 7 men, and the large
ones lrange from 16 to 19 men, and on some occasions 20 men per
vessel.

Senator MILLIKIN. Arc those men part owners of the boat or do
they fish on shares, or do get wages?

Mr. Cary. The overwhelming majority of them fish on a share
basis. There are no wages. ey fish on a share basis, which is
historic in most fisheries in the country.

Senator MILLIKIN. Is it completely a share, or a base wage, plus
a share?

Mr. Cary. It is completely share. There are no guaranties. For
example—and this happens on occasion—if a vessel fails to catch
fish sufficient to cover what we term the trip expense, the cost of
feeding the crew and buying the license, then in that case the crew
is indebted to the ownership for the difference.

Senator MiLLikIN. Is there a deduction from the seaman’s wage
for food?

Mr. Cary. Yes; that is done by an agreement. That is subject
to collective bargaining with the labor organizations wherein we
arrive at what might be called a formula: The proceeds from the
catch of fish leas certain agreed upon expenses, which are deducted.
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Senator MiLLikiN, If there is no catch the seaman is indebted for
whatever his proportionate share of that expense is?
Mr. Cary. Yes; that is the system they operate under.

Senator MiLLikin, May I ask, is that the general practice on the
west coast?

Mr. BaLinger. Yes; that is correct.

Senator M1LLikIN. Thank you.

Mr. CarrY. I have a prepared statement here covering the subject.
I havoe incorporated in my statement tables Nos. 1 to 5, as follows:

Table 1 contains imports for consumption, tuna canned in oil, from
1931 to 1950, inclusive, by country of origin.

Senator MILLIKIN. May I interrupt with another question?

Mr. Cory. Yes.

Senato