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MONDAY, FEBRUARY 4, 1952

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 is as follows:)
[H. R. 5603, R2d Cong., 1st a.)

AN ACT To amend the Tariff Act of 1930, so as to impose certain duties upon the importation of tuna
fish, and for other purposes

Be tt enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 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-

p(d) Tuna fish, fresh or frozen, whether or not packed in ice, and whether or
not whole, 3 cents per pound."

(b) Paragraph 1756 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, is amended by
striking out "Sea herring, smelts, and tuna fish" and by inserting in lieu thereof
"Sea herring and smelts".

(c) 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or withdrawn from warehouse, for consumption, on or after the thirtieth day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 Tariff 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 as to assist the Congress in
determining what change, if any, shall be made in such rate of duty.

SEc. 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
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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: RALPH R. RORBERTS, Clerk.
The CHAIRMAN. There are certain official statements that should

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

First is 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 committee.

Then it states:
In our opinion, a more appropriate measure w ould 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 e csS of the quota. The duty-free tariff
quota would be based upon the historical relationship of fresh and frozen tuna
fish 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.
Hen. WALTER F. GEORGE,

Chairman, Committee on Finance,
United States Senate.

MY DEAR SENATOR GEORGE: This is an interim reply to your letter of October
25, 1951, transmitting for the comment of the I)epartment 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 studying 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 yet 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 should be modified in certain
respects.

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
quota would be based upon the historical relationship of fresh and frozen tuna
fish 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.

Sincerely yours,
JACK K. MCFALL, Assistant Secretary.

The CHAIRMAN. 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:)

IGNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
Washington, D. C., February 1, 1950.

Hen. WALTER F. GEORGE,
Chairman, Senate Finance Committee,

United States Senate, Washington, D. C.
MY DEAR SENATOR 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 position
of the domestic tuna industry and the Secretary of the Interior would make 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. It. 5693 or similar legislation.
Through the Fish and Wildlife Service 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 D)epartment participates in all tariff negotiations re-
lating to fisheries, as well as other, products.

In preparing this report the Department has given the fullest possible con-
sideration to the many interests which are involved. The Pacific ('oast tuna
industry desires to preserve the livelihood of its fishermen, to maintain its fleet
of vessels and its modern tuna canneries, and to continue 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 frequently fishes. Likewise the Department has
also considered the role which fisheries 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 continuing, 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 buyer, is in-
terested in an adequate supply of tuna at a fair price.

The 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 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 he dependent upon foreign pro-
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 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' 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 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 10.5 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



TUNA IMPORTS

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. hTe large increase in
imports of brine packed t una-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 institutional market but perhaps less 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 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 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 is hoped, will be able to make 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
difficulties 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-
plish substantially the same purpose, is the best solution available at this time.
The 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
have 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 a more equitable solution would be to permit a certain volume
of frozen tuna to continue to be imported without duty. This 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 imports without
undue difficulty. Consequently, there may be some justification for legislation
permitting about 3.7 percent of the probable total supply available to the United
States 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 administered 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,
DALE E. Donr,

Assistant Secretary of the Interior.
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I Data for 1948 and earlier include bonito and yellowtail as these species were not separately shown in import statistics4 Data not available, prior to 1948. Probably insignificant.
I Not separately classified in import data and probably insignificant.
Source: Compiled by Fish and Wildlife Service, Jan 26, 1952.
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The CHAIRMAN. We have a still more lengthy statement from the
Tariff Commission, 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 COMMITTEE ON H. R. 5693, EIGHTY-SECOND

CONGRESS A BILL To AMEND THE TARIFF ACT OF 1930, 80 AS To IMPOSE
CERTAIN DUTIES UPON THE IMPORTATION OF TUNA FISH, AND FOR OTHEIf
PURPOSES

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 absence
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
effect upon the competitive position of the domestic tuna industry of the rate
of duty imposed by this act, so as to assist 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 position
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 in imports of fresh or frozen tuna
(practically all of the imports reported in this classification are frozen) and of
canned tuna and similar canned fish.' These increases are for the most part
attributable to the resumption and expansion of United States trade with Japan.
In recent years, however, Peru has also become an important source of imports
of tuna and similar fish and several other countries have participated to a minor
extent in the trade.

the increase inl the imports of tuna that was of greatest importance in 1951
was in the fresh or frozen classification. Practically all, if not all, of such imports
are canned in this country, as is 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 derived from tuna imported in fresh or frozen form.

In 1950 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 years. The large volume of imports of this product in 1950
was no doubt in part attributable to foreknowledge in the trade during the latter
part of the year that, on the termination of the trade agreement between the
United 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 years preceding 1950.

Another development in the past few years has been the importation of tuna,canned in brine, and imports in this form in 1951 were a factor of some importance
in domestic markets. This is a 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 221, percent and the present rate of 4 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. Bonito and yellowtail are fish
similar to tuna but are not classified as tuna under the tariff and may not be

SFor statistial data on United Statn imports of tuna in various forms and related products, see tableattached to this report as appendix I.
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labeled as tuna in the United States. Very little bonito and yellowtail are cannedin the United States. Bonito and yellowtail are inferior in quality to tuna butare, at least in some outlets ana in some degree, competitive with tuna. Importsof 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 products at the presentlevel, 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 appendix I. Thetabulation 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 forseveral 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
pounds, exceeded by about a fifth the catch of 1949, 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 extraordinarily large imports of tuna canned in oil in that year. 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 proposed
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 frozen 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 canned
in brine 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 House of Representatives.' The subcommittee did not report on any
of the bills relating to the tariff treatment of imports of tuna which had been
previously introduced in the House, but instead drafted a new bill which was
introduced 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.

The report of the subcommittee indicates that much of its attention was given
to consideration of the rate of duty that should be applied to imports 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
tuna canned in brine and of canned bonito and yellowtail. In particular the
subcommittee apparently was concerned about the possible effects on the com-
petitive position of the domestic tuna canning industry of the duties that might
be imposed on imports of fresh and frozen tuna if the duties on the several classi-
fications of canned tuna, 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 materials, along with the domestic catch, for the canned
tuna produced by domestic canners and the output of the domestic canneries is

' Imports of Tuna (.ubonmmlttee print) Otober 12, 1951, House of Representatives, 82d Cong., Ist sea.
* Rept No. 1153, Union Calendar, No. 367, 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 compenSating for the duty on
fresh or frozen tuna be imposed on the canned 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 such commitments. As a result, any increases in the
rates of duty now applicable to the trade-agreement items would contravene
international obligations of the United States unless modifications of the obliga-
tions involved were made in accordance with the terms of the agreements.

On 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-to-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 Subcommittee 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 Summary of Tariff Information on Tuna
Fish, 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 Tariff 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 I

UNITED STATES TARIFF TREATMENT OF TUNA AND TUNA-LIKE FISHES IN VARIOUS
FORMS

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 than 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 percent ad valorem, effective January 1951-not subject
to any international commitment.

Under the Tariff Act 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 proola-
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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 2234 percent ad valorem,
effective January 1943. With the termination of the trade agreement with Mexico
the duty was restored to 45 percent ad valorem effective January 1951. Since
1948 there is no Cuban preferential rate on tuna canned in oil.

Bonito and yellowtail (par. 718 (a)). 15 percent ad valorem if valued over 9
cents per pound; 22 percent 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.

TUnder the Tariff Act of 1930 bonito and yellowtail canned in oil 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 yellowtail 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
Cuban preferential rate was set at 35% percent ad valorem. Bonito and yellowtail
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 Cuban 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 products of Cuba only. The rates of duty on products
other than those of Cuba were not specified in the General Agreement but had
to be adjusted to 30% 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 General Agreement eliminated the Cuban preferential rates.
Canned, not in oil

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 was 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. Since 1948 there is no urban n
preferential rate on tuna cant ed 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 agreement
with Iceland, this duty was reduced to 10 percent ad valorem, effective November
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: 12t percent ad valorem, effective November 1943,
subject to international commitment to Iceland.

Under the Tariff Act of 1930, bonito and yellowtail, 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-percent rate against increase on
bonito and yellowtail, canned, not in oil, which are not products of Cuba.
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APPENDIX II

STATISTICAL INFORMATION RELATING TO TUNA AND TUNALIR E FISHER

T1RLE 1.-Tuna, fresh or frozen, and tuna, canned, in oil: United States production
and imports for consumption, specified years 1981 to 1951

1931 ..............1933!------------
9I3n...............
199 ...............1937.............

1943 ..............
195 ............-
1945.-----------194.............
1948-- ...----........1949 .............
19 I0. ............
1951---------...............
19.----------..............1950 '

1951 .............

I937 ..............193 .............

194.3 ...............
1944 ...............
1946 ..............

1946 ...........
1947 .-...........
2949..............

199 I .---------
1950 ............
1951 1.............

Fresh or frozen

Ratio (per-
Production Imports cent) of im-ports to

production

Canned, in oil

Ratio (per-
Production Imports nports tom-

production

Quantity (1,000 pounds)

64,263
76, 367

124, 228
170, 684
138, 250
172, 246
126.333
167,149
182, 549
221, 838
268, 946
328. 270

t 333, 707
I398, 000
320,000

Value (1,000 dollars) t

3, 041
3, 317
5, 99(
9, 686
7, 855
8, 858

14,600
39, 683
21,62B
26,611
43,399 I
5, 986'
63, 933
(4)
(4)

7,031
6, 601

11,848
17,915
14, 143
19,147
30, 505
40, 435
46, 713
57, 343
85, 093

107, 981
96, 040

112, 136
(4)

166
1, 969
1,263
2,034
1, 252
I, 069

165
1,097
2. 054
1,952
3,241
4,770
2, 199

14,410
(4)

IPreliminary.
! Estimated
a Value of imports
4 Not available.

\ foreign value.

Nor.-Btatistics of Imports of fresh and frozen tuna include certain quantities of tuna caught by United
Stats fishing vessels which would remain free of duty even if H. R. 5603 wre nacte4 For detailed dls-
cusslon see United States imports and exports in revised Summary of Tariff Information on Tuna Fish,
Fresh or Frozen.

Source: Production, official)tatistics of the U. S Fish and Wildlife Service; imports, official statistics of
the U. S Department of Commerce.

947h54 -52--2
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TABLE 2.-Tuna, fresh or frozen: United Stales imports for consumption, by prin-
cipal sources, specified years 1931-0, and January-November 1950 and 1951

January-
November I

Country 1981 1935 1939 1943 1948 1947 1948 19491 1950' -
1950 1951

Quantity (1,000 pounds)

Costa Rim...........
Japan.................
Canal Zone ° ..........
Canada r.............
Mexto ................
Ecuador ..............
Peru..................
All other..............

Total ............

Costa Ria ............
Japan------------.................
Canal Zone ........-----
Canada '..............
Mexico ...............
Ecuador...............
Peru.............--------------....
All other..............

Total............

Costa Ries ...........
Japan.................
Canal Zone ' ..........
Canada .............
Meximo-------------Mexico................
E ador.......... ----Pern..................All other.......... ..

Average-......

-..... 8,.00 1,051 2,84 7,23 3,059 10,078 9621 9,631 3,294
26,812 5.888 5, 02 ........ 2392 2 9 5389 831 35591

17 226 741 .................. 956 5,904 4,704 9,314
140 73 349 128 536 7 2 1,234 801 891889 196 ........ 131 773 916 184 190 50 a

...... .............. ........... 1,00 1, 026 973 973 72
............ ....... ...... ...... 48 2,327 13,258 11,108 19,911

-.__ . 3.. 00 .__ 4 108 6 166 648 648 b81

7.818 ,83 1 14,96 1310 4,167 9,4 9,143 20,00 6. 712 52, 828 69,432

Foreign value (1,000 dollars)

355 66 334 821 397 1,527 1,382 1,382 40
30328 38 442 4000 8932 5,186S 13 33 -l... . I...... ............ o12 773 596 1, 264
8 8 16 20 138 258 61 217 102 102 10

40 9 ........ 13 140 154 480 328 10 10 (+)
.............................. 112 131 130 130 82

S........... ...... 30 131 1,196 1,003 1,7
-:.. -. .... 18 ..... (4) 9 ...... 22 100 9 64

579 395 749 99 612 1,237 1,616 2,922 7,6 3 7,254 8,744

Unit value (cents per pound) '

4.4
8. 3
4.5
4.2

-------6.0
5. I1

l& 2
15.6
13. 5
17.6
16. 2
12.7
5.6

13. 4

14.2

14.4
15.8
13. 1
11.4
19. 7
13.4
1.0

15.3

14.4
15.8
12. 7
11.4
19. 7
13.4
9.0
15.3

13.7

12.4
14.6
13.4
14.6
31.6II. 6
11.4
.8

12.0

12.6

I Preliminary
t Data for 1981 and 1985 are for Panama, tcluding the Canal Zone.
* Includes Newfoundland and Labrador beginning 1960.
+ Les than $O0.
' Calculated on the exact (i. e., unrounded) figures.
Nora.--The figures shown above for Costa Rica and the Canal Zone include substantial quantities of

tuna that were caught by United States fishing vessels and are, thereore, products of Ameriean fisheries
rather than imports from foreign countries.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U. S. Department of Commerce.
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TBLK 3.-7Tuna, fresh or frozen-United States imports for consumption, by
months, 1950, and January-November 1951

Year and month Quantity For n Year and month Quantity Foreign
vamlgYen due m hnue

I00 1,00 1,000 ,000
1960 pounds dollars 191: pounds dore

January------------.............. 965 92 January ......----------- 4,759 66
February---......... 420 46 February............. 2,767 282
March................ 2 194 156 March. .............. 3,163 395Aprl. -................. 38 74 April................. 8,752 761

................. 6,09 816 y ---------------................. 6,391
June................. ---------- 4, 320 552 June .................. , 884 831
July .................. 8,239 1,27 July .................. 14,062 1,873
August..........--------------.. 13,13 2,143 August.............-------------.. 11, 66 1,827
September---------............ 6, 78 8 ptember............ 8,141 1,111
October.............. 3, 613 476 October .............. 2,460 215
November ............ 6, 330 734 November....----------- 1,417 184

Total (January- Total (January-
November)...... 52, 826 7, 254 November)...... 69, 432 8, 744

eember------------............ 3, 886 439

Total (January-
December)....... 6,712 7,693

Preliminary.
Nors.-ee notes In tables I and 2.
Source: Compiled from official statistles of the U. 8. Department of Commerce.
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TARLE 4.--Tuna, fresh or frozen: Ulnited States imports for consumption, by
principal countries, by principal customs districts, 1950 ,and January-Noember
1951

[Quantity in thousands of pounds; value in thousands of dollars)

Dltrnets and countries

Oregon:
Japan--- ............................................
Costa Ries............ ..
Canal Zone ........................................
Peru ..............................
Other .......................................

Total....................................-

Washington:
Japan --------- "-----------------------------...
Costa Ries .........................................
Canal Zone ........................................
Perue.............................................
Other.......................................

Total..........-----------------------------..........................

San Diego:
Japan ........................
Costa Rla i.....................................
Canal Zone ........................................
Peru...........................................
Other . ...................................

Total..........................................

Los Angeles:
Japan.............................................
Costs Rica ........................................
Canal Zone.............---.........................
Peru..............................................
Other t he r .Other............................................

Total ............................................

Other Customs Districts,
Japan ..............................................
Costa Rlta ......................................
Canal Zone....--------.............................
Peru ...............................................
Other ..............................................

Total... ................-........... ... ........

Grand total .....................................

19.50

Quantity

14, 029
8,633
3,054
2, 578

4

20,1098 4, 557

1.800

8,523

2. 570
5, 398

18.233

2, 2761,093

4,217

56,712

Foreign
value

1951 (January-
November) '

Quantity

9,875
1,367
4, 580

870

19, 172
182 2,999

.7 ...........
... .. 400

108 1.846
20 183

128 2,489
- i- --

860
328
457
120

2.271

Foreign
value

1,580
200

420
101

3,015

447

.--...----

-p
115
12

156

13. M1 1841
2,027 209
4.294 501
9,545 716

100 4

29 120 3,271

75 19, 56 1 1,318......... . .... .. ----..........
35 - . . . .

178 5,5.15 4 89
134 369 38

422 I 15.467 0 845

7,603 60,432 8.744

I Preliminary.
I Includes 6,401,000 pounds, valued at 6885,000, entered through the San Francisco customs district, and

1,391,000 pounds, valued at $169,000, entered through Hawaii.
+ Includes ZI,51,000 pounds. valued at $1,000, entered Ihr ugh the New York customs district, and

2,288,000 pounds, valued at $125,000, entered through the San ranelto customs district
NOTa.--See notes in tables I and 2.
Source: Compiled from official statistics of the 1'. 8 Department of Commerce.
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TABLE 5.-Tuna: Prices paid by U nited States packers for fresh or frozen domestic
tuna 1946-51

[Cents per pound)

Oregon-Washingtom

Albacore

Southern California

Albacore Yellowfin

Period Price Period Price . Period Price

1946 ........... 19.7 1946--January-May ......... None 1946--January-June ........ 10.0
June-August ......... 19.5 August ............... 10.0
July-September-De- 20.5 September-October... 12.0-14.0

member. November-December. 15.
1947........... 27.1 1947-January-May ........ None 1947-Junuary-November... 15.5

June-August........._ 20.5 Declmber............. 17.0
September-December. 24.0

1948.....- 30.9 148-January-June....... . None 1948January-December.... 17.0
July----................. 32.0
August ................ 28. 0
September............ 28. 0
October.........--------------...... 28. 0
November----------.......... 28.0
December ............ 28.0

1940........... 17 8 1949-January-May ......... None 1949-January-July ........ 17.0
June. ................. 20.0 August-December.... 15.5
July-August .......... 20.0
September.---........... ---- 20.0
October............... 17.5
November-December. 20.0

19g)........... 19.7 1950--Janary-May......... None 1950-January-)ecember... 15.5
June .................. 20.0
July.........----------......... --- 18.8
August................ 20.0
September ............ ------------ 20.0
October ............. -------------- 20.0
November........... 20.0

. December ............ 18. 820. 0
1951 to date ... 15.0 1951I-June ................. 17.5 19II-January-June ....... 156

to July 2-----............. ------- 17.5 July ...... .......... 15.6
to Aug 23 ............. 16.2
Aug. 23 to date........ 15. 0

Source. Compiled from reports to U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
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TABLE 6.-Tuna, canned in oil: United States import for consumption (total and
by principal sources), in specified years 1981 to 1960, and January-Nonember
1960 and 1961

Japan..............
Philippine Republic-.
British Malaya-......
Peru ............
Portugal---------.............
All other.............

Total..........

Japan...- ....
Philippine Republic..
British Malaya.......
Peru......-----------...........
Portugal ----............
All other.. -----.

Total..........-------

Japan......---.....---------....
Philippine Republic..
British Malya.......Peru...............
Portugal....-........
All other.............

Averge-----........

Foreign value (1,000 dollars)

884 12 801-- -- ---"---
---734- ---IR734 81f

140 376
375 416

2,133 14, 410

Unit value (cents per pound) '

I Prellminary.
I Less than 600 pounds.
a Includes 197,000 pounds valued at $16,000 from Meidoo.
4 Less than $500.
' Calculated on the rounded figures.
SImports too small for computation of signfiant unit value on thousands.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U. S. Department of Commerce.
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TABLE 7.-Tunas canned, in oil: United States imports for consumption, by months,
1960 and January-November 1951

Year and month

1950 1
January .............---------------..............................................
February...............................................
March .................. ...............................................

une .............------------------------------------------...................................................Apul ----------------------- _ °-------------------------------JMay..................................................................

August....................................................
September.. ............................................
October --- ------------------------------------
November - -- -- -

Total (January-November) ............... .............. .. ...
DePmber...----............----------------------------..................................

Total (January-Dl)rember) ....................................

1951:1
nbruary .............................................................

Februaryh .............................................................

May. ............................. .................................
June .. . . ..--------"°-------.----------°-----------...------..-----
Junet.............---------- --------------- -------------------July------------------------------------------- - -....................

Beptember..................... ....................................
October................................ ..
November ..........................................................

Total (January-November) ..................................

Quantity Foreign value

1,000 pounds j 1.000 dollars
445

1,274
1, 332
1,813
2, 141
2, 183
2, 579
4. 102
4,136
3, 504
3. 306

26,815
9,6 81

36,40096

653
235
612
365
615
2409
177
102
70

112
196

3, 386

183
501
618
706
815
830983

1, 504
1,763
1,461
1,379

10.833
3. 677

14. 410

269
94
257
148
215
85
66

30
46
75

1,324

I Preliminary.
Source- Compiled from official statistics of the U. S. Department of Commerce.

TABLE 8.-Wholesale prices of tuna in oil, light meat, solid pack, 7-ounce cans,
48 to case, broker to wholesaler, per case, f. o. b. Los Angeles, 1948-51

Month

January........................................
February..............................
March..................................

Jule----..............- -..............

eugust --------------------------------
Optmber. .................. ...................
October -------------------------------
November...................................
Deomlber..__ -... .........................

Average.........---------------------------.......

I Not available.
SJanusary-eptember average.

Source: Compiled from officlal statistics of the Bureau of Labor
Index Numbers of Individual Commodities.

Statistics, Average Wholesale Prices and

1949

$16.75
16. 7516. 7616. 75

16. 15
15.75
15.75
15.65
15.25
15.25
15.25
1. 25

1950

$14. 25
14. 25
14.25
14.25
14.25
14. 25
14 45
14.94
14.81
14. 75
14.75
14.75

1951

$14. 90
15.00
.r ^^

r 14.1 (
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TABLE 9.--Certain kinds of fish (virtually all tuna) canned, not in oil: United States
imports for consumption, by principal countries, 1948-50, and January-No-
vember 1951.

Cotmtry January-
November

1951 I

Peru............... ......... ........ .......
Japn......... .........--.. ......-------------Chile-..Chile..-----------.............................
Portugal ................Portuga........................................

Total-------------------------------------

Petn .............................. ..

All other . .................................

Total .....-------------. ...............

Peru...........----------------. ...Ja.pan. ..-.......... ..'-:-"-. 'Z. . ;'"
Chile--------- ..................................

Portual...................................
A3l7 . ----------------------------------------

All other-------.............. ............
Total ..................................

Peru.------ ...........................Japn --------.-.---.----...-----------------.-
Chile ...........................................
Portugal.---...................................
I a....-----.-...-------.---.----..-...-....
All other.......-............................

Average..................................

Quantity (pounds)

185 23,112 205, 944 573, 95
.... 11,250 73,235 7,326,554

12, 596 40,432 7.721 42, 147
-....... . - ......... 11.651 9,088

. 7, 496 I56,803-...-._-_.... 2,149 3,367 50
103 2,414 3,503 6, 094

12,884 79,357 380.917 8,014,721

Foreign value

$105 $6,165 $44,778 $137,490
2500 22,503 250470605, 36 13,046 16.825 ,065

............................ 3,355 2,613.............. .............. 2,387 18,429
.............. 1,726 2,185 115

41 1,876 I,163 1,669

5,512 25,313 93,196 2,672,141

Unit value (cents per pound)

56 8 26.7 21.7 24.0
....... . 22.2 30.7 34.2

42 6 32 3 22.2 21.5
-........- -........ . 28 8 28.8.............- ............. 31.8 28.9

_._..._. ... 80.3 64.9 230.039.8 77 7 33 2 27 4

1948 1949 t 1950'

I Preliminary.
Source: Compiled from oflotial statistics of the U. S. Deportment of Commerce.
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TARLE 10.--IRonito and yellowtail, canned, in oil, valued at more than 9 rents per
pound, including the weight of the immediate container; United States imports for
consumption, by principal countries, 1948-50 and January-November 1951

Country

Perul . ......................................
('lile .........................................

Tot:-

Spnul ..............................

Peru -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Chile
Japan......................................

All other ........ ....... ............ _

Total ............................Pern ........................................

Chile .......................................

Spain ..........................................

Japan.-......................................
All other ....................................

Average ............................

Quantil (pounds)

280, 789
39, 000

ft 319

306, 10

. 017, 101
76, 863
:1125:. 1 'i

2,100

,099I, 189

8, (13t. 308
82, 481
10, 690
2, 505
1, 028

S, 1.5, 102

., 546. 200
032, 551

1,102
10, 500
8, 225

I9, 490, 578

Foreign value

$105,655
13,445

2,476

121,576

$2,0060, 138
25, 056
3, 248

2, 218

2, UsI. 600

$2, 602, 128
23, 584
5, 098

765
579

2, 12, 154

$2, 577, 994
225, 342

463
3, 545
2, 3,43

2, 80, 0677

lnit value (cens per p found)

40 ,
34. 5

39 2

30 7

36 9
32 6

103.9

58. 0

36 9

32. 4
28.6
47. 7
29. 5
56. 3

32. 4

30. 2
24 2
42 0
33. 8
28 4

29 6

I Preliminary.
NOTE.--There were no imports of bonito and yellowtail valuedn ot over 9g cents per pound including weight

of immediate container in 1948-0, and January-November 1951.
Surer Compiled from official statistics of the U S. I)epartment of Commerce.

I

I
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APPENDIX III
SUMMARY OF TARIFF INFORMATION ON TUNA FISH, FRESH oR FROZEN

(Revised, January 1952)

This is a 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.

TUNA FISH, FRESH OR FROZEN (PAR. 1786)
Tariff history

PAR. 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
also 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.

TABLE 1.-Tuna ish, fresh or frozen: United States production and imports, in
specified years 193I lo 1951

Ratio (u
Year Production Imports for cent) of m-

consumption ports to
production

Quantity (1,000 pounds)

1931.....................................................64268 7,88 12 2
1933 ..................................................... 76,367 5,938 7.8
1935 ..................................................... 124 228 6, 283 5 1
1937............-------------------------------....................................... ----------------- 170,684 14, 411 & 4
198---------------------------------..................................................... 138,250 13,604 9.9
1939 -----------------..........------..............................--------------.......... ---------- 17, 246 14, 505 5
1943 ..................................................... 1, 38 1,310 1.0
1944..--------------------------------................................................. 167149 3,476 2.1
194.............................---------------------------------...........---......... 182, 49 3,074 1.7
1946 ----------------------------..................................................... 221,838 4,167 . 9
1947....----------------------................................................ 268,94 9, 204 3. 4
1948----------------...........................---------------------------------......................... 328,270 9,143 . 8
1949 ................................... ................ 333, 707 20. 606 62
1950 -...................-................................ 30 000 56, 712 14.2
1951-------------..........--------......................................---------------- 320,000 75,000 23.4

Value (1,000 dollars)

Fordmn value

1931.............................-----------.........----------------------- ---------- 3,041 579 19. 0
1933...............................................------------ 3317 233 7.0
1935 .................................................... 5,900 395 6.6
1937------------.........-------.......------------.........----........- 9, 86 867 9.0
1938.........--------------------------------........................................ 7, 85 80 10. 219---......................----------------.........................88 74 85
1943-----------.............................-------------------............--------. 14,00 99 .7
1944--------------------------------------19,683 339 1.61946 ....................................-............-. 21,628 433 2.0

1946.........................................---..---- -26,611 612 2.3
1947.. ............................... _____............-- 43, 300 1,237 2.8
1948-......................... ......................... 59,98 1, 16 2 7
19409 _...._.__..... _.. ...........................--... 53,933 2,922 5.4
1950 1...........................................------- ( 7, ()
1951............---------------.... ----......................------------ () )

SPreliminoary.
' Estimated.
' Not available.
Nor.-Statistlm of imports, partlioularl since 194, include quantities of tuna that were caught by

United States sing vessels and are, thraor, products of Ameran fisheries rather than actual imports
from foreign countries. Such quantities are estimated to have been between 15 and 2 percent of total
recorded Imports. For detailed discussion, see pp. 1617 of this summary.

Source: Production, official tatistio of the U. 8. Fish and Wildlife ervle; Impots, official statistics
of the U. S. Department of Commerce.
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COMMENT
Description and uses

Several species of fish are known in different countries as tuna. Ip 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. These species are:

(1) Albacore (Germo alalunga)
(2) Yellowfin (Neotheunnus, acropterus)
(3) Bluefin (Thunnus sp.)
(4) Skipjack (Katsuwonus pelamis)
(5) Oriental tuna (Thunnus orientalis)
(6) Little tuna (Euthynnus alleteratus)

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 reaching the ultimate consumer. Waste 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
Bonin and Ryukyu Islands, and off the Philippine Republic, the Hawaiian Islands,
the Union of South Africa, Portugal, and the Mediterranean countries.

In the decade before World War II 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 north
African 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 catch by the different
countries. The United States annual catch since the war has greatly exceeded
that of any prewar year, 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 great war-induced decline in the catch by Japan. Recent information
indicates, however, that the tuna fisheries of Japan are recovering rapidly from
the effects 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 States 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
I Under the Tariff Act of 1980 tuna canned In brine was dutiable at 25 percent ad valorem. This rate was

reduced to the now applicable 12% percent ad valorem in the trade agreement with Iceland, effective No-
vember 1943
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ad valorem on tuna canned in oil which became effective with the termination of
the trade agreement with Mexico.2

Most other foreign countries engaged in the tuna fishery can a part of their
catch, but the proportion so utilized is 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 States production

Although there have been decided fluctuations frgm year to year in the United
States catch of tuna, there has been a distinct 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.

TAnBiL 2.-Tuna fish, fresh or frozen: united States production, by spertes, specified
years 1931 to 1949

1931 1 935 I17 1939 194 1944 1945 I 1946 1 947 1948 199

Quantity (1,000 pounds)

Albacore...........
Bluefin or horse

mackerel...........
Little tuna...........
Skinlack or striped... -
Yellowfln -.......

Total.........

Albacore... - - ....
Bluefin or horse

mackerel..........
Little tuna...........
Skipjack or striped...
Yellowfln .............

Total .........

37 2,448 3,520 18,922 37,519 572,795 39,4831 4,142 26. 844 49,493 54,794

3,855 25,739 13,717 12,785 10,.650 21,173 21.068 23. 216 21,925 9,828 7,128
........ .................. .... ...... 302 340 662 02 730
22,630 2$ 070 50, 91 30,121 28, 494 30.037 33 348 41,088 52, 749 60, 554 80, 512
37, 741 73, 971 3, 556 110, 418 49, 261 63, 144 87. 48 127, 247 153, 10 19 , 427 190, 543

64, 26.3 124,228 170,684 172, 246 126, 333 167,149 182,4 221, 838268, 946328. 270 333, 707

Value (1,000 dollars)

3 200 307 1,009 6,104 8,66 7,6007 4,784 6,780 14,619 10,039

191 1,161 761 637 1,032 2,054 2,32 2,340 3.435 1,310 920
--- -9 - .. 2 . 1-- -j --. 6 10 27 00 52

810 982 2958 1,300 2.583 264 ~208,2 4.283 7.628 9,5 4 11,921
2,037 3, 706 5,5600 56,912 4,881 6,200 8,717 14,614 23, 92 33,406 30, 9
3,04! 5,90 9,586 8,858 14,600 19,683 21, 82 26,611 43,399 50.986 53, 031

Unit value (per pound)

Albacore.....--... 8.1 8.2 8.7 5.3 16.3 16 4 19 5 19.8 25.3 29.6 18.
Bluefiln or horse

mackerel.----.... 5.0 4. 5. 6.0 9.7 9 7 10 1 10.1 15.7 13.8 12.9
Little tuna ........... ...... ....... .. . ....... .------- 2.9 4.1 10.0 7.1
Sktpjack or striped... 3.6 4.2 4.9 4 3 8.9 ..o 8.9 104 4.I 5 1. 7 14.8
Yellowfln............. 5.4 .4 5.0 5. 4 9.9 9.9 10.0 11 5 15. 16.8 16.3

Average........ 4.7 4.8 5.6 5. 11.6 11. 8 11.8 12.01 16.1 18.3 16.2

' Includes the Hawaiian catch.
NoTa.-The statistics shown above do not include certain quantities of tuna 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 became particularly significant beginning with 1949. For detailed discussion,
see pp. 16-17 of this summary.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

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.

' Under the Tariff Act of 1o30 tuna canned in oil was dutiable at 30 percent ad valorem. This rate was in-
creased to 4b percent ad valorem by Presidential proclamation effective January 1934, under sec 338 of the
Tariff Act of 1930. following an investigation by the Tariff Commission. In the trade agreement with
Mexico the duty was reduced to 22H 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 Atlantic 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 fishery
for little tuna is a postwar development. In 1949, the latest year for which
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 vessels 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 greatly, the cannery 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 from slightly less
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 sampans 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 gradually increased in subse-
quent years, particularly after 1944, and in 1949 was 11 million pounds a large
part of 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.

Pacijc Coast States.-More than 90 percent of the total United States catch
of tuna is landed in the three Pacific Coast States. Until about 1937 the com-
mercial 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 was 10.6 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. Consqquently, 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 albacore 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 canning industries
were confined entirely to albacore. Since the war, however, the industry of these
States. has undertaken the operation of floating refrigerator-transport vessels in
conjunction with fishing vessels operating in distant waters. In the years 1948-50
these transport vessels landed several cargoes of tuna at Astoria, Oreg., which
were caught below the international boundary line as far south as the Galtpagos
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 imports into the United States 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
canneries 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 01 1 two packirg
plants in southern Californma 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 catch of 99 million pounds in 1930, and to an estimated 375 million
pounds in 1950.

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 somewhat erratic the canners began utilizing yellowfin, bluefin, and skipjack.
Albacore practically disappeared from the California coast about 1927; yellowfin
became the leading species caught, and has held that position ever since. The
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proportions of the several species in the total California catch in specified years
have been as follows:

Species 192 1930 1940 1947 19 o

Paent Parent Parnt t Prcent Percent
Albacore ............................................ 423 o 3 2.8 6.6 15.2
Yellowtln ............................................ 4.9 87.0 R.1 63.3 80.1
Bl0n4 ................ ............. ............... 36.2 22.1 10.2 8.9 .7
Skipljack............................................ 17.8 20.6 28.9 22.2 34.0

Total .......................................... 10 10 0 io 0 0I 100 i 100.0 10 0

Increasing demands for the canned 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 front the coast of
Mexico had become one of the most important developments in the domestic
Pacific coast fisheries. Fishing for tuna off the coast of Mexico was developed
almost entirely by United States capital and fishermen.

By 1981 the tuna fishery had been extended to equatorial waters, 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 as it was ap-
parent that the runs of these species might be sporadic, the taking of yellowfin
off the coasts of Mexico and Central and South American countries became the
backbone of the United States tuna-fishing industry. The relation of' the catch
in waters off California and in waters south of the international boundary to the
total California landings, in specified years, has been as follows:

IPercenti

Area 1920 1930 1940 1947 149 I

Off California .....----......... ...................... ..... 8. 8 19. 14 1 9 7 3
Waters south of international boundary. ..................... 1.2 80 9 5.9 02 92.

Total......---- ------- ---------------- ...................... 100 0 100.0 00 0 i0 io o 1

I Breakdown of landing as to origin tp not available for 1960 or 191,. It is probable that the declining
Importance of the catch of California relative to total Californi landings has continued.

As the fishery extended its operations 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
consist almost entirely of two types-purse seiners and clippers, the latter fishing
with hooks and lines and using live bait for chumming. The vessels employed
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 tunla and pilchard
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 facilities, and although some of them have oper-
ated as far south as the Galapagos Islands, limited cruising range and Awmited
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 year round.
When first introduced these vessels also were restricted in their areas 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 generally able to remain away
from port until they have a full cargo without risk of spoilage. There 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 Government regards 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, catch 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 Mxican 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 permits are based upon the registered
net tonnage of the vessel. Vessels using Mexican fishing and bait permit are
also subject to other charges, generally on an annual basis. These charges 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 veasels 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 countries has led these
countries also to use these privileges as a means of raising revenue by the imposi-
tion of taxes or assessments, generally on a tonnage basis.
United Stales imports and exports

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 14.6 million pounds
in 1939. The share of each country in total imports during this period was as
follows:
Country of shipment: Peren

Japan .......................................----------------------------------------------------. 62. 3
Costa Rica .------------------------------------------------ 23. 5
Mexico........................................----------------------------------------------------. 5. 2
Panama.............----------------------------------------------...................................------4. 9
Canada .---------------------------------------------------....... . 3. 1
Other countries..........................................---------------------------------------------- 1. 0

Total..........................................--------------------------------------------------- 100. O0
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TABLE 3.-Tuna fish, fresh or frozen: United States imports for consumption, by
principal sources, in specified years, 1981 to 1960 and January-October 1950 and
1951

Januasry-Oc-
tober

Country 1931 1935 1939 1943 1946 1947 1948 1949 1950 6

1950 1951

Quantity (1,000 pounds)

Cost Rc----------...... ------............ ------ 8,003 1,01 2854 7,283 3,059 10,078 9,621 9,367 3,294Ja .n---------.--681:::2 ,688 5, 202 i3... . 2 2,839 253 2,248 358691
Canal Zone ,-----------17 226 741 - ... - .------ ------ 956 5,904 4,254 8,374
Canada .............. 140 173 340 128 536 897 220 1,234 891 859 8
Mexico................ 889 196 ........ 131 773 9168 1,984 1,990 s0 50 3Ecuador.............----------------------..---.... ------..----- 1, 1,02 973 973 610
Peru ..................------------------ ....---..-- ...-----... --....-------.. --------- 485 2,327 13,256 10.098 19.544
All other.............. ...... ----------------------- 300 ...------... 4 108 ...... 156 648 647 531

Total .......... 7, 5 6, 283 14,505 1, 310 4,167 9, 204 9,143 20, 006 6, 712 40, 6 6 015

Foreign value (1,000 dollars)

Costa Rioa............
Japan..............
Canal Zone ........
Canada +..............
Mesloo ............
Ecuador..............
Peril..................
Allother ..............

Total............

..... .... 355 66 334 821 397 1,527 1,382 1,344 408
530 365 328 -.-...-....... ..... 537 442 4.000 3,383 5.1851 13 33 ...... 1.................. 129 773 31 1.110

8 8 15 2 138 263 61 217 102 loo 10
40 9 ........ 13 140 154 480 323 to 10 (e)

........ 112 131 130 130 6
_________-1 ------ _ _--- 30 131 1,196 922 1,716

...... ..... 8 ..-.. () 9 ...... 1 22 100 * 100 65
579 395 749 99 612 1,237 1,616 2,922 7.693 6.520 8,500

Unit value (cents per pound) *

Costa Rica ....... -- ....... - 4.4 6.2 11.7 11.3 13.0 15.2 14.4 14.4 12.4
Japan.....------------......... 7.8 6.4 6.3 ....--........... 22.4 16.6 15.8 16.7 14 6
Canal Zone ...-..------ 6.0 5.9 4. 5 ............. ...... 135 13.1 12.5 13.3
Canada-----....--. ---....... 5.3 4.9 4.2 16.8 26.8 28.2 27.6 17.6 11.4 11.6 14.6
Mexico .............. 4. 4. 3 ........ 10.1 1 8. 16.8 24.2 16.2 19.7 19.7 11.6
Ecuador--------......---......----------------------------.. ---------- 11.2 12.7 13.4 13.4 10.7
Peru--...----....------------ ----- -------------- -------- 6.1 6.6 9.0 9.1 88
All other.............. .... ------ ......0 &7 9.1 ... 13.4 15.3 16.3 12.0

Average......-- 7.4 6.3 .1 7.65 14.7 13.4 17.7 14.2 13. 14.0 12.6
Preliminary.
Data for 1931 and 19356 are for Canal Zone and Panama combined.

'Includes Newfoundland and Labrador beginning 1950.
'Includes 328,000 pounds, valued at $62,000, from Norway.
SLeas than $00.

s Calculated on the exact (. e., unfounded) figures.
Noa.--The figures shown above, particularly for Coata Riea and the Canal Zone and particularly since

1949, include substantial quantities of tuna that were caught by United States fishing vessels and are, there-
fore, products of American fisheries rather than actual imports from foreign countries. Such fish are esti-
mated to have constituted from 15 to 20 percent of total recorded imports shown above. For detailed
disouslon see pp. 16-17 of this summary.

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

Imports from Canada during the prewar decade consisted almost entirely of
bluefin tuna or horse mackerel which was entered through the United 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 dropped to a low of 1.3 million pounds of which 1.1
million pounds came from Costa Rica. Since the end of the war, however, im-
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ports have increased greatly and beginning with 1949 they far exceeded the prewar
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: Pncent

Japan--------------- ------------------------------------- 52. 8
Peru.....---------------- ------------------------------------- 28. 7
Canal Zone_-----------------------------------------------12.3
Costa Rica-------------------------------------------------4.9
All other-----...-----......--------.........----------............----------------------....... 1. 8

Total-----------............------.....--------------------------------- 100. O0
In using the statistics of imports given in this summary, it should be noted that,

particularly 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 vessels 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 1730 (a),
there is no financial incentive for the importer of fresh or frozen tuna to distinguish
between actual imports and products of American fisheries. The recent practice
of entering such shipments as imports under paragraph 1756 rather than as
products of American fisheries under paragraph 1730 (a) is attributable to the
fact that under the latter paragraph, in addition to the regular entry papers; the
importer also must go to the additional trouble of producing affidavits and other
documentary proof 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 been 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 products 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 percent 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
canners.

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

94764-52-
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(The reports of the Departments of Agriculture and Commerce
were subsequently supplied for the record:)

DEPARTMENT OF AnaRICu uRa,
Washington, D. C., February 7, 1965.

Hon. WALTER F. GEORGE,
Chairman, Committee 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, so as to impose certain
duties upon the importation 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

rior to April 1, 1953. Fresh or frozen tuna fish at present is duty free and is not
included 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
duty of 12% percent ad valorem.

The 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
deternuning what change, if any, should be made in such rate of duty.

The Secretary of the Interior would be required to make a comprehensive study
of the long-range position of the domestic tuna industry and 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.
A report of his study and recommendations would be submitted to the Congress
on or before January 1, 1953.

C(enerally 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 responsibilities 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 responsibility
for determining requirements for fish, for making any necessary allocations of fish
supplies to claimants, and, if required, for domestic distribution controls over fish
and fish products.

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 proosed 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, - , H. R. 5429 (a bill
to amend the Tariff Act of 1930, so as to impose certain dutie- up n the importation
of tuna fish), there is some question as to whether the duty <t 3 cents per pound
would prohibit all imports of 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 4y pounds of canned fish.
However, it is a relatively small pact 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 of agricultural commodities. If foreign countries
are unable to market their products in this ccuntry, their potential ddrila earnings
are not realized and their purchases from this country may be correspondingly
restricted.

Imports of fresh and frozen tuna had a foreign 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 supplied 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



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 necessary to point out
that a reduction of imports of fresh or frozen tuna fish might result indirectly in a
reduction of our agricultural exports.

The Bureau of the Budget advises that, from the standpoint of the program of
the President, there is no objection to the submission of this report.

Sincerely yours,
CHARLES F. BRANNAN, &CTEfstr.

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE,
Washington, March U, 1968.

Hen. WALTER F. GEORaE,
Chairman, Committee on Finance,

United States Senate, Washington, D. C.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: 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

duty 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 pressure on prices discourages consumption, or if thq
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.

From the viewpoint of the domestic economy our chief concern is the risk
inherent in tariff legislation of favoring one group at undue expense t, 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.

We have also considered the international economic implications of the pro-
posed duty and are troubled by its effect on our trade and over-all economic
relations with Japan and Latin America. Since 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 Latin-
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 may find it difficult 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 became
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
provisions 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 a manner designed to spread



80 TUNA IMPORTS

imports through the year. Such a quota does not appear excfsive in the light
of annual imports during the last.3 years, .which have averagedabout 40 millionpounds, or in relation to our domestic catch, which is estimated to have averaged350 million pounds during the same period.

You will appreciate, I am sure, that these suggestions are based on our feelingof responsibility for the welfare of all segments of our economy and an earnestdesire to do what we can to preserve a cordial atmosphere in our commerce with
friendly countries.

We are advised by the Bureau of the Budget that it would interpose no objeo-tion to the submission of this report to your committee.If we can be of further assistance to you in this matter, please call upon us.Sincerely yours,
CHARLES SAWYER, Secretary of Commerce.

The CHAIRMAN. We also have a number of letters which will beentered 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 itspresident, to which is attached a report from the world trade com-mittee and World Trade Association of the San Francisco Chamberof Commerce.
One from the Federation of Economic Organizations, Tokyo,Japan.
A 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 *1, 1951.

Hon. WALTER GEORGE,
Senate Ofice Building, W'ashington, D. C.

DEARl 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 the Tariff Commission to make an investigation to see whether such
duty is justified. I respectfully submit that the investigation should take placefirst. lou know how difficult it is, once a tariff rate is frozen into our statutes,to get it out.

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
satisfy 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 a century.

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, I remain,

Sincerely yours,
W. L. CLAYTON.
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SAN FRANCISCO CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
Ban Francisco 4, Calif., December 88, 1951.

Hen. J. LEROY JOHNSON,
The House of Representatives, House Ofice Building,

Washington, D. C.
Mr DEAR MR. JOHNSON: 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 program 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.

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 is heard. We hope that you w ill 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,
ALAN J. LOWREY, President.

DECnMBER 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 San Francisco Chamber of Commerce advocates an international
trade policy based upon the American free enterprise system that trade be con-
ducted with a minimum of restrictions on a competitive basis recognizing the
importance of the development of two-way trade among the nations of the world;
and

Whereas this chamber of commerce has long supported the reciprocal trade
agreements program which in designed to exchange concessions between the United
States and other countries by the lowering of our tariffs on imported goods in
exchange for reduced tariff, and removal of other trade barriers: Now, therefore,be 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 imports 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,
ducted with a 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 between 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. During 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. 56093 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 beet interests of the public of the
United States and violates the spirit of good congressional procedures for which
leaders in the Congress have been striving. It permits undue influence by
minority interests and precludes 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
1953. During this interval, our international economic policy could be destroyed
by retaliatory measures of otler countries fearing similar action on other products.

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 supply 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 mainly 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 Congress 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 these countries toward the
United States in such matters can also seriously affect their cooperation in the
present mobilization of the free nations to combat the threat of communism.
We 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 heavily dependent on exports such as many agri-
cultural products, machinery and others. Our 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 supply of dollars in the
hands of foreign countries to pay for American goods is created by our purchases
of their products.

Higher tariffs on frozen 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.

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. FRANCS,
Chairman, World Trade Committee.
VIrcro B. SurrR
President World Trade Association of the

San Francisco Chamber of Commerce.
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THE FEDERATION OF ECONOMIC ORGANIZATIONS,
Chiyodaku, Tokyo, December 8, 19561.

Hon. ALBEN W. BARKLET
Vice President of the United States,

United States Senate Building, Washington, D. C.
DEAR HONORABLE BARKLET: I beg to be permitted to take this opportunity

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 duty
on canned tuna was raised from 22.5 percent to 45 percent, bringing about much
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 problem 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 EXPORTS
Chiyoda-Ku, Tokyo, Japan, December 17, 1951

STATEMENT OF DESIRE 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 bulles. 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 is a matter of great joy to all the Japanese
people.

Notwithstanding the happy trend in our relations with the United States, a
profound sense of concern has been created among us by the sudden doubling of
American duty on canned tuna (from 22% to 45 percent, followed by a bill, which
has already passed the House and awaits Senate action in the new year, calling
for a new duty of 3 cents per pound (or about 20 percent of current prices) on raw
tuna which hitherto has been on the free list. Fear is felt by all Japanese that
these measures would result in a virtual ban on our tuna exports and as a con-
sequence put thousands of our fishermen and canning workers in distressing cir-
cumstances, not to mention the set-back which would be felt by the Japanese
economy itself.

Nevertheless it is 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 exports 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
present over-all efforts to attain economic recovery, backed by American aid, it
is 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 critical
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economy will run counter to the beet interests of both the United States and
Japan whose 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 Erports.

TUNA BOAT OWNERS' AssoCIATION,
Honolulu, T. H., January 7, 1965.

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 a manner as is possible, to bring immediate relief to a threatened economy
of the tuna industry of Hawaii.

At the outbreak of World War II, 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 great personal expense and obligation.

We 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
imports of tuna fish without adequate tariff for our protection.

We are taking the privilege of requesting the Honorable Joseph R. Farrington,
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. KANAKANUI, General Manager.

INTERNATIONAL BANK,
Washington 6, D. C., January 24, 1958.

Hon. Senator WALTER F. GEORGE,
Finance Committee, IUnitcd States Senate,

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 boat- flying 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 executive
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 possibility 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, secondly, because United States capital insists on
receiving its reward in the form of United States dollars. The home market of
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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-
sidered 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 believe 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 such a duty.

For all of the above reasons, we hope that your committee will take into serious
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 measures which may be taken against
it by foreign governments. We hope that our Congress will likewise take into
consideration the fact that Americans investing abroad may sometimes need
protection against measures which may be taken within our own country.

Faithfully yours,
INTERNATIONAL BANK,
T. RIED VREELAND, President.

NATIONAL FOREIGN TRADE COUNCIL, INC.,
New York 6, N. Y., January S, 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, Inc., desires to place itself on record as opposing the
enactment of H. R. 5693.

The National Foreign 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 expansion 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 expanding
volume of world commerce achieved through the reduction or removal of tariff
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 States, 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
delegates 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 maintenance and increase of a continuing flow of
imports into the United States is the ability of foreign countries to create export-
able surpluses. This will require increased 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, both of raw materials and of finish ed products, for the use and enjoy-
ment of the American consumer, can be greatly increased without detriment to the
interests of efficient industrial or agricultural producers in this country, and with
a resultant net increase in employment in the fields of both production and
distribution'"

Calling for the removal of barriers to international trade as a means of securing
the desired expansion in world commerce and, in particular, to stimulate the flow
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of imports into this country, the final declaration of the 1951 convention stated,in art
The benefits of increased productivity throughout the free world will not be

realized if artificial trade barriers prevent the goods and services produced from
moving to the points where they are needed. The convention urges that our Gov-
ernment continue to exert every effort, through trade agreement negotiations and
by other available means, to secure the reciprocal reduction 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 to the imposition of
any new tariffs, import taxes, or other devices designed to increase the impedi-
ments presently existing against the flow of imports into this country.

"The United States, as the champion of freer international trade, has taken the
leadership in the struggle against economic nationalism. It should conduct its
own international 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 because it would
impose additional barriers to the importation of foreign products into this country
and because its enactment would undoubtedly lead to the imposition of harmful
retaliatory restrictions age.inst exports of American goods.

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

In line with past practice in such cases, 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. LOREE,

Chairman, National Foreign Trade Council, Inc.

ENGLISH SPEAF'ING LODGE,
CROATIAN FRATERNAL UNION No. 807,

Mliltwaukee, WI'is., Januarg 59, 196.?.
Hon. WALTER F. GEORGE,

Chairman, Senate Finance Committee,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR GEORnE: 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 threaten .

The American fisherman cannot maintain his American standard of living and
compete with cheap foreign labor. 1Many 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 VURELIC, President.

P. S.: This bill will come before the Senate Finance Committee on February 4
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Tas JAPAN CAMBER OF COMMuERC AND INDUSTRY,
Tokyo, Japan, December 0, 1951.

Hon. WALTER F. GEoRGE,
Chairman, Senate Finance Committee,

United Slate. Senate, Washington, 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,
AIICHIRo FUJIYAMA,

President, Japan Chamber of Commerce and Industry.

STATEMENT ON TUNA TARIFF 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 concern 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 Japanese
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 numerous 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 45 percent) in the United States. If, again, the proposed duty 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 industry 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 businessmen of the two countries.

4. Since the Reciprocal Trade Agreements 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-
oerped on both sides.

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

AIIncIRO FUJIYAMA,
President, Japan Chamber of Commerce and Industry.
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The CHAIRMAN. We have with us Senators Knowland and Nixon.
Senator Knowland.

STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM F. KNOWLAND, 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 KNOWLAND. Yes.
Senator KERR. You are talking about the domestic industry?
Senator KNOWLAND. Yes. The tuna clipper fleet, which is based

principally in the San Diego area, produced about 70 percent of all
tuna caught by 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 is 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 KNOWLAND. 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. Harry
Lundeberg, president, Seafarers International Union of North
America, urging the adoption of the legislation.
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I also have a letter from Jeff Kibre, secretary of the northern Cali-
fornia ILWU district council, CIO, urging the adoption of the legis-
lation.

Senator MILLIKIN. 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:)
.SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF., January 17, 1956.

Hon. WILLIAM 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 up in California and other Pacific coast ports.

H. R. 5693, a bill that passed the House of Representatives with but 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 tariff on
fresh and frozen tuna to permit fair competition from foreign imports, by com-
pensating for lower production costs abroad caused by inferior labor 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'S AND WAREHOIUSEMEN'8 UNION,
San Francisco 2, Calif., February 1, 1952.

Hon. WILLIAM F. KNOWLAND AND Hon. RICHARD 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,
JEFF KIRE,

Secretary, Northern California ILWU District Council.

INTERNATIONAL LONGSHOREMEN'S AND WAREHOUSI:MEN'S UNION,
San Francisco 2, Calif., February 1, 1952.

Mr. WALTER F. GEORGE,
Chairman, Senate Finance Committee,

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.
DEAR SIR: At its meeting of January 31, 1952, the Northern California ILWU

District Council, representing 25,000 members requested that the undersigned
urge immediate action by Congress 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
Senate Finance Committee on H. R. 5693. We also urge action to equalize the
current tariff 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 bankruptcy. 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 wage 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 Longehoremen's and Warehoa~men's Union is firmly com-mitted to a poliy of protecting both the consuerir and the onditions of theworkers engaged m the tuna industry. Present consumer price levels on domesticcanned tuna established this food as a best buy in the protein field. We, therefore,believe that the provisions of H. R. 5693. together ith an increase in the rateon brine-packed tuna, could be put into effect within the framework of our policy.We urge that you give this matter your earliest and most careful consideration.Very truly yours
Junr nras,

Secretary, Northern California ILWU 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 Umted 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 fishing
industry, like every other industry in the United States, faces increased
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 operating at 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 it
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 II, 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

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 change
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
give them sufficient emergency assistance so that a solution can be
found 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, 1953. 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 recommend such measures as may assist the
industry to achieve and maintain a sound position in the domestic
economy.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to emphasize 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 ease the temporary character
of the duty, and the basic studies which are to be undertaken, the Department
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 writing
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 CHAIRMAN. The State Department expressly says that this
is not final but it is just a tentative suggestion.

Senator KNOWLAND. 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 CONNALLY. Does Hawaii 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
Hawaii statehood bill the tariff would not do any good as against
Hawaii.

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

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

Senator MARTIN. Senator, when were those boats first built?
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. The 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 facilities. As a matter of fact, some 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.

Senator KNOWLAND. 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 are out of employment, it would
be difficult for them to go into employment. of a different character?

Senator KNOWLAND. Well, it is their livelihood. Of course, I
would not say these people could not eventually find employment
in other lines of industry, but these men are men whq 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 m 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 KNOWLAND. Yes, Ecuador. I think we have a list of the

countries in the House report.
Senator CONNALLY. They are protesting against this bill?
Senator KNOWLAND. 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 CHAIRMAN. Senator Nixon, do you have anything to add?

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

Senator NixoN. 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 the 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 course, 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 industry 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 industry
which is highly competitive, made up of a great number of small
operators with limited capital. That means that 1 year 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
wrperienced 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 long

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 percentages of 6, 7, and 8
percent in the years before that period. For that reason, as I say,having 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 CHAIRMAN. Has the industry shown any improvement?
Senator NIXON. How is that?
The CHAIRMAN. 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 a 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
program. That is why they ask for a year in which to work out the
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 CHAIRMAN. 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 MILLIKIN. 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 NIXON. 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 without having a permanent tariff-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 a measure that is temporary only in character.

Senator KNOWLAND. 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 Can 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 KNOWLAND. I think the Senator is correct, based on the
figures. While the consumption in the United States has been in-
creasing, the imports 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 taken by the
imports.

The CHAIRMAN. 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 KNOWLAND. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. So, the pressure is from the fresh and frozen and

in brine.
Senator KNOWLAND. That is correct.
The CHAIRMAN. The Tariff Commission held a hearing this last

week-I presume it is concluding its hearings today-on the question
of increasing the tariff on the tuna in brine. Is that correct?

Senator KNOWLAND. 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 CHAIRMAN. 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 Sall 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-Hawaiians and Japanese?

Senator NIXON. The great majority of them are American citizens.
Senator CONNALLY. Are most of them Japanese?
Senator KNOWLAND. No. To answer your question, I would think

the overwhelming percentage of them are American citizens. Many
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 CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Knowland and

Senator Nixon.
Senator MILLIKIN. Mr. Chairman, in connection with the decrease

in 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, light meat, solid pack, 7-ounce cans,48 to case, broker to wholesaler, per case, f. o. 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 CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senators.
Mr. Ballif is the first witness scheduled from the Tariff Commission.

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

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

.Mr. BALLIF. My name is Luis 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 CHAIRMAN. Mr. Lovass, you may be asked questions also dur-
in the morning.

r. LOVAss. Yes, sir.
Mr. BALLIF. 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 consideration 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 the Con-
gress can decide. We, therefore, cannot take a position on that ques-
tion. We will, however, give you all available information on the
problem you 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. BALLIF. On canned tuna in oil, Senator, it is 45 percent.
Senator KERR. I know the percentage, I have heard it.
Mr. BALLIF. The equivalent, in terms of a specific duty, I will

discuss later in my statement.
Senator KERR. All right.
Mr. BALLIF. 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
position of the domestic tuna industry and report to the Congress on or
before 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
tuna 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 m 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. bDO all of these products from the species of
fish you have described come in duty-free at the present time?

Mr. BALLIF. NO, sir; the bonito and yellowtail, fresh or frozen, are
dutiable at 1 cent a pound.

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

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

Senator MILLIKIN. With Mexico?
Mr. BALLIF. It is in the Cuban trade agreement.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, Mr. Ballif.
Mr. BALLIF. 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-
mittee, but probably we could move them up here so you will see them
better.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Mr. BALLIF. 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. BALLIF. Yes, sir.
Senator CONNALLY. Not tuna but like tuna.
Mr. BALLIF. 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. BALLIF. 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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station 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
heret the imports of that product followed much the same course as
the imports of the fresh or frozen. You notice they increased only
slightly following the low point during the war until 1949, and then
increased very substantially in 1950, and then declined very sub-
stantially in 1951.

Senator KERR. Which one is that?
Mr. BALLIF. That is the tuna canned in oil.
Senator KERR. With reference to which there is a tariff of 45

percent?
Mr. BALLTF. 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. BALLIF. That is the fresh or frozen, Senator. That is 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. I am talking only about
the tuna canned in oil.

Mr. BALLIF. That question, Senator, applies to fresh or frozen only.
Senator MILLIKIN. All right.
Mr. BALLIF. 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
wotdd be represented 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 American port?

hMr. BALLIF. It is primarily, Senator, a matter of registry. If they
are of foreign registry the fish they bring in is foreign fish.

Senator KIERR. You are talking about the ships?
Mr. BALLIF. I am talking about the ships, yes, sir.
Senator KERR. Now the Americans operating so-called foreign

registry ships, are they registered in Mexico or Panama or South
America, or where?

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

Senator KERR. Some in Mexico?
Mr. BALLIr. 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 KERna. Might it be that these ships are based at the same
American harbors at which domestic fisheries have ships located?

Mr. BALLIr. No, sir. If the ships are of foreign registry they
cannot land fish in the United States ports, the fish would have to be
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landed abroad. They are usually 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 MILLIxIN. Why not?
Mr. BALLIF. Well, I 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. BALLIF. 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 KERR. After they have been processed, I take it.
Mr. BALLIF. 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. BALLIF. No, sir. It is my understanding that boats of foreign
registry, fishing boats, cannot land fish in American ports.

Before 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-I
think they have to have at least an American captain on the boat-and
they( go out with skeleton crews and employ foreign fishermen to fish
out there and then bring the fish into the United Stales as products of
American fisheries.

Senator KERR. What kind of figure does that line represent?
Mr. BALLI?. This is 75 million pounds, an increase from about 21

million pounds in 1949 to about 75 million pounds in 1951.
The CHAIRMAN. That is fresh or frozen?
Mr. BALLIF. That is imports of fresh or frozen; yes, sir.
Senator KERR. What is the domestic production curve and figures

at the same time?
Mr. BALLIF. That is in this chart here [indicating]. I 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 KERR. As compared to what in 1948, say?
Mr. BALLIF. As compared with imports in 1950 of 57 million pounds.
Senator KERR. And the domestic production was how much?
Mr. BALLIF. In that year the domestic prbduction was 400 million

pounds. Then the domestic production dropped down to a little
more than 300 million pounds.

Senator KERR. In 1951?
Mr. BALLIF. 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. BALLIr. Yes, sir.
Senator KERR. At the same time what were the complementary

figures of the production and importation of the others?
Mr. BALLIr. 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. BALLIF. 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. BALLIF. Apparently. There are, however, other factors in the

situation.
Senator KERR. What was the domestic production in 1948. 1949,

1950, and 19517
Mr. BALLIF. 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 believe I will be
through. Based on what you told us, is it correct that the total con-
sumption today of both imports 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. BALLIF. Well, I believe that they did, although you cannot
rely too much on these figures, because you have to consider inven-
tories. I understand the inventories of the tuna canned in oil were
pretty high and they have been working those off. It would not be
reflected in these statistics of domestic production and imports.

Senator MILLIKIN. May I ask a question, Senator Kerr?
Senator KERR. Yes.
Senator MILLIKIN. Regardless of the source of the raw production,

regardless of the source of the canned product, what are our domestic
consumption statistics in 1948, 1949. 1950, and 1951?

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

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

Senator KERR. That is the figure I was looking fof, the total con-
sumption.

Mr. BALLIF. 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. BALLIF. 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. FThis is the situation
on the bonito: Before 1949 the imports of bonito canned in oil were
very small, or negligible. They 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. BALLIF. Just the tuna.
Senator KERR. The other was bonito?
Mr. BALLIF. 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.

Senator 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?

Mr. BALLIF. This is fresh or frozen.
Senator KERR. That is the imports?
Mr. BALLIF. Yes. The imports of canned in oil is 3.5 million

pounds.
Senator KnRR. What is the imports of fresh or frozen?
Mr. BALLIF. 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 you 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. BALLIF. Of the fresh or frozen. It takes 2.3 pounds of fresh
or frozen to make 1 pound of canned.

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

Mr. BALLIF. The total here is 320 million.
Senator KERR. And what are the imports?
Mr. BALLIF. That shows 75 million.
Senator KERR. That is a total of 400 million.
Mr. BALLIF. Yes, sir.
Senator KERR. And the total consumption is 175 million in the can.
Mr. BALLIF. 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. BALLIF. You want the canned in oil?
Senator KERR. Yes.
Mr. BALLIF. The canned in oil in 1950, the production was 173

million pounds.
Senator KERR. Where is that shown on the chart?
Mr. BALLIF. Here [indicating].
Senator KERR. Now let us go back over yonder to the imported

meat and imported tuna in brine.
Mr. BALLIr. 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.



52 TUNA IMPORTS

Senator KERR. 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. BALLIF. Yes.
Senator KERR. And included in the production and importation in

1950.
Mr. BALLIF. Yes, sir.
Senator MILLIKIN. Do you have any independent statistics on the

actual amount consumed in this country? You are reaching this by
deduction?

Mr. BALLIF. Yes.
Senator MILLIKIN. I wonder if you have any statistics?
Mr. BALLIF. 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. PHISTER. 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 1951?.

Mr. PHISTER. I 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 gradual during the
year. That increase in consumption in 1951 over the preceding year
was accounted for by increased imports and lessened domestic
production.

Senator MILLIKIN. But there was an increase in consumption?
Mr. PHISTER. In total consumption.
Senator MILLIKIN. Without if's, but's, or maybe's?
Mr. PHISTER. 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.

Senator KERR. What does a case weigh?
Mr. PHISTER. Twenty-one pounds, roughly, that is the fish in the

case.
Senator KERR. Twenty-one pounds of fish?
Mr. PHISTER. Yes. The container and everything weighs about

six additional pounds.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, you may proceed with your statement.
Mr. BALLIF. 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 CHaIRMa N. Yes; you may ask him.
Senator CONNALLY. Has the domestic production increased over

these 3 years you have been talking about, 1949, 1950, and 1951?
Mr. BALLIP. 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?



TUNA IMPORTS'

Mr. BALLIF. The fresh or frozen tuna.
Senator MILLIKN. YOU are not talking about the canned product?
Mr. BALLIF. No, sir.
Senator KERR. The canned product dropped down some, too, did

it not?
Mr. BALLIF. Yes, the canned product dropped down slightly, too.

Here is the fresh and frozen tuna (indicating]. 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. BALLIF. Yes, it dropped off by about one-fourth on the fresh

or frozen. These figures are rough; I am of course reading from the
chart.

Senator KERR. I understand.
Mr. BALLrr. 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 CHAIRMAN. Very well, you may proceed with your statement.
Mfr. BALLIF. Virtually the entire domestic catch and imports of

fresh or frozen tuna is made into tuna panned in oil by the canning
industry of this country. There is no known production of tuna canned
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 of 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 CHAIRMAN. Yes, Senator.
Senator MILLIKIN. How does the 3-cent per pound duty on tuna

either fresh or frozen, reflect in terms of cents per pound on the canned
product?

Mr. BALLIF. 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. BALLIF. 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-
ports. 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. BALLIF. 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. BALLIF. 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, camned in oil-

Senator ILLIKIN. 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 53 percent
and Peru 29 percent of the total imports.

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

Mr. BALLTF. The fresh or frozen
Senator MILLIKIN. I want the prewar figure.
Mr. BALLIF. 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. BALLIF. 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. BALLIF. 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 a
quarter of the total in 1950, and as I indicated, it was 29 percent in
1951.

Senator MWLInN. Thank you.
Mr. BALLIF. 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
shows 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
the Department 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 duty on fresh or frozen tuna

Item 2 cen ts per 3 cents per 4 cen t per 8 cents perpound pound pound pound

Fresh or frozen tuna imported from: Percent Percent Perent Percent
Japan...._......................... ..... 14 21 28 34
Peru...... ...... ................ ..... 34 45 7
Total imports from all countries.......... 1624 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? It is not canned?
Mr. BALLIF. 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 CONNALLY. Very well.
Mr. BALLIF, 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 duties. 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



TUNA IMPORTS

reduced his price by 3 cents a pound, the price of tuna in the UnitedStates would not be affected by the duty and the competitive positionof the domestic producers of fresh or frozen tuna would remainunchanged. 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. BALrIF. 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 be 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. BALLIF. 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. BALLIF. I think one explanation, Senator, is that the Japanese
ship here mainly albacore, which is a species of tuna that commands
a higher price than the species brought in from Peru.

Senator KERR. I don't see how a product brought in from Japan
could sell 60 percent higher 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. BALLIF. Yes, sir; I think that is true.
Senator MILLIKIN. And the product that comes from the south is

not white meat?
Mr. BALLIF. The white meat tuna is obtained from the albacore

and that is what we get from Japan.
Senator MILLIKIN. 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. BALLIF. 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. BALLIF. 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 a 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 competitive 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 frozen tuna would remain un-
changed. Of course, the foreign producer may decide to absorb part
of the duty 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 reduced his 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-&-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. BALLIFr. 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 for
the producers and the processors to work jointly over there than it is
here.

Senator 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 equal reduction in the profit on his product
sold somewhere else?

Mr. BALLIF. 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. BALLIF. If you put a duty of 3 cents a pound on the fresh or

frozen tuna, the foreign producer 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. BALLIF. Well, that is another-
Senator KERR. That is what you said.
Mr. BALLIP. That is another possibility.
Senator KERR. YOU said you 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. BALLIF. It is possible.
Senator KERR. What consideration would be in his mind that

might bring that about?



TUNA IMPORTS

Mr. BALuIF. 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 a certain amount of
the canned tuna in oil here. It is a question of which is most profit-
able.

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

Mr. BALLIF. 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
has more fish to dispose of, and therefore he might lower the price
abroad.

Mr. BALLIF. That is right.
Senator KERR. The gentleman's statement was that this fellow was

going to absorb the duty on the product he was shipping into the
united States.
Senator MILLIKIN. I was merely making
Senator KE'RR. On the part that he absorbs, his shipments wouldn't

be reduced.
Senator MILLIKIN. 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. BALLIF. I am not saying that he will do any of these things, or

which of these things he would actually do. That is one of 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. What does the domestic, the American fisherman, get
approximately?

Mr. BALLIF. 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 JOHNSON. That is the American fisherman?
Mr. BALLIF. Yes, sir.
Senator JOHNSON. 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. BALLIF. Well, I suppose if a canner was using both imported
and domestic fish, he would average his cost in pricing his canned
product, average the cost to him of the two, the foreign fish and the
domestic fish.

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

Mr. BALLIF. 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.
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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. BALLIr. 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 JOHNSON. It is the 9-cent grade variety.
Senator KERR. Comparable to the Peruvian imports.
Mr. BALLIF. I 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.

Senator MILLIKIN. I think your statistics show in 1951 the price
ranged from 15 to 17 cents.

Mr. BALLIr. I think that is true.
Senator MILLIKIN. I am quoting from your table 5 on page 5

of your appendix II.
Mr. BALLIF. 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 15% cents.

Mr. BALLIF. Yes, sir.
Senator JOHNSON. 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 we might have a boost of say 50 percent to the American con-
sumer?

Mr. BALLIF. You can't say how effective this duty will be.
Senator JOHNSON. You can't even guess?
Mr. BALLIF. 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 it will have on the tuna canned in oil.

But it is impossible to predict with any preciseness what the effect
will be.

Senator MILLIKIN. What is the wastage from the raw to the canned?
Mr. BALLIF. 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. BALLIF. 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. BALLIF. Yes, sir; I refer to that compensatory feature later on

in my statement.
The CHAIRMAN. You may proceed with your statement. We

have a pretty full calendar.
94754-52--5
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Mr. BALLIT. I will be glad to continue reading it or not, Senator,
whatever you wish.

The CHAIRMAN. Go ahead and proceed with your statement.
Mr. BALIFFr. 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 in 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 I refer subsequently in this statement to the effective-
ness of a 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
caned 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 you were seeking the balance that you refer to
there, you could do it. just as well by reducing the import tax on the
fresh or frozen 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. BALLIF. I am not sure that I understand your 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 IERR. You say:
Thus, if the Congress wished to assure 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.

Under what eventuality?
Mr. BALLIF. If you impose a duty on the fresh or frozen.
Senator KERR. Of 3 cents a pound?
Mr. BALLIF. 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. BALLIF. On the fresh or frozen?
Senator KERR. Yes.
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Mr. BDALIP. Of oourse, you would reduce the protection you pro-

vide- the domestic fishermen.
Senator KER You wouldn't reduce it from what he now gets;

would yolr?
Mr. BALLIr. 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 oil and on the fresh or frozen.
Isn't that what you are-addressing yourself to?

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

Senator Kaa. 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. BALLIF. I will answer it further in my statement.
Senator KERB. Do you have to read your statement in order to

find out?
Mr. BALLIF. No, sir. I will say your statement is right.
Senator KERR. I didn't make a statement. I asked a question.
Mr. BALLIF. The answer to your question is "Yes."
Senator KERR. Thank you.
Mr. BALLIF. I had a little difficulty in following you.
Senator KERR. I had nearly as much trouble leading you.
Mr. BALLIF. 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 compensatory duty should, of course, be
gher than if the duty on the fresh or frozen product were less than

fulyeffective. 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-
ship. 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 protection on the canned
products as it 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 dutyon fresh or frozen tuna upon the tariff protection afforded domesticprocessors by the present duty on tuna canned in oil which is now 45percent ad valorem. An average of about 2.3 pounds of fresh orfrozen 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 orfrozen tuna and that duty were fully effective-that is, raised theprice of fresh or frozen tuna to the processors by 3 cents a pound-the increased cost to the processors in terms of the canned productwould be 6.9 cents a pound-2.3 times 3-and the compensatory
duty on the canned product would be 6.9 cents per pound.

To 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 valorom, 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.

The 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. BALLIF. That is shown in the table, Senator.

Assumed rates of duty on fresh or frozen
tuna of-

Item
2 cents 3 cents 4 cents 6 cents

per per per perpound pound pound pound

Compensatory rates on tuna canned in oil which theoretically
would be necessary to compensate for specified assumed tariff
rates on fresh or frozen tuna:

Per pound of canned product ....................... cents_. 4.8 6.9 9.2 11.5
In terms of percent ad valorem on canned product percent.. 12 18 21 30

Protection on tuna canned in oil that theoretically would re-
main (the difference between the present rate of 45 percent
and the compensatory rates shown immediately above)

percent ad valorem_ 33 2i 21 I

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
purposes of comparison. As I have already indicated, 2.3 pounds of
fresh 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 ine
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 compensatory duty of 6.9 cents a
pound-the second figure irr 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.

Now, 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 extent that he absorbed the import duty on
what he shipped into here; would it?

Mr. BALLIF. Yes, sir, because he might decide to maintain his price
in this market, in which case of course you 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. BALLIF. 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. BALLIF. 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. BALLIr. 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 the product he
sold to the foreign canner.
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Mr. BALLIr. It wouldn't be exclusively in that situation. That

would bring this about, but also--
Senator KER. It would be one eventuality that would make this

applicable?
Mr. BALLIF. Yes air.
Senator KEBR. What would be another?
Mr. BALLIF. The other would be if he did not reduce his price by

the full amount of the 3-cent duty--in other words, he would absorb
some of the duty and pass some--

Senator KERR. On what he shipped into this country?
Mr. BALLIF. 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. BALLIF. Yes; that is true. The importer would add his duty
on and then any middlemen in there would add their margin on top of
that.

Senator MILLIKIN. And according to internal domestic competition.
Mr. BALLIF. 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, as shown by the charts you viewed earlier that when the
duty on tuna canned in oil was 22% percent ad valorem-that is,
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 22% 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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reported in the official Government statistics. I believe these unit
values are fairly representative of the value of imports iin the last 2,
years.

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 agreement with Iceland. If the concession
were withdrawn, the rate would become 25 percent 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.i

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

Mr. BALLIF. I will point that out later, but that country produces
none, and they have never 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. BALLIF. I indicate exactly how that came about a little later,
Senator, in my statement.

Senator MILLIKIN. Is the fact correct?
Mr. BALLFr. That is correct.
The CHAIRMAN. Tuna canned in brine is not enumerated as such

in the Iceland agreement?
Mr. BALLIF. NO, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. It is just a blanket agreement that covers this?
Mr. BALLIF. It is a basket classification that happened to include

tuna in brine, a product that was virtually unknown at the time the
agreement was negotiated, and it was just a concession on a basket
classification. That is how it got in there.
'The CHAIRMAN. 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 have no statement
to make.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Magnuson?
Senator Magnuson. I am in no particular hurry.
The CHAIRMAN. You may proceed, then.
Mr. BALLIF. 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
afforded domestic processors by the present duty on tuna canned in
brine.

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

The CHarnKN. As applied to tuna. She might as applied to some,
other.

Mr. BALLIF. 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



66 TNA IMPORTS

that subject, 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 duty
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:

Assumed rates of duty on fresh or frozen
tuna of-

Item
2 Dents 3 cents 4 cents 6 oents

per per per per
pound pound pound pound

Compensatory rates on tuna canned in brine which theoretically
would be necessary to compensate for specified assumed tariff
rates on fresh or frozen tuna:

Per pound of canned product....------.. -............... cents. 46 6.9 9.2 11.5
In terms of pe cent ad valorem on canned product. percent 14 21 28 36

Protection on tuna canned in brine that theoretically would
remain (the difference between the present rate of 12" percent
and thie compensatory rates abown immediately above) per-
cent ad valorem--...--....----------.... --.. - -----..................-----------------..... 0 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
pound on the tuna canned in brine; a duty of 3 cents on the fresh or
rozen

Senator JMILLIKIN. What is the range of weights in the market for
consumer canned tuna in brine or in oil? Is it a pound tin or a half-
pound tin? What is the weight that confronts the customer?

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

Senator MILLIKIN. Seven ounces?
Mr. BALLIF. 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. MONTGOMERY PHISTER. Roughly 34 cents. That is yellowfin

tuna.
Senator KERR. Is that white meat?
Mr. PRISTER. No, sir. White meat would be ordinarily higher in

price, but because of the competitive situation m the last year the two
varieties have been about equal to the consumer.

The CHAIRMAN. That is canned in oil?
Mr. PHISTER. Canned in oil.
The CHAIRMAN. What is the price canned in brine?
Mr. PHISTER. About 14 cents less.
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Senator MILLIKIN. What was the figure, how much per tin?
Mr. PHISTER. Thirty-four cents. It depends upon what part of the

United States it is being sold in.
Senator KERR. That is 7 ounces.
Mr. BALLIF. 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-
pensatory duty of 6.9 cents per pound on the canned; and so forth.
These compensatory rates, expressed in terms of ad valorem rates,
are shown m the second line of the tabulation. Thus the compensa-
tory rate for a duty of 2 cents per pound on fresh or frozen 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 121 percent ad valorem, a fully effective
duty of 2 cents per pound on the fresh 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 any 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 percent.

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

Mr. BALLIF. 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 canned product.

Mr. BALLIF. 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. BALLIF. Yes, sir.
Senator KERR. I take it then that 6.9 cents per pound is equal to

21 percent.
Mr. BALLIF. Twenty-one percent of the foreign value of the im-

ports; yes, sir.
Senator KERR. And a hundred percent would have to bu 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 is reasonably accurate; so
I withdraw that question.

Mr. BALLIF. 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
give 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
m 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. BALLIF. 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 January 1, 1951 when the
duties on tuna canned in brine and on tuna canned in oil were 124
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 12 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. BALLIF. On the canned in oil?
Senator MILLIKIN. YeS.
Mr. BALLIF. 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
fate on the canned in oil.

Senator MILLIKIN. 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. BALLIF. That seems to be indicated by our experience with the
imports. The contrary of that is true in the case of tuna banned in
brine where the present rate is not enough to compensate for the duty
on the fresh or frozen.

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.
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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, is 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. BALLIF. 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 tihe effect of nullifying or impairing
any object of the agreement or of prejudicing an industry or the commerce of that
country, such other Government shall give sympathetic consideration to such
written representations or proposals as may be made «ith a vie to effecting a
mutually satisfactory adjustment of the matter. If agreement is not reached
uith respect to the matter within 30 days after such representations or proposals
are received, the Government which made them shall be free, within 15 days after
the expiration of the aforesaid period of 30 days, to terminate this agreement in
whole or in part on 30 days' written notice.

Senator MILLIKIN. I would like to ask if tlere is any representative
of the State Department here? L)o you anticipate much difficulty
dropping this item out of the Iceland treaty?

Mr. CORSE (Carl D. Corse, Chief, Commercial Policy Staff, Depart-
ment of State). I am not authorized to testify, sir. I 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. BALLIF. I 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 * * ~-

Action may be taken to modify or withdraw the concession.
In considering the matter of direct negotiation with Iceland for

withdrawal of the 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 a basket or catch-all tariff classification which just
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happened to include tuna canned in brine, a product that was vir-
tually unknown in the trade at the time-1943-the Iceland agree-
nTent was negotiated. If the concession were withdrawn by negotia-
tion with Iceland, 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.

Section 7 of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951 provides
that:

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 President 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 (a) the withdrawal of the concession
on tuna canned in brine; or (b) modification of the concession so as to
provide for an increase in the present duty, or the imposition of a quota.

Senator MILLIKIN. 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. BALLIF. 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 CHAIRMAN. It was at one time in the Mexican agreement,
wasn't it?

Mr. BALLIr. The canned in oil, Senator, was at one time in the
Mexican agreement.

The CHAIRMAN. Canned in oil, not brine?
Mr. BALLIF. That is right, not brine.
The CHAIRMAN. I see.
Mr. BALLrF. 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.



TUNA IMPORTS' 71'
Senator MILLIKIN. And bonito canned in brine?
Mr. BALLIF. Bonito canned in brine and bonito canned in oil are

the subjects of commitments in the GATT agreement.
Senator MILLIKIN. Both of them?
Mr. BALLIF. 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 oil?
Mr. BALLIF. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMN. You may proceed.
Mr. BALLIF. 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 Commission
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 increase 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 123 percent ad valorem. In
other words, the President could increase the rate only from 12% to
18% percent ad 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 withdrawing or
modifying the concession should 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 Commission. Of course, such periodic
review would not be involved if the concession were withdrawn by
negotiation under article XII of the Iceland agreement.

In 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
injury, as the result of increased imports.

All 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 tuna, 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. 5693 to provide for a single ad valorem
rate on tuna canned in brine which would be the equivalent of 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 second alternative. Although most duties in the
Tariff Act having a compensatory feature are compound rates, there
is a good deal to be said for 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
present duties on bonito canned in oil are 22 percent ad valorem on
unports valued at not over 9 cents a pound and 15 percent ad valorem
on imports valued at more than 9 cents per 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
is 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.

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.

Senator MILLIKIN. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question?
The CHAMIAN. Senator Millikin.
Senator MILLIKIN. So far as you know, has Congress in any way

approved any of the concessions made under the GATT?
Mr. BALLIF. 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 frown
tuns of-

Item
SScents cents 4 cents 6 oents

per per per per
pound pound pound pound

Compensatory rates on bonito canned in oil which theoretically
would be necessary to compensate for specified assumed
tariff rates on fresh or frozen tuna

Per pound of canned product (oents) ...... ................ 4.6 6. 9.2 1Ll
In terms of percent ad valnem on canned product.. ..... 23 81 S

Protection on bonito canned in oil that thoortically would re-
main (the difference between 13 percent and the compensa-
tory rates shown immediately above), percent ad valorem... 0 0 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 were 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
escape-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. BALLIF. 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. BALLIF. 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 MILLIKIN. How much of a staff have they working on the
problem?

Mr. BALLIF. 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
assistant. We are seriously handicapped because of our reduced
staff.

Senator MILLIKIN. Then you have got one man and a junior assist-
ant working on these particular matters that are before the Tariff
Commission?

Mr. BALLIF. 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
Iceland agreement.

Because of the very substantial interest of Peru and certain other
contracting parties to the GATT in the concession on bonito canned
in-eil, 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. BALLIF. 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 you
have on the subject of tariffs, which is under the jurisdiction of the
Congress, when the Congress has not approved-but let's not go into
that.

Mr. BALLIF. I am acquainted with that point of view.
Before I conclude my statement I should like to refer briefly, to the

competition between the domestically produced tuna canned in oil
and the imported bonito canned in oil 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 oil 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 consunm tion, the same
as the bulk of the domestically produced tuna canned 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 is 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, Mr. 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 year, 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:)
DRAFT 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 paragraph 718 (b): Provided, That the duty
imposed by this section shall not be assessed or collected in violation of any inter-
national obligation of the United States existing on the date of the enactment of
this act: And provided 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 certain articles provided for in
paragraph 718 (b) of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, the President is directed
immediately to invoke article XII of the reciprocal trade agreement between the
United St-.tes and Iceland, signed August 27, 1943, for the purpose of terminating
all obligations of the United States under articles VIII and XI of that agreement
with respect to tuna fish, bonito, and yellowtail included in item 718 (b) of ached-
ule II of the said agreement.

(NOTE.-If this amendment were adopted, the present sees. 2 and 3 of the bill
should be renumbered sees. 3 and 4, respectively.)

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any further questions of the witness?
Senator MILLIKIN. I would like to express my appreciation of the

statement. It seems to me it contains a lot of very useful information
on this subject we have before us.

The CHAIRMAN. If that is all for the witness, all of the questions,
we thank you for your appearance.

Mr. BALLIF. Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Magnuson.
Senator MAGNUSON. My statement is very brief, and I can get

through with it in 3 or 4 minutes.
The CHAIRMAN. Very well, we will be glad to hear from you.

STATEMENT OF HON. WARREN O. MAGNUSON, UNITED STATES
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

Senator MAGNUSON. 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 the 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--6



76 TUNA IMPORTS

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 increasig imports of
tuna m 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 States 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 approximately 13
percent; and in 1950 approximately 30 percent. While 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
country. 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 the 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 CHAIRMAN. Senator Kerr.
Senator KERR. 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 KERR. 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 I 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 tariff 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
Japan 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.

During 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 is so
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 12% percent ad valorem by reason of a
trade agreement signed with Iceland-which produces no tuna or
bonito.

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 each part of the problem to the
appropriate branch of the Government.

The frozen-tuna problem has been brought to the Congress, the
only 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
passed the House with only one dissenting vote and was referred to the
Senate on October 25. The 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
pound on imports of frozen tuna, to last until April 1953; (b) a study
by the Tariff Commission with a report back to the Congress by that
date of a recommendation for appropriate permanent tariff treatment
for this commodity; and, (c) 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.

The 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 suggested treaty.

This, however, should be subject, 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 CHAIRMAN. 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. BALLIF. I 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?
Mlr. ANDERSON. Yes, Sir.
The CHAIRMAN. What is your position?
Mr. ANDERSON. I 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 CHAIRMAN. We will be very glad to hear you at this time.
Mr. ANDERSON. I 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. Through
the Defense Fisheries Administration it is responsible for maintaining
the volume of fisheries production required by defense needs and for
preserving the producing and processmg 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
possible consideration to the many interests which are involved. The
Pacific 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 frequently
fishes. Likewise the Department has also considered the role which
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.

The 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
permanently crippled. If the tuna fleet cannot sell its production
for a price which will permit continued operation, 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 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 problem 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 10.5
to 14.9 percent of the domestic supply of canned tuna.

Senator MILLIKIN. Is tuna 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. 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 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.

It appears, therefore, that H. R. 5693, or similar legislation which
will accomplish substantially the same purpose, is the best solution
available at this time. The 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 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, presuf ably
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 continue to be imported without duty.
This might be based on the fact that, until the sharp increases 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
apparently 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 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.

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 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 Depart-
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. ANDERSON. I think the table should be included, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. 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. 6.)
(Additional charts, tables, and foreign trade statistics were sub-

sequently supplied as follows:)
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195. ...................... ,

1936........................
19437. ......................198.......................193...-.------------"-"--

1940 ........................
1941 ......................

1942....... '..............1949.................. .....
1944......................
1948.... 1.................1949........................1950......-.................Estimate 19_............._

Packed in United
States from do-

mestlo atch

Thousand
pounds:
20,429
30,079
27,189
32, 882
44,618
25, 365
26,525
32, 099
43, 974
57, 433
61 883
70,016
63, 454
84, 465
98, 979
61, 168
51,.80
56, 446
690, 410
88, 219
3, 168

116,277
136, 807
136, 789
154, 764
131,086

Percent

100. 0
99.8
93.1
90. 2
92.5
84.1
76.0
65. 5
79.7
83.9
86.9
70 9
86.6
86.6
92.3
94.3
98 0
98.9
94.6
93.6
94. 5
94.1
92. 3
88.6
70.4
71.8

Made from foreign-aught ash

Packed in United Staes
om imported, fres

tunma

Thousand
pounds

81

3, Mi
,842

2,423
2,536
3,233
2,827
2,455
5,452
2, 645
2, 96

117
775
759

1,192
2, 875
4, 392
2D, 080
27,914

Percent

0.2
69
9.8
7.5

12.8
7.0
5.2
5. 9
4. 1
3. 5
6.3
3.6
3.0
1.4
.6

12
.2

1.1
.8
.7
.9

1. 9
3. 2
9. 1

16.3

Duty

Free

-..... I

Thousand
pounds

:I
()

94 7

5,945
14.382
7, 956
8, 185
6, 843

11 .053
7, 192

10, 128
6, 704
3, .12

412
511

3, 163
5, 252
4, 739
6, 148
8,595

12.55
44, 545
14,600

Percent

3.1
17.0
.3

14. 4
12 0
9.6

12.8
98

10. 4
6.3
51
.8
.9

4.3
6. 6
4.8
5.0
5. 8
8. I1

20.38.0

Duty

.I.---.

45

.. ... -
. ...... ....

.. .. .

Imported banned tuna
In brine

Thousand Percent  Duty
pounds percent

.. .--. . ........ ........

T

..--.-.-- -------- --------

---------- -------- ------.-

13
79

381. .n.,

... ... ..

.1
2

49

1254

Total foreign

Thlossand
pounds...-....

61
2,000
3,521
3, 637
4., 779
8.368

16, 918
11,180
11,012
9,298

16, 505
9,837

13,092
8,252
3, 727
1,013
628

3. ,93
6,011
5, 459
7,340

11,483
17, 570
64, 05
651,514

Percent

0.2
.09

9.8
7.5

15.9
24.0
34. 5
20.3
18.1
13. 1
19. 1
13. 4
13. 4
7.7
5.7
20
1 1
54
6.4

5.9
7.7

11.8
29.6al

Thousand
poundss0, 429

30,140
2, 18086,103
48,255
30, 144
34,803
49,017
55,163

9, 445
71, 181
86, 521
73. 291
97,557

107, 231
4, 895

52, 912
57,074
73,348
94,230
98, 627

123,617
148,290
154, 339
219. 720
18200

United States
pack

i .~

Total

Thousand

20, 420
3 140
29 189
36,103
48,255
29, 207
28,948
34,635
47. 27
60.260
64, 38
75, 4646,099
87,431

100, 82
61. 563
52,500

70.185
8, 978
93, 88

117,469
139, 682
141,701
174, 794
159,000

Per-

supply

I Does not include Hawalian pack for which data are not generally avalahle.
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 197-1 exclude 90 per

cent of the imports shown from Costa Rica and 00 percent of those from the Canal Zone, believed to represent an approximate proportion of the tuna caught by United States fishing
vessels and trans-shipped to the United States where it entered as an import.

a Data not available, prior to 1948. Probably insignificant.
4 Not separately lassified in import data and probably insignificant.
Source: Compiled by Fish and Wildlife Service Jan. 30, 1952.
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United States: Pack of canned tuna and unalike fash, 1926-60

Tuna Tunalike Toti tun4
Year and tus.

Albacore Yellowfln Skip)ack Blueflin Other Total Bonito Yellowtal Total ]lk

Pound Pounds Pounds Pounds Pounds Pounds Pounds Pot*ds Pounds
1926.............................. 1,468.728 1 6 904, 776 6,966,672 (1) 3.305,280 18,45,4 56 1, IM. 712 6286, 08 1, 7, .0 20, 42, 776
1927................... ........ 3, 147, 76 10. 562, 424 9. 94, 536 1,110,312 3, 97.888 28,691,928 446088 1,001,616 1,447,704 30, 139,6 2

........ ------------......... ----.... 2, 537,328 14, 279, 32 4,843. 594 2740.056 3.872.498 272,792 578688 337.848 914 536 29, 189, 32
192......................--------------------...... 353, 04 15, 874, 248 9. 272 976 2,449,776 3,551.424 34, 712, 32 834,P936 56,480 1,391, 016 36,103,344
1930 ........................ ... 3.40,392 23, 51, 224 6, 33, 64 7, 82.056 3,829824 45, 032, 00 2,141,928 I, (1,. L12 3, 23, 00 48. 256, 38
1931-----------..........----------........... -----...... 3,783, 792 15. 63, 552 5, 700. 576 1. 125, 40 1,600488 27, 846 88 121.408 79128 1, 3, 536 29, 207, 424
192 ........... ...----------.......-------.. 1,---- 7, 81 1. 449.528 29. 20 229.944 2, 927, 832 27,659,400 1, 17, 9 100, 968 1,, 848 2, 948, 248
1933.............................. 1, 28,328 ', 471.176 5, 411 064 100,296 3, 281, 760 32,52,62436 014,6 ,054,032 2,02, 072, 8 34,635,19
194 --------------------------............................. 2,74 376 26 41, 52 5432 66 7,492752 4,019 616 45,537,888 1,33, 992 274, 762 1,68,744 47,206,32
1935.............................. 2.3 9 328 31, 045, 200 .l1.. 804 9.82S16 3, 860. 352 54,534,504 3, 467,904 2, 257,464 5725,368 60,259,872
1936.............................. 1, 514, 80 34,493, 6 4 10, 292, 352 7536, 456 4,135, 824 57, 973, 176 3, 147, 28 3, 217, 152 6, 34,440 64, 337, 16
1937.............................. 2, 747,064 39,5'14. 24 16 90 1f M 5,2'4.0o4 8. 0 S, 569 70.304, 448 3. 652, 200 1.511.376 5, 163,576 75, 468.024
1938. ............................. 9,220 440 31.347 168 8 358 096 8000 976 3.369.600 60. 26. 280 3.791.496 2,011.656 5,803. 152 6 009.432
1939.............................. -14.920 656 46. 526 496 9 979, 128 5,301.34 5. 281.176 82.008 840 4, 673.256 748728 5,421.984 87.430.824
1940.............................. 9.212.832 50. 200 992 19 608 432 7,791.936 9 053 088 95.867,280 21610.576 2045.184 4, 655,760 100.523.040
1941.............................. 6 463,548 32 027.352 9. 5.0 074 3. 5 414 2,038 974 53,60.362 4,097.196 3,170, 643 7,867.839 61, 563. 201
1942....-.................-....... 12 161 040 17,248 779 13 909 932 6.151 932 1,242,23 50. 720 976 761.157 1,017.607 1,778.64 5s1a499,83
1943.............................. 17.452 274 19 912, 203 11.747,052 4,578 989 -.......... 53.690.518 ' 1,101.294 1, 771.366 4 2 872.600 56.563. 178
1944............................. 23 993 214 35,223 999 4 231.689 5 030 425 603.00 69. 132 930 214, 701 837.600 1,052 301 70 185.231
1945....----.........................-- 24.355.470 41.584 941 11 626. 54 8 716 410 956 235 87. 239 604 1. 077.093 661.767 1738. 860 88.978.464
1946.............................. 13.214.523 50.428.107 13.526 466 9. 701.766 3,347 082 90 217.944 2,279 418 1,390,509 3.69.927 9.887.871
1947.............................. 14.461.530 62, 704.599 19.413.204 8 970 726 2 956 699 108 505.758 5.332 122 3.630,828 8. 9. 950 117.4. 708
1948............................. 26 217 006 79 160 325 20 842 065 2 039 469 2 997. 843 132 156 708 3, 790. 515 3, 734 730 7,525. 245 139, 81.963
1949.............................. 2. 623 399 75 090 465 27 425 703 1,492.779 5.012 403 138 644.739 672.306 2383.548 3, 055.864 141, 700. 59
1950.................... ........ 41,591,622 81, 557.9 73 42, 617,718 960,024 6735,144 173 462 481 237,015 1.09,940 1,331 95 174.794.431
1951............................ () ( ( (9 (1) 15 100, 000 () () 900, 000 15, S.0000

I The peck of bl'efln has been inclded with yellowfin.
s Includes small amount of "mixed tuna."
* Includes small amount of "creamed yellowfin."
* Includes "Tonno."
* Includes small amount of 'little tuna."
' Unavailable.

Source: Fish and Wildlife service.



sIM' wMPts.

Average price pai for tuna and tunalike flke., Paci coat, 1$0-0O
[Cents per pounds

Spaces
Yost

Albooem Blletn SkipJcl Yeowfln IBonIto YeBowtail

190-.......-............... . 8.39 65 3.86 L0 am 2 4.40
1981...................... 811 4.78 3.05 5.41 LBO 3.33
12-........-........ ~- . 5.00 4.76 .47 4.08 L.5s 2.84
103............3.............. 0) 5.17 &67 4.45 L7 126
19........ ................. 7.44 .61 4.01 '01 2.40 3 37
1985......................... 8 .17 4.5 4.00 5.01 2.0 2.7
1986........................... 1.2 4.87 4.41 &.28 .06 o96
1967....... ............. ..... 8.15 71 4.92 596 3.66 3.95
198-.....................w... 5.45 .64 5.00 &601 3.69 1.0
19i8 .........-................. &3 .0 4.32 &.3 3.24 .83
1940........................... 6.87 6. 4.84 &5.0 &70 3.41
1941......................... 14.8 6.10 5.32 632 4.24 3.90
192-----------------................ -------......... 19.40 9.02 8 61 9.2 97 7.08
16.......................... 8.87 0.81 .94 690 670 .41
1941........................... 1841 6. I0 8.97 9.02 8.4 .9
194.------------------------- 16.27 9.61 8.94 9.91 7.96 7.48
1944-------------------------- 16.41 9.53 8.97 9.92 &46 7.92
196......---------------.................. 19.49 9.68 8.94 9.97 8.00 6.26
194-....------------..-----...................------- 1.82 10.19 10.2 10.42.48 9.53 a .20
1947.............------------------------............. 25.26 15.94 14.46 15.&58 11.73 11.23
1948.......................------------------------ 2.63 16.79 1.74 16. 7 11. 63 11.13
1949......................------------------------ 18. 32 16 2 14. 81 16. 27 9. 73 9.87
190...............------------------------ 19.11 15.39 14.30 1 .34 9.77 .

I Not available.
Source: Fish and Wildlife Servi.
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UNITE STATES D41'OM'S OF FRESH AND FROZEN TUNA, BY WJNTHJ, 1948-1951
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UNITED STATES IMPORTS OF TUNA, CANNED IN OIL, BY MONTHS, 191-1951
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE,
BI'REAU OF THE CENSUS,

Washington, February 1955.

UNITED STATES IMPORTS OF TUNA 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 importstatistics not providing the most effective information from the viewpoint of
economic analysis. 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 situation 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 duty. For goods tree of
duty there may be a higher degree of undercounting of the import figures on
-American goods returned."

Ithasrecently been found that a Fituation of this general type has existed with
respect to imports of fresh or frozen tuna fish (schedule A 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 represent tuna fish caught by
Amerjcan-flag fishing vessels and are, therefore, "products of American fisheriesr '
whi Fhould be excluded from the import statistics. (See p. 316, November
1948 Issue 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. In some cases the importer has not claimed free entry of tuna fish which
are products of American fisheries undel the provisions applying to such products,
but has described them on import entries merely as t una fih tree under the tariff
paragraph applying to foreign tuna fish, due to the fact that certain supporting
papers must be filed to prove their origin as products of American fisheries
Total imports of fresh or frozen tuna fish for the period January-November 1951
were reported as follows:

United States imports of tuna fish for consumption (schedule A, commodity
No. 0068-000) by country of origin-January through November 1951

Country of Quantity Value Quantity Value
Country o(pounds) (dollars) Country o origin(p d (dollars)

Canada--------------................---...-- 8,248 9.958 Peru...................... 19.911, 8 1,749. 731
Mexico------------------.................... 2.50 307 Chile ..-.................. 164,657 19,878
Nicaragua-................. 230,000 34,500 United Kingdom---........... 136,000 9.300
Costa Rla---------.........-----........ 3,294,329 409.425 Japan......-------------................ 35,500,991 186,01
Canal Zone................. 9, 314,000 1,243, 670
Bahamas-----------------.................. 345 28 Orand total.......... 6,432, 142 8, 743, 638
Ecuador..------------------............ 719, 844 81, 82

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 Zone, September 1951

As verified
As originally reported

Foreign Bag (trs Amerlcan flag (product
Country imports) of American fisheries)

Quantity Value Quantity Value Quantity Value
(pounds) (dollars)) (dollars) (pounds) (dollars)

Costa Ric-----------............------ 571477 85,341 246,364 36,575 325.113 48,766
Canal Zone................---------------2 254,000 327,740 1, 020, 000 153, 00 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 reviPions for other months
will be included in a future issue of the Note. 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 import% from foreign countries and
products of American fisheries so that the transactions may be correctly reflected
in the statistics.

It is not known whether the situation which has existed in the case of tuna
fish has a.so 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 vessels are being entered
under the tariff paragraphs applying to fish of foreign origin, the 1951 import
statistics on these ether fish will also be investigated.

The CHAIRMAN. 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 CHAIRMAN. You may have a seat and we will be glad to hear
you.

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 National Grange is very much interested even though
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 availability 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 types 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. It is
an important part of the multitude of industries of 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
is 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 sessionlits 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.

I might say, too, you might raise the question as to how they came
to take that up. We have several local granges in California that 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, people in the fishing
industry or some of these other distantly related industries would be
eligible for membership in the National Grange.

So we have, I think something like three of these granges out there
with probably between three and four hundred people that are fishery
granges. We didn't just take this action out of a clear sky, you might
say, 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? We are at the mercy of the foreign supply.

As recently as 1948 a resolution was adopted in which it was stated
that the importation, at that time, of apples, 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 ago in regard to
almonds, filberts, and so forth, on the west coast. The 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 price that
adversely affects the welfare of our American fishermen and affiliated
industries. We are supporting 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-thins 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 Britain 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. I am 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. JAMES. We have the matter of self-preservation.
Senator MILLIKIN. That is a good one to keep in mind.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, MIr. 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-
morrow.

Mr. PHISTER. I will stay over.
The CHAIRMAN. 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 CHAIXMAN. Tomorrow or the next day, if it suite you better.
Mrs. BEARDSLEY. 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 CHAIRMAN. Yes. What we will want to know of you primarily

is the administrative difficulties involved in whatever action the com-
mittee may finally take in this matter.

Mrs. BEARDSLEY. Very well, I will be here Wednesday morning.
The CHAIRMAN. 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, Senate Office Building, Senator Walter F. George (chairman)
presiding.

Present: 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 CAIN. 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.

The competitive advantage of low-paid foreign labor and producers
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 boat 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 c('enter 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.
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The 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 in Tacoma are no longer
being built because orders have been canceled and new orders do not
come in. No one 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.

Tuna 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 set of eyes to watch for enemy ships,
and above all, for enemy submarines. Their 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 off 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 CHAIRMAN. 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. PHISTER. 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. I am 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 CHAIRMAN. Your whole statement will go in the record, Mr.
Phister.

Mr. PHISTER. 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 the tuna-fishing business and we will find ourselves
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 United States and of the Secretary
of State. We understand that policy to be that the United States will
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 serious 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 January 1, 1951, the tariff on canned tuna in oil was 22.5 per-
cent. During that year the largest 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. PHISTER. 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 freely 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.

We believe that the bill itself, and that this type of remedy, so long
as it 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
plus the urgency which is on them to fish and which does not exist for
Latin America, for a Latin American, if he is not successful in fishing,
may go into farming or some other occupation, whereas the Japanese
is 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 so 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 bill.

Of course, also, the tuna fleet spends considerable money in Latin
America, both with.the governments by taking out permits for which
they pay, and also by buying supplies and entertainments 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

We" 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 household us of tuna in brine and tuna
in oil?

Mr. PHISTER. 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.
I 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 leon 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 oil?

Mr. PHISTER. 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 w 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 CHAIRMAN. What is the price of tuna in oil and tuna in brine
in comparable cans at the consumer level?

Mr. PHISTER. The price differential is based upon the mark-up
that the grocery takes, and the freight differential, because every-
thing is sold f. o. b. California, but the average price of tuna in oil
packed in the United States would be 34 cents and the average price
for 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 CHAIRMAN. Is there any canning in brine in the United States?
Mr. PHISTER. It is all canned in oil in this country. If there is

any canned in brine it is in a very small quantity.
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The CHAIRMAN. Commercially it is canned in oil that-is put out
by the American producers?

Mr. PHISTER. Yes sir.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, thank you, sir.
Mr. PHISTER. Thank you very much.
(M2r. Plister submitted the following supplemental statement:)

SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT OF MONTGOMERY J. PHISTER

My name is Montgomery J. Phister. I am vice president of the Van Camp
Sea Food Co., Inc., and also president of the California Fish Canners 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 so 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 speed 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 skipjack tuna, and the big-eye tuna are
the tunas of tropical and semitropical waters, living in those seas where the
temperature is between 70° and 85° or 900 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 9 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 skipjack
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 skipjack and big-eye tuna all have
flesh which is a 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, especially in the
larger sises, 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 United 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 meat. 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 chiefly 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 yield 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 yellowfin tuna. Skipjeck tuna, on the other hano, 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 yellowfin tuna. The big-eye tuna is to all intents and
purposes a yellowfin tuna. It is so ordinarily recognized by the trade.

The canned product falls into two general types. 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 surplus of 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 designations of pack noted above, there are three principal
grades of canned tuna. The solid pack tuna consists of three large pieces of loins
with a very small 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 approximately
identical, the only difference being in the size of the piece 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 majority of tuna
can be made into chunk or bite size, but this also is not as desirable for some
serving purposes as solid pack. Only a small portion of fish of the right size have
large enough loin sections to be made into solid pack, and this is the most desired
size 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.

HISTORY 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 material 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 beginning to can substantial quantities of tuna along with their
sardine operations. The 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 boat 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 completely
or nearly so from this immediate inshore area where the vessels were capable of
fishing.
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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" yellowfin pack. This was successful and the market for canned
tuna developed rapidly, continuing to enlarge year after year. Ever since 1925
the market has been more and more light meat pack and less and less white meat
pack.

The growing market needed a more stable 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 fleet went on very rapidly. First, the fleet began using ice which
permitted it to stay at sea 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
south along the Mexican coast where they found yellowfin and skipjack in greater
abundance and over a longer period of the year. In the course of a few years
Diesel engines came in to replace the gasoline engine and made long trips more
economical and practical. Refrigeration machines came in to uae 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 yellowfin and skipjack they found
and the longer was the season over which fish could be 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 products designed for keeping the fish more eco-
nomically and satisfactorily aboard ship so that the vessel- could stay 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
byine solution, and in 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
quantity of auxiliary machinery which was necessarydfor 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 frozen 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
tuna. 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 occurrence
from year to year. But in the area as a whole there were always fish available
in the quantities 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 of the source of raw material for the
growing 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 of Panama, then come back to the area off Costa Rica, and
then go to the Galapagos Island or off Peru to complete his load of fish-all of
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this in the course of one voyage which in the normal course of events might occupy
120 days.

Although the area of the fishery expanded to include the high seas 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 economic 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 necessary for
the running of a large and complex mechanized indust ry. Another factor was the
availability of a labor force which n as competent to run t lihe com plicated 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 efficiency 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
passed the $100,000,000 mark. The locus of all these, and numerous other,
forces were and remain in southern California for the simple reason that there is*
where canned tuna can be mass-produced at the lowest cost for t lie consumer.

All of these transformation had been occurring gradually during the 1930's
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 vessels which burdened the Navy in the
initial stages of prosecuting the Pacific war. This emergency 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 South 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 Pacific,
fighting the war. Even those that remained in the fishery and in production were
used to a greater or less extent for emergency 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 South 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. They 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 emergency that might arise in the postwar period.
After the end of the war these 30 vessels were put up for sale and sold to the
fishermen 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 fishermen 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
potential capacity in the fleet, and the tuna clipper fleet was able to provide about
70 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
over 1,000 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 immediate 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. The 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 tuna
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 bland 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 tuna 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 began 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, N hen all imports from
Japan suddenly stopped.

During the war the tuna fleet was at war and the demand for protein food was
short on all sides. I)uring 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 period the tariff on bonito canned in oil was reduced under a
trade agreement with Cuba to 21 percent ad valorem. Bonito canned in any
form had never been an item of appreciable commerce with any country, much
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 12% 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 canned in oil. 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 States Food and Drug Administration, this practice
was stopped and all subsequent shipments of bonito canned in oil have been
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labeled "bonito" rather than "tuna." This did not in any way reduce the com-
petitive impact of bonito upon the tuna market because, while bonito was labeled
"bonito" on the cans after 1948, still when it was used at drug-store counters and

otherwise it was al a' - sold as tuna. In spite of the fact 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 salad 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
so 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 satisfy 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, because 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 industry that, as In
1934, the United States industry could not compete with the Japanese tuna
industry with a tariff barrier as low as 224 percent ad valorem.

Just at a time when conditions were beginning to get exceedingly black in the
industry, the industry was saved by 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
percent 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 they
reached, in 1950, 1,734,000 cases, as compared with 210,000 cases in 1948 add
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 still 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 a very substantial quantity of fish when compared with the levels of
imports of this commodity 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 a 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 oil to canned tuna in brine, automatically dropped the effec-
tive tariff on their product 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 the 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 because it was a 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-
t rlbution. In the first 6 months of the year 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 bripe was being imported at a rate of about 100,000 cases per
month. There was every 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 one 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 its
Government for relief from the injury which it was sustainining, anslid 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 beenpractically all of one type of commodity. Now there were fpur primary com-
modities and each of them bore a different tariff classification and were differently
bound and treated in different trade agreements. There wps no simple, straight-
forward, single action that could be taken to relieve the injury being suffered 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 industryhad no desire to in any way disturb the economies of those countries. The indus-
try could not in good conscience take a position which was contrary to the nationalpolicy 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 keeping
to itself about 85 percent of the market, no cry of selfishness could be raisedagainst it because this would be a reduction in the activity, and a set-back to theindustry and would leave the foreign suppliers with somewhat more than twice
the market for tuna which they had in the United States in prewar years. Theindustry felt that if it could be assured of 85 percent of the United States market itcould, 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 sought is 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 into the United States. It originated
and recommended to the full committee a bill 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 Commission 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-
lem. The essence of this bill was (a) that a temporary tariff applicable until April
1, 1953, would be imposed on all 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 January 1, 1953, permanent legislation to rectify the inequities in the present
tariff treatment on 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 base 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 House 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
adjournment of Cngress. Therefore, the bill had to be held over until this date.

This was not at all the type 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 Camp 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 bad 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, as 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
switch 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
wish 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.

It 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
free exchange of trade between this country and the rest of the world by reducing
tariff trade barriers in every way possible 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 tinder the liability and
threat of further and more serious 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.
It 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 a normal
year. Japan consumes considerably more tuna domestically than does the United
States. The exports of tuna from Japan are only a small part of the Japanese
tuna production. The total tuna production of Japan is once more only a small
proportion of the total Japanese fish production, which in 1951 amounted to over
7i billion pounds. Approximately 2 million people 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 overproduction 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 in 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 overproduction.

It 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 States. 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 has 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 industry con-
siders this to be simply an empty threat voiced by the opposition. However, the
essential reason is that the tuna industry leaves a great deal of money in these
countries of Latin 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 vessels
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-flu, t
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
on a sound economic basis favoring those countries but is also on a very friendly
basis.

It has been stated that passage of the Camp bill will cripple the fis-irng indus-
tries of Latin-American countries involved. Following witnesses will demonstrate
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 anything to retaliate against the
operations of United States fleet 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 buy a permit to take fish in Peruvian waters or to
in any way engage 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 mea sure 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 industry. It is called to your attention 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 crucial importance to the welfare of the Peruvian fishing industry
as a 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 temporarily in the Camp bill.

We cannot help but note one extremely curious objection which has been raised
by A 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.

Succeeding 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 remedying of these injuries.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Harold F. Cary.

STATEMENT OF HAROLD F. CARY, GENERAL MANAGER, AMER-
ICAN TUNABOAT ASSOCIATION, SAN PEDRO, CALIF.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Cary, will you please identify yourself for the
record.

Mr. CARY. My name is Harold F. Cary. I 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 is a 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 vessels.

Senator MILLIKIN. What is the range of investment in a tuna boat?
Mr. CARY. The range per vessel?
Senator MILLIKIN. Yes.
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 range from 16 to 19 men, and on some occasions 20 men per
vessel.

Senator MILLIKIN. Are 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. They 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 less 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 MILLIKIN. Thank you.
Mr. CARRY. I have a prepared statement here covering the subject.

I have 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 kILLIKIN. May I interrupt with another question?
Mr. CORY. Yes.
Senator MILLIKIN. Is this a seasonal business or does it run the

year through?
Mr. CARY. Insofar as the bait boat fleet is concerned, and part of

the purse seine fleet, it is not a seasonal business. Some fishing boats
which operate in alternative fisheries, such as sardines, have a seasonal
aspect.

Senator MILLIKIN. Of tuna and sardines?
Mr. CARY. That is right; they alternate. What we call the albacore

fleet is engaged in alternative fishing, because that species of albacore
runs within a seasonal range.

Senator MILLIKIN. Perhaps I had better ask this question of a
labor witness when he comes on, but take an average year-not a
really good one and not a really bad one, but the average year-
what is the average net that the fisherman gets out of it?

Mr. CARY. I made a study on that. The average to the fisherman
would be in the low four thousands annually. That would be per
man, not per share. We have a rather appreciable turn-over in our
fleet, a fair amount of turn-over of labor, so basing it on a share basis,
in other words a certain force of men remain constant on the job,
they would be in the $6,000 class on an average. Working it out
further on the basis of the workday, which is rather long in the tuna
fishing fleet, we compute that the average earning would range, on a
straight-time basis, with no credit for overtime such as applies on
shore and, in fact, in the merchant marine, the average wage would
run, according to this computation, from about $1.89 to $2.11, on a
straight-time basis. Were we to reduce that to an overtime basis,
that earning would range in the $1.46 to $1.65 per hour bracket.
That is on the basis of studies which we have made over a 4-year
period.

Senator MILLIKIN. Is it a daytime fishing business or do you fish
nights?

Mr. CARY. Well, we do not fish at night. I would like to have
this corroborated by one of the fishing people. We fish in the early
morning, and when fish are running we fish in the dusk and even run
into the dark. After dark, in a heavy fishing day, the work is then
devoted to putting the fish away in the brine wells in our particular
boats. Of course, there is work done after dark as far as the engineers
are concerned. They stand watches, and as far as the vessel is con-
cerned, the crew stands watches after the fishing is completed.

Senator MILLIKIN. If yoU uhm into a sizable school of fish I suppose
you have a pretty big day of work.
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Mr. CARY. Yes; that would run 14 hours a day alone, exclusive of
watches and putting the fish away.

Senator MILLIKIN. Do some of these boats have freezing facilities
on them?

Mr. CARY. Ours entirely so, and the others almost entirely so; yes.
Senator MILLIKIN. Where does the brine come in at the first step?
Mr. CARY. Boatbuilding is my business and has been for about

22 years. Not too many years ago we had a vessel with the engine
placed well forward-I am speaking of the bait boat vessel-and we
had a large hold in which the fish were placed and that was refrigerated
with ammonia coils. We carried ice and the purpose of the ammonia
coils was to keep the ice from melting. It was necessary to stabilize
our catch. We built vessels to catch the fish wherever we could find
them, and in order to do that it involved a technological process,
working out how we could keep the fish in good condition. So what
happened is that we built what is known as the brine vessel. In 1937,
as I remember it, was about the time the first one was built. Now
the afterhold of the vessel is simply a series of compartments or wells,
and when the fish is caught it is put in these wells in a brine solution.
That is seawater with additional salt added, and we keep that at a
very low temperature.

Senator MILLIKIN. Take a load of the brine-preserved fish: You
land them in port and that becomes brine tuna; is that correct?

Mr. CARY. Well, as the previous witness stated, in this country, if
brine tuna is packed at all it is only in negligible quantities. But it
is preserved in a brine solution, it is brought into the cannery and
put through a process of cleaning.

Senator MILLIKIN. Before you put in the oil you clean off the brine?
Mr. CART. Yes. It goes through the cooking operation and the

cleaning operation-the primary cleaning operation, the cooking
operation, and the secondary cleaning operation, and so forth.

Senator MILLIKIN. What is the average weight of tuna?
Mr. CARY. That is a little out of my field to answer.
The CHAIRMAN. It takes a fisherman to answer that.
Mr. CARY. That is right.
Senator MILLIKIN. Give us one example.
Mr. CARY. Well, in the yellowfin tuna that makes up the bulk of

our catch I would say the average is in the 50-pound class. We catch
them smaller. We catch them in this manner: We refer to them as
1-, 2-, 3-, or 4-pole fish. The 1-pole fish, the light fish, let us say, in
the 20- to 30-pound range, are caught by one man using a hook and
line. If we run into the heavier school, then there are two poles with
a common leader and one hook.

Senator MILLIKIN. Is it ever a seining operation?
Mr. CAaY. Yes; there is a seining operation which makes up from

15 to 20 percent of the tuna landed.
Senator MILLIKIN. Thank you very much. These are all very

familiar things to you but to me it affords an opportunity for education
on the subject.

Mr. CARY. Table 2 is entitled "Canned Tuna and Tunalike Fishes,"
and reports imports for consumption and United States production,
1931 to 1951, inclusive.

Table 3 reports United States exports of canned tuna from 1949.to
1951, by country of destination. These are the only years for which
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exports of canned tuna are given separately in official Government
figures.

Table 4 reports imports of canned tuna, 'antipasto, and smoked
pollock, not in oil, 1948 to 1951, by country of origin.

Table 5 exhibits imports of fresh or frozen tuna from 1931 to 1951,inclusive, by country of origin.
Table 6 exhibits apparent available supply of canned tuna for

consumption in the United States, 1926 to 1951, inclusive.
Table 7 exhibits apparent available supply of canned tuna and

tunalike fish for consumption in the United States, 1926 to 1951,inclusive.
Also attached to my statement are a series of five unnumbered

charts, all of which are readily identifiable and self-explanatory.
There is also attached a series of three unnumbered charts entitled

"Tuna Price Trend Comparisons," all of which are likewise self-
explanatory but are accompanied by appendix A containing the figures
on which these charts have been based.

I might add parenthetically that additionally I have four other
large charts. I respectfully request the committee to incorporate all
of these charts and tables with the respective appendixes in my
statement.

The tuna fishery of the United States, which is entirely a develop-
ment of private industry without outside assistance, is responsible for
the development of the only important market for canned tuna in
the world.

While the fishery has existed for approximately 50 years it has only
been in the last 25 years that it has assumed great importance. A
steady increase in production began in 1926, and terminated with the
start of World War II, when the conscription of our major producing
vessels brought about a decline in production. The return of these
vessels, purchase of surplus Navy vessels in postwar years, and new
construction have resulted in a resumption of this increment so that
average annual production of prewar years has been surpassed.

PRESENT POSITION

The tuna industry's forward progress has now brought it to a
position as the largest canned fish industry in the United States, with
the value of its products leading the fishing industries of the country.
The attainment of this position has increased the breadth of its eco-
nomic impact on the economy of the Pacific coast and on the Nation.

Senator MILLIKIN. Does the United States export tuna?
Mr. CARY. We export, I would say, in relation to production,

fractional or marginal quantities.
Senator MILLIKIN. Very small quantities?
Mr. CARY. Very small quantities. There is a table covering that.

I would judge it runs 1 percent. It is very small.
Senator MILLIKIN. Are there any important tuna fisheries in the

Atlantic?
Mr. CARY. In what sense?
Senator MILLIKIN. In the Atlantic Ocean.
Mr. CARY. Are there tuna in the Atlantic Ocean?
Senator MILLIKIN. I mean in important commercial quantities.
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Mr. CARY. That is being determined at the present time. As a
matter of fact, the Fish and Wildlife Service has a mission operating
off New England.

Senator MILLIKIN. What I was really probing, I was wondering why
tuna is not a popular fish, from the consumption standpoint, in
Europe.

Mr. CARY. I think it is, to some extent. It is packed in Italy and
Portugal, some in Spain. Now whether it is packed in quantities
that make it popular, I don't know.

Senator MILLIKIN. As far as you know, they are not having an
increase in domestic consumption of tuna, as in this country?

11r. CARY. So far as I know, they are not, but I do not have much
knowledge on that subject.

The operation of the tuna industry is of considerable importarce
to the States of Washington, Oregon, California, and to a degree the
Territories of Alaska and Hawaiiu.

The following data published by the Fish and Wildlife Service for
the year 1950 show the relative importance of the industry:

Landings by species

Menhaden....________
Pilchard ___. ......
Tuna.-- --- --- ---
Sea herring_

Pounds
1, 000, 000, 000 Salmon.. .

712, 000, 000 Ocean perch (rosefish) __
400, 000, 000 Shrimp___ .... ...__
360,000,000 Haddock__________

Pounds
330, 000,
208, 000,
190, 000,
160, 000,

Canned products by species
Cases Case

Tuna and tunalike fishes .. 9, 100, 000 California pilchards........ 5, 300,
Salmon .............---... 4, 200, 000 Mackerel, Jack mackerel .... 1, 500,
Maine sardines............ 3, 800, 0001 Shrimp________ --- _____ 715,

Canned or processed products by value
Value Value

Tuna ............. _ $112, 800, 000 Canned animal food..-.. $13, 800, 000
Salmon-............... 108, 500, 000 Canned shrimp --------- 12, 700, 000
California pilchards..----- 26, 300, 000 Clams and clam prod-
Maine sardines-herring_._ 21, 200, 000 ucts- ...._ _------ _ 10, 800, 000
Menhaden meal and oil 18, 700, 000

A peculiarity of the industry's position is that, while tuna is found
in almost all oceanic waters of the world-which may, in part, answer
your question-the United States is the only area in the world where
there is a consequential market for canned tuna. This has made the
United States market a magnet for producers all over the world.

AREA OF OPERATION

The area of operations of the United States tuna fishery runs from
the high seas areas off the Pacific Coastal States and Canada to the
high seas areas off the coast of Peru.

The albacore-a species of tuna-is taken in the international high
seas off the coast of all three Pacific Coast States, Canada, and
Mexico. The yellowfin and skipjack tunas are found in overwhelming
majority in the international high seas off the coasts of Hawaii,
Mexico, Central America, and northern South America.
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The major production of canned tuna comes from California,
Oregon, Washington, Hawaii, and to a limited extent from the States
of the eastern seaboard.

The employment varies by season, being heavily weighted during
summer and early fall months when the albacore fishery is productive.
On a full-time basis there are approximately 4,000 fishermen active,
which number rises to more than 12,000 during the most active season.

Fishermen employed in the large bait boat fleet, and a percentage
of those in the purse seine fleet are those employed the year around in
tuna fishing. It is necessary for the others fishing seasonally to aug-
ment their incomes with work in the halibut, salmon, sardine, and
other coastal fisheries during the balance of the year.

Employment in fish processing plants producing canned tuna on a
full- or part-time basis approximates 10,000 persons. The many
repair and service industries account for an additional 4,000 persons
or more. Sales and other distributive activity employ additional
persons.

CANNERIES

The canneries which process this fish are located all along the
Pacific coast. San Diego and San Pedro are the centers of the
largest California operations, while Astoria, Oreg., is the center of
the Northwest industry.

Senator MILLIKIN. San Pedro and what?
Mr. CARY. San Diego and San Pedro are the centers.
Senator MILLIKIN. And in the Northwest?
Mr. CARY. In the Northwest, Astoria, Oreg., is the center of the

tuna industry.
Canneries are also located in Newport, Long Beach, Wilmington,

Hueneme, Monterey, Moss Landing, and San Francisco, Calif., and
in the Puget Sound area of Washington and in some of the Eastern
States such as Maine, Massachusetts, Maryland, South Carolina,
and in Mississippi in the Gulf area.

Some of these canners do not produce any canned product except
tuna; others produce canned salmon, canned sardines, and mackerel,
as well as bonito and yellowtail, along with the tuna. Tuna is the
principal product of the southern California canners, accounting for
at least 90 percent of the dollar volume of the business of every
canner.

The southern California canneries give full-time employment to more
than 10,000 persons. The cannery workers are largely skilled labor,
many of them being mechanics of different trades, and the others
skilled in the exacting work in a fish cannery.

The total capital investment in plant and equipment in southern
California alone is in excess of $20 million and a great deal more
capital is at risk in liquid form and by way of loans and advances to
fishermen.

TYPE OF VESSELS

At the present time there are more than 200 long-range, high seas
tuna clippers in operation which fish by the hook and line method
using live bait. These clippers range in length from 65 feet to 150
feet, and carry from 50 to 550 tons of tuna per trip. These vessels are
all equipped for brine-freezing fish at sea and carry crews of from 9 to
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18 men, and are capable of voyages of more than 10,000 miles, the
trips lasting as long as 100 days.

Senator MILLIKIN. Are they all radio-equipped?
Mr. CARY. They are, sir. Some of them carry both C. W. and

radiotelephone equipment aboard. These vessels account for more
than 70 percent of the yellowfin and skipjack landings. The invest-
ment in these vessels on a replacement basis approximates $60 million.

There are approximately 100 purse seine vessels which operate more
or less continuously in the tuna fishery. These vessels catch their
fish by the use of seines or nets and do not require the live bait nec-
essary to the clipper ships. They account for about 20 percent of the
yellowfin and skipjack landings. Investment in these vessels on a
replacement basis approximates $20 million.

The albacore fishery utilizes smaller vessels which are far more
numerous. It is estimated that over 3,000 were engaged in this fishery
in 1950 to 1951. These vessels catch tuna by trolling or by use of live
bait with many equipped for both methods.

Senator MILLIKIN. Would you mind explaining the live bait busi-
ness in relation to the South American ports? I understand we take
on live bait.

Mr. CARY. We take on live bait for use in catching tuna. We do
not bait the hooks. The fish is thrown in by a process of what is called
chumming, to bring the tuna to the boat. Your bait must be live bait.
We have rather extensive installations in these boats that provide a
constant circulation of water. We have large wells for bait under the
deck and on the afterdeck. We take the bait in the territorial waters
of the United States and Mexico and various countries to the south.

The CHAIRMAN. What is that bait?
Mr. CARY. What?
The CHAIRMAN. What is the bait? Is it any particular fish?
Mr. CARY. Scientifically it is called anchovettas, or small anchovy-

like fish. There are a number of varieties, none of which would be
qualified to comment upon. Studies are being made, incidentally, of
the various classes which we use.

Senator MILLIKIN. Does the existence of our own tuna industry
depend on being able to get live bait from countries to the south of us?

Mr. CARY. To a degree it does, as far as live bait boats are con-
cerned.

Senator MILLIKIN. Is it an important degree?
Mr. CARY. It is an important degree. These vessels catch tuna-

and here I am referring to the albacore vessels-by trolling or by use
of live bait with many equipped for both methods. At present they
represent every seaport and fishing village from Alaska, Washington,
Oregon, and California. These vessels account for almost the entire
percentage of albacore landings. The investment in these vessels on
a replacement basis approximates $25 million.

The majority of vessels of all types mentioned represent individual
or group ownership. The majority of this ownership is engaged in the
actual operation and/or management of these vessels. The amount
of ownership by processing organizations is relatively small.

Growth of the fleet:
At present there is a larger number of vessels and a greater potential

tonnage than at any time in the history of the tuna fishery.
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The rise in landings of albacore started in 1944 has attracted not
only many new small vessels, but has drawn vessels from every other
fishery on the Pacific coast. This move has been accelerated by the
short halibut season, a decline in the salmon fishery, the uncertainty
of the sardine or pilchard fishery, the loss of the shark liver fishery
through imports, and the curtailment of the ground fish operations
for the same reason.

In the postwar period a greater number of purse seine vessels which
normally operated exclusively in the sardine or pilchard fishery have
moved into the tuna fishery. Recent declines in the California
sardine fishery will accelerate this movement.

There has been a steady growth in the large bait boat or clipper fleet
by reason of the return by the United States Navy of those conscripted
vessels still fit for service after World War II, the sale by the Navy of
24 large tuna clippers built for the Government for its own use during
the war, and the reinvestment of earnings in the construction of new
vessels.

The present problem of the tuna industry is that imports have
caused difficulty in the industry and threaten not only its growth but
its existence. It is the purpose of this statement to present to you
data which will assist in your evaluation of the correctness of this
viewpoint.

In seeking means to acquaint the Senate Finance Committee fully
with these facts, a number of witnesses from all segments of the tuna
industry will appear. Some will appear in person before the com-
mittee and others, in order to conserve your time needed for other
important considerations, will file written statements.

In this particular presentation, an effort will be made to provide an
over-all view of the import problem and its effect upon the tuna in-
dustry. The Tariff Commission is often called upon to hear matters
wherein imports affect a particular industry. Changes in trade agree-
ments are here involved and the highest care must be used in reaching
a decision because of such considerations. To provide them with
some means of measurement of the seriousness of the problem, the
Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951, section 7 (b), sets forth 10
factors for consideration which are as follows:

1. A downward trend of production.
2. A downward trend in employment.
3. A downward trend in prices.
4. A downward trend in profits.
5. A downward trend in wages.
6. A decline m sales.
7. An increase in actual imports.
8. An increase in relative imports.
9. A higher or growing inventory.
10. A decline in the proportion of the domestic market supplied by

domestic producers.
This statement will apply these criteria to the problem before you.

1. Domestic production
The tuna industry has shown a relatively steady upward growth

since its inception in the early part of this century. Conscription of
the major units of the fleet during the years of World War II caused a
decline. The upward trend resumed in 1946. There was a sharp
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reduction again in production of canned goods produced from fish
obtained from both foreign and domestic sources in 1951. The
following schedules expressed in thousands of pounds of processed
weight illustrate the situation.

A. Production of canned tuna in pounds of processed weight
1939.......................
1940...... - - - - - -
1941--- - - - - - - -
1942- ---
1943- - - --
1944 . ............-
1945-----------------------
1946 ....... - - - -
1947
1948-----------------------
1949....... .- -- - -- - -
1950........ ..------
1951..........-------

82, 009
95, 867
53, 695
50, 721
53, 691
69, 133

S87, 240
90, 218

108,506
132, 157
138,645
173, 462
158, 100

B. Production of canned tunalike fish in processed weight

1926-----------------------.....
1927. .....................
1928- ____
1929.........___..-------
1930........-- - - - - - - -
1931- - - - - - - - - - - -
1932.
1933...............
1934................-----------------------..
1935..........
19386 .........--
1937........................
1938---

C. Production of canned tuna and tunalike fish in processed weight
1926 ...............------
1927 - - - - - --....
1928.
1929- ....... ...........__
1930.___..................
1931-.....................
1032.________. - - - - - -
1933 .. ..-- ---- ---- ----
1934- - - - - -.......
1935 .... - - --
1936.... - - - - - - - -
1937___-- -- -- -- -- --
193 8 .__ - - _ __-- - - - - - - -

19390----------------------
1940 ..........
1941-......................
1942 ......
1943.....................
1944-....................
1945.
1946-----------------------1947--.....................
1947.......................
1948- - - - - - - - - -
1949.......................
1950---------------
L951.....................

87, 431
100,523
61,563
52,500
56,563
70, 185
88,978
93, 888

117,469
139,682
141,701
174,794
159,000

sourg: U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

The foregoing schedules show the decline in production between
1950 and 1951 in canned tuna of 8.9 percent, in canned tunalike fish
of 32.4 percent, and in the total of tuna and tunalike fish of 9.0 percent.

This same general trend is apparent in the review of the data on
landings by domestic vessels with the downtrend from 1950 to 1951
more sharply accelerated. The reason for this is that the canned
goods are produced from both domestic and foreign provided raw fish
and that in this latter category-foreign raw fish-there has been a

94754-52--9

1926-..__-----------....
1927- - - - - -
1928..... - - - -- -
1929.......................
1930 . - - - - - - - - - -
1931
1932- .....
1933...........-- - - --
1934-__ ---..............-
1935-------- --
1936.-_
1937 ......
1938..... - - - - - - -

18, 645
28,692
28,273
34,712
45,032
27,847
27,659
32,563
45,538
54,534
57,973
70, 304
60,296

1939.......--____.. ----
1940 - - - - - - - - - - - -
1941...-------------------
1942 .....................
1943.........................
1944.......
1945 .... - - - - - - - -
1946-----..............----
1947-.......
1948........................
1949--------
1950-........
1952-------..----------------

5, 422
4,656
7,868
1,779
2,873
1,042
1,739
3,670
8, 963
7,525
3,056
1,332
900
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sharp uptrend. The situation is clearly shown by the following
schedules expressed in thousands of pounds of round weight:

A. Production of tuna by domestic vessels

1926...............-------------------.
1927- .------------------
1928----..--...-----------
1929-------------------..
190---.....---------------
1931--.....-----------------.....
1932.--....-----------------
133-..-----......------------
1934 ........------------
1935...-------------------
1936....----......------------
1937---.------------------
198---.....----------------

19 3 9 .. ......-- - - --
1940 . - - - - - - - - - -
1941 . _._._..... . .
1942_._
1943 . . .. .--
1944 --- ..---- --
1 9 4 5 . .. . - - - --
1946 ............-------
1947 ...........
1948........--------------
1940........------- ----
1950.....---------------
1951..............-----

I Prelilnry figures with correctlons applied.
t American Tanaboat Asociation estimate.

B. Production of tunalike fash by domestic vessels

1926 ..------....---------------
1927--...--------------------
1928----------------------
1929....----------------------
1930-...--.......-----------------
1981-.-------------------
1932 ..--------------------
1933-.------------------
1934 ........---------------------
lg35----------------------1935...--------------------1936 ... ............. ....

1937--....------------------
1938 .-------------------

172, 246
206, 037
124, 893
111,414
126,333
167, 149
182, 549
216, 033
252, 280
311, 909
328, 349
385, 159
310, 000

1939----- .....--------------
1940............--------
1941-------------------- ............
1942......--------------------

1944----......----------------
1945..-------------------...
1946 .................----------------------
1947 .--------------------
1948----......----------------
1949. ..------------------
1950------........--------------
1951 --------------------

C. Production of tuna and tunalike fish by domestic vessels

1926----......----------------
1927....--...------------------
1928---------------------
1929....--------------------
1930 .........---------------------
1931.----------------------
192-------..........-------------
1983..--.--------------------
1934-------..........-------------
1935---.....----------------..
1936..s-------------------
1937--------------------
1938.--------------------

1939......-------------------
1940..--------------------
1941----------.............----------
1942--------------------
1943--------------------.
1944--------------------
1945----......----------------
1946----......----------------
1947--------------------....
1948-.-------------------
1949----......----------------
1950 .--------------------
1951.----------------------

183, 441
219, 538
147, 836
122, 572
135, 608
172,048
189,459
jS6, 740

76,151
$31,624
337, 640
389, 191
314,600

Senator MILLIKIN. What is the scope of your case before the Tariff
Commission?

Mr. CARY. The scope of the case before the Tariff Commission?
Senator MILLIKIN. Yes. Is that concerned with tuna canned in

brine?
Mr. CARY. Yes; and with bonito canned in oil and bonito canned in

brine.
Senator MILLIKIN. When did you have the hearing before the

Tariff Commission?
Mr. CARY. The hearing opened a week ago today, last Tuesday,

and ended yesterday.
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The foregoing schedules show a decline in production between 1950
and- 1951 of tuna and tunalike fish of 18.9 percent. Landings by
domestic vessels in 1951 were below the levels of 1948, 1949, and 1950.
2. Employment

There has been a downtrend in employment and hours of labor in
fish processing plants wholly or partly engaged in the production of
tuna. One means of showing this trend is through data furnished by
the California Department of Industrial Relations covering fish
cannery employment in the Los Angeles Harbor area for comparable
months of 1950 and 1951 as follows:

Average number employed in the fish cannery industry--Los Angeles Harbor

Month 1950 1951 Month 1950 1951

January ...................... 6,000 6,300 July----------.......................... 5,800 4,60
Fenrury--------.........-----------......... 3,300 4,500 August...... 6,300 4, 00
M---.......---------................ 4.100 4800 September .................... 6,100 4,70?
April............---------------------........ 4,400 400 October -----...................... ---- -- 0,400 7,0

y........................ 4, 900 4, 600 November ......-......... 9,600 4, 10
Jme...... .................. 5,80 4,600 Averap per month ......... 6,064 ,36

Senator MILLIKIN. May we assume that the general increase and
decline in the canning industry reflects the increase and decline in the
employment of fishermen? Is that a reasonably correct assumption?

Mr. CARn. It is generally correet.. Specifically, the fisherman has
another problem. The cannery worker may have more sustained
employment with the importation of raw fish, whereas the importation
of foreign raw fish would displace the fishermen in that degree, so on a
relative scale he would be somewhat lower.

Employment in canneries in San Diego terminated entirely, insofar
as production workers were concerned, in mid-November of 1951.

The downtrend in employment on fishing vessels can be readily
seen by the decline in catch and also by an analysis of the fishing time
of the vessels. An analysis of the operations of the bait-boat fleet,
between 1945-51 exhibits this downtrend:

Percentage of calendar year at sea
Percent Percent

1945_------------------------63.66 1949.................------------------------- 52. 561946----------------------- 64.35 1950 .............-------------------------... 71. 7
1947------------------------- 67.64 1951------------------------- 44.5
1948..............-------------------------....... 69. 19

The decline in 1951 is 37.9 percent below that of 1950 and 31.3
percent below the average of the preceding 6 years. The decline in
employment in the purse seine and albacore fisheries occasioned by
the import situation is extensively covered in other statements to be
filed with or read before this commit tee.
3. Prices

An index on fish prices was established by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics in 1948 using the year 1947 as 100. An exhibit consisting
of three charts entitled "Tuna Price Trend Comparisons" is attached
showing the trend of wholesale prices of canned tuna and exhibiting
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the trend in other related indexes. The following percentages are
taken from that exhibit:

Index, November 1951 comparison with base period

Percent Percent
Increase decrease

Whbolsale price index:
All commodties--- ..---.....---------...........----------........-----------------------. 17.5 ............
All foods------------ ------------------------ -------------------- 12.0......All foodl s . ..... .... .. ..... ...... .......... .......... ... ... .. . . 12.0 .............
All f -h .. 1...........1......... . .............................. -2 ..........
Canned fansh ........................----.. .... ................ 9. 0 ..............
Canned tun ...........---------------------------------------------...................................----------------- 15.4

There has been a downtrend in the dockside price structure on raw
fish. Average prices for the three major species caught have been
computed on a straight arithmetical basis and the average for the
year 1947 used as 100. A comparison is made below with the whole-
sale price indexes listed above. Wholesale price indexes are not
strictly comparable to the raw product price and therefore an addi-
tional comparison is made with a more comparable item, which is the
index on meat animals taken from the crop and livestock prices re-
ceived by farmers as published by the Department of Agriculture,
Bureau of Agricultural Economics, again using 1947 as the base year:

Index, November 1951 comparison with base period

Percent Percent
Lncrease decrease

Crop and livestock prices: Meat animals..------..------...................... 4.------------------...
Wholesale price index:

All commodlties-------------------.......---...............................----------------..........---.... 17. 5 ....... .All ood----------------------------............................................----------------------................. ......20
All fsh................................................................---------------------------------------------- 11.2Canned fish............................................................ -----------------------------------------------------
Raw fish (3 maJor spele)............................................... 7.5

A further aggregate reduction was-made in the dockside yellowfin-
skipjack price schedule in January, 1952, which results in opening
price schedules for 1952 at approximately 10 percent below the 1947
level.
4. Profits

There has been a downtrend in profits in the industry at all levels.
The profit position of the canners can be best illustrated for the pur-
pose of this public hearing by drawing attention to the fact that gross
income has been reduced by reason of the decline in the sales prices
evidenced in the preceding schedule. That schedule showed a price
decline of 15.4 percent.

Senator MILLIKIN. That was the level as to the sales price?
Mr. CARY. That particular sales price we are talking about would

be the wholesale price.
Senator MILLIKIN. Let me interrupt with another question. What

is the average consumer price for a 7-ounce can of white meat?
Mr. CARY. White meat?
Senator MILLIKIN. Yes.
Mr. CARY. I don't have that with me.
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Senator MILLIKIN. Did somebody say it was 37 cents or 47 cents?
Mr. T. F. SANDO7. The OPS ceiling is 39 cents.
Senator MILLIKIN. What would that be per pound?
Mr. SANDOZ. On a net pound of fish in the can?
Senator MILLIKIN. Yes.
Mr. SANDOZ. You can figure roughly the edible portion of that carl

would be about 3 cans per pound, about 2.8 to 3. You know, Senator
Millikin, because of the competitive situation in the markets, in
many instances it is selling at 34 and 35 cents.

Senator MIILLIKIN. A pound?
Mr. SANDOZ. A can. So you can see the consumer is paying today

$1.05 to $1.17 a pound.
Senator MILLIKIN. That is practically solid meat, isn't it?
Mr. SANnOZ. Yes.
Senator MILLIKIN. Not much waste?
Mr. SANDOZ. No, sir.
Senator MILLIKIN. What is the waste in the ordinary can of tuna?
Mr. SANDO7. Approximately an ounce to an ounce and a quarter.
Senator MILLIKIN. What does that consist of?
Mr. SANDOZ. That consists of oil, and that embraces the oil in the

meat. It is the total contents of the can. The edible portion is
approximately 6 ounces.

Senator M\ILLIKIN. Thank you very much.
Mr. CARY. Actually there would be no waste if the oil is used,

which is done in some cases. The oil, incidentally, is edible oil and
the oil, incidentally, does become a part of the weight of the fish in
that it permeates it. It is cooked in there, so you do not have that
very sharp division.

Senator MILLIKIN. Is it vegetable oil?
Mr. CARY. I think the canners' can answer better. It is soybean

oil or cottonseed oil.
Senator MILLIKIN. You do not use olive oil? *
Mr. CARY. Olive oil at the present time is used in special packs but

it is used very little.
A later witness will introduce data in respect to costs of production

which will demonstrate that per case costs have moved within a very
narrow range when 1947 is compared with 1951. A marked decline
in selling prices accompanied by a relatively stable cost factor fur-
nishes evidence of a decline in net profits.

Boat operation has also experienced a decline in profits. On the
basis of an analysis of earnings of vessels operating in the bait-boat
fleet a preliminary finding is that the decline has been heavy. Stating
profits on operations before taxes in 1951 in the terms of considering
the base year as 1948 and assigning an index of 100 to that year, the
survey discloses that 1951 profits were at the rate of 39.9 against the
index of 100 in 1948. This preliminary study indicates therefore a
decline of approximately 60 percent in such profits.
5. Wages

Wagcs for cannery workers have shown a decline expressed in terms
of average hours worked per week and average earnings per week.
A succeeding witness will give detailed information. For the purpose
of this presentation the following percentage declines are illustrative:
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S195 1 t) Decline

Permnt
Average hours worked per week (Los Aneles) ............... 324 29.9 7.7
Average wekly earnings (Los Angels) ....- ................-. $5 77 52. 09 6.6

November

Average weekly earning (Los Angeles) .... .................. .00 I0.78 40.
Average weekly earnings (San Diego) .......... .......... 68.58 4398 30.8
Average hours worked per week (Los Angles) ................ 38.7 23.6 30.0
Average hours worked per week (San Diego)............... 34.5 23.4 32 2

Senator MILLIKIN. How has business been for those who were in
diversified fish?

Mr. CARY. In diversified fish, I am not qualified to speak. In
respect to one class I do know some of the figures, and that is in respect
to the sardine fishery. In the sardine fishery we have had an appre-
ciable decline in the catch in the last season.

Senator MILLIKIN. Does any outfit go, for example, for salmon,
sardines, and tuna?

Mr. CARY. I know of none offhand that do all three. I may be
incorrect in that.

Earnings of fishermen have shown a decline. On the basis of an
analysis of earnings per share on vessels operating in the bait-boat
fleet a preliminary finding is that the decline has been heavy. Fisher-
men and engineers, who constitute a force of highly skilled men, are
paid on a share basis. It operates in this manner: The total receipts
from the sale of fish at dockside price are reduced by certain agreed-
upon expenses in arriving at the net amount to be distributed between
the crew and the owners. The percentage allotted to the crew is then
shared by the crew, the great majority of whom are compensated on
a one-share basis per trip. Using 1948 as the base year and assignings
an index number of 100 to that year, the study indicates that earnings
per share per man declined from 100.0 in 1948 to 71.4 in 1951.
6. Sales

There has been a decline in canned-goods sales. The production
of canned tuna is heavily concentrated in California. An examination
of the records of the California Fish Canners Association, whose
members produce by far the majority of United States production,
indicates the following:
Sales, in cases:1950 -----.----------- ------------- - 86,824,469

1951 ...-----.......------.............................------------------------------------- 6,582,331
Decline............-------------------------------------percent.. 4.28

Sales by domestic fishing vessels to canners have also declined.
This decline can be measured by reference to section 1 of this state-
ment which shows the production in 1951 to be below the 1950 level
by more than 18 percent and also below the level of the years 1948
and 1949.
7. Imports, actual

There has been an increase in the actual volume of imports. Tables
2, 4, and 5 attached to this statement set forth in detail the absolute
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amounts of such imports. This hearing is concerned with imports of
tuna, fresh or frozen. The following data abstracted from table 5,
based on statistics of the United States Department of Commerce,
indicates the increase in terms of thousands of pounds of round
weight:

Pound Pounds
1946__ -___..............4, 167, 000 1949. -------------------- 20, 606, 000
1947______...........__ 9, 204, 000 1950.......____________ 56, 712, 000
1948 _____............__ 9, 143, 000 1951 .............--.--. 70, 226, 000

Imports of frozen tuna in 1951 were 16.9 times the 1946 level 7.6
times the 1947 and 1948 levels; 3.5 times the 1949 level; and 1.2 times
the 1950 level. Imports of frozen tuna in 1951 were 8.1 times the
prewar average for the years 1931-40.

The principal suppliers of frozen tuna are Japan and Peru. Follow-
ing is a listing of imports from these principal suppliers for the same
6-year period:

[In pounds]

Total. 2
Year Japan Peru countries

194g ............. ..... ................ . ... .......... ...... .. . 2, 4 .000 00 2 . I8" 0
1950 ------------------------------------------. 25,369,000 13, 256, 000 38. 62 , 000
1951 ......................................................... 3, 727, 000 20,238,000 55.96, 000

No comparison of 1951 with the years 1946 and 1947 can be made
because of the fact that no imports were received in those particular
years. Imports in 1951 for the two countries combined were 19.5
times the 1948 level; 10.8 times the 1949 level, and 1.4 times the 1950
level. Imports from Japan alone in 1951 were 6.6 times the prewar,
1931-40, average received from that country. Imports from Peru
during this prewar decade were minute in quanitity. A comparison
of prewar, 1931-40, average for both Japan and Peru with 1951 shows
the latter year to be 10.7 times the prewar average.

Table 2 exhibits imports of tuna in brine, bomto in oil, and bonito
in brine. The following data abstracted from table 2 indicates the
increase in terms of pounds of processed weight:

Tuna, conned Bonito, canned
in brine in oil

194 ------------------.......................------------.......--............................... 124 306,108
1949-----------------------....---.............-------------.............---------........................---------.... 79,357 0940
1950........-----------------------------------.....................................---..--................ 380,917 8, 13102
1951 (11 months)...------..............................--------------------------.......------...---.....-----------8,017,871 9, 474,0f0

A comparison between the years 1948 and 1951 indicates that
imports of tuna, canned in brine, have increased more than 600 times
the 1948 level and that imports of bonito, canned in oil, have increased
more than 30 times the 1948 level.

A comparison between the years 1950 and 1951 indicates that im-
ports of tuna, canned in brine, have increased 2,110 percent. For
1951 there is a heavy weighting in the latest months indicating a
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rapidly accelerating rate of increase. Following is a tabulation cov-
ering the last 3 months of the 11-month 1951 period:

Month

September...............................................................Ocptober---------------------------------------------------- ......October......................................... .... ..............
November....----------------------------------------------..........................................................

3 months total .....................................................

Pounds

1,260, 197
1,572,941
2, 008, 90

4, 841, 328

Percent of 11-
month total

15.7
19 6
250

60.3

A comparison between the years 1950 and the 11-month period
of 1951 in respect to imports of bonito, canned in oil, indicates an
increase of 16.4 percent which percentage will be raised by every
pound imported in December of 1951.

Imports of bonito, canned in brine, have been received but no
published data is available inasmuch as imports are classified in a
basket category and have not been separately analyzed.

Imports of tuna, canned in oil, set forth in table 2 showed a tre-
mendous increase in 1950 and fell off sharply in 1951.
8. Imports, r

There has
frozen tuna.
reduction to

relative
been an increase in the relative amount of in

The following data exhibits this increase (
processed weight for purposes of comparison):

sports of
based on

1946--7 ------------------------------------- ---------------------
1948........------------.......................--- .-- ---------------------
1949-- .....-.........................................
191 ----------------------------...................-----.------------...........
Prewar average, 13-40...............................----------------------------------....--------

Percent of
domestic
catch I

2.12
3. 97
3 21
7.17

17.25

7. 34

Percent of total
supply avail-

able (Including
all imports of
tuna, canned
and frozen)

i 97

12. 14
18 46
6.27

I Averages in this table vary slightly from data given in item y, "Imports, actual," due to differences in
conversion to canned weight.

One significant comparison is found in the last two lines which com-
pare the prewar average with 1951. The imports of frozen tuna repre-
sent in 1951 25.06 percent of the domestic catch and 18.46 percent of
total supply of tuna including all imports, canned or frozen, compared
with 7.34 percent and 6.27 percent respectively for the prewar period.

Another significant comparison may be made in the country of
origin. Imports of frozen tuna from Japan for the prewar 10-year
period averaged 4.71 percent of the domestic production on the basis
given above and 3.83 percent of the total available supply. Imports
from Peru were almost nonexistent and would not change the above
totals if imports for both countries were included.

In 1951 imports from Japan and Peru combined amounted to 19.97
percent of the domestic production and 14.71 percent of the total sup-
ply including imports of canned and frozen.
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The following data abstracted from table 2 indicates the increase in
tuna, canned in brine, and in bonito, canned in oil:

Percent of domestic
production (tuna and

Tuna, canned in brine: tunoi
1948-
1949.....................................................
1950 _ __ _ ......... .... ..... .... .... ---
1951 (11 months) ....... ............. . . -----
1951 (12 months estimated) l ...............

Bonito, canned in oil:
1948 -..................................................
1949 --..... ...... ...... ..... .......
1950
1951 (11 months) .--- ..-..... ._____ ..---------- --.--
1951 (12 months)'...____ ..........________

'Estimated 11,000,000 pounds.

A further comparison can be made in the case of
oil, with domestic production of tunalike products

ke fish)
0. 0001

.0006

. 0022
5. 07
6. 32

S0022
5. 68
4.65
5. 96
6. 92

bonito, canned in
as follows:

1949 ..................................................... ...
195.....................................................................
1951 .................................151............................. ................... .........

I)omeetwi
production
(thousands
of pounds),
processed

weight

Imports
(thousands
of pounds),

roosse
Weight

Import
percent of
domestic

production

7, 52 300 4. I
3, 056 8, 053 263.5
1, 332 8, 135 610.7

900 9,474 1052.7
900 ' 11,000 1222.2

I 11 months.
s Estimated 12 months.

9. Inventory
There has been a growing inventory in the hands of canners. Based

upon an examination of the inventory reports of the California Fish
Canners Association, the subject can be viewed as follows:

Relationship of inventory,to cases packed
Year end: Percent

1948 --------------------------------------------------------- 16.3
1949-------------------------------------------------------- ..................................................... 24. 3
1950-----------------.................----....................----------------------------------- 23. 2
1951---------------------------------------------- ----------- 30.5

Case quantities shown in the examination are not clearly comparable
for the same 4-year period because of change in the number of canners
holding membership and reporting inventories. However, the years
1950 and 1951 are comparable in that respect and provide the following
comparison:
Year end: Case inventory

1950--.........-------------------------------------------------- 1,703,527
1951........................... ---------------------------------------------------- 2,193,383

10. Proportion of the domestic market supplied by domestic producers
In respect to the item under consideration in H. R. 5693, fresh or

frozen tuna, there has been a decrease in the proportion of the domestic
market supplied by domestic producers. The following tabulation in
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which domestic landings of the tuna species and imports of the same
are reduced to a processed-weight basis illustrates this decrease:

Packed from domestic catch Packed from frozen imports
Year

Pounds .Percent Pounds Percent

19------------------------------------------- 58,343,000 97.9 1,875,000 11
.. .......................................... 8 o3 , 00.0 8,8 ,8 .o1947.......................................-------------------------------------.. 104,364,000 96.2 4,142,000 18

1948------ --------------------------------- 128,043,000 96.9 4,114.000 3.1
1949...............................------------------------------------- 120,372.000 93.3 9,273.000 6.7
190-.....................................-------------------------------------. 147.942,000 8&3a 25.5.00 14.7
1961..................................------------------------------------- 128, 100, 000 80.0 31, 000,000 20.0

The increase in imports of bonito, canned, in oil has taken over the
majority of the United States market for that commodity. For the
4 years shown in that section the percentages are as follows:

Domestic producers percent of market
1948------- ---.----------------------------- ---------------- 96.1
1949------------------------------------------------------------ 27.5
1950---- .....--------........-------------------.......................-------------------------- 14.1
1951---------------------------------------------------------- 8. 7

Tuna, canned, in brine is directly competitive with tuna, canned,
in oil and with tuna-like products. To illustrate the trend in the
share of the domestic market it is necessary to combine tuna, canned,
in brine with domestic production of tuna, calmed, in oil:

Domestic producers percent of market
1948 ...........---------..........--- .....-------------------------------------. 99. 99
1949-----------------------------------------------------------99.94
1950----------------------------- ------------- -------------- 99. 78
1951 (11 months) .. .....------ ..............---------------------------------------- 95. 17
1951 (12 months estimated) -------------------------------------- 94. 05

In order to have a full view of the tuna situation in respect to
imports it is helpful to examine data containing information on
domestic production and on imports of tuna products not mentioned
in the preceding tables. There has been a heavy increase in the
importation of tuna, canned, in brine and bonito, canned, in oil.
In 1950 importations of tuna, canned, in oil reached a record level
and declined sharply in 1951. In 1950 importations of tuna, fresh
or frozen, reached a record level and continued upward in 1951.
The following is a table showing the share of the domestic market
supplied by domestic producers without reference to fresh or frozen
tuna imports:

una Tand Year Tuna Tuna andYear TM i Year tuallunake

10 --------... -----.......... --- 95.0 95.2 1949----------------- ............... 96.8 91.8
1947.-.......-....----- 946 95.0 1950.......------......--.---. 81.7 79.5
1948........ ....... 941 94.2 1951...------.....------------... 1921 '86s

I Based on estimate of tuna, canned, in brine 10,000,000 pounds, and bonito, canned, in oil, 11,000,000
pounds.

The following table'exhibits the share of the domestic market sup-
plied by domestic producers by including processed tuna canned from
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imports of fresh and frozen tuna as a part of the foreign share of the
domestic market:

Tuna and Tuna and
Year Tuna tuna ed Year Tuna tunslie

196 ............. ..... - 0 93.3 1949.................. 90.3 66.1947..........--- ..... 91.0 91.7 1950..----------------................ 9.6 67.9
1948....------........... 91.2 91.4 1951.................. 173.6 69.3

I Based on estimate of tuna, canned in brine, and bonito, osnned in oil, used in preceding table.

Tables 6 and 7 supply detailed data in respect to the items covered
above.

That concludes the written statement I have prepared for the com-
mittee, which takes our particular problem and applies to it the
criteria of the Trade Agreements Act as applied by the Tariff Com-
mission. I have some charts here on those things, on the matter of
imports of frozen tuna. This particular chart we submit for the record,which shows the increase over the periods rather drastically. This is
the subject before the committee primarily.

There are two or three questions there which have been raised in
respect to the bill. We felt inasmuch as in a committee proceeding of
this kind that we did not have the right of rebuttal, that we might
attempt to acquaint the committee with some of the answers to the
questions that have been raised, and the assertions that have been
made. They are many.

We could confine ourselves to a few here so as not t6 take up too
much time of the committee. There has been a great deal said that
the increase in the bait boat fleet is alone responsible for the particular
condition which exists today, that imports per se are not the cause of
the condition.

The statement is made in a presentation that has been prepared by
the Tuna Canners Association, Washington, that imports did not
create the present problem and even total elimination of imports
would not solve the problem.

Preliminarily to that is the statement as to the size of our particular
fleet. We have attempted to study that particular thing and we have
illustrated it graphically for one thing.

This particular chart, which for purposes of identification will be
chart 3, shows the supply in tons from all sources in the United States
market, and this particular line, this dotted line, shows the potential
production of the bait fleet, and you will observe that there is some
parallel here, a falling away as we come into these later years, a sharp
falling away in 1950 because of the heavy imports but still as we return
to 1951, a greater divergence between the two lines.

As far as what we term the trip tonnage--in other words, if we took
our entire fleet and took its capacity, capacity of each vessel and
counted that all up, we would have this relationship to the supply
over the period 1946 to 1952.

We submitted to the Tariff Commission in response to a question as
to the size of the fleet, how much we had grown. We pointed out
that at year end 1946 we had 24,325 capacity tons of bait boat vessels,and that grew up to the end of 1951 to a level of 44,395 tons. So far
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as I know under construction now there are 700 tons of vessels approxi-
mately, which give us a total 45,095 tons.

We have done this too in order to try to analyze this matter, which
is extremely consequential. We tried to relate the supply in tons to
the United States fleet. That bottom line attempted to accomplish
that.

Now in the building of fishing vessels, your building program is
usually and historically related to the production of the previous year.
If it has been a heavy production year, then you will find a heavy
construction year following, and it works that way. The percentage
relationship in this regard is interesting.

We have taken the supply in tons for the years and then the fleet
tonnage for single trip capacity and related that to the supply of the
previous year ending. We find in 1946 the percentage is 22.4; 1947-
and these are year endings-25.7; and then as we go out to fifty-one
we find these percentages: 25.7, 22.5, 22.7, 17.5, and 21.8. That is
our percentage relationship.

Now then, we did another thing, and that was to try to attempt to
determine what our potential is, by producing what we call an activity
index. That is the total tonnage available in our fleet as it sits,
divided into the production.

We have done that on average bases and for our high years, and we
have taken the activity index as we term that, that is the percentage,
our potential is turned over, our one-trip potential, and we find that
the high year since we have had a fleet of size would be 3.32 of the
index. That is how we arrived at what we consider our fleet potential
to be.

And we found that in relating the supply, we could supply by the
end of 1946 based on thle 1945 market, we could have supplied 83
percent. That went to 85, 85, 74, 75, 58 and now 72 percent of the
market. I think it constitutes some answer to the problem of over-
building.

Then we wanted to determine the validity of our index, and we
compared some figures as produced by the State of California

Senator MILLIKIN. Mr. Chairman, if I understood the statistics
correctly, it also seems to me to have some relation to the possibility
of a quota.

I would like to suggest my personal opinion that if not now, the day
will come when there will be some kind of a quota solution on thins
and other import problems. It would be my personal suggestion, if
you folks haven't been thinking about it, that the day will come when
you may want to come before this committee and give us some sta-
tistics on bearable quotas.

I haven't the faintest idea whether that will become an important
issue in this hearing or not, but it will surely some day, due to what
we were talking about yesterday.

We have got, we are going to have a very peculiar relationship with
Japan where it will probably be in our interests to keep her from
trading in Asia, Communist Chinese Asia, and Great Britain is quite
determined to keep her textile interests, and others in Southeast Asia,
and we do not want to carry the whole load ourselves. When you
get messing around with all those things, the factor of quota may be-
come important.

Mr. CARY. Well, in the sense that this would provide some basic
information, it might be worthwhile, as I mentioned initially, these
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statistics are for the bait boat fleet only. It. has been erroneously
pointed out that these boats can fill the market easily regardless of
imports.

There was a certain statement made that we have 191 vessels
registered, and from the language it would be presumed that those
are registered in San Diego. As of yesterday, we had 159 vessels
which carry consolidated certificates of enrollment and license for the
fishing service. We have four additional vessels under registry,
which is little different, and three of those are for fishing and one is for
freight. A couple of those are operating foreign, so we do not have the
number suggested here.

It has been also mentioned that the fish is caught almost entirely
by 200 clippers and speaks of 190 to 200 thousand tons of fish.

On a report prepared by the California Fish and Game in 1951
covering the 1950 landings, it shows that our fleet produced 125,900
tons, or 62.95 percent of those landings, which is not entirely or even
near entirety.

It speaks of the principle of more profitably devoting time to un-
loading fish in other areas in the United States and the fruitless trans-.
portation of such fish. If that is a principle, I think there is at least
one other principle involved, and that is the principle of labor cost.

Those American-flag vessels which are operated to the South in
time gone by carried American crews. They unloaded into mother
ships. Most of the mother ships, incidentally are foreign flag vessels,
even though they are American owned, but lately these vessels which
have been operating foreign to a large degree carry a minimum crew
of Americans, usually a master, an engineer and probably one more
man, and the balance of the crew is made up of people recruited from
other areas.

There is a principle too of reducing labor cost involved. It is stated
that 10 or 15 years ago our vessels averaged, in speaking of tuna clip-
pers, less than 100 tons. I think the research there is at fault.

It states also that the average tuna clipper today carries 250 tons
whereas the average is just about 200, 209%. These are just things
which relate to our fleet.

The statement is that we have just overbuilt it to the degree that
we have brought this entire problem upon ourselves. It probably is
not determining in this factor, but it is interesting at least to observe
what others have done.

If building and investment of money, of private funds, is a distress-
ing thing, let us see what others have done. Japanese Tuna Fisher-
ies-that is a publication--Fishery Leaflet 297 of the Interior Depart-
ment which mentioned this. Tuna fleet operated during 1940-this is
Japan-from 50 to 99 tons and over lists 381 vessels.

The tuna fleet available for operations during 1948-and I assume
that would mean ready in 1947-shows 686 vessels. In respect to
construction elsewhere, there are no complete statistics. In Peru there
is a report prepared, a statement called Fishery Developments in
Peru given January 20 by Norman Jarvis which states that-

The fishery mission in that year-
that is 1941-
found a total of 87 motor boats of all type. In 1951 the number of motor boats
in the fishery industry had increased to 559.
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There has been another question raised which is interesting, and is
the matter of American flag imports, that indeed a number of these
imports are of American flag origin and should enter duty free. Of
course, they enter duty free, but would even with a tariff.

I have mentioned the fact that there are such items. We do have
these items which are classified by customs as imports and are actually
product of American fisheries. They do not materially change the
trend. I worked out a chart on that which shows those reported by
United States Customs, and the reclassification.

Now the reclassification trend line is just about comparable, in fact,
it converges slightly at the end. The imports then we have expressed
during this brief in terms of number of tons we have increased our im-
ports, and if we use the data in the statement, we find that the imports
m 1951 in frozen tuna have increased 16.9 times.

If we use the method suggested, that we eliminate certain ones,
which might contains American flag imports as given in this brochure
which I referred to, the increase over 1946 would be 46.3 times.

There are other matters, rather numerous, and to conserve the time
of the committee I will cut them down.

The question has been raised in respect to Latin-America. We felt
that we have had quite friendly relations with latin-America in all our
dealings. We have fished off their shores, we have done business in
their ports, for better than a quarter of a century now.

In the matter of the trade and its effect upon them, I did look to see,
on the basis of such preliminary information as I have, what is the
value of the frozen tuna trade. In respect of value, for Mexico, I
found for 1950-51, $53,000; Nicaragua, Guatamala, El Salvador,
Honduras, nothing; Costa Rica, $2,300,000; Panama, Colombia,
nothing; Peru, $2 750,000. Those are taken from a tariff statement
which I think you have before you or which is in the record.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes; it is in the record.
Mr. CARY. It could be corrected or verified.
Now the frozen tuna's percentage of the total volume of frozen

tuna in respect to Mexico is four one-thousandths of 1 percent. Costa
Rica, it is 10 percent, with the provision that a number of the Costa
Rican imports are American-flag origin, and Peru, a material amount.
26 percent.

I find the percentage of the total imports of frozen tuna in respect
to Nicaragua, Guatamala, El Salvador, Honduras, Panama, and
Colombia are zero.

There has been some talk about the breakdown of trade relations,
and it calls upon Congress for additional protection.

The statement is
If it becomes law it will unquestionably be the signal for countless minority

groups throughout the country to beseige their Senators and Congressman for
sanilar protection on their particular commodities.

Congress could be beseiged by those which are on the free list.
An examination of the free list, so far as I am able to determine it,
indicates that there are not a great number of items on the free list
which are produced in the United States, so that that would be
limited in its extent.

There is also mentioned that we would lead to a breakdown of
trade agreements, our trade policy as a whole. This, however, is
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apparently directed entirely in respect to frozen tuna, and an ac-
companymg letter in this same brochure which I am referring to says:

It therefore appears that the conclusion on the brochure which refers to a
Tariff Commission hearing on fresh and frozen tuna is a misnomer and, as above
stated, we join the domestic canners in seeking relief under the escape clause with
respect to those canned items mentioned
which are the tuna and bonito packed in brine and the bonito in oil.

In other words, the fears expressed as to the breakdown of trade are
expressed only in the narrow range of those affecting frozen tuna and
not in canned tuna insofar as this particular group is concerned.

There are other items mentioned, such as the damage to the mer-
'chant marine, and actually an examination of merchant marine
operating conditions, the subsidy system that pervails on even the
routes where we operate is such that the amount of damage done to
them would hardly be discernible.

There is a further item which I would comment on which is a press
release, dated February 3, 1952, issued by the Tuna Canners Associa-
tion, and they speak of a number of things. I will refer to only a few.
It states:

Fronting for the tariff will be the American Tuna Boat Association of San Diego
and the California Fish Canners Association whose members have seen their
business grow under present trade agreements 80 percent in the past 4 years.

In that sense a comparison of our landings as between 1947 and 1951,
the past 4 years in this case, shows that the landings have increased
approximately 14 percent, and that the production of canned goods
by domestic canners is in the 35 percent range.

One thing that I think is important to us. We have a very difficult
problem in appearing before this committee with a matter of this kind.
We want to preserve our friends abroad. I say that sincerely, and
we want to preserve our business or such part of it as we have built
up. The statement is made:

The opponents of the tariff will simply ask that the contentious matter be re-
viewed and studied by a competent and impartial body of experts before the tariff
is imposed-the United States Tariff Commission.

I might add parenthetically at that point, H. R. 5693 does provide
for such a study.

This neutral or fact-finding approach is frowned upon by the tuna boat owners.
I would read here, referring back to the brochure prepared, this

statement which says:
We therefore warn-

and they are referring to their particular brochure; the conclusion in
that brochure is this-
Since a Tariff Commission investigation is assured early in 1952, it would seem
reasonable to defer legislative action until the facts are fully known.

Then there is this comment:
We therefore want to clarify the erroneous impression we are seeking a Tariff

Commission investigation of any facts pertaining to the importation of fresh and
frozen tuna at this hearing.

We don't frown upon investigation by the Tariff Commission.
This is an extremely serious thing with us. It is certainly just as
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serious to the committee hearing it. There are a great many areas
of interest involved.

We wish to present you with such facts as we have and to get for
you such facts as you would require or like to have in making your
final determination.

In concluding this, I would be remiss entirely if I did not convey
the thanks to you from not only my own organization, but for every-
one I have met on the coast, for your courtesy in listening to us, m
setting this hearing and expressing your willingness to go into this
problem and examine it. We would like to place before you any and
all data upon which an objective examination could be based.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Cary, for your ap-
pearance, sir, and for your assistance to the committee.

(Mr. Cary submits the following tables and charts:)



TABLE i.-Imports for consumpllon- Tuna, ranked, an oi (0065.00), 1981 to 19150, nrcluslvr, by rontr!y of origin

19II l1f32 I 1t34 1
Country

Pounds Value

Canary Islands....................................
Danmark .-----------------------------------..........................................
France .......................... ...............
ong Kon -......--...--........................

Italy .................................................

M exio ................. ..... ................... _

Netherlands .........................................
Philippine Republic..................................

Total ............................. ....--. --

30.121
648. 900
19,511

33.415

937,029

Pollndii

7B.67 224
8,1.3 20 .717

127, 461 5. 070.620
14, 643 750, 005

6 -- 8061-----6,Vo 0 80.614
165, 823 54, 1SIKO

Value Pounds I Value l'omnd-.--.--- ----- ------ -------- --- -------- .
$5 124 9,871 82,679 8.822

.39,822 75. 781 3,974 315, 203
............ .... .... 310, 588

S. 622 714 784
12943 52 922 4 756 45,862

714.428 14,382.168 1. 969, 14 8. 26,196

I Source: U. S. Tariff Commission report to the C. S. Senate on tuna fish, Rept. No.
109, aweond series, Jan. 3, 1936.

S1934 Presldential proclamation dated Dec. 14, 1933, increased tariff from 30 to 45 percent

ad valorem effective Jan. 12, 1934. Source: 1934 to date. Foreign commerce and naviga-tion of the United States, and foreign trade reports. Bureau of the Census, UI. S. Depart-
ment of Commerce.

Value

42
3.828

1, 203, 932
16. 820

36
40, 934

212
8, 955

1,77,417

Pounds

5.250
63

2,240
4,431
3, 204
1, 912

7, 112. 638
581,205

424, 32q280
16, 789

$,185.340

Value

81.005S, lN15
I"l

347
2,298
6. 993

534
1.157. 877

34, 84

55, 987
56. BM69
3.601

1,262.676

---- ------ --- ----
I



TABLEI 1.-Imports for conumption-Tuna, canned, in oil (006500), 1981 to 1960, inclusive, by country of origint-Conltinued

Country

BrltlbMalaya................................
D amrk ----------------------
Frae.°------------------------------------
Hrea MDu ..................................

Portug....................................'...
SterParin..... ~..............................
SwedPe Anblc..................................
Turkey .--- - - - -- - - - - -- - - - -- - - --

Pounds

11, 163

9, 797

611,321

64,78

6843, 487

value

$15, 272

3,686

11, 563
3,34g

-- 36,311
-19,940

6l8
850,

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

1, gg8, 549

Pounds

17, 66

34,125
9,002467

831,591l
2,194

l105.796

--- 2,424-

Value

286

8, 519
1,913,421

47, 596
385

14, 743
745

11.053.349 2,03,I968

Pounds

17, 779

-4, 872, 417
1,055.411

565,164
103.550

1,S6

7,192,118

Value

$K, 667

M617

°-621
121 894

16.910
375
146

Pounds

715,862
275

1895

337,M3
-8, 913

960,642

6,492
676

10, 19,287

Value

$102, 192
26

4,749

5, 658
1, 314,395
---19,652

14, 005
178, 340

9, 141
1' 713

1, 668, 48

Pounds

655, 055

17, 972

6,537, 672

410,777

m 969
5t

7,677, 808

value

$101, 920

2,73
3, 045

gig, 046

375

1, 286,137

0



Country

A rSD " - -- -- - - -- -- - -- - -. ..n. . . .
& l h eaws-----"-..... .......

R iu h a y a -- -- - - --- -- -- - --- -EWU---
u7n..

Otla Portuguese A ---- a .---------
Peu --- - -- - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - -PhffipplnhfRepubflic---------- ------ _
upM kf -- -- --- ---- -- - - -- -

fnMug I----a 7---

T otal-- . . . . . . . . . . . . . ---- --

Pounds

1, 786,361

651,271

-1,4365dM

17,364

3,332, 151

Value

--

3.,921
754

299108

3, 09

$83,708

Pound Value Pounds Value Pounds
1 I *I I I 131

463

10 5M0

fl,425--142, 675

'-172.066
---18,859

411,918

3,26218,862

896,425

5, 017

$26
40,967
36,314

-341, 340
- 526

511, 330

83,4s

3000

86,076

8165,313

42,877

1
116, 610

1 , 247 784-- - - - -

Value

23824

lgO, 816

62,990
- 1,316,469
53--5,681-

3,63,108 j1$1, 096,796

Pounds

8.418

306, 970.

406

127, 638

2,217,786
16,459

799

5,251,738

Value

$24
3.919

Bl9t, m7

170,2593

782

52, 063, 808

A 1948 tarif reduced from 45 to 22%4 percent ad vlorem as a result of entry into face of
te e roal trade agreement between the United States of Amedam and Mexico on

a 8,1943.

' Includes 819,075 pounds valued at Z24618 entered -Free, U. S. Government.-

,u...l



TABLE 1.-Imports, for consumpion-Tuna, canned, in oil (0065500), 1981 to 1950, inclusive, by country of origin-Continued

Country

A lgeria .. - - - - " - - - - - - . - - - - - - - " iA ngola - - -- - --" - - --- -- -- - -- --- -Argentina-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -A zores-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Britsh atAri.. ....................'-- ------------

a aaCanal Zone - ---- _ .. "------------
Chile......"------ ------------------------ "--
Chlia..........................--
C uba .. . . . . . . . . -" - - - _ . _ _ _ . _ _ .

16= y ...........................--......- ..
Japan ................................... .....
Lorya -------------------------- ----- -------

Notbarlands------------"-- --------------- "--.

Portugal.. ....... _Spain . .................... ..Spanih Afria ..................................
Sweden................................ ''--- ---
Tangier...........................------- --

t f Bvl A.. ..-------- "-----------------
via ,,z.. ...

"-"l'ot -" "- -- --l

Pounds

370,171

p3

--75, 314

44.394

1046

1"-5,b00

Value

2b0
326, 39,82

3

3-66, 784

8.726----

25,586

4, ~lx si I1,961, 6t4

Pounds

11S, 851

-110,318

26, 543
49,912

123
- 210

88, 432

4, 5441, s45

93,635

6, 147, 81

Value

$128,177

-47,771

*40, 216
62
189

43. IMi
2.44x;40

44.986

.4, 2461, "14

Pounds

230
592, 308

-- 278. i39

-- 53,183
7, 546

10,382
16,380

50,403
645, 423
. 1034

4, 62436
57,1l60

I, A42, 059

----5, 496

X, 2M9, 442

Value

862
23, 864

29, 843
4,064
1, 697
4.267
7,185

2. 413

1.034

2.9W9,444
25.1x

831.,407
6,647

--".;371

4, 724, 740

Pounds f Value

-549,404- --- '4,827

n, As4 37,544

104, 244

4,78
.9

*791
1,-A 7S5. 76

6. 300

I.

44

3,529

3.6 f48, 456
298, g98

1,376

4, 504 7

* 55. 3491

5,150
1 3,426

971
883. 742
3,390

~0

140, 288
890

59

-- 1,862

2,193, 214

Pounds

--215, 15i
938

1R9, 336

- 8;82

10, 882
40,711

31, 909.259

44
1,944

45,0W7
5,050

2,285.728

458,909
5.40"
3,391

-"116,471
96. 70

30

:IS, 40g, 547

Value

SM8 514
309

75, 29D
-"--232

4,1324
9,545

12,757,387

-2,78

2,141

23,4M
185

14, 366,1739

tTariff revertedl to 45 percrnt mlI valofl'ii on Janl. 1, 1951, as result of albrogint on of necljsrnnIt trtde averment betutr theLi. United States or Arnela and Maxim on De 3t 1 S, 1950.



TABLa 2.-Canned tuna and tunalike fishes imports for consumption and Unted .States production 19.11 to 19.51, inclusive
IMPORTS

1931........................1932 .......-.------ ------ -
1933---------------.......................
1934..........-----------------
1935......................
19386.. .. . . .. .. ..
1037... . .........
1938....19-.......................-
1940-------------. ..... -------
1941....----------........ --------
1942. - - - - - - - - - - -
1943 . . . . . . . .. . .
1944 .... . . . . . . . . . .1946........_...........
1946 ..-...................
1947-------.........------------

1948........ ............-----------------..
1949 .-----------.............--------
1950 -..................
1951'.......------------------.

Tuna in oil

Pnunds

937, 029
5, 945,180

14, 382,168
8, 266,196
8, 185,340
6, 843, 487

11, 03,349
7,192,118

10, 128, 287
7, 677, 508
3, 332, 151

411, 918
511, 330

3, 13, 108
5.251,738
4, 738 538
6,147,898
8, 289, 442
4,. 504,907

36, 409, 547
3,383,230

Value

$165823
714, 428

1,969. 134
1, 277, 417
1,262, 676
1, 09B, 549
2, 083, 958
1, 252, 203
1, 8, 548
1, 26, 137

653, 708
96, 426

165, 313
1, 09, 796
2, 059, 808
1, 951, 664
3,240, 643

4,723,740
2, 199, 214

14, 366, 739

17 7
12 0
13.7
15. 5
15 4
16. 1
18 4
17.4
16.5
16. 5
19 6
23.4
32. 3
34.7
39. I
41.2
52.7

57. 0
48.5
39.5

Bonito and yellowtail in oin

Pounds

(2)
O(f)
(2)
(2)

()()
(I)
()()

615, 866
6, 158
88, 467

119, 472
268

150, 517
306, 108

& 053, 940
8,135,102
9,474,090

Value

()
(3)

(2)
()(I)
(1)

(2)
O)

$151,447
15, 874
16,197
48, 903

115
45, 731

S121, 576
3,106, 523
2,632, 154

.- --- - --

Cents

4 24. 6* 29.3
S18.3
40. 9

442.9
*30. 4

39. 7
39. 8
32. 3

.-...- _.

Total tuna and tuna-
like fish In ofi

Pounds

937.029
5,945,180

14.382,168
8,26, 196
8. 185, 340
6, 843, 487

11,053,349
7,192,118

10, 126, 287
7,677, 508
3, 32, 151

411, 918
511, 330

3, 163, 10
5, 251, 748
4, 738 538
6,147.898

8, 595, 550
1258, 5 , 847

544, 5, 649
12, 857, 320

Value

$165, 823
714, 428

1.960. 134
1,277,417
1.262, 676
1, M0. 549
2,033,958
1. 252, 203
1, 668, 548
1,266.137

653, 704
96, 426

165, 313
1,096.796

S2. 053. 808
1.951,664
3. 240, 643

4, 845, 316
5, 305, 737

16, 99, 893
........-...

rTlna in brine

Pounds

If)

2

(1)O)

(2)

(2)

(2)

*12,884
79,357

380.917
. 017, 871

\'alue
\'alue
per

poYpd

Cets
(2)
(,)
(2)
(2)
(2)

(2i)
()(2)
(2)

42. 8
31.9
24.5

Total tuna and tuna-
like fish In oil or brine I

P'monds

937,029
5,945,180

14,382. 168
8, 206,196
8, 185, 340
6, 843, 487

11,053, 349
7, 192. 11

10, 126, 287
7. 677, 50
3, 332, 151

411. 918
511,330

3, 163, 108
5,251,738
4. 738, 638
6,147,898

8. 008, 434
12. 638, 204
44. 925, 566
20. 875, 191

Value

$165, 823
714, 42x

1,69, 134
1,277,417
1,202, 676
1, o08, 49
2, 033, 98
1, 2, 208
1, 668, 548
1, 266, 137

653, 708
96, 426

165,313
1, 096, 796
2.053, 808
1,951,664
3,240,643

4,850, 828
5 331.050

17, 092, 089

1 Does not include bonito tanned in brine, for which figures are not available. (See
table canned fish not in oil (n. e. s.).

I' one packed.
f Small quantity packed experimentally by Japanese in mid-thirties and exported to the

United States, but no official figures available. Some quantities exported to the United
States by Chile and Peru between 1943-48 but not reported separately. (See table
canned fish not in oil (n. e. a.)

4 Believed to be largely bonito tanned in oil as reported in Foreign Trade 110 Annual
Summary under other fish, canned, in oil (Classfication Code 0066700), from Peru and
Chile in 1943; Peru only 1914-48. Not included in totals columns 5-0.

' This classification established April 1948.
* This classification established March 1948. Covers tuna, antipasto, and smoked

pollock not in oil. Invoice analysis reveals practically all tuna in brine.
S11 months' total.

Sources 1931-33, U. S. Tariff Commission report .o. lug (1936), 1934-46, foreign nem-
merce and navigation of the United States; 1947-51, Bureau ohe Census.



TABL3 2.-Canned tuna and tunalike fishes imports for consumption and United States production 1981 to 1951, inclusive-Continued
UNITED STATES PRODUCTION

191- ------------
192--------------198a . ..............1#2~...............1988 .................
1 .................lET............

1940- °- - - - - -

1941... -............
1W7................
1958.....-~ --- .......
10 ... --. .........
194.. ...............1961.................

Total United States production
tuna and tunallke fshes canned
in oll and brine

Pounds

29, 207, 424
2, 848, 248
84, 685, 192
47, 206, 632
60, 259, 872

61, S, 201

Value

$7 279,392
6 183.019

10.009, 542
12.83, 729
14, 715, 391
18,904 779
1 183,A36
00 79, 567

23, 727, 5 0
19 397, 887

Value
per

pound

25.0
21. 4a.0
21.2
20.8
22.8
26.1
23.0
23.0
23.5
31. 4

Total avail-
able supply

States pro-
dution)

Pounds
30,144. 4h3
84. 8, 421
49, 017, 300

5, 472, 828
., 446, 212

71, 181, 10
86, 21. 373
7a, 21, 5450o
97, .557, 111

101, 2, 48
6s,8946 352

Ratio
of im-

to pro-
do.
tfon

Percent
&2as5

30. 6
41.5
17. 5
13. 5
10.6
14.6
10. 9
11.6
7.6
&4

Ratio
of Im-

supply

Percent
3. 1

17.0
29.3
14. 9
12.09I

12. 8
9.8

10. 4
71
.

1942-- - - - - - -19432 ...............944.................
1946.................1947 .................

1947-...............
1951..............

1951.................

Total United States production
tuna and tunalilk flhes canned
In oil and brine I

Pounds

5% 499. 0
34 363,178
704.t21
84 978, 464
93 ,871

I'M8I. 953
141, 700, 53
174.79 436S15m%0 o000

Value

30, 742, 4r3
31, 430, 189
40, 8364117
47, 407. 451
59, 136, 823
0, 60, 175

112 612, 296
97. 710. 325

112, 83p, 094
------------

Value
per

pound

58. 5
M6. 6
58.0
51. 65
63.4
52.0
81. 2
68. 9
64.3. .. . . . .

Total aval-
able supply

plus Ualted
States pro-
duetlon)

Pounds
52. 911, 748
57,074. 50M
73, 348, 339
94, 230, 202
98, 26 409

123, 616, 006
148,294 387
164. 338,797
219, 720, 00

S179, 8754 191

I Does not indude production in Tearitory of Hawaii. Includes 12 months estimate on production and 11 months actual on mports; will
SPartly estimated. he higher wham 12-moath totals are usd
' Includes 12 months estimate on production and II months actual on imports.

TABIZ. 3.-United States ezports of canned tuna (code 00880), 1949-51 ' (10 months), by country of destination

Country of destination

Canada...................................
Mexico............ ... .. o.......... ..
Ouatemalas..................................
Salvador- - - - - -salvedr. ...................................
Nicaragua-----...........................
Panama......................................
Oanal Zone .................................
Bermuda...----..............----......-----

Pounds Value Pounds Value

$8, 742
110

1,219
416

2,034

20901

Country of destination

Kuwait......................................
Saudi Arabia. .............................
Bahrein......................................

Indonesia...-. --------------------.---------
Phmppjne Republic.. ....... . -. --
Hong Kong.................................
Japan .................... ......... .........

Percent
0.8

4.3
& 6
4.8
6048
aL

201. 44 II.S
U
Hw

Pounds Value Pounds

210
2 358

...... iii.
168

14, 789
400

13,034

Value

$158
Z)

119
8338

2, 823

I



Jamaiaa.....................................
Dominicanl Republlo.........................Leeward.................................Tridd ................--.......-----New Adntsa...............................
Colombia .................................Veesuela.. .....................-...........-Bur-m.-....................................oagator ......................................Bolivia.........-....................-.......Ban s.......------......--.........----...Unlte Kingdom-...................... ....
Frmes.......................................
Italy .......................... ..............Lehau...- -.................- ----... ---mIn ......................................-gredPaletle---.......-..................... -

402
1, 185
816
136

5,412
12, 793

S44 857
190
367
633
360

1,62

1,014
31,265

430

420
147

4, 632
10, 28

189,461
159
329
615
350

1,772

II,628
634

18,00

234
1,005200
5; 790

62, 275
140,535

4,410

---.----380

------- -
200

190
1,127

139

4,113
45,012
91,003

110S.....
110

French Morocco........... .............
Liberia.................................------
Libera......................................
BelganCongo ...............................
French Somalland...........................
Honduras.............................------
Cuba-----------------................ .......
Chile------------------ ------------------
Pakistan......--.........----..............
deylon.--------------------------. ....----
Bitsh Malaya..............................

Angola......................... ..........

240
420
42D
400
42

2222:2:..2

Total------..................................----------- 478. 506

412
380
373
ll

.........

1:2::22.22

364. 016

2,610 2,039

------- 6830
30,001

1,700
M3

537400'
84

340,4009

---- =-- 388
4,711

2653
855
292
421
270
104

209, 548

Country of destination

Canal Zone ...............
Philippine Republic......
Other tlie..............
Colom bia................
Veneuoela... ...........Caand..................
Panama..---------...........----
emdl Anrab .............
hmatI e..e............
Cities under $10,000 s......

Total ---------............

January

Pounds Value

12, 79
2,217

February

Pounds Value

2,790 $2 129
-2,159 1, M9

5,475 3,619
9,716 7,179

---- --141. 578-0, 14- 1--4,5

March

Pounds Value

1. 260 $1,018
-7,56f 5.113
3692A 21.664
4,375 3,50
1950 1,253

52, 080o2, 548

April May June July August Septe

I----- -- 1 .... ..... ....... ...... .... ..

1.260,$1 M S 1.2r , .0l -- -$ '
4.i0331 .0111 4,6U 2.913 4.671 3. 122...................

4 4.711 -- - -. 1221 .....-- - -.....
.3 86 12,73 8.336 17,311 13----- ..... 32,51 $1863

-__- - - - - - - - -1- - _ _ - - - -- - - __ _ _ -1- .--- - -. . .8. .. 2,. 4..... .6,7,95 o ....... .. _ .0 _ ,4 .
....... ...... 1 1.. ..... 1.. ........ .. . ....... , - -..

30,77 ---'-....... ....... ....----.......... 30771 21,047 10 4 7.557 8,f490
22,848 117, 645 20, 78913. 493 34,819 , 14 33,771 21,047 42 ;10 24,192 . 190

tuber

5. 94

,

October

Poond Value

-14 ---12$t20
10, 912 8, 203

SDta on exports of mnned tuna not reported separately prior to 1949 (Included with "Other canned fsh").
SCluslfantlon effective July I. 1951.
a Total 10 months: 25,,05 pounds, value, $173,331.

:::::: ----------I:

18, 9261 11, 505,1



TABLE 4.-Imports tuna, antipasto and smoked pollock not in oil (0067, 200), 1926-61 (11 months), by country

1948 1 1949 1950 1951
Country

Pounds Value Pounds Value Pounds Value Pounds Value

Angola......................................................................... ................ 7, 387 .................
Aurtrall ........................... .................. -..... ............... .............. .............. ............. ...-------- ..----- - --- .....
Cana ....................................................... 103 504 20 205,44 44,778 .......--------------..............
Chile...................-..................................... 12,589 6,06 40,432 13,046 -..............--........... .....-------- ------- ------
France------.................................................... .._ ----. 1,617 1,342 ------------------
Italy............-- ------- --------------------------- 2,149 1,726 3,367 2,186 ............. .... ....

an-----------------...........................---------..................... ........................--------------...------------- 11,50 ,00 73235 22,503 .................. ....Mei-oo.... ................................................. - --------...........---- .............. - ---- -- -------------- 00 6--- -----..............- ..------......
Peru ......................................................... 185 105 23,112 8,165 75,721 82 ................... - ....
Portugal----------------------...................................................-----------..............-------- ..............-- ............-- ---- ......----. 11,681 ....... ------------....... ------
Other ports, est Afria-- -----------....------------...................---................ ..............--...-- ---- 443.. --- 3,443 1,17 .............. ---..............
sp an . ......----- "- -.. ------------ 3------ ----------- --- 2 ---- -----------

Total............................- .... ......... 12,884 5,512 79,357 25,313 380,9017 g,196 8,017,871 $2,025,384

Pern.......................
Chile....................
Portugal. ..................
Japan.......................
Angola-.................

Total 4.............-

$4, 720
1,381
1,330
2,1665

9, 596

February

13, 449

155,163
1--- --- 6---
18, 612

$2,624

.......-----

63,242

March

Pounds Value

4, 800 $1,400-...... --.-- -.iiii.*i.
92,,1 71

236,913 9,650b

244,094 98,621

Pounds Value

37,800 $8, 649
23, 98 5,00....... . ..........

261,787 108,.732
23, 195 6,819

346, 780 129,200

Pounds

----------*371.768
6,786

435,422

Value

$15,664

1bM, 195
1,720

173, 579

Pounds

59.264

._ .962
432.248

492 454

Value

$14, 258
_---7--- 8

163, 2N

177, 812

January

20,500
4,700

,035
4, 988

35,223



Peru .................................................
Chile.............................................
Portugal-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Japan...............................................
Angola......... ...................................
Cities under $l0,oI. ..............................

Total .........................................

Jully

Pounds Value

3, 9111
723

567, 147
1, 215

572, 982

$798

285
193, 748

397

195, 228

August

Pollnds ! Value

8 . 799 819, 149

797.127 2Q62, tL

50 11 5

880,976 282, 245

I These imports not reported separately prior to March 1948.
S1I months' total.
t 10 months' total.
'I1 months' total: 8,017,871 pounds; value, $2,025,364.
A Not yet available.

SepIember October Novemher

Pounlds Value Pounds I Value Poundsll Value

93. 675 $24626 R. 501 $22, 509 127,948 ()

........ .. ........ ... .. .... . ... (1,157 .2f4 362. (C 41,41 ,538 482,93 1. , 51 I (')
.. . - -. .- . . . .--- 4 17,416 ()

9, 2,8 2, 1 2 812 735 2, 235 (3)

1. 2N1. 197I 39,574 1. 572941 50. 207 2, 00. 190 (q)



141 TUNA IMPORTS

TABLE 5.-Tuna, fresh and frozen: United States imports for consumption, by
principal sources, 1931-80

Year

1931.........
1932-........
1983.........1983-_ -------
1984 .........1936.........
1936.....
I937.........
1988.........1989.........
1940.........
1941.........
1942........
1943.......
1944.... ..
1948.........
1946.........
1947 8.......
1948'.......
1949 -----........
1980 .......
1951.........

Peru Mexico All other Total

Quantity (1,000 pounds)

6,812
4.,3
4,497
5,87335,88
4,676

11,046
4,449
5,202
1,521

6564

2, 392
2,839

2. 369
35,727

.......---------

----------

776
7,817
8,003
3,758
2,438
2,384
1,051
1,752
1,387
2, 864
7,283
a, 058

10,078
9,621
3,294

17

10

226

1.820
480
741

1,239

1,112

956
8, 904
9,314

290

300
'89
175

1136

148

327
13,26

8m0
519
801
92

196
630
388
729

291

164
131

---117
773
916

1,984
1, 990

50
3

.... .....

106
* 1,004
61,182

1,52

.. ... .... .. ..
... ..
i.. ....

1~s

Foreign value (1,000 dollars)

1981-.........
1082.........
1933.........
1984.........
1935.........
1986.........
1937.........
1938.........
19140........

1%2--------

19440.........
1946..-.. ..
I .........

194. .......

1948.........

1949 ........1968 32.......
195081......
1951.........

530
271
179
306
366
274
665
276
328
132
45

...... ..-

14

18

........

10

77
.........

131
1,196

.. .. . ... .

I Data for 1931-37 are for Panama, Including Canal Zone.
I Less than 500 pounds.
' Preliminary.
* All from Ecuador.
s Includes 1,026000 pounds, valued at $131,000, frm Ecuador.
' Includes 98,000 pounds, valued at $130,000 from Ecuador; and 328,000 pounds, valued at $62,000, from

Norway.
I Las than $500.
Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U. 8. Department of Commeree. U. S. Tariff Commission,

August 1981.

40
21

4
8

24
15
37

....-.. 13

-- --10
13

16
110
154l
480
323
10

1

----------
(7)

I

----------

9

........

S113
1538

6230



TABL 6.-Canned tuna: Apparent supply available for consumption in the I rted States, 192-i, by source and type and
percentage of total supply

Packed in the Made from foreign-caught fish
United States Total
from domestic Packed in the United States Imported canned tuna in oil Imported cannedtuna in brine Total foreign avalible

Year from imported frozen tuna

Thousand Per- Thousand Per- Duty Thousand Per- Duty Thousand Per- Duty Thousand Per. Thousand
pounds cent pounds cent (percent) pounds cent (percent) pounds cent (percent) pounds ent pounds

m.......................... at . .......... ..... .. -- .. .. ..........-.......... ---------- ......... .......19r7 -....--- -8.... ............. 18 61 0 2 Thee---- ----------- ------- -------- ----------- -------- --------- 61 0.2 28,662
198 ...........--.............----------- 26273 9 2,000 7.1 ..............................----------------..-------------------........ ----------............ ...--..--------.......... -------- 2,000 7 1 8,27
19----------............-----------.......--. 81191 8.9 8,521 10.1 -------.......--..........------------......-------- -------------------.......... ................--------.......... 3,521 10.1 4712

0-----------------.......................------. 41, 1.9 3,87 8.1 -------..... ---------- ---- -------- ,637 8.1 4 2
11 ........................------------------------- 24.006 83.4 3,842 1&.3 937 3.3 30----------------------------- 4,779 6.6 28,784

-------...............-----.-----....------ 25.236 71 2,423 7.2 ......... 5.945 17.7 .......... ----.................. 24.9 33.04
19---........--------------....-------- 30,027 64.0 2,536 5.4 .......... 14,382 30.6 ... - ------- -- -------- --------- 16,918 36.0 46,945
14-------------...............-.....----..... 42,304 79.1 3,233 .0 . 795 14.9 45 .. ................. 11.189 20 9 8.493

8.......................... 1,--------------707 82.5 2,827 4.5 .......... 8, 185 1.0 -.......... - ----- --...... ........... 11,012 17. 62,7191 ........... ........... 518 85.7 2,455 3.8 .......... 6,843 10.5 ----------...... .......... -- ....----- -- .......-- 9,298 14.3 64.81
87819 78.4 6 5 80 ......... 11,053 13..........------........ ........ .......... 7,38 21. 8.

-- ---------------------- 54.134 80.2 6,12 9.1 .......... 7,192 0.7 ------------------- -----..... ,354 19.8 67488
1 ------ -------. --- 75441 81.9 568 7.1 .......... 10.126 II 0 ----------.... -----------......------..--------........... ......... 94 18.1 92,11940 -............ . . -. 92.631 90.3 3.236 3.2 ......... 6708 5 -----------------------------------.... 9.944 9.7 02,675
1941.-------..------- -------- 52.203 91.5 1.492 2 7 ..... ,332 5.8 ....-------............------------ ........ 4,824 8.5 57,027
192---------------------- 49,017 95.9 1,704 3.3 ....... 412 .8 -------.......------...-------......--------................ 2,11 4.1 1,13
194.------------.............------------- 53102 0 9 1.1 ........ 511 .9 22 ......------------......... ..--------... 11oo00 2.0 54,2
1944 --------- ------- 6769 .3. 1.564 2.1 .......---------- 3163 4 .....---------- ---..... .............. ... --------- ..........------------- 4,727 .5 72,29619 .....-------------------. 85857 92.8 1,383 1.5 -......... 5.252 5 7 --------- ------------------- --- 635 7.2 92,402
194------------------ ------ s,343 8.0 1875 2.0 ......... 4.739 5.0 ---------- -------------- ------_14 7.0 94,57
1947 ......... ...-----...-- 104364 91.0 4.142 .6 ........ 614 .4 ------............ .....................--------- 10o, 9.0 114,6641948 --------..-------------- 128,03 91.2 4,114 2.9 8 289 5.9 ........ 13 ......... 12)4 12.416 8.8 140,4591940 ------------- .. -- 12.372 00.3 9,273 6 5 . 4505 3.1.......... 79 0.1 --........ 13,857 9.7 143,229
195. .. 147,942 69.6 25, 12.1 ......... ,410 17. .......... 381 .2 .....-----..... 62,311 29.6 210,253
IBt (eetdmate)............-- 128,100 73.6 31,000 185 -........ 3.00 2.1 5 10,000 5 8 -...._..... 45,200 2.4 171,200



TAnLE 7.--Canned tuna and tuna-like fishes: Apparent supply available for consumption in the United States, 1926-51, by source and type
and percentage of total supply

1900 ...................
11RI.................---
ma..i-----------------L..
1931 ................
1 .................... .

IBMI

103.--------------198.------------------108--------".-----------
106.........-------...
1997 ...... ..............19..-------
1989-------.- --
1408.................
1940 ................
I9--.................1 ( im-------------ate)..19.....-----...........
194-.......----........1946 ................... 1947....-------------
1948.....................1949---------------------
1950..---...........-_-1961 (estimate) ..-------

Packed
United
from
catch

Thousand
pounds

in the
States

domestic

Percent

Made from foreign-caught fish

Packed in the United States
from imported, frozen tuna

Thousand
pounds

01----000
3, 521
3,637
3, 842
2.423
2536
3, 233
2,827
2,455
6,485
6, 162
6, 568
3,236
1,492
1.704

589
1,564
1,383
1,875
4,142
4, 114
, 273

31,600

Percent Duty
(percent)

Free ....

. - ...... .

......-.-.

.-.... ".

Imported canned tuna and
tuna-like fish in oil

Thousand
pounds

- - -- -- --

Percent

3.1
17 0
29.3
14.
120
9.6

12.8
9.

10 4
63
51
.8
.9

43
56
4.8
5.0

80

Du
perchc

_____

i......

Ity
ent

Imported canned tuna in brine

Thousand
pounds

.... i ..-.... o..o

.o.... ......... ..-

30 ------------

45 .......... o

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

4 ... ------------.... . ....-.....
..-- ------------

2251 ---._....-

Percnt

.... .. .
- --........ ... .....-

..... ..' 13 -.........
S 79 0 l

.... . 381 .2
45 10, 0 5.5

Duty
(percent)

124
.__......

Total, foreign

Thousand
pounds

61
2,000
3. 521
3.637
4,779
8,368

16,918
11,1809
11,012
9.298

17, 538
13 354
16i 694
9.944
4,824
2,116
1,100
4,727
6,635
6, 8614

10, 290
12, 722
21.911
70, 446
56, 600

Percent

0.2
6.9
9.8
7.5
I4.15.9
34.0
20.3
16. I
I I

- 18.2
17.1
93
7.4
4.0
1.9
6.4
7.0
67
8.3
8.6 8

14. 2

30 7

Thousand
pounds

20429
30,140
20, 18
36, 103
SO, 144
34.893
49,017
55, 163
68,445
71, 181
8R, 521
73,2901
97 557

107, 231
64,806
52 912
57, 074
73,348
94, 230
9R, 627

123,617
148.290
154. 339
219.720
183, 200

E~I
----i

--------



TUNA IMPORTS

PACKED IN UNITED STAES FROM DOMOTIC CATCH

1945 1946? 194 1948 1949 1950 1951
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CANNED IM RTS TUNA AND TUNA-LIE FISHES
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TUNA PRICE TREND COMPARISONSINDEX

1949 1950
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1951 Computed from data published
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1948
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INDEX

1949 1950 1951 Computed from data published
by the Bur. Labor Stat.,

U. 5. Dept. Labor

1948
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by the Bur. Labor Stat.,
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TUNA IMPORTS

PRODUCTION DOMESTIC VESSELS

US. SUPPLY and BAIT BOAT FLEET
46 47 48 49 50 5

1946 47 48



TUNA IMPORTS

IMPORTS, FROZEN TUNA

1931 2 35 34 35 36 37 38 59 40 41 42 45 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 1 52

IMPORTS FROZEN TUNA



TUNA IMPORTS

APPENDIX A-TUNA PRImc TREND COMPARISONS, 1948-51
Given below are comparisons between the wholesale average price of canned

tuna as reported by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, with certain other average
price indexes also reported hy the Bureau of Labor Statistics.

All indexes have been converted to a 1947 base. No attempt has been made
to reweight any of the indexes and the conversion is a straight arithmetic compu-
tation.

1948-January .......
February......
March... .....
April..........
May........_

June...........
July ......
August .......
September.....
October.. ...
November.....
December .....

1049-January .......
February......March ........
April .........

y...... ... 

June .........
July ........
August......
September.....
October.......
November.....
December.....

19.50-January .......
February ....
March. .....
Apr il  ......
May .... .

June .......
July .........4uuat
September
October ....
November. ..-
December....

1951--January. ....
February ......
March .....
April .....
May --
June .........
July - --
August ... ...
september ..ctber ......
November
December.....

Whole-
sale

canned
tuna prior

Index

109.0
109.0
109.0
100 0
109.0
109.0
109.0
100.0
100 0

109.0
109.0
109.0
109 0
109.0109.0
10.0
105. I
102.5
102. 5
101.8
992
99.2
99.290. 2
902
92 7
92 7
92 7
92 7
92 7
92 7
94.0
97.2
96 4
96.0
960
96 09
978 9
'7 6
976
976
91 9

t 3
82 0
S2 9
12 6('I

Whole-
sale com-
modity

price
index

100.2
105.9
106.3
107. 2

S n108 0
109.5
111.1
111.0
I111 3
109.0
108.0
107 0
105.8
104.2
104.3
103.4
102.6
101.8
101.2
100.8
101.3
100.3

99.6
99. 8

100.610. 6
100.6
100 7
102. 7
103.6
107 3.
109.6
111 7
111 4
113. I
115 5

120.0
121.2
120 9
120 :1
119 7
118 2
1173
11 0
117 3
117 5

Whole-
sale
food
price
Index

106. 7
102. :
103.1
104.8
105.2
107. 5
111.7
112 4
110.9
105.7
103 4
100. 9
98.3
5.8

96.6
96.6
07.2
96.3
95.7
95. 3
96.1
94.7
94.2
92 4
01.8
92. 9
92.2
92.1
94 8
06.1

101.7
103 6
105. 1
102 3
103 9
106 2
10.1
111.1
110.7
110.2
111 1
110 5
110.3
Ill 1
111 6
II ' I
112 0
(4)

Whole-
sale

canned
fish price
Index

120. 7
121.1
121.1
120.1
11. 2
120.1
121.6
122. 0
IZ1. S
124.0
122.0
120.3
122. 7
123.1
123.8
120.3
119.0
104. 2
103.6
106.7
100 0
94.5
03.1
93.6
91.6
88. 2
88.6
88.0
87. 6
87.9
91.6

106 3
11I 3
11.1 2
112 5
112 9
115.7
lII. I
118 0
I18 1
118.5
114.5
111.5
103.4
105. 1
1060.
109 0
(4)

Whole-
sale
fish

price
Index

110.8
116.1
108.9
102.0
104.8
105. 4
107.0
109. I
113.9
112. 1
110.6
111.2
112.3
100. X
100.7
104.6
100.9
94.9
989
08.9
982
96.9

100.6
103 4
96. 8
97.7

94.7
96.0
97. 5

105. 6
112. 5
110 8
100.2
112.9
11I. 7
Ill 6
112 1
107.8
10.9
108 9
107.3
103.5
104.9
106. 4
111 2
(0)

Consumer
price

index r

106.0
105. 2
104.8
106. 3
107. I
107.9
109.1
109.6
109.6
109.0
108. 2
107. 7
107. 3
106. 2
106. 5
106. 6
106.1
106. 5
105.8
106.0
106. 5
105.8
105. 9
105.2
105.7
105 5
105.
106. 8
106.3
1069
108.0
108. 9
10 7
110 3
110.8
112 3
114 0
115 A
115.9
11a 0
116.5
110 3
116. 5
116.5
117 2
117 7
118. 5
(4)

Including canned tuna.
Cost-of-living Index.
Includes conned salmon but not tuna.
Data not available.

The CHAIRMAN.r
Mr. RILEY. Mr.
The CHAIRMAN.

with you?

Mr. Riley?
Chairman, Senator
You may be seated,

Millikin.
Mr. Riley. Whom do you have

Retail
food

dex

108.2
105.6
104.4
107.3108. x
110. 5
111.9
111.8
111.0
109.1
107. 1
105o.
105. 7
103.0
104.0
104. 6
104.4
105. 4
104. 1
104.6
105. 4
103.5
103.6
101.8
101. I
100. 6
101.4
101. 8
103 1
104.8
107. 4
108 3
108. 4
108. 7
108. 8
111.6
114 5
116.6
116.7
116 5
117.3
117 I
117.5
117.1
117.3
118.3
119 4
(2)

Retail
moat,

poultry,
fish price
Index '

109.4
103.5
103.5
107.7
112.
117.5
120.6123.0
122.2
118.0
113.0III. 1
108.7
102.0
108.8
108.0
107.0
110.8
108.7
110.8
112.2
108. 3
105.5
102.8
101.1
101. 3
105. 0
106.4
110.6
113.5
117 8
120 1
120 2
116.7
115.3
116.7
121.4
124. 4
125,4
125 6
125.7
125.1
125. 8126. 7
126 9
127.4
126.0

(4)
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STATEMENT OF GEORGE D. RILEY, NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE COM-
MITTEE, A. F. OF L. ACCOMPANIED BY GEORGE R. BAKER,
INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MACHINISTS, A. F. OF L.,
SAN DIEGO, CALIF., AND LESTER BALINGER, SECRETARY-
TREASURER, A. F. OF L., CANNERY WORKERS AND FISHER-
MEN'S UNION, SAN DIEGO, CALIF.

Mr. RILEY. I will introduce them in a second. I am George D.
Riley. I am a member of the national legislative committee of the
American Federation of Labor.

Accompanying me today are George R. Baker, business representa-
tive of the International Association of Machinists, Lodge 389,
A. F. of L., San Diego, Calif.; Lester Balinger secretary-treasurer,
Cannery Workers and Fishermen's Union, San biego, Calif.; James
Waugh, president, Cannery Workers Union, Los Angeles Harbor area,
California; Mathew Dushane, legislative representative, Seafarer's
International Union of North America; and George Nelson, grand
lodge representative, International Association of Machinists.

Mr. Chairman, each of us has a statement. We would like to have
the courtesy of having each statement included in the record in the
proper place, and for that purpose I will submit my own statement and
the statement of Mr. Balinger. In my own case I am setting forth a
brief history, an outline and history of the problem, especially from the
labor viewpoint.

In Mr. Balinger's statement, he sets forth the unfair disadvantage
under which the American tuna industry is forced to try to operate, and
the tone of Mr. Baker's statement is in support of fair tariffs, so long
as they do not strangle American industry.

The CHAIRMAN. All these statements will go into the record, Mr.

Ril.1y RILEY. I want to include the statement of Mr. James Waugh,
who is asking that the gaping tariff loophole be closed at once.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes; that statement will go into the record.
Mr. RILEY. Mr. Waugh is representing the Tuna Canning and Fish-

ery Workers Union.
(The statements above referred to are as follows:)

STATEMENT OF GEORGE D. RILEY BEFORE THE SENATE COMMITFrB ON FINANCE
WITH RESPECT TO H. R. 5693

My name is George D. Riley. I am a member of the national legislative com-
mittee of the American Federation of Labor.

The American Federation of Labor is wholeheartedly supporting the position
taken by the unions in their efforts to obtain relief on the west coast from unfair
competition due to imports of tuna fish and tunalike fish.

Those present today are: George R. Baker, business representative, Interna-
tional Association of Machinists Lodge 389, A. F. of L., San Diego, Calif.; Lester
Balinger secretary-treasurer, 5annery Workers and Fishermen's Union San
Pedro, llif.; John Calise. secretary-treasurer, A. F. of L. Fishermen's Union,
San Pedro, Calif.; James Waugh, president, Cannery Workers Union, Los Angeles
Harbor area, California; Mathew Dushane, legislative representative, Seafarers'
International Union of North America: and George Nelson, grand lodge repre-
sentative, International Association of Machinists.

This situation first arose in the early 1930's, at which time the tariff on the only
important tuna commodity then in trade-tuna canned in oil-was increased from
30 to 45 percent ad valorem. This was done upon the recommendation of the
United States Tariff Commission after they had conducted a comprehensive study
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of the cost of production in the United States and in Japan. This action took care
of the situation that prevailed at that time.

From 1934 up until 1941 the healthy cQmpetitive situation created by the 45-
percent tariff permitted the growth of both the United States tuna industry and
the Japanese tuna export industry. From 1941 to 1949 various conditions, such
as stoppage of imports from Japan, increased food demands by the armed services
and the civilian population, the Navy's action of taking most of the tuna clippers
for war service, etc., made no protection necessary for the domestic industry.

But in 1943 a trade agreement had been concluded with Mexico which dropped
the tariff on tuna canned in oil from 45 percent to 22% percent ad valorem.
Again in 1949, when her own food needs had been pretty well taken care of, Japan
took advantage of the situation and began flooding the United States market with
tuna canned in oil. The Mexican Trade Agreement was abrogated in June 1950,
effective January 1, 1951. A terrific flood of canned tuna descended on the
United States market in this 6-month period, but then subsided to reasonable
proportions.

The Japanese did not stop exporting tuna in increasing volume to the United
States, however. They switched temporarily in 1951 to sending the fish in frozen,
on which form no tariff is levied. Later on the Japanese found that there had
been a trade agreement signed with Iceland in 1943, under which they could ship
in canned tuna at 12% percent ad valorem if they canned it any way except in oil.
So they put water in the can instead of oil and began importing tuna canned in
brine. In these two ways the Japanese have evaded the obvious purpose of the
45-percent tariff on tuna canned in oil, which was to keep the domestic tuna
industry free from serious injury by reason of imports.

The most serious of these two gimmicks is the duty-free tuna which is shipped
in frozen and is causing serious lay-ups of the fleets of boats and the men employed
thereon.

There is no way to escape this situation except by tariff relief from the Congress.
The alternative is to put the earnings of fishermen back to a starvation basis
thereby forcing these men to seek some other means of obtaining a livelihood and
ultimately leaving clear the whole United States tuna market to the Japanese
importers. This, in our opinion, will give a complete monopoly to foreign pro-
ducers and will ultimately cost the United States consumers considerably more
for the canned tuna in the end, inasmuch as the balance wheel of competition from
American industry in this field would be gone.

In 1949 the A. F. of L convention forewarned and called to the Government's
attention the serious situation being created by this foreign importation. A reso-
lution submitted by the Seafarers' International Union was adopted which called
for limitations on the importation for foreign fishery products into the United
States.

The A. F. of L. earnestly requests this committee to report favorably H. R. 4693
and to work for its enactment.

The details to support any of the statements made herein will be supplied by
witnesses who are here and who are close to the situation.

STATEMENT OF LESTER BALINnER BEFORE THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE
WITH RESPECT TO H. R. 5693

My name is Lester Balinger. I am secretary-treasurer of the Cannery Workers
and Fishermen's Union of San Diego, Calif., affiliated with the Seafarers' Inter-
national Union of North America, American Federation of Labor, representing
2,037 fishermen who for many years have been engaged in the business of fishing
commercially for tuna and other fish in the tuna industry. We respectfully
petition the honorable Finance Committee of the United States Senate to render
a favorable report on H. R. 5693, which imposes a tariff of 3 cents per pound on
fresh and frozen tuna fish imported into the United States until March 30, 1953.

In consideration of this petition, the union respectfully represent sand presents
the following:

THE CRUCIAL STATE OF DOMESTIC TUNA FISHING, AMERICA'S LARGEST FOOD-FISH
INDUSTRY

The tuna industry is in a critical, crippled condition with the tuna fishing fleet
seriously affected and facing whosesale bankruptcy. Most of the fleet is laid up
at the dock, either indefinitely or on a restricted rotation system, which necesei-
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states 60 or more days of idleness between trips. The articles are numerous and
widespread, convincingly picturing for the American public the tuna boats being
tied up in port. As a consequence of this condition thousands of Americans who
earn their living fishing for tuna are out of work. So are many of the mechanics
who maintain the fishing equipment and the businessmen and storekeepers who
service or supply the fleet and its fishermen. These facts have been officially
recognized by the Branch of Commercial Fisheries in the Department of Interior.
This condition is most sharply felt in San Diego, the tuna capital of the United
States, and, therefore, has a tremendous impact on the fishermen of this petitioning
union who man substantially all of the tuna boats in southern California, together
with the boat engineers of the International Association of Machinists.

The Cannery Workers and Fishermen's Union of San Diego, Calif., affiliated
with the Seafarers' International Union of North America, American Federation
of Labor, is an unincorporated association of whose membership 2.037 are em-
ployed on vessels of the tuna fleet, engaged in the business of fishing commercially
in the Pacific Ocean. These vessels are registered and otherwise documented
under the flag of the United Stateh, catching 60 to 65 percent of all of the major
portion of tuna and tunalike fish taken by United States fishermen. Their
operations are based in ports of the United States, and the operations of the
vessels are at all times conducted in accordance with and in fulfillment of Federal.
State, and local health and sanitary regulations and with Federal navigation law.

What is the basic underlying cause for this condition? 'Statistics show that the
public demand has increased, and the American public is eating more tuna than
ever before. Canned tuna has become a staple item in the American diet, valuable
supplementing our supply of animal protein food with a delicious, nutritious,
inexpensive product. Obviously, then, more tuna has been made available than
the market can absorb, and the sudden flooding of the American tuna market by
a rapid rise in uncontrolled tuna imports, tariff free, has been and still is the prime
cause of this economic condition. Foreign fishing interests have taken advantage
of the fact that fresh and frozen tuna can enter this country tariff and quota free
and are flooding the market with their tuna catch, at a price substantially below
that at which our domestic tuna fishing fleet can profitably operate.

The principal suppliers of fresh and frozen tuna to the United States are Japan
and Peru. Japan supplies about 45 percent of such fish, Peru about 27 percent,
and the balance comes from other countries, of which Costa Rica and Canada are
next in percentage.

THE IMPORTANCE OF THE AMERICI4 TUN4 FISHICr INDUSTRY, A MULTIMILLION
DOLLAR ENTERPRISE

While tuna fishing is a relatively new American industry in comparison with
others, it is America's largest fodd-fish industry. The value of tuna caught hb
American fishermen aJld that packed bv the tuna-packing industry exceeds any
other fish, including salmon. This American industry is a multimillion dollar
enterprise, due to private capital and the tvnical American initiative and foresight
of the pioneering individuals connected with it.

In a normal year, the fishing fleet brings in the neighborhood of $60,000,000
of new wealth from the sea, which increases in valuation to anproximatelr
$120,000,000 by the time it has been processed and canned for distribution to the
food shelves of the Nation. Take away that influx of new wealth, and a chain
of economic injury is set in motion, affecting all water-front industries, such a
the ship-repair yards, the fuel companies, the customs brokers, the engine and
parts manufacturers, the firms selling provisions and supplies to the boats, those
engaged in servicing the boats, banks, retail stores, etc.-to the entire economy
of the community.

FLOODICn OF THE AMERICAN MARKET AS THE BASIC CAUSE OF THIS CRITICAL
CONDITION AND ITS SERIOUS EFFECT OV THE COMMUNITY ECONOMY

Tuna and tunalike fish are imported into the United Rtates in three main
forms: That coming in the fresh and frozen state and canned in domestic canneries,
that packed in oil, and that packed in brine. Basically the main concern of the
fishermen is the first mentioned; namely, the uncontrolled importation of fresh
and frozen tuna.

According to the official Department of Commerce figures on the imports of
tuna, we have the following:
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Foreign per-
Period Pounds I- Caseeqvaent o( United

ported lemt States market

.lonths
1946 ..................................... II 4,167,094 83,342 6.16
1947 ........................... ................. 12 9,204,199 184,084 7.71
1948 ............................................ 12 9,142,564 182,851 7 95
1949 ............................................ 12 20,606,381 412.128 12 84
10M --........ ---............ ..................... 12 5, 711, 596 1,184,232 29 34
1950........----..----.....----.....------.....-----.----------------- 7 2271,81 871,81 47,437 22.08
1951 .............................-- ...... ........... 7 4, 45,78, 130 915, 162 26. 41

How are these statistics translated into terms of vessel operation? One way is
to consider this in terms of average clipper loads of 170 tons of tuna each. Cal-
culated in this way, the 1946 imports amounted to 12.3 clipper trips; in 1949
they amounted to 61 clipper trips: in 1950 they amounted to 167 clipper trips;
while in the first 7 months of 1951 they doubled the same period in 1950, which,
on that same average, meant about 230 clipper trips for 1951. And there is the
source of our difficulty. In 5 years, tonnage of fresh and frozen tuna imported
has increased over 1,400 percent, and foreign imports of all kinds of t una now total
more than 30 percent of the United States market.

The domestic tuna fleet, working under normal conditions, will average approxi-
mately four trips per vessel per year. There are about 217 tuna vessels in this
fleet, costing anywhere from $100,000 to more than a half million dollars each.
Therefore, the imports of fresh and frozen tuna, replacing the domestic market of
our vessels, have diminished our fleet's market to the extent that its operations are
reduced by the equivalent of the imports of frozen tuna; namely, over 200 clipper
trips during 1951, or more than one-fourth of its normal fishing time. In other
words, this importation of fresh and frozen tuna has cut down the operations
of our entire domestic tuna fleet over one trip a year for each vessel, or over one-
fourth of what it would be without the imports.

This obviously has meant a substantial reduction in income to these fishermen,
their families, and the numerous industries and services dependent upon their
continued patronage. The business of supplying these vessels and crews with the
many essentials for their protracted fishing trips has become a large business, which
engages several thousand people as principals and employees and involves all of
the ramifications of supplying and maintaining the necessary facilities and equip-
ment for such business activities. Laying up the tuna fleet alone for one trip
results in an estimated loss of at least $1,500,000 to the industries which supply it,
plus additional amounts for losses to repair yards, insurance agencies, and similar
activities. Such curtailment or injury to the tuna-fishing industry, therefore,
substantially and seriously affects the economy of the entire community.

This union sent out questionnaires to each of its 2,037 fishermen union members,
to arrive at their average yearly income and the resultant effect of this sudden
increase of imported frozen tuna. An examination of these questionnaires discloses
that the average gross income for all classes of fishermen was $5,390.45 during the
year 1949, $5,367.61 for 1950, and $4 126.04 for 1951. This represents an approxi-
mate reduction in income for 1951 of $1,241.57 for each fisherman union member,
which is 23 percent less than their 1950 average, or approximately the same per-
centage loss of income as the operations of the domestic tuna fleet were curtailed
because of the importation of fresh and frozen tuna.

These questionnaires also showed that the fisherman devotes an average of
13% hours per day, 7 days a week, to the performance of his duties while at sea-
certainly his normal income does not constitute overpayment under the American
standard of living in view of his arduous and long hours, risks, and isolation while
at sea.

Of further interest is the disclosure from these questionnaires that approximately
51 percent of the fishermen union members are veterans, who have faithfully
served the cause of their country and who are deserving of that consideration
for the protection and maintenance of their livelihood in return.

The importation of fresh and frozen tuna directly affects the domestic fisher-
man. It not only fills his market, but absorbs the working capital of his canners
to the end that they cannot purchase his fish until they have recovered their
capital by the sale of the canned fish which results from the frozen fish imports.
This importation has been doubling consistently each year, as seen from the
official Department of Commerce figures on the imports of tuna, previously set
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forth, and there is no reason to expect that it will not continue to increase at a
similar sharp rate in the years immediately ahead, unless the uncontrolled flow of
frozen tuna into this country from foreign fishermen is arrested.

The present situation must be remedied and alleviated, or our tuna-fishing
industry will be destroyed.

EFFECTIVE ELIMINATION OF THIS CRITICAL CONDITION BY A TARIFF ON
IMPORTED FRESH AND FROZEN TUNA

This condition can be simply and effectively eliminated and a degree of pros-
perity restored to the tuna fleet by obtaining a tariff on the importation of fresh
and frozen tuns. In order for the domestic tuna fishing industry to stay in a
healthy, growing condition, it is necessary for it to stay in a position of com-
petitive equality with the tuna fishermen of the countries from which tuna is
imported. Equality can only be maintained in one of two ways: cutting our
production and labor costs materially so that our price is the same as theirs, or
obtaining a tariff sufficiently high to equalize the differences in the production
costs of our country and theirs.

The underlying principles of tariff are so clear as to require no argument.
Those same principles are evident with tuna fishing in that the principal part of
the cost of fishing is governed by the American standard of living and results
from the costs for fuel, supplies, ship repairs, insurance, taxes etc., which are not
under the control of the fishing industry. The Japanese and Peruvian fishermen,
on the other hand, operate on a much lower standard of living structure-a daily
wage standard of 60 to 90 cents-a standard to which we cannot lower ours.
Obviously, the only way the domestic fishermen can be competitive is to balance
these costs of production and standards of living with a tariff equal to the difference.

We cannot financially and successfully survive the present difficulties with our
fishing fleet and industry unless we receive remedial tariff legislation. If we are
to remain a strong and vigorous section of the food suppliers of this Nation so
that our fishermen can achieve an adequate income under the American standard
of living, we must have protection similar to that given the other Parts of the
United States food industry. Nearly all other food products in the United States
have some protective tariff at the present time. All frozen fish imports of any
consequence, with the exception of tuna and shrimp, have such protective tariffs.

The investment and enterprise of the tuna fishing fleet must be protected, and
American capital and labor given a moderate tariff on imported fresh and frozen
tuna for its protection from foreign encroachment and annihilation. The indus-
try must be permitted to maintain its sound position in the domestic economy of
this country, with the domestic worker protected and kept in business. That is
our objective.

The tuna canning industry, representing several million dollars invested in
plants and equipment and employing thousands of cannery workers, men and
women, is supplied with fish from tuna fishing vessels. The many ramifications
and incidents of the operation and maintenance of these cannery plants also reaches
into every business activity common to large communities. Manifestly, the
healthy maintenance of the tuna canning industry is also an important and con-
spicuous element in the economy of the community, State and Nation.

Canneries cannot operate without a supply of fish. Heretofore the domestic
canning industry has received practically its entire supply of fish from the do-
mestic fleet. These canneries, from the import figures, are gradually increasing
their usage of imported fresh and frozen tuna and will, to that extent, become
dependent upon the supply of imported tuna if a part of the domestic fleet is
replaced, reduced, and ceases to exist for lack of an adequate market. If such
occurs and if the tuna canners become dependent upon operations of a foreign
tuna fishing industry, that would leave the national economy and welfare unpro-
tected against exploitation from abroad, which might even become cessation of
that source of fish supply at a time of vital emergency.

H. a. I6S AS A DESIRABLE TEMPORARY TARIFF SOLUTION

The tariff encompassed in H. R. 5693 will tend to approximate the present
difference in the standard of living structure of this country compared with those
of the countries importing frozen tuna into the United States and will help pro-
vide an equality of competition. We do not ask for special protection or favors,
but only equal, competitive protection.

At the present time fresh and frozen tuna bears no tariff and is not subject to
any quotas. It may be imported free of duty under the provisions of the Tariff
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Act of 1930. There are no trade agreements or other treaties which interfere
with an imposition of some tariff or other import duty on the importation of
fresh or frozen tuna. Therefore, the Congress is free to impose a tariff if it wishes
to do so, and congressional action is necessary if a duty is to be imposed.

All tuna fish imported into this country is used in canning. It is not consumed
as a fresh fish. We have an import duty of 45 percent ad valorem on canned
tuna fish in oil and an import duty of 12%'percent ad valorem on tuna fish canned
in any other way than in oil. This 45 percent ad valorem tariff on tuna canned in
oil has caused tuna to be brought into this country both canned in brine and in
the frozen state. Though tuna canned in brine is not within the province of this
bill and could not be included, nevertheless, the bill will attempt to protect the
fishermen and will attempt to equalize the tariff on competing products, namely
frozen tuna and canned tuna packed in oil.

H. R. 5693, providing for an import duty of 3 cents a pound on fresh or frozen
tuna, would substantially protect our domestic fishing fleet and will tend to ac-
complish the same objectives and results as the 45 percent ad valorem on canned
tuna fish in oil, the importation of which has dropped very greatly since this tariff
rate went into effect. Three cents per pound is the figure estimated by some to bold
the balance between the fishermen and fishing fleets of our country with that of
imported competition and to enable our domestic fleet to continue operating
normally without, at the same time, jeopardizing or increasing the price of canned
tuna. It is a cautious approach at holding this balance and temporarily rescuing
the domestic fisherman from an otherwise inevitable bankruptcy until exhaustive
studies reveal the necessary figure to accomplish our objectives, while, at the same
time keeping fatith with our national policy of building up the economies of
allied countries.

The tariff provided by H. R. 5693 would increase the cost of fresh and frozen
tuna $60 a ton, which amount obviously would not completely stop the flow of
imported frozen tuna but would merely lower its attractiveness, while protect-
ing the price of domestic tuna by that amount. It would mean $60 a ton
less profit to the foreign fishing industry and to those brokers engaged in the
business of selling imported tuna to the canneries. If the large profits to these
brokers are reduced, there will be less incentive for their vigorously selling imported
tuna. The total inevitable result would be a slowing down of the present, In-
creasingly uncontrolled flood of frozen tuna.

H. R. 5693 also importantly provides for studies by the United States Tariff
Commission into 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, so as to assist the Congress in determining what, changes, if any, shall
be made in such duty rate. We welcome such a study, as we only strive being on a
par with competition. Experience and practice from this 3 cents per pound rate
for an estimated year and the Tariff Commission studies will enable arriving at
a precise tariff to protect the domestic industry in view of all our objectives,
personal and national. Sufficient time is provided in the bill for a study of a long-
range program that will keep the American tuna fishing industry alive and pro-
tected and still encourage trade, leaving some of the market for other countries.

CONCLUSION

Thus we have seen from both statistics and facts that the tuna industry is
facing a crisis which will result in complete destruction and annihilation from
foreign encroachment unless quick, adequate relief is provided. Because of a
sudden flooding of the domestic market by a rapid rise in uncontrolled tuna im-
ports, tariff and duty free, at a lower price than our industry operating under the
American standard of living can meet, the present operations of the domestic
tuna fleet and the income of the fishermen engaged therein have been reduced
one-fourth, with an increase in this importation inevitable unless this uncontrolled
flow of tuna is arrested. A decrease in the effective operations of the tuna in-
dustry seriously affects the economy of the community, State, and Nation,because the operations and maintenance of the industry reach into every busi-
ness activity in the community.

This condition can be effectively eliminated and our multimillion dollar fishing
industry preserved by equalizipg the differences between the production costs
of our country with those from which tuna is imported, resulting from differences
in standards of living, by an equal, competitive, protective tariff which will
enable our domestic tuna fishing industry to remain healthy and vigorous and
hold the balance between the domestic and foreign tuna fishing industries. H. R.
5693 provides for such an equal, competitive, protective tariff and is a desirable
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and workable solution to this critical condition. It would, in our opinion, reducethis uncontrolled flow of imported tuna and rescue our tuna fleet, enabling itto operate normally, and it would guarantee the fishermen an adequate, Americanstandard of living income.
Protection is needed and vital to our domestic tuna fishing industry, the manyincidents of which reach out into every business activity common to the com-munity and extend into almost every walk of life, and those engaged therein, who,directly and indirectly, make substantial contributions to governmental require-ments, Federal, State and local, through the medium of tax obligations andcontribute through their patronage to the health and stability of the business

and industry of this country, whereas the foreign industries, and those engaged
therein contribute nothing to those categories.

STATEMENT OF GEORnE R. BARER, BUSINESS REPRESENTATIVE, LonI.e 389,INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MACHINITS, IC FAVOR OF H. R. 5693
Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am business representative

of the International Association of Machinists, Lodge 389, a labor organization
whose members are employed (1) as engineers and assistant engineers aboard
the tuna clippers operating from the port of San Diego, Calif., and San Pedro,Calif.; and (2) as general machinists, marine machinists, marine pipefitters,marine welders, and helpers in the boatyards located in San Diego, Calif. Ninety
percent of the work performed in these boatyards is building and repairing
tuna clippers.

Members of the International Association of Machinists are also employed in
the boatyards of the ports of Tacoma, Wash.: Seattle. Wash.; Hoquiam, Wash.;
Astoria, Oreg.; Coos Bay, Oreg.: Eureka, Calif.; San Francisco-Oakland, Calif.;
Monterey, Calif.; and San Pedro, Calif., where these tuna clippers and other
types of fishing vessels used in the tuna fishing industry are built and repaired.

Members of the International Association of 1Machimnts are also employed
in the marine machinery, food processing machinery and light aircraft industries
that supply the domestic tuna industry with machinery and replacement parts

Engineers mentioned in this statement, with fishermen who are members
of the Cannery Workers and Fishermens Union of San Diego, Seafarers Inter-
national Union, A. F. of L., man these tuna clippers under a collective bargaining
agreement with each individual clipper and its owners, in compliance with the
Labor-Management Relations Act of 1947, and are not paid wages for their
services but share in the net receipts from the sale of fish, as provided in United
States Code, title 46, section 531 (R. S. 4391).

This method of compensation, when all relative factors are favorable, is com-
parably satisfactory. However, this situation has not existed since 1948 in the
tuna fishing industry.

Normally, the tuna clipper fleet based at San Diego and San Pedro, Calif.,
operates the year around without interruption in the fisheries off Central and
South America in quest of Yellowfin, Skipjack, Big-eye, etc.-species that, when
packed, are known as light-meat tuna.

Since 1948 the price of raw tuna delivered to the canneries has been reduced
twice and the vessels have been subjected to increasingly restricted sailing sched-
ules that reflect a reduction in wages and increasing idleness for our members.
This situation for the most part can be traced to the importation of tuna produced
in countries where the wage and living standards are so low that the American
tuna fishermen, whose living standards and cost of doing business are determined
by the "American way of life," find competition impossible on the American tuna
market, which they helped create.

In order to determine what effect the increased importation of foreign tuna has
had upon the yearly earnings of these engineers and assistant engineers employed
on tuna clippers, this organization conducted a survey. A questionnaire was
sent out to each engineer and assistant engineer (approximately 420) who was
employed on a tuna clipper. From their replies we can submit the following
authentic information. There will be variations in our figures as compared to
those submitted by the bther interested groups since the nature of the work and
the share (percent of catch) differs. The questionnaire requested yearly earnings
and number of idle months for 1949, 1950, and 1951; also age, number of years
in the fleet, number of hours worked per day and if a war veteran.

As indicated in exhibit I there is a distinct movement toward decreased early
earnings from 1949 through 1951 for a greater share of the group surveyed. From
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an average yearly income of $7,064 in 1949 to an average yearly income of $5,910
in 1951 represents a decrease of 16 percent (exhibits II and IV). It should be
noted that the percentage decrease in average yearly earnings is not as great as
the percentage decrease in average number of days worked from 1949 through
1951 (exhibit II). The explanation is that more fish were caught per unit of time
in 1951 than in 1949 as the activity in 1951 was concentrated in the most pro-
du-tive fishing months. The expected close correlation between average months
worked and average yearly income is distorted by this factor. Idle months
increased 25.5 percent from 1949 through 1951.

However, since we do have a record of average number of idle months for 1949,
1950, and 1951 and a record of the average number of hours worked per day (14.6)
it is possible to determine the approximate average straight-time hourly rate.
Here again our computations disclose the lack of correlation between average hours
worked and average yearly income. In 1949, the group surveyed showed an
average yearly income of $7.064 with an average of 1.8 idle months. This
resulted in an average st raight-time hourly rate of $1.58. In 1951, with an average
yearly income of $5,910 and an average of 4.6 idle months, $1.82 proved to be the
average straight-time hourly rate. While the average yearly income in 1949
was greater than 1951 and while also the average months idle in 1949 were less
than 1951, the average straight-time hourly rate was greater in 1951. The
increased straight-time hourly rate for 1951 also reflects an unusually large number
of promotions from assistant engineer to engineer made in 1951.

Our survey shows the average workday to be 14.6 hours. Because of the
nature of tihe work and the method of payment involved, no overtime provisions
are included in the contract with the tuna clippers. For 19!51 with an average
of 4.6 idle months, the personnel employed on tuna clippers represented by the
International Association of Machinists worked, on the average, 3,241.2 hours.
Since there were fewer idle months in 1949 ard 1950, this figure would be even
greater for these years. Tile normal number of hours worked per year for ma-
chinists employed Im ot her indust ri'es represented Iby the International Association
of Machinists is around 2,300 hours. If we were to apply the overtime provisions
found in most contracts which the association has in other industries (time and
one-half for over 8 hours) to the average yearly income and average daily hours
worked by the engineers and assistant engineers on the tuna fleet for the year
1951, we would find that they were working for the equivalent of $1.48 per hour.

Machinists now employed in other industries throughout the Los Angeles area
are earning far more per hour than those engineers and assistant engineers aboard
the tuna clippers. In the newspaper, brewing, airframe, and machine tool indus-
try, machinists with equivalent skills are earning from $1.90 to $2.75 per hour.
The allegations that are made to the effect that engineers and assistant engineers
aboard tuna clippers are earning fabulous wages far out of line with all industries
are complete false. In reality their wages are far beneath the rates for machinists
paid in most industries.

Besides the many thousands of employees of the tuna canneries, ship chandlers,
oil depots, and provisioners in San Diego, there are approximately 900 shipyard
worker-, of which 420 are marin machinists, marine pipefitters, marine welders
and helpers, who are members of this union and depend upon the uninterrupteA
operations of the tuna clipper fleet to provide them with a livelihood. The tuna
industry is the only major industry in San Diego, Calif., that is not directly
affected by national defense, as are the aircraft industries and naval establish-
inents.

Other members of the International Association of Machinists who are em-
ployed in the boatyards of the Pacific coast, the marine machinery industry and
the light aircraft industry are also affected by he t (una import situation and join
with their fellow workers in urging this honorable committee to enact legislation
that will bring relief to the American tuna industry.

The modern tuna clippers are very comple \v'..eels and have more different
kinds of machinery than most large freighter- and passenger liners; such as, up
to 1,800 horsepower Diesel reversible main engines, 200 horsepower Diesel electric
generators of which each vessel has two; fresh water evaporators; refrigeration
compressors, capable of keeping 500 ton- of fish at zero degrees Farenheit; large
12-inch centrifugal pumps to keep the bait fish alive; many smaller electric pumps
for circulating, cooling bilge and fire work; automatic pilots; mechanical steering;
radar; long-range, two-way radio; electronic sounding machines, and many other
electronic devices. So it follows that the deck and engineering officers on these
vessels must be skilled in several lines in order to operate and maintain these
vessels.
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Most of these vessels are in excess of 200 gross tons and come under the Officers

Competency Certificates Convention, 1936, and the officers are certified or li-
censed under United States Code, title 46, section 224, such licensee being issued
by the United States Coast Guard. Many of the officers on the vessels under 200
gross tons also hold these certificates. Of the 425 engineers who are members of
this union, 370 hold this license and I" estimate that there is a like number of li-
censed deck officers.

The Department of Labor recognizes the importance of these licensed officers
and has placed them on the critical manpower list at the request of the Defense
Fisheries Administration.

Thus, the tuna clippers stand as a reserve auxiliary fleet ready to answer the
call to colors, just as they did in World War II when the Armed Forces com-
missioned the vessels and crews for interisland service in the South Pacific to haul
perishable provisions from the supply ships and depots to the front lines and the

ghting ships.
Another facet of the tuna fleet in relation to national preparedness is the great

need in wartime for protein food, as a coastal attack from any foreign power would
eliminate imports as a source of protein food. History shows that in recent wars
lack of adequate food supplies contributed to defeat more often than lack of
manpower.

Forty-four percent of the engineers in our union are veterans of World War II
and it is difficult to find words to explain to them the Government's foreign policy
as it relates to the necessity of keeping the Japanese economy stable with Ameri-
can dollars as a bulwark against communism while American fishermen and their
ships are idle due to imports from Japan.

In February 1949, in a statement before the House Subcommittee on Fisheries,
Harvey W. Brown, retired president of the International Association of Machin-
ists, joined with the rest of labor in warning the Government of the impact that
the continued rise in imports would have on the domestic fishing industry. That
situation is now upon us.

However, the position of the International Association of Machinists is in
support of the administration foreign policy so long as the commodities imported
compete fairly on the domestic market and do not strangle American industry.

In consideration of the foregoing statement and the facts and figures submitted
during this hearing, I join with the rest of labor and the management of the Ameri-
can tuna industry in requesting this honorable committee to report favorably on
H. R. 5693 and work for its enactment to help insure continued prosperity and
growth of the vital American tuna industry.
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(The following letter was subsequently received for the record:)
TUNA CLIPPER ENGINEERS, LODGE NO. 389-E,

INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MACHINISTS,
San Diego, Calif., February 12, 1952.

Hon. WALTER F. GEORGE, Chairman,
Hon. EUGENE D. MILLIKIN, Mirority Leader

Senate Finance Committee, Senate Office building,
Washington 1, D. C.

Mr DEAR SENATORS: Many thanks for the opportunity of appearing before
your committee on H. R. 5693, and I would like to compliment you on the manner
in which the hearings were held and the extensive questioning that brought out
the facts that are so necessary for fair legislation.

There were several facets of the problems relating to H. R. 5693 that I had
failed to consider before. Number ope was the source of raw material for those
canners on the eastern seaboard, anti questions were raised as to whether the
San Diego fleet could or would deliver fish to these packers. This, particular
problem has several solutions:

(a) Eastern packers might negotiate with vessels that normally deliver to
southern California canneries on a contractual basis, but it would have to be of a
term long enough to insure a profitable continuing market not subject to termina-
tion due to vegetable or fruit canning seasons.

(b) There are several large long-range tuna clippers for sale in the San Diego,San Pedro area that these Eastern packers might purchase or finance for experi-
enced fishermen that could be a start of a tuna clipper fleet on the Atlantic coast.

(c) There are shipyards on the Pacific and Gulf coasts that will build tuna clip-
pers, using all the latest machinery and techniques that have been developed and
financed by these fishermen on the west coast.

It would seem to me that there eastern packers, if they are in earnest when
they want to compete fairly on the domestic market, and as they claim, are
closer to the domestic fishing banks than the San Diego, San Pedro canners, would
not object to encouraging and financing the fishermen who supply their raw fish
just as the southern California cannerF have done since the start of the Americar
tuna industry, rather than seek an advantage of low-priced frozen tuna that is
produced by workers whose wages and living standards enable them to undercut
the American fisherman whose wages and living standards are predicated on the
American way of life.

It would seem to me that if H. R. 5693 was enacted, it would put the American
fisherman and boat owners in a fair competitive position with the Japanese and
Peruvian fishermen, and the domestic processors would depend upon these
American fishermen for their prime source of raw tuna, using the imported as a
supplementary source.

On the other hand, if H. R. 5693 is not enacted it would have the reverse effect
such as happened during the year 1951, when the domestic processors ordered
Japanese tuna by the shipload, and when the American fisherman attempted to
sell his catch the American processors reduced the price to levels at which the
vast majority of American fishermen could not operate, or refused to buy the
fish at all, due to their heavy stook of imported tuna.

I trust that these thoughts may be of some help to you in reaching a decision
on H. R. 5693.

I wish to again thank you and your colleagues for the consideration shoar. me
during my stay in Washington, D. C., and with kindest regards and best wishes
I am

Sincerely yours,
GEORGE R. BAKER,

Business Representative.

STATEMENT OF JAMES WAUGH BEFORE THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE
WITH RESPECT TO H. R. 5693

The Cannery Workers Union of the Pacific joins with all management, labor,
and boat owner groups in the tuna fish canning ahd fishing industry in support
of H. R. 5693.

My name is James Waugh, and I appear in support of this legislation in my
official capacity as president of the Cannery Workers Union of the Pacific, affil-
iated with the Seafarers' International Union and with the American Federation
of Labor. My remarks represent the expressed position of our union representing
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several thousand fish cannery workers in the San Pedro Harbor district of southern
California.

As passed by the House of Representatives during the first session of this
Eighty-second Congress, the Camp bill, H. R. 5693, would impose a temporary
3-cents-per-pound tariff on fresh and frozen tuna to remain in effect until Con-
gress can have the benefit of a report from the United States Tariff Commission.
At the present time, fresh and frozen tuna are imported entirely free from duty.
The sharply increased importations of tuna fish from foreign sources and the
threat of even greater imports confront the American Industry-canners, cannery
workers, boat owners, fishermen and the owners and employees of allied business-
with economic destruction unless relief is forthcoming from the Federal Govern-
ment.

The United States tuna fishing and canning industry employs between 25,000
and 35,000 workers, many of whom reside in southern California. These working
people-fish cannery employees, fishermen, and other related workers--make up'
the integrated labor force of a vital and useful American Industry. The fish can-
nery workers cannot expect to maintain themselves and their families in keeping
with the American standard of living unless there is a stable supply of fish from
the tuna fleet available for canning purposes. The fishermen, who receive their
wages in the form of a share of the catch which is marketed to the canneries, can-
not earn a decent living unless the canneries are able to pack and market canned
tuna under profitable conditions. The many workers engaged in businesses which
supply materials and services to the tuna fleet and the fish canneries are similarly
dependent upon the prosperity of the integrated United States tuna canning
and fishing industry as a whole.

At present, a large number of tuna boats are idle on the west coast and many
fish canneries are either shut down or operating on a curtailed basis. This re-
cession in our industry is solely due to the fact that in a few short years foreign
imports of tuna and tunalike fish have skyrocketed until more than one-third of
the tuna market in the United States has been cornered by Japanese and other
foreign sources.

There is little or no consumer demand in the United States for fresh or frozen
tuna fish. Historically, during the past several decades, there has been an ever-
expanding domestic consumer demand for canned tuna, customarily packed in
oil. The unfair advantage enjoyed by Japanese sources of canned tuna produced
with cheap foreign labor receiving near-starvation wages was originally met by
Congress in 1934, when, upon recommendation of the United States Tariff Com-
mission, it raised the ad valorem tariff on canned tuna in oil from 30 percent to
45 percent. American workers were thus relieved in large measure from the
cutthroat competition of this cheap Japanese labor, and foreign producers of
canned tuna were required to compete in the United States domestic market on
a more equitable basis.

Improvements in refrigeration methods aboard ship during the last 15 years
have been seized upon by the Japanese and other foreign tuna industries. The
transportation of frozen fish to this country has been widely used as a means of
circumventing the 45 percent tariff on canned tuna in oil, which was restored by
the abrogation of the Mexican trade agreement in January 1951. Imports of
frozen tuna caught in Japanese fishing areas have been steadily increasing to the
point where the United States tuna fleet stands in danger of being wrecked on the
shoals of unfair competition. Once more, the advantages of cheap labor costs are
being exploited by the Japanese tuna industry to the disadvantage of American
tuna fishermen. The 45 percent protective tariff on canned tuna in oil first im-
posed in 1934 and restored early in 1951 is ineffective to deal with this frozen tuna
problem. Widespread transportation of frozen tuna was not anticipated when
the Tariff Commission made its investigation of the tuna fishing and canning
industry almost two decades ago.

Several methods of evading the 45-percent ad valorem tariff on canned tuna in
oil have been developed by Japanese, Peruvian, and other foreign fishing indus-
tries. First of all, there is the importation of duty-free frozen tuna for canning
in the United States just referred to. Eventaally, this practice alone would lead
to the destruction of the United States tuna fleet and make our canneries wholly
dependent upon foreign sources of fish. Such a result would put our domestic
tuna canneries at the mercy of these foreign sources. They could then manipu-
late the price and supply of the frozen fish so as to put United States canneries at
a competitive disadvantage with Japanese and other fish canneries abroad which
also enjoy low labor costs due to inferior living standards of foreign workers.
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Other methods of tariff evasion, which are the subject of an application before
the Tariff Commission by the California fish canners and others under section 7
of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951, include the importation of
canned tuna in brine, and of other tunalike fish, such as bonito and yellowtail,
under excessively low duties. (Canned tuna not in oil enters under a 124-per-
cent tariff rate. Canned tunalike fish in oil under a 15-percent ad valorem tariff.)

It is obvious that equalization of tariffs on all canned tuna and canned tuna-
like fish will cause foreign producers to turn more and more to the practice of
flooding American shores with duty-free frozen tuna, unless this gaping tariff
loophole is plugged at once.

As a result of the rapid and staggering increase in foreign tuna imports, thou-
sands of fish cannery workers and fishermen in southern California already face
the economic ravages of unemployment and decreased earning power. In a
period when the economic stabilization policies under the Defense Production
Act recognize the need for upward adjustments in wages paid to' all workers to
offset rises in the cost of living since 195), our people are losing work and wage,
due to direct competition of foreign tuna imports Eventually our members will
be forced to leave the jobs where they work and the communities an which they
live unless Congress acts promptly.

During World War II, certain tariff concessions were made by the executl\e
department of the United States Government in trade agreements with countries
like Mexico and Iceland which took away the effective protection of the canned
tuna taliffh established by Congress in 1934. Only the fact that military and
civilian consumer demand for good quality high protein canned tuna was at it,
peak and the fact that operation of the Japanese tuna fish indust ry was suspended
during the war years prevented serious injury. Otherwise this reduced 22i-per-
cent tariff on canned tuna in oil and 21-percent tariff on canned tunalike fish
would have brought economic havoc to our domestic industry. When our Gov-
ernment assisted the Japanese tuna industry to start up again, after \'J-day, and
continued to help South American countries, such as Peru and Ecuador in the
development of their own fisheries, the present crisis developed with alarming
speed because adequate tariff and quota limitations were lacking.

It is obvious that foreign fishing industries will avail themselves of any gap in
the United States tariff structure to exploit their competitive advantage gained
from relatively cheap labor costs. When the Mexican trade agreement was
abrogated in June of 1950, and it was announced that the ad valorem tariff on
canned tuna in oil would revert from 22% percent to 45 percent as of January 1,
1951, a million cases of foreign canned tuna were shipped into the United States
in time to beat the deadline. Since January 1, 1951, the importation of frozen
tuna from foreign sources has grown by leaps and bounds. Unless H. R. 5693 is
passed without delay, the American fleet will be permanently injured and ulti-
mately the domestic canneries will be set up for destruction at the hands of the
foreign fishing industries. During the last 2 or 3 years, huge inventories of im-
ported tuna fish have taken a tremendous toll from American workers in lob of
earnings, jobs, and work opportunities. Continuation of the present trend un-
checked will sooner or later force American fishermen and fish cannery workers to
abandon their present occupations by putting our home industry out of business.

Foreign industries can compete fairly in the United States domestic market,
but they should not be allowed to compete at the expense of the jobs and living
standards of American workers.

In urging passage of H. R. 5693, I am not only defending the economic status of
the fish cannery workers and the fishermen, but also the welfare of all American
citizens who work for a living and their families. Unless tariff relief is forthcoming,
our consuming public, with a 10,000,000 case appetite for canned tuna fish,
would have no choice but to purchase foreign canned tuna at a price dictated
through the establishment of a practical monopoly by the Japanese and South
American producers. Once our domestic fishing industry is wrecked by the
importation of duty-free frozen tuna and our domestic canneries are destroyed by
diversion of the raw catch of foreign fishing fleets to foreign canneries, the foreign
fishing monopoly will be able to blackjack the United States public into paying
exorbitant prices or going without this food product altogether. If world
conflict should come again, a vital and valuable food commodity could be taken
away from the United States by the foreign tuna fish monopoly thus created.

The welfare of all the American people as well as the urgent economic needs of
the workers in the tuna canning and fishing industry on the west coast requires
immediate passage of H. R. 5693.
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Mr. RILEv. Now obviously we are in support of this bill, Mr.
Chairman. It is an emergency bill. It will be the relief that the
industry and those employed in it need to .have very badly.

Senator Millikin awhile ago expressed an interest in some of the
working arrangements and the working conditions. If there are any
further details on the labor side that can be supplied, we have compe-
tent men who live with this thing every day. We can give you any
answers you would like to have.

Senator MILLIKIN. Are there any special outstanding features? If
so, I think we ought to know about them. I would certainly hbe glad
to hear them.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Chairman and Senator, the one outstanding
feature has already been expressed by Mr. Cary. That is that
historically the crew members have not been paid wages.

It is risk labor. They do go down to the sea in these ships. While
there is a good chance that they will come back with a good pay day,
sometimes they do not, and sometimes they might come back owing
the boat owner money.

Senator MILLIKIN. Do you agree with the range of figures Mr.
Cary gave us?

Mr. BAKER. Yes; within the general range.
Senator MILLIKIN. Our technician asked me to ask what happens if

they bring back a load of fish and can't sell it.
Mr. BAKER. Generally we have the boat owner make a prearranged

sale for his fish with the canners, who are the sole market for our fleet.
However, ofttimes here lately, due to the influx of imports. the

canners have been flooded, and due to working capital, they say, have
been unable to immediately buy the fish, and the fish has had to be
held in refrigeration aboard the vessels anywhere from 3 weeks up to
50 days until the canners are able to take the fish and pay the crew off.

Now the crew does not receive any additional money for laying
there in port with their load of fish aboard and watching that fish and
keeping it refrigerated until the canner can use it.

Senator MILLIKIN. Do they pay their share of the expense of that?
Mr. BAKER. That is true, and neither are they eligible for unem-

-loyment compensation.
Aenator MILLIKIN. They have to stand by all the time?
Mr. BAKER. Yes, sir; and sometimes we can get part-time employ-

mnt for them so that they can get the immediate needs of their
families taken care of, but it has been a rough situation this last, about
R months on that particular system.

Senator IILLIKIN. When that does happen, I imagine if the usual
laws of economics prevail, that situation drives the price of fish down.

Mr. BAKER. Not necessarily so, because the boat owners are fishing
under contract to the canners for a predetermined price of fish.
They arrange that between the boat owners and the canners. The
laborers or crew members have no part of that due to the antitrust
laws of these United States.

The CHAIRMAN. Have conditions improved, shown any improve-
ment in recent weeks in the fishing industry on the west coast?

Mr. BAKER. Well, sir, we have been here in Washington for the
past 2 or 3 weeks. Indications were that they might. There have
been a few sailings, but what the over-all picture, the clear picture
is, I could not give it to you exactly as of today.
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Mr. BALINGER. Mr. Chairman, the committee might be interested
in this: There has been a definite decline in the earnings of these
fishermen over the past 3 years when these imports were most notice-
able, and that decline in the earnings of the fishermen-and I am
speaking now specifically of the share fishermen that were referred to
previously in previous testimony, which comprises from 9 to 16 or
17 men on these boats-has been approximately 23 percent.

This in face of facts that there have been steady increases granted
to practically every other industry all over the United States on a
cost-of-living basis. We have suffered a 23-percent decline.

Of further interest, we took a recent poll of the fleet by question-
naire. We find that normally speaking, we have very young people
in this industry. It is not an old man's game by a long ways. It is
strictly a young man's business.

It is a very hard, difficult task, and 51 percent of these boys are
veterans who have served their country and fought for the cause of
this form of government, and it is particularly hard to explain to
those boys.

When they see this foreign fish being unloaded and them sitting
on the beach not working, it is particularly difficult to explain to
them why they do not deserve some of the protection that they fought
so gallantly to give this Government. We feel that these boys are
a deserving lot. We sincerely hope that you people will give us some
good action on this bill.

The CHAIRMAN. All right, Mr. Baker, do you have something else
to say?

Mr. RILEY. That concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman and
Senator Millikin.

Mr. BAKER. Now, Mr. Chairman and Senator. I believe that your
time is valuable. We would be glad to answer any questions that
might arise that we can. I think as far as a statement goes, you have
our written statements.

The CHAIRMAN. Those written statements have been placed in the
record. The committee will have a full opportunity to read and study
them.

Mr. BAKER. If there are no more questions, I believe we would be
just taking up your valuable time, sir.

Senator MILLIKIN. You gentlemen, as far as you have heard the
testimony here or as far as it has been discussed in advance, are you
gentlemen roughly in approval of the representation, generally speak-
ma, that has been made to us here?

Mr. RILEY. We are in accord.
Mr. BAKER. That is right.
Mr. BALINGER. We are in accord with this 'bill. We want the

adoption of this bill.
Mr. RILEY. We want the bill.
Senator MILLIKIN. Did you hear Mr. Cary's testimony?
Mr. RILEY. Yes, sir; in full.
Senator MILLIKIN. In the main, are you in agreement with what

he presented?
Mr. RILEY. Yes, indeed, a very true portrayal.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, gentlemen, for your appearance.
Mr. Strackbein, will you have a seat, please.
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STATEMENT OF 0. R. STRACKBEIN, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL
LABOR-MANAGEMENT COUNCIL OF FOREIGN TRADE POLICY,
WASHINGTON, D. C.
Mr. STRACKBEIN. Thank you. My name is O. R. Strackbein.
The CHAIRMAN. You are appearing here as the chairman of the

National Labor-Management Council on Foreign Trade Policy?
Mr. STRACKBEIN. That is correct.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, we will be very glad to hear you.
Mr. STRACKBEIN. I have no written statement, Mr. Chairman, and

in view of the testimony already given here, which I think has been
quite complete, I will confine myself simply to an endorsement of the
bill as it is before the Finance Committee at this time.

I have been in touch with this bill since its inception before the
House Ways and Means Committee, and have engaged in numerous
conferences in shaping up the information, and so forth, and believe
that this bill would serve a very good and necessary purpose.

The bill, if passed, would give time to study this whole question of
a tuna tariff. That tariff at the present time ranges all the way from
zero on the fresh and frozen product up to 45 percent on tuna in oil.
In between there, there are 12% percent and 15 percent on various
products.

Actually all these products are competitive in this market, and. if
this bill is passed, a study can be made to try to get a uniform and
equitable rate throughout for all tuna products.

Senator MILLIKIN. If this bill should be passed, would not the
Tariff Comnunission necessarily take into account whatever the effect
of this bill may be on the matters which it has before it?

Mr. STRACKBEIN. Oh, yes.
Senator MILLIKIN. It certainly should.
Mr. STRACKBEIN. This bill would put before the Tariff Commission

the study of this particular item along with the studies of the other
item that they are now making.

Senator MILLIKIN. Yes. Mr. Strackbein, first of all, I want to say
that I regard you as one of the best students on these trade matters in
the United States.

Mr. STRACKBEIN. Thank you, Senator.
Senator MILLIKIN. I would be very glad to have your opinion as to

whether you think this 3 cents is an exclusionary figure or whether it
will allow some imports.

Mr. STRACKBEIN. Senator Millikin, if I regarded it as an exclu-
sionary figure or if I regarded it as an embargo in any sense, I would not
support it nor would my organization.

We have a set of principles which declares that as high a volume
of trade as is possible without injuring, seriously injuring or destroy-
ing American industry, is what we favor.

Senator MILLIKIN. And you think this 3-cent duty would meet
those specifications?

Mr. STRACKBEIN. So far as I have been able to determine, that is
the case. The 3-cent duty would give a measure of protection
which would still permit imports, but nobody really knows the exact
figure that would serve this purpose on a permanent basis, and it is
for that reason that this study is suggested in the bill.
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Senator MILLIKIN. Do you think the 3-cent experience for the
expiration of the bill-if there is anything wrong with it, of course,
time will show that up, and it might afford a sort of measuring stick
to go from there on, is that correct?

Mr. STRACKBEIN. Exactly.
Senator MILLIKIN. You do not think that any serious injury would

be done to anyone if the 3 cents were adopted for the remaining
period of time?

Mr. STRACKBEIN. No, I don't believe so, Senator Millikin.
Senator MILLIKIN. If experience showed that the 3 cents is, let us

say, grossly out of line, that it would establish a lot of vested interests
in the meantime that would be difficult to disturb, if that proved to
be the fact

Mr. STRACKBEIN. If that proved to be the fact, but the final
date of this bill is, I believe, March 31, 1953.

Senator MILLIKIN. That is right.
Mr. STRACKBEIN. And that is only 14 months away. I would

make this suggestion: that that end date be made the final date, but
if a conclusion can be reached before that time as to what the tariff
rates should be, they should not have to wait until the expiration of
the total period before the new system might be put into effect.

Senator MILLIKIN. It has been suggested, and I think it is correct,
that, of course, if anything real bad happens under this 3-cent rate,
Congress, could change it.

Mr. STRACKBEIN. Yes; I am sure they could.
Senator MILLIKIN. We would show the same solicitude then as we

are now in trying to get a fair rate.
Mr. STRACKBEIN. Well, if anything in the nature of an embargo

should develop, which I don't believe it will, I, for one, would suggest
a loosening of that rate, a proper adjustment of the rate, because it
is not our intention to put forth a proposal here which will upset
the international relations.

We are aware of the great importance of these relationships, not
only with Japan but with the South American countries, and cer-
tainly I believe that you can feel that this industry is composed of
responsible people, and the people on the west coast particularly
more aware of our relationships with Japan than the people in the
rest of the country and I do not believe that they have any intention
of upsetting our relations with Japan.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Strackbein.
Mr. STRACKBEIN. Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. John Real. Mr. Real, will you please identify

yourself for the record?

STATEMENT OF JOHN REAL, MANAGER, FISHERMEN'S
COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION, SAN PEDRO, CALIF.

Mr. REAL. My name is John Real, and I am the manager and at-
torney for the Fishermen's Cooperative Association of San Pedro,
Calif. However, my appearance at this moment is not in that ca-
pacity.

It has been requested by some of the proponents of the measure
presently before you gentlemen that I assist in coordinating the testi-
mony of the west-coast witnesses, with the idea in mind of telling our
story in a minimum amount of time without needless repetition.
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There are many people here from the west coast, each representing
some phase of the tuna industry. In fact, the representation is so
large and so varied that we feel that we have the people here capable
of answering any questions regarding any phase of this problem as it
affects the taking of fish, the buying of it, the processing of it, and the
ultimate marketing of it.

We also have with us men adequately qualified as scientists to
answer questions regarding the tuna itself, its location, habits, abund-
ance, and availability. Now all of these people felt the seriousness
of the tuna import problem and each has a particular story to tell.
We fully recognize, however, that in the telling of our complete story
we must limit ourselves to the confines of the necessarily limited time
of this committee.

We, therefore, have concluded that a substantial portion of our
story must be placed in the record in written form, so, with the per-
mission of the committee, therefore, we would like to introduce the
following statements for the record.

Probably in the interest of expediency, Mr. Chairman, if you will
permit me to recite the authors of the statements and then at the end
if you see fit to have them introduced, you will permit that to be done.

The CHAIRMAN. We will be glad to have them introduced.
Mr. REAL. The first is a statement of Mr. Charles L. White, an

albacore fisherman, president of the San Diego Commercial Fishing
Boat Owners, Inc., and of the Southern California Fishing Boat
Owners Cooperative.

Next is a statement of Mr. Mason Case, chairman representative
of the Pacific Coast Fish Producers Institute. He is also representing
his firm, Mason Case & Co., who are fish buyers.

Mr. White's and MIr. Case's statements concern themselves with the
history of the albacore fishery, the effect of imports on this fishery,
and in Mr. Case's statement you will find an affirmative answer to a
question which we believe will be asked in these proceedings, namely,
Can the domestic albacore fishermen assure the Northwest canners of
a steady supply of albacore? In connection with this last proposition,
we also wish to file the statement of Dr. Richard Van Cleve, director
of the School of Fisheries of the University of Washington.

Dr. Van Cleve's statement also gives the results of a survey lie
conducted regarding the size, value, productivity, and earnings of the
albacore fleet.

Next is a statement of Mr. Fred Wolleson, a fisherman who is the
president of the Offshore Fishing Vessel Owners' Association of
Astoria, Oreg. He is also the coordinator for the Pacific Coast Fish
Producers Institute for the State of Oregon. His statement relates
from personal experience what unrestricted imports did to him.

The next is a statement of my own, John J. Real, as a representative
of the Fishermen's Cooperative Association, wherein I relate the effect
of imports on the purse seine fishing fleet which operates out of San
Pedro, Calif., and in support of that statement I have the statement
of the officers of two of the unions representing the crews on the vessels
the owners of which are members of the organization that I represent.

The first is a statement of John Callse, who is the secretary-
treasurer of the Seine and Line Fishermen's Union, A. F. of L.,
affiliated with Seafarers' International Union A. F. of L.

The other is a statement of Mr. Anthony D. Sokolich, secretary of
the Fishermen's Union, Local 3-33, affiliated with the ILWU. You
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have heard from other witnesses of labor. These are the two labor
witnesses that have come here from San Pedro, Calif. They repre-
sent the crew members aboard the purse seine fleet.

The next is the statement of Mr. John F. Janssen. Mr. Janssen is
assistant chief of the Bureau of Marine Fisheries, the State of Cali-
fornia, Department of Fish and Game. His statement treats of the
concern of the State of California on the effect on other California
fisheries of tuna imports.

Expressing similar fears for the fisheries of the State of Washington,the statement of Robert J. Schoettler, director of the Washington
State Department of Fisheries.

The next is a statement by Mr. Harold E. Lokken, manager of the
Fishing Vessel Owners Association of Seattle, Wash. His statement
concerns itself with the effect of unrestricted tuna imports on the
welfare of the Northwest halibut fishermen.

To a similar effect is a statement of Mr. Robert B. Barrett, who is
general manager of the Halibut Producers Cooperative of Seattle,Wash., again relating the effect of imports on the membership which
he represents in the halibut fishery, that is, the effect of tuna imports
on the halibut fishery.

The next is a statement of Mr. Bert G. Johnston, who is the secre-
tary of the Fishermen's Cooperative Association of Seattle, Wash.

Senator MILLIKIN. May I interrupt? Is there a quite definite
relationship between what happens in tuna and what happens as to
halibut?

Mr. REAL. Yes, sir.
Senator MILLIKIN. Is that the end point of your paper?
Mr. REAL. Yes, sir. In the main it happens in this manner,

Senator. First of all, most smaller boats are in a combined fishery,
that is, they must fish for tuna part of the year and for another species
of fish in another part of the year. This happens particularly to the
purse seine fleet in San Pedro. Thie income from one fishery is
insufficient to give them an equitable annual earning.

And second and probably most important, and it is what the scien-
tists from Washington and California have said, the fears they have
expressed being these: The boats which are fishing tuna during certain
parts of the year may be forced into other fisheries which are presently
considered overcrowded, and that is the point, the main point, of some
of the statements that I have just referred to.

The next is a similar statement as to the effect on a different type of
fishery, namely, the Northwest salmon fishery, and that statement is
by Mr. Bert G. Johnston, secretary of the Fishermen's Cooperative
Association, Seattle, Wash.

The next three statements are from Mr. George E. Campbell,
representative of the San Diego Chamber of Commerce and member
of the firm of Campbell Machine Co. of San Diego, a shipbuilding
concern, the statement of Shreve & Hays, San Diego customhouse
brokers, and the statement of Lawrence Holzman, executive secretary
and manager of the San Diego Wholesale Credit Men's Association.

Statements of these men describe the effect of unrestricted tuna
imports and the consequent lay-up of the San Diego fleet on the shore
side, businesses dependent upon that fleet and on the credit of the
owners of the various fishing -vessels affected.
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Now, almost all the men for whom statements have been filed are

present here today. They, along with many others present who have
not filed statements, stand ready to answer questions on that phase
of the problem which is within the knowledge or experience of each.

We are confident that the committee will recognize that this manner
of presentation is followed out of respect for the committee's time.
We are also confident that the importance of our case will not be
measured by its brevity in this respect.

I do want to at this point call attention to one thing. When Mr.
Cary testified he made reference to a pamphlet and to certain other
communications sent out by the Tupa Canners Association. We want
to make it clear in the record that that association has no connection
with the California Fish Canners' Association, for whom Mr. Mont-
gomery Phister testified for earlier in this hearing.

The Tuna Canners' Association, which is made up of opponents to
this bill, is organized from people in canneries outside of southern
California. I do not know of any southern California canner that
belongs to that organization.

I might mention that 90 percent of the California tuna canning
industry is in southern California, and 70 percent of the total United
States industry is in southern California.

Gentlemen, we have with us, as I said, many people. We have some
fishermen here, boat owners, owners of the large type bait boats,
owners of the one-man boat.

The next witness which will succeed me will be one of those. We
have these people here, but the interest of time, we have kept them off
the stand.

However, if you manifest any interest in the actual fishing opera-
tion of any of these boats, we can give it to you. We also have men
who have fished aboard purse seine fishing vessels. In addition to
that, if the committee should have the time and the desire, upon call
to us, we will be very glad to furnish the committee with a movie
which we have here in Washington, a short movie, which would show
the committee the actual tuna fishing operation conducted by the
bait boats.

We do not want to present it to you, but in the event an interest is
manifested in it, however, we have it available for you. Thank you,
gentlemen.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much. All of the several state-
ments that you have offered for the record will go in the record in the
order in which you have presented them.

(The statements above referred to are as follows:)

STATEMENT OF CHARLES L. WHITE BEFORE THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE
WITa RESPECT TO H. R. 5693

My name is Charles L. White. I am president of the San Diego Commercial
Fishing Boat Owners Inc., and am appearing here on behalf of that organization
and the Southern dalifornia Fishing Boat Owners Co-operative, representing
management.

The membership of the San Diego Commercial Fishing Boat Owners, Inc.,
and the Southern California Fishing Boat Owners Co-operative is comprised of
boat owners who fish the coast of Baja California, Mexico, and the offshore waters
of California, Oregon, and Washington.

Boats in this fleet do not have the range or capacity to fish economically in
excess of 500 miles from an American port. This fleet follows the annual runs of
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albacore tuna and .-tas at sea until loaded or supplies of food and fuel oil are
exhausted. These trips extend from 10 to 45 day- in length.

HISTORY OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ALBACORE FISHERY

From 1917 to 1926 the albacore tuna was the only tuna delivered and canned
to any considerable degree in southern California, the area most advantageoulls.
located for tuna fishing and canning. In 1926 the albacore became locally scarce
in the usual fishing grounds due to warm ocean current, ex clically approaching the
shore, and the small, poorly equipped boat. available at that time did not allow
the fishermen to follow the schools of fish. .AI]o, their attention was attracted
to other species, namely, yellowfin tuna and skipjack tuna. These variete*-
appeared in great numbers at the time of albacore disappearance. The warmer
ocean currents brought yellowfin and skipjack tuna and ca:ln-d the albacore
tuna to move farther up the coast where water temperatures were to their liking.
The fishermen of that day were unable to follow the albacore or to even locate
them because they did not have the range, or a place in t he central California area
to sell and deliver the fish. Today this has changed-the boats are modern and
seaworthy, with refrigerated holds, two-way radios, fathoneter.-, direction finder-,
and expensive Diesel engines.

OPERATION OF THE FLEET

In recent years the albacore tuna have appeared off of Baja California, Mexico,
during the last 2 weeks of June. As the season progresses the fish move up the
Pacific coast until in November the boats may be fishing off of northern California,
Oregon, or Washington.

Two fishing methods are used, namely, trolling and bait fishing with bamboo
pole in the traditional tuna bait fishing manner.

Vessels in this fishery range in size from 25 feet in length to 60 feet, and during
some years een the largest tuna clippers participate. The small boats have one
or two men in the crew and fish by troll methods. Boats from 40 feet up mad
have from two to five or more in the crew. Wage settlements are made on a
share basis.

Since 1948 many halibut, salmon, and shark boats have been forced by economic
reasons to enter the southern California albacore tuna fishery. This togeth,'r
with the expansion and modernization of the southern California fleet brought
domestic production in 1950 to over 30,000 tons. Refusal of the canners to buy,
and depressed prices in 1951, precluded another record year.

Today's modern fleet reached peak efficiency in 1950, and stands ready to exceed
past production. Equipped with refrigerated holds, t wo-way radios, fathometers,
direction finders, and expensive Diesel engines, today's albacore tuna fleet can
supply each year approximately 30,000 tons of albacore tuna. In the face of
continued imports from Japan in the'quantity reached in 1951, the albacore tuna
fleet has lost one-half or more of its market and the one-half left to Americans
enters the canneries at a depressed price. 'this situation if allowed to continue
means ruination for the American Pacific coast fisher.

The loss of the albacore fishery will increase the fishing intensity% in the salmon,
crab, halibut, and other fisheries now overcrowded. In short, the fate of the
whole investment in short range fishing boats rests on a profitable albacore
fishery. These boats together with shore facilities for servicing the fleet are a
sizable part of the economy of every Pacific coast port.

The approximate number and estimated replacement value of albacore boat-
based at San Diego and San Pedro, Calif., and engaged primarily in albacore
tuna fishing is as follows:

$8,000 class $10,000 class $20,000 class $50.000 ela.1

San Diego: I
Number of boats .... 2 150 125 50
Replacement value -... .60, 0.000 oo, 500.000 $2,. N $2., 500,

San Pedro:
Number of boats............ . ... .-- - - 200 100 125 2e
Replmt e $I, 600, $1. 000, $2, 500, 00 $1, 000,000

Total number of boats .......--- ----.---------------- ------------ --------- 0
Total replacement value .......-- ---------------------- ----------- --------------------- -- - .
Percent dependent on albacore tuna..---------..........-..........----------------------------- -
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Attached hereto are three exhibits: Exhibit A, picture and information on

typical small troll boat used in southern California; exhibit B, picture and infor-
mation on typical best type of albacore tuna bait and troll boat; exhibit (',
picture and information on typical best type of albacore tuna bait boat.

CONCLUSION

Present situation: The importation of tariff-free fresh and frozen albacore tuna
in the present quantities will force the \rnerican fisherman out of business.
This is assured by the following set of circumstances:

I. The American canners are forced to enter the Japanese market for raw
material in order to stay on a competiti\ e basis with other processors. In other
words, if only one or two bid in the Japanese market the price in Japan would
drop below prices paid in United States and allow imported fish to undersell the
American product. Those processors that stayed out of the Japanese market
would be at a disadvantage.

2. The Japanese production in the winter fishery for albacore is contracted for
ahead of the American season: the American fisherman gets only the share of
the market left to him after imports. In 1951 the American albacore fisherman
lost 50 percent of his season because of imports.

3. The American processor controls the domestic production by price drops
and cessation of buying. He does not have this lever over the Japanese fishery.

4. The low standard of living and low wages paid to Japanese fishermen and
not their efficiency place the American fisherman in an impossible competitive
position.

5. The technical improvements in refrigeration in the last 10 years make it
possible to ship frozen tuna around the world. This is now a common practice.

6. The claim is made by certain Northwest canners that they need a year-
around supply of albacore tuna. They are located far from the geographical
center of tuna production, and are and were originally salmon canners. In
1951. shipments of American albacore were refused even at a price of $50 per
ton les than the imported fish cost. This happened at the height of the American
fishing season in 1951-and resulted in heavy losses to American fishermen.

Who oppose tariff protection for American fishermen?
1. Certain misplaced salmon, sardine, clam, and vegetable canneries, recently

activated for canning tuna, hope to cash in at the expense of the long-time
established industry. They overlook the fact that if the American fisherman
goes out of business they will then be at the mercy of the foreign producer who
will set his own price, or better yet, can it himself.

2. Firms dealing in imports that have no investment at stake, and are interested
only in short-term profits.

3. People who believe in the theory of free trade.
Reasons H. R. 5693 should be enacted-
1. The boat owners suffered heavy losses in 1951 due to imports.
2. This bill will not exclude imports, but will put the American fisherman in

a better competitive position.
3. A modern well-equipped fishing fleet in the Pacific is a very valuable national

defense unit.
4. The bill is a stop-gap measure with a 1-year limit providing for a complete

and thorough study by the Tariff Comrmi.sion and Fish and Wildlife Service.
Out of this study, permanent and suitable legislation will evolve.

We respectfully request favorable action on H. R 5693. This bill will provide
some measure of immediate protection to the industry, very likely will help put
the many idle boats back to work, and will initiate a complete and thorough
study by the Tariff Commission and Fish and Wildlife Service to evolve a per-
manent and proper solution to the present tuna import problem.
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ExHmBIT A
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A w?

~. *
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Fishing boat: WAI1 (Monterrey type).
Port of registry: San Diego.
Length: 32 feet.
Capacity: 3 tons.
Number In crew: 1 or 2.

ruising range: 800 miles.
Replacement cost: $8,000.

~Lsr

Equipment:
Ch er marine gasoline engine.

tion ompreuor and eoils.
Two-way radio.
Direction finder radio.
Fathometer.
Automatic pilot.

The above boat Is typical of the small troll boats used in southern Caliomrnia.

''gp qtgr
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ExHIarr B

4-.

Fishing boat: Bouhwlnd.
Port of registry: San Diego.
Lngth: 38 feet.
Capacity: 10 tons.
Number in crew: 3.
Cruising range: 2,000 miles.
Replacement cost: 20,000.O

Equipment:
)lesel main engine.

Diesel Auxiliary engine.
Refrigeration oompregor and colle.
Two-way radio.
Direction finder radio.
Fulhomoter.
Automatic pilot.
Bait tank.

The above boat Is typical of the very best type of albacore tuna bait and troll boat
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EXHIBIT C

wl

Fishing boat: DTe.
Port o registry: m Diego.
Length: 50 feet
Capeiety: 25 tons albacore tuna.
Number in crew: 5.
Cruising range: 3,000 miles.
Replacement ost: $40,000.

Equipment:Dievel main engine.
Auxiliary engine.
Refrigeration compressor and oils.
Two-way radio.
Direction finder radio.
Fathometer.
Automatic pilot.
Bait tanks.

The above boat is typical of the very best type of albacore tuna bait boat.

I

'-S~Si~
-~--~b~O~Z
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STATEMENT OF MASON CASE BEFORE THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

WITH RESPECT TO H. R. 5693

My name is Mason Case. I am chairman of the Pacific Coast Fish Producers
Institute, and I am also representing Mason Case & Co., of Moss Landing and
Sausalito, Calif., buyers of fish. I appear here today in support of H. R. 5693
which would amend the Tariff Act of 1930, so as to impose certain duties upon the
importation of tuna fish.

THE FISH

Albacore is the species of tuna inhabiting the temperate water areas of the high
seas. Being a creature of the open ocean, it is found in commercial quantities as
much as 1,000 miles from land and has no dependence whatever on land, banks
etc., but confines itself rather to those waters ranging between 55 degrees and 76
degrees Fahrenheit. The eggs are laid, fertilized and hatched while floating singly
in the upper ocean layers at the mercy of the current.. The adults do not come
close to the shore of any continent although the juveniles do seasonally.

Albacore travel in schools both as young and as adults, feeding on almost any
animal food large enough to see and that is abundant-squid, lantern fish, saury
fish, shrimp-like crustaceans of the high seas, scad mackerel and all like-sized
animals of the high seas. They are found most abundantly in areas of the ocean
where a mixture of currents cause the food-rich subsurface ocean layers to well
up to the surface, for it is in these areas that the small things upon which albacore
feed, thrive and swim. These areas of ocean upwelling may be along shore where
a current hitting the coast creates turbulence enough to bring the subsurface water
to the top, or they may be far to sea where two ocean currents rub together with
the same effect.

While albacore occur in the temperate high seas of all the world, they are not
fished commercially as yet in the Southern Hlemisphere and little is known of their
abundance there. In the North Atlantic they are not fished commercially along
the North American shore, but are fished to a small extent off Western Europe,
principally in the Bay of Biscay and adjacent seas. Far more than 95 percent of
all albacore caught in the world, however, are taken from the North Pacific.

THE NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY

In the North Pacific, two important commercial fisheries exist quite separately;
that conducted by the Japanese in the Western Pacific and that conducted by
Americans and Canadians in the Eastern Pacific. The bulk- of the production of
both fisheries is consumed in the I'nited States as canned white meat tuna.

Both fisheries are associated with the Japanese current. Where this current
brushes the eastern shores of the Japanese home islands up to the latitude of
north central Honshu Island, small albacore are caught by trolling during the
summer and early fall. Where it brushes down along the North American coast
from British Columbia to northern Mexico, small albacore are also caught in the
summer and early fall.

This Japanese current in its passage across the North Pacific sets up two vast
eddies, each as large as a small continent, called the Western Gyral and the Eastern
Gyral. The Western Gyral occupies the offshore open Pacific between Japan, the
Aleutians Midway and Wake Islands. During the past 15 years the Japanese
have established a winter fishery in this vast area which now is more productive
than their offshore summer fishery. This fishery is for large adult albacore from
20 to 70 pounds in weight and never found close to shore. Vessels of this fleet
during their normal fishing activity intercepted the carrier task force raiding
Tokyo in 1942 far offshore and nearly spoiled that venture. This is the expanding
section of the Japanese albacore fishery.

The Eastern Gyral is a little smaller than the Western Gyral and lies a little
farther south. It lies in the offshore open Pacific between Oregon and California
and Hawaii. Large adult albacore are known to occur throughout it also but
there is no commercial fishery except minor winter fishing north of Hawaii for
the Honolulu market. Only since the war has the American troll fleet been
equipped with vessels suitable to, and capable of, ranging far to sea, fishing under
winter conditions which will permit a fishery to be established in this area.
Provided the American troll fleet is given suitable share of the American tuna
market, at prices which permit it to operate, it is the development of the winter
fishery of the Eastern Gyral which will be the big producer of albacore in the
next 15 years in the same way that the Western Gyral has become the big producer
for the Japanese in the past 15 years.

94754---52---13
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The Japanese get most of their production from long-line fishing. A long
line is much like a trotline for catfish or a set line for halibut except that it is
long (up to 60 miles of gear worked by one vessel in 1 day), hung by floats to
fish suspended below the surface (but as much as 20,000 feet from bottom in
open Pacific) and is handled rapidly by specialized winches and mechanical gear.
American production is obtained either from trolling single hooks from several
lines or in bait fishing using single hook and line. This, basically, is the same
method used in sport fishing for bass, salmon, and other lively fish.

The Japanese have two fisheries. One i a summer fishery for small albacore
(6 to 20 pounds) within 200 miles of their home islands representing the older
but now the smaller producer of the two and a winter fishery far offshore to the
longitude of Midway Island for adult fish (20 to 50 pounds) representing the
younger but now the larger of the two and the one capable of further large expan-
sion. The Americans have one albacore fishery just like the summer Japanese
fishery and are only in the initial stages of building a winter fishery like that of
the Japanese.

THE AMERICAN ALBACORE FISHERY

The history of the American albacore fishery has been divided into several
fairly distinct phases.
Prior to 1926

The canned-tuna industry originated during the period of food shortage and
economic stress brought about by World War I. Production was all in southern
California and, during the war years and immediately thereafter all canned
tuna was albacore.

The new product caught on and developed a growing market. A little to
the south of the albacore area and overlapping albacore was yellowfin and skip-
jack tuna (the subtropical species of tuna). When the water off southern Califor-
nia got too warm seasonally for albacore they left the fishing area. In with the
warm water, which drove the albacore out, came yellowfin and skipjack.

Albacore was strictly seasonal in southern California and the growing market
demanded a more stable supply of product. The canners began to pack yellow-
fin and then skipjack to get this more stable supply. During the early 1920's
several million dollars were spent in advertising to develop public taste for "light
meat" tuna, which comes from yellowfin and skipjack as contrasted to white
meat tuna which comes only from albacore.

During the developmental period of the industry the fleet was composed only
of small boats with gas engines, with no refrigeration, no radios and capable of
working only a few miles from port. Primarily they were day-boats staying at
sea only 1 day at a time, but as icing facilities came into being the boats were
able to go from port to sea for 2 or 3 days at a time or even a week.

The market and industry grew rapidly and in the 1920's finally achieved
almost national distribution. As the market and industry grew albacore remained
dominant bu~ the demand for light meat tuna from yellowfin and skipjack was
growing. The production of albacore increased steadily to its biggest year-
1925. Then in 1926 practically no albacore came to the southern California
grounds. The next year few came and the bottom dropped out of the albacore
production.

The market, however, was continually growing and had to be supplied. How
was this done? With the cyclio change in ocean conditions the warm water from
the south invaded the southern California fishing area, driving the albacore away
from the inshore area which the then available short-range fleet could operate.
Where the albacore had gone nobody then knew or very much cared because
yellowfin and skipjack moved in with the warm water which had driven the
albacore out. The vessels all went fishing for yellowfin, forgetting albacore, and
made no attempt to locate new schools. Yellowfin was the prize and new champ
of the tuna market.
19B6 to 1985

Still certain market areas, such as Boston and Philadelphia, wanted "white
meat" tuna in preference to "light meat" tuna which had become the popular
choice. The southern California canners sought a supply of albacore to fill this
specialized demand and found the source in Japan. They then began to import
frozen albacore from Japan to bolster the meager supply available in local southern
California waters.

As a result this came near being a fatal mistake. The Japanese caught and ate
tremendous quantities of tuna either raw or dried but had never canned it com-
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mercially. When the southern California canners bought Japanese albacore to
help fill the market here, they called this market, which they had built for canned
tuna in the United States, to the attention of the Japanese tuna industry. They
Japanese began canning tuna for the market at prices the Southern California
canners could not compete with.

By 1933 the Japanese genii, which the southern California canners had liberated
from the bottle, had 30 percent of the United States canned tuna market and on
their way to take the rest. In 1934, and just in the nick of time, the Tariff Com-
mission and President Roosevelt came to the rescue with a 45-percent ad valorem
tariff on canned tuna, which equalized costs of production between the Japanese
and American industries in this market.

Under the newly stable market conditions the American industry continued
to grow and by advertising and skillful merchandising continued to swell the
market for canned tuna in the United States. The Japanese industry was bene-
fited without a share cost to them and expanded greatly.

The emphasis was now all on yellowfin and skipjack and the "light meat"
market. Yellowfin and skipjack were seasonal in southern California as had been
albacore before them and to get a more stable year-round supply for the rapidly
growing market the industry had to reach farther and farther the south. During
this period the fleet was in continual change. Diesel engines became practical
and displaced gas engines. Ice came into use on all the vessels increasing the
distance they could go south for fish. Then small auxiliary refrigerators became
available which extended the life of the ice and the range of the vessels.

During all this period albacore was almost forgotten by California fishermen
whose principal thought was yellowfin and skipjack. The small amount of alba-
core needed for special "white meat" markets could be had from Japan. The
waters off southern California stayed warm during this period and the albacore
did not return in numbers.
1936 to 1941

In this period of time several things happened in the Northwest fisheries which,when put together, vigorously changed the whole aspect of the American albacore
fishery.

During these years the halibut fishery was stabilized under Government
control and the halibut season decreased from a year-round fishery to a spring
fishery only 2 months long or less. A fleet of long-range vessels, sufficiently sea-
worthy to venture far to sea and manned by capable crews used to fishing far to
sea, was left increasingly idle. They did not remain idle but spread to other
fisheries in other seasons-crab, salmon trolling, bottom fish, black cod, shark,
etc. This brought pressure on all the other fleets fishing for these species of fish.

The character of the fleets and the abilities of the fishermen as well as their
experience changed continuously and grew rapidly. There developed, as a result
a multiple-purpose very seaworthy vessel able to switch from long-lining halibut
to set-netting shark to trawling rock cod or flounder or to trolling salmon as the
market and the season required.

Off the coast of northern California, Oregon, and Washington these vessels only
trolled for salmon which occur only in the cold water during the summer lying in
a narrow band 5 to 20 miles wide between the shore and the warmer Japanese
current offshore. Neither salmon trollers nor any other fishing vessels ventured
out into the Japanese current where there were no salmon.

In 1934 the State of Washington permitted the reduction of pilchard (or Cali-
fornia sardine) to oil and meal which had been heretofore prevented by law.
Oregon quickly followed. Immediately a good summer fishery developed with
purse seiners from Monterey and California coming up to Oregon and Washing-
ton for July and August fishing.

The ardine was at the edge of the Japanese current well offshore from where the
salmon trollers worked. The sardine seiners immediately, as they came into the
area, began sighting and reporting large schools of albacore. They were not in-
terested in them because purse seiners can seldom catch albacore and there was
no market in the North for albacore or any other fresh tunal. This was salmon
country and the people literally did not know what tuna were of if they were
good to eat. However, venturesome salmon trollers went out to see and caught
these new fish that the seiners had found but there was no market for them.

During this time the effect of building dams on the upper Columbia River was
beginning to damage the big salmon canneries at the mouth of the Columbia
River, particularly around Astoria, by killing off the salmon runs and eliminating
the supply of raw material upon which the canneries were dependent.
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All these canners knew about tuna was that the southern California cannersmade money canning tuna and that they themselves were going out of business
because salmon were disappearing. A God-sent gift in time of distress, the tuna,and of the highest price and grade at that, had been discovered at their doorstep.
The Northwest began canning tuna.. Gingerly at first for they had to build neH
markets and they did not know whether their new-found raw materie.l would ih
permanently there or not. Everybody had forgotten, or overlooked, that albacore
had frequently and fairly regularly been taken by the sailing vessels of the Alaska
Packers Association returning southward along this northern coast from their
summer salmon fishing in Bristol Bay.

By 1941 several Northwest canners were permanently in the business of can-
ning albacore "white meat" tuna, were developing good markets for their product
and the Northwest had a new fishing industry to replace the one the Government
was destroying by building dams in the upper Columbia.
194 and 1960

The outbreak of the Pacific war on December 7, 1941, brought violent and
rapid change to the entire tuna industry and market of the United States, all of
which had great and quick repercussions on the albacore fishery in all its parts.

During the preceding period the market for cenned tuna had continued to
grow rapidly as it had throughout the whole 35-year history of the business
(doubling, on the average, about every 8 years). To meet their newly created
market the southern California people, by taking advantage of every research
and technological advance, had succeeded in taking seasonality out of their supply
of raw material-yellowfin and skipjack

Southern California had developed the tuna clipper, a vessel with full brine
refrigeration, capable of cruising 10,000 miles, staying to sea for 3 or 4 months at
a time and bringing back their fish in first-class condition for canning. Conse-
quently there was no season any mote in the supply of yellowfin and skipjack tuna
for the "light meat" market. If the tuna were striking off Peru the boats went
there. If they were running off Nicaragua the boats went there. They fished
continuously from San Diego to Peru. All clippers had been equipped with long-
range radio so they could communicate with each other freely while at sea over the
whole area. Where the fish showed the fleet quickly hit. The fish were available
at some point in this vast area at all seasons of all year. The canners of southern
California had a stable, year-around, year-to-year source of yellowfin and skipjack
tuna for the "light meat" market.

The outbreak of war immediately changed this. This type of vessel was exactly\
what the Navy wanted to supply the isolated garrisons of South Sea islands where
the war was fought. The Navy took some vessels so quickly that they were
brought directly to Panama from the Central American fishing grounds, refueled
and sent to the South Pacific without returning to home port in California.

In a matter of months 60 percent of the tuna clipper fleet was in the Navy and
no longer producing tuna. The remainder was being used by the Navy for patrol
and intelligence work along the coast of the United States and Central America
with fishing intermittent to other duties.

The production of the clipper fleet thus fell sharply and quickly. All imports of
tuna, canned as well as frozen, from Japan stopped abruptly. At the same time
the need for protein food in the United States skyrocketed as war disturbed the
normal food economy.

Into this vacuum of enormous demand and very short supply stepped the small
boats which could not be used in the war in the far Pacific but could stay to sea
for a few days for fish. These were the vessels which could catch albacore occur-
ring within short range of Pacific ports of the United States.

Under this steady demand for albacore most small-boat skippers along thew
Pacific coast of the United States became albacore fishermen in albacore season
and fishing extended gradually along the entire coast from British Columbia to
northern Mexico. With new talents, new experience, and increased activity came
much new information.

It was found that albacore were not the flighty creatures they had been thought
to be. The young albacore that furnished the basis of the fishery (9 to 30 pounds
in weight) each year approached to within 20 to 200 miles of the coast of North
America in heavy commercial quantities. Some years they hit heavier off the
Columbia River, some years heavier off northern Mexico and some years fairly
evenly all along the coast. . But every year there were big volumes o albacore
somewhere along the coast of North America available to the new fleet of small
boats during the period of June to December.
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The small-boat fleet had changed entirely since 1926 when the albacore had

disappeared from the inshore California fishing area. Now the fleet was powered
by diesel and could travel the whole coast to follow the fish with dispatch. The
fleet was now seaworthy enough to go out as much as 500 miles looking for fish and
catching them. Also the boats were large enough to take the rough northern off-
shore seas up until the winter storms of November broke off the season by holding
them to port. The fleet was now equipped with radio, long-range navigational
equipment and could not only keep in pace with the schools of fish along the coast
but could report accurately to all the rest of the fleet where to come to get fish.

Thus several thousand small vessels cruising the high seas off North America
during the summer and early fall were a vast scouting force able to locate the fish
quickly wherever they showed up and able to gather quickly at those spots where
the fish were whether off Mexico, off Washington or any place in between. Alba-
core had become a stable source of material for a stable canning industry for a
stable market. The market grew rapidly and the productive capability of the
albacore fleet grew with it.

The dynamic shifting economics of the ever-growing tuna market did not, how-
eer, leave this situation quiet nor did this stable dependable supply of albacore
from American fishermen relieve all of the .-trains and forces working on the
canners of "white meat" of albacore tuna.
In late 1948 imports of tuna in various forms together with the resumption of

full-scale activity by the tuna-clipper fleet began to switch to supply-demand
picture of the tuna market around again. Since 1911 there had been an excess
of demand over supply. By 1949 there was an excess of supply over demand,
a condition which obtains to date.

Secondly the emphasis of occurrence of albacore which from 1926 to 1946 had
been rather heavily to the north of southern California and for several years had
been off the Oregon coast began shifting somewhat southerly so that, at least
during the early half of the season, albacore were plentiful once more off southern
('California ansd northern Mexico. The new Keirenburg class of albacore vessel now
available in southern California, by ranging far to sea or near in, as the fishing
demanded, could supply the southern California canners with albacore.

The Northwest canners had built a bu-mness and a market on locally produced
albacore. Prior to 1948 they had, practically speaking, no imports. The
normal competitive factors of the highly competitive tuna industry now began to
pinch the Northwest canner. His market was only for "white meat" tuna or
albacore, having no "light meat" market to speak of and he was unable to build one
because he was uneconomically too far distant from the supply of raw material-
yellowfin and skipjack tuna. This had been( proven during fishing expeditions in
far southern waters in 1947 and 1948. Therefore, he had to have albacore.

To his mind there were three commercial sources of albacore for his raw ma-
terial. One was Oregon. It utilized the fine fleet of northern trollers, which
was seasonally employed in other Northwest fisheries but was available for smnmer
and fall albacore fishing. This was, so to speak, his fleet. The second was off
southern California. It utilized the very numerous fleet of small boats native to
those ports. While this southern fleet had several fine vesse s and a considerable
uImnber of fine fishermen, the North%%est canner was at a slight advantage over
the southern canner in having more vessels and fishermen capable of operating
effectively in the offshore waters.

The third area of albacore production was Japan. Now that the war was
o\er the United States, through SCAP, Lad quickly stepped in and rebuilt the
Japanese fisheries-furnishing finances, fuel, expert advice, etc., for this rebuild-
ing. As a result, by late 1948, the Japanese fishermen were not only once more
producing all the fish the Japanese could eat but there was also a surplus which
could be exported.

The competition of the Northwest canner in tlhe "white meat" tuna market
of the United States was the southern California tuna canner. The prime interest
of the Californian was "light meat" tuna and although he actually canned and
sold more "white meat" tuna than the northwestern, it was of little concern to
him when compared with the volume and value of his principal product "light
meat" tuna. However, the entire stock of trade of the northwestern in the tuna
market was "white neat" tuna.

This factor ga\ e the Californian a tremendous competitive advantage over the
northwestern. The Californian did not have to buy albacore carefully so as
not to oversupply his "white meat" tuna market as any surplus canned albacore
he had could be labeled "light meat" and so sold.
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The Californian did not have to watch his albacore cost so closely because if he
lost in the "white meat" market it was a small part of his total tuna market and
a temporary loss taken for competitive purposes would not seriously damage him.
This gave him the possibility of outbidding the northwestern for raw material and
underbidding him on the final canned product.

Other circumstances favored the Californian. The primary auxiliary fishery
of the Californian was sardine which was a winter fishery. Albacore was a
summer and fall fishery. Therefore, the Californian's working capital needs for
albacore did not fall at the same time as the working capital needs for sardine.
However, salmon was still the primary fishery of the northwestern and the
American-produced albacore fell upon him exactly during the peak of his salmon
canning. Therefore, his working capital needs were much greater for a unit
volume of production than that of the Californian. Also, his labor force and plant
was occupied by salmon during the American albacore season and he had to
provide extra facilities to handle albacore.

The northwestern's business was highly seasonal in the years before he began
to can albacore-with all the cost disadvantages of peak seasonal activity.
Albacore from American fishermen simply made his business more seasonal and
costly.

The Californian had pretty well taken the seasonality out of his business and
had year-around activity for his plants, labor, and working capital. American-
produced albacore hit him at a season which did not increase the seasonality of
his business to a consequential degree.

As the coastal fishery for albacore developed in the 10 years from 1938 to 1948.
it became apparent that the albacore hit the coast in a fairly regular pattern that
was disadvantageous to the northwestern. They hit first off southern California
(in June or July) and did not reach their peak until later (August, September,
and into October) up north.

As a result of this the fine fleet of northern trollers began to come down south
early leaving the northwestern with a reduced fleet and a fleet with its most
efficient producers gone. The Californian not only was capturing the north-
western's market, he was capturing the northwestern's fleet. Furthermore, when
the fish hit up north and the fleet came back north to fish, the peak production of
albacore fell precisely at the peak of salmon production.

Even in Astoria the Astorian was not free from the Californian. The Cali-
fornian simply moved in with him and opened a branch plant. Since the Cali-
fornian was primarily a tuna man he could move into Astoria for tuna. Since
the Astorian was primarily a salmon man he could not move in on the Californian
in the same way because there were no salmon in southern California.

This complex of factors began to become effective directly after the war and by
the end of the 1948 season the northwestern was in a hopeless competitive position
with the Californian with respect to American-produced tuna. He had developed
a good "white meat" tuna market all of his own, the American albacore fisher
had developed so that it could provide all of the albacore that the "white meat
tuna market of the United States could use, but the northwestern could not buy
enough of the production competitively against the California to fill the north-
western's new "white meat" tuna market.

Accordingly, the American production of albacore not only was not available
to the northwestern, it had become a handicap because his California competitor
now had an assured, stable source of albacore supply at a season which favored
the Californian.

As a consequence, the northwestern turned to the third area of commercial
albacore production, Japan. The Japanese winter albacore fishery produced a
supply which could arrive in the United States at the season when the north-
western's plants were otherwise closed down and favored him, therefore, against
the Californian. The Japanese albacore market was free. The northwestern
had just exactly an even competitive advantage with the Californian in the
Japanese market. In fact, he had this extra advantage-the Californian did not
need or want the Japanese production but would be forced to come into the
Japanese albacore market if the northwestern came in to prevent the north-
western from gaining any substantial competitive advantage by getting a Japanese
source of supply. This very act would decrease the Californian's competitive
advantage with respect to American albacore production because to the extent
the Californian bought Japanese fish he could not in a {imited market for the
finished product buy American fish (where he held the competitive advantage over
the northwestern).
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The northwestern had built his "white meat" market entirely on American

albacore production, but in 1949 he began to import frozen albacore from Japan
heavily for canning in the north. This was substantially increased in 1950.
1951

By 1951 all of the competitive factors noted above were in full play. In
addition the whole tuna market, which had been weakening steadily since 1948,
collapsed. These factors all impinged with maximum force on the middle of 1951
and produced as weird a series of activities in the albacore market as can be readily
imagined.

During the period 1941 to 1947, the total United States tuna market, for
reasons noted above, suffered an excess of demand over supply. This period coin-
cided with a period when the United States Government was hastily attempting to
reduce barriers to the flow of world trade between countries. In its haste to
lower trade barriers, the Government entered into several trade agreements in
none of which tuna was anything more than incidentally touched. Since the tuna
market was so strong no one, in either the Government or the industry, gave a
thought to what the sum effect of all these trade agreements would be on the tuna
industry when the highly abnormal economic stresses of the war were at an end.
The effect was disastrous. Although it had been developing since 1948, it hit
with maximum cumulative force in mid-1951. By mid-1951, the United States
tuna market was absolutely glutted with imports and the American tuna pro-
ductive apparatus had to be stopped in order that the glut might be worked off.

However the northwestern had to have albacore to fill his "white meat" market.
In late 1950 he contracted for albacore in Japan from the Japanese winter fishery
which was to begin in January of 1951. As was his competitive necessity, the
Californian followed the northwestern into the Japanese market and contracted
for fish to be delivered from the 1951 winter albacore fishery. Since the Cali-
fornian already had the majority of the United States canned-tuna market he con-
tracted in Japan accordingly-thus contracting for the bulk of anticipated Japan-
ese catch-and far more in actual volume than had the northwestern.

Both the northwestern and Californian contracted for the Japanese albacore
at prices which, when delivered in the United States would have been about
the fair anticipated price for albacore in the United States-about $390 per ton.

Under the stimulus of these excellent advance contracts, the Japanese winter
albacore fishery outdid itself in production. It not only caught enough to fill
the contracts but kept right on producing. There was no other market avail-
able for the excess production except the United States, resulting in an historic
debacle in both the American and Japanese albacore markets.

Before the contracted-for albacore deliveries from Japan were completed,
the American canned-tuna market was full and running over. It was obvious that
the anticipated deliveries from Japan would be sufficient to fill the United States
market for canned "white meat" tuna. No one in the United States tuna-canning
industry, either the northwestern or the Californian, really wanted or needed any
American-caught albacore by the time the American albacore season opened.

The price for albacore at the end of the 1950 season had been $370 per ton.
The 1951 season opening price was $350 per ton. Fishing began in earnest around
the middle of July and by the first part of August the price was $300 per ton. The
first part of September (normally the height of production), there was no demand
for American-caught albacore at all. The northwestern was offered 1 000 tons of
albacore at this time and he refused to buy it. The Californian bought albacore
ordinarily the premium price tuna, at less than he was paying for yellowfin and
skipjack tuna and packed it under the "light meat" label. By late September the
Californian even stopped buying at this low price. The albacore fishermen did
several things: Some switched back to salmon trolling, where an exceptional run of
silver salmon at a high price saved their season. Some sold what fish they could
retail at dockside. Some banded together hastily and hired a canner to custom-
pack their catch. Most just stopped fishing-terminating the most disastrous
year of the modern American albacore fishery.

The effect of this debacle did not stop. The fall in price for American-caught
albacore was reflected in Japan where the Japanese summer albacore season was
also in full swing. The price of albacore in Japan, which had started the season
at $310, slid down to $260 and the Japanese summer albacore season ended in
a rout, too. At the end of the season there were about 4,000 tone of albacore in
cold storage in Japan which no one in the United States wanted to buy, even at
$260 per ton f. o. b. Tokyo. This situation persisted until the Japanese canner
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discovered a trade agreement loophole iln the United States tariff law. Under
a trade agreement signed with Iceland in 1943, which never has produced tuna,
the Japanese could evade the 45 percent tariff on canned tuna by the simple
expedient of putting water in the can instead of oil. The competition of the
northwestern and Californian had driven the price of the Japanese canner's raw
material down to the point where, with the Iceland loophole, the Japanese could
once more put canned tuna on American shelves at prices which neither the
northwestern nor Californian could possibly compete with.

The Japanese bought the albacore in Japan, that neither the northwestern nor the
Californian would buy, canned it in water and sent it to the United States where
he undercut both the northwestern and Californian, the cannery workers of both,
and the American vessel owners and fishermen. The consequence is an additional
staggering blow which, at this time, affects all elements of the United States tuna
industry equally, so the northwestern joined the Californian. With them their
labor and fishermen joined in fighting to prevent the Japanese from driving them
all out of the United States canned tuna market with imports of canned tuna.

The northwestern has been left in an untenable position. He claims the
American albacore fishermen cannot fill the need for albacore in the American
market, but the American fishermen have demonstrated that they can do so
steadily and dependably. Even in the sharply abbreviated 1951 season they
produced 17,000 tons of albacore, which is equivalent to 850,000 cases of white-
meat tuna, in a market that will take little more than 1,000,000 cases.

After refusing last fall to buy large volumes of American-produced albacore
at prices $50 a ton less than the Japanese tuna he was then canning, the north-
western now claims he is short of fish and must import more Japanese albacore
to fill his needs. He further claims we myst import frozen tuna from Japan to
build Japanese economy and keep her from falling into Communist arms-but
not canned tuna.

The true position of the northwestern seems to be that he is geographically
out of position to economically compete with the Californian for American-
caught albacore and he cannot get Japanese-caught albacore without forcing the
Californian to do the same which, in the last analysis, will drive them both out
of the albacore market and give it to the Japanese.

The Camp bill, II. R. 5693, appears to us fishermen as well-suited to relieve
this competitive situation temporarily until the Tariff Commission can work out
a solution to the whole ramifying complex of import problems that are extermi-
nating the United States tuna industry-tuna canned in brine, frosen tuna,
bonito canned in oil, and bonito canned in brine. This temporary tariff of 3
cents per pound on frozen tuna should stabilize the raw fish price both in Japan
and America this season, thus benefiting both the Japanese and American indus-
tries. It would seem to us entirely impractical and certainly most unwise to
allow an industry, developed in America by Yankee ingenuity, to perish for lack
of adequate protection.

Accordingly, we sincerely pray that you will recommend favorably H. R. 5693,
which will provide some immediate easement of the albacore fishermen's problem
and lead to a permanent solution of this problem.

Addendum

STATEMENT OF MASON CASE, REPRESENTING MASON CASE & CO., MOSS LANDING,
CAIF., BEFORE THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE WITH RESPECT TO H. R.
5693

On the Pacific coast, there are a number of companies presently engaged in
receiving albacore tuna from the boats and shipping the fish by truck to various
canneries. These companies play an important part in the fishing industry in-
asmuch as they allow the fishermen to work over a greater range and, by speedy
and efficient handling, make it possible for the fish to arrive at its destination in
prime condition.

Commencing about the middle of June, albacore show up in quantity in Mex-
ican waters available to fishermen operating out of the southern California ports.
However, by the middle of August the fish are usually in superior numbers off
the central and northern California coast, extending from Morro Bay to Eureka
Calif. The albacore are found in the offshore warm currents ranging from 55
to 700 F. from 35 to 150 miles from land. It has not been found necessary to
prospect further out to sea as the catches have been adequate within that range.

Inasmuch as the bulk of t he cannon of albacore tuna is accomplished in southern
California and northern Oregon, it is usually impractical for the fishermen to
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carry their cargo to these plants and lose both the time that might be more profit-
ably spent fishing as well as the operating costs involved in the greater haul.
For this reason, buying stations have come into prominence over the past few
years that offer to unload the fish at nearby ports to the fishing grounds and
make shipments via truck to the canneries.

Each of the buying stations is in effect a small town. They offer complete
docking facilities for unloading, fuel depots, icing, food and chandlery accommo-
dations so that the boats may, in one port, dispose of their cargo and refit for
another fishing mission. The docking station itself is valued from $25,000 up-
ward dependent on its size and is independent from the afore-mentioned facilities
whose values range so greatly it is impossible to arrive at an average figure.

As the boats complete their trips and arrive for unloading, they tie up under
the electric hoist on the dock. These hoists are equipped with a fish bucket that
is lowered into the hold of the vessel, filled by the crew members with about 600
pounds of fish, and raised again to dock height where its cargo is dumped into
fish hand trucks ready for weighing. After the fish have been carefully weighed,
they are wheeled down the dock and neatly stacked either into a waiting refrigera-
tor truck or into very large refrigerated holding rooms that are often used when
there is not enough fish available to completely load the truck immediately. No
albacore is accepted at the station in poor condition and every effort is made to
see that its handling is done with the utmost of cleanliness and dispatch.

Before loading into the trucks, the "reefer" truck is prepared for shipment by
blowing a floor of crushed ice some 18 inches thick on the deck which insures that
the fish will not be crushed in transit on this cushion of ice. The fish are then
stacked in layers with more ice used between each layer to further cushion the
ride and provide adequate chill to preserve the condition of t lie albacore. After
stacking the fish and ice about 4 feet deep along the entire van, usually 21 feet
in length, another 10 inches or so of crushed ice is blown over the top of tli. load.
Thus, the' fish are completely encased in ice and will remain in prime condition
for many, many hours. On hauls amounting to over 24 hours, the trucker keeps
constant check on his load and, if necessary, stop, at icing stations along the route
and has additional ice blown on the fish.

The refrigerated truck is a marvel of present-day mechanical genius. Powered
with over 200-horsepower engines, the cabs are equipped with sleepers so that the
drivers may alternate their duties and keep the wheels turning constantly. The
vans are aluminum, heavily insulated, and have small auxiliary blower units to
keep the ice and cargo chilled if desired. Each truck and van is capable of a load
of 42,000 pounds of ice and fish, and show a capital investment of about $25,000.

Hauls have been very successfully made to the farthest canner, or in excess of
1,000 miles, thereby bringing every Pacific coast canner into an equal buying
position regardless of where the fishing may occur. Freight rates are nominal
and only the most isolated canner pays slightly more (never inl excess of a fraction
of I cent per pound) than do the nearby plants.

In the question of price, the fishermen pay for this unloading and hauling serv-
ice. The price f. o. b. cannery remains the same whether delivered by boat or
by truck. As the one exception and as mentioned above, only the most distant
canner is obligated to pay the slipper slightly more but this is reflected by only
a few cents per case on the finished product. The fishermen are paid by the
shipper at the time they unload, and the shipper invoices the canner for the
truckload. The canner, as in the case of the shipper with the fishermen, does not
accept nor is he obligated to accept any fish not in prime condition. Further, the
shipper usually stands responsible for any shrinkage incurred during the shipment.

The advent of these buying stations along the coast has opened new fields
and offered additional employment to many. The major part of the unloading
operation takes hand labor constituting jobs for both skilled and unskilled labor.
The initial installation of the dock with its facilities, the refrigerated holding rooms,
the warehouse necessary for storage, and all the other component parts of the
completed station are capital investments that allow a great many industries an
outlet for their products. Each of the large oil companies has found it necessary
to create facilities at these ports, and the ice companies have geared to an in-
creased business. During 1950, one buyer alone used over 4,000 tons of ice during
the albacore season in a port boasting three additional buyers. Small business
such as the grocer, cleaner, and restaurateur have sprung up in these ports and are
completely dependent on the albacore fishery as a means of staying in operation.

In brief, the Pacific coast buying stations have, through the albacore fishery,brought employment and life to the otherwise nearly deserted smaller ports.
They have given industry greater margins to work with. These, however, are
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but additions to their primary purpose: that of extending by virtue of landtransportation a far greater and more efficient fishing area to the albacore fisher-man. Further they have opened the field to the canners of the entire coast and,upon request, deliver prime merchandise to the canner's front door regardless ofwhere the fleet might be fishing.

As in the case of the fishermen and most canners, the shipper is dependent on
American-produced albacore for his livelihood. The importation of albacore
tuna from foreign countries is no threat to him-it is a promise that the salvagefrom his investment and labor in the albacore fishing industry will be worthless
but for reflection.

The following table clearly identifies the poundage by districts handled and
shipped by California buyers. An extremely small amount of the total figures
was canned locally but accounts for only a fraction of the sum volume. Further,
the table demonstrates the growth of the operation over the past 4 years.

[Pounds1

Eureka an Fran- Monterey Total
cSio Monterey Barbara

10....---------....---------..............---------...........------- 5,0,2 6,895,735 as11 2891,028 4,12,1199.............-----------------...........-----------.........---. -- 2,815,470 1,05,087 ,125,3 575,011 10,020,9641948-----------....... ....................... ..... 732,425 668,206 1,097,035 352,842 2,850,507947 ....................................... 581,117 372,795 1,272,140 707,254 2, 8s, 306

STATEMENT OF DR. RICHARD VAN CLEVE, BEFORE THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON
FINANCE, WITH RESPECT TO H. R. 5693

My name is Richard Van Cleve. I am director of the school of fisheries at
the University of Washington, located in Seattle Wash. I have been asked to
appear here by the Pacific Coast Fish Producers institute and by representatives
of the California Fish Canners Association and the American Tunaboat Associa-
tion to present certian facts with regard to the fisheries of the Pacific coast.

The fishing industry of the Uniteo States and Alaska is the second largest in
the world, yielding first place in production to Japan. Since 1934, United States
fishermen have consistently produced in excess of 4 billion pounds of protein
food per year, with the exception of 1942, when the landings were affected by the
war. In the year 1950, production rose to 4.9 billion pounds, for which the
fishermen were paid $365,000,000. This money was divided among approximately
170,000 fishermen, furnished work for more than 115,000 shore workers, and paid
for countless other services (U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service Fishery Leaflet 393).

The preference of Americans for beef, pork, or lamb over fish as sources of
protein has always obscured the true importance of the fisheries to the economy
of the United States. This importance will probably not become truly apparent
until sometime in the future. However, an estimate of it may be gained from the
history of other countries. With the increase in population and the limited
amount of land available for cultivation, all the heavily populated countries
throughout the world have tended to increase the total amount of fish consumed.
As a matter of fact, in such a country as Japan the land is far too valuable to use
for the growing of forage crops, and very small quantities of meat are used. The
principal protein in such a country is derived from fish, and the largest quantities
of fish used are of marine origin. A similar situation is found to a somewhat
lesser degree in northern Europe. We can expect that in the United States the
consumption of fish will increase in the future, and the importance of fish in the
diet of our people will increase correspondingly. It is vital, therefore, that we
not only conserve the fisheries now being exploited, but also that our Govern-
ment recognize the necessity of fostering and developing our fishing industry in
order that we may maintain and even increase production. This is especially
true of the fisheries along the west coast of the United States where considerable
quantities of fish still exist for which at present there is no market but which can
and will be utilized when the demand rises to where the fishermen can realize a
profit on the landing of these now unwanted species. Protection of our fisheries
is the only logical approach to the futtrre insurance of an adequate supply of
protein to supplement the supply of beef and other types of meat.

Total landings of fish in the United States and Alaska, and the value of these
landings as given in vrious reports of the' Fish and Wildlife Service are shown in
table I. together with corresponding figures for the Pacific Coast States alone.
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TABLE 1.-Total landings of fi, entire Unhited States and Pacific coast only

United States and Alaska Pacific out
Year

Quantity Value Quantity Value

Thou. ponds Tou. poued
1950............................................ 4,900,000 365,000,000 1, 135,000 $11,11u, 000
19.......................................... 4,700,626 329,702,000 1, ,619 100,373,000

1948............................................ 4,575,000 367,000,000 1,135,149 1,018, 0001947............................................ 4,344,000 307,000, 000 1,043,024 9, 76, 000
1946............................................ 4, 456,000 310,000,000 1,161,882 76,021,000
1915............................................ 4,576,500 2609,900,000 1,428,278 6 604,000
14 .......................................... 4,500, 000 213,000,000 1. 675.794 61,102,000
1948 ........................................... 4,202,000 204,000,000 1,43,263 57,323,000
1942............................................ 3, 876, 524 170. 38, 000 1,374, 88 40,244, 000
041......---.............. 4,900,000 129.000,000 1,813,356 40,362,000

19140........ ................................ 4, 059,524 8, 07,000 1, 4, 281 20, 578, 000

It may be seen that while the landings in the United States have increased only
about 900,000,000 pounds, or about 22 percent over those of 1940, the value has
risen over three and one-half times. A corresponding increase in value has
occurred on the Pacific coast; however, total landings in this area were lower in
1950 than in 1940. The reason for this is to be found in the decreased landings
of sardines. The increase in value on the Pacific coast has been associated with
an increase in the total landings of tuna, as well as with the rise in the over-all
price of fish. The growth in the landings of fish and in the value of the fish landed
has been associated with a corresponding growth in both the fleet and the number
of fishermen operating the boats. The figures given in table II for the years 1940
through 1950 for the total size of the fleet and the total net tonnage for both the
United States and the Pacific coast correspond to those given in the Fish and
Wildlife Service Statistical Digest and Special Report for vessels of over five
net tons:

TABLE II.-Total size of fleet and total net tonnage, entire United States and Pacific
coast only (vessels over 5 net tons)

Number over 5 tons

United StatesI Pacific coast

10, 500
10, 273
9,632

6,020
5,931
5, W6

6,a 575, 562

3, 460
3, 232
2, 858
2,714

2, 142

1,594
1,586
1,611
1,563

Net tons

United States

216, 500
205, 188
189, 087
19, 474

131,390
10, 913
94, 486
99, 723

112,043
112,752

Number of fishermen

Pacific coast lUnited States

90, 178
84, 178
73,181
69, 762

51, 361
42,144
34,853
38, 310
45, 631
45,677

170, 000
157, 6603
I5A, 000
153, 086

150, 404
122, 077
116, 222
110, 848
122, 069
124, 795

The table indicates that the number of fishing vessels in the entire United
States increased by 98 percent over the 11-year period, while over the same
period the number of vessels operating along the Pacific coast increased approxi-
mately 2.2 times. The number of fishermen on the coast in 1950 has increased
by 9,100 over the number shown for 1940, and more than 13,000 over that given
for 1942 when the fisheries reached the minimum as a result of the commandeering
of the boats by the Army and Navy and the absorption of the fishermen into
both the armed services and war industries.

The number of vessels given in the Fish and Wildlife Service reports do not
represent the total number which actually participate in the Pacific coast fishing.
An undeterminable number of the fishing boats operating on the outer coasts
of the States of Washington, Oregon, and California are included In the category
"boats" in the Fish and Wildlife reports for which no net tonnages are given.
Some estimate of the number of boats included in their reports under the category
"5-net tons and over" may be obtained from table III which shows the total

1950.............
1949...............
1948...............
1947-... - --
1946...............
1945...............

1940...............1980..............

Pacific coast

34,20
31, 74
30, 084
30, 878

34,028
, 184

23,108
21,047
22, 82
25,183
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number of boats listed in the reports of the California Division of Fish and Gameas being in excess of 25 feet in length, which corresponds approximately to a net
tonnage of 5 tons. Seventeen hundred and three more boats were licensed forcommercial fishing in California alone in 1950 than are shown in the table forthe entire Pacific coast. The increase in numbers indicated by the California
figures, however, is similar to that shown in the Fish and Wildlife Service reports,
and it is evident that the increase of over 100 percent shown for the period between1940 and 1950 holds for the entire fleet.

TABLE III.-Total number fishing vessels over Y5 feet in length (about 5-net tons)
licensed to fish commercially by the California Fish and Game Commission

Year Number of boats Year Number of boo
1939-40--------------------......... 2, 502 1945-46--- ---............-------------- 3, 396
1940-41--------------------........... 2,831 1946-47-----.....--------------- 4025
1941-42 ........--------------- 2, 627 1947-48 ... .-------------------- 4, 257
1942-43......-------------------- 2, 431 1948-49------------------ .......... 4, 681
1943-44--------------------....... 2, 939 1949-50..............---------------- . 163
1944-45..----------------........ 3, 075

In the early days of any fishery, the only limitation upon total production of
fish is either the market or the capacity of the fleet. In the design and constre-
tion of boats, therefore, many are built specifically for a single fishery. Thus,during the early 1920's large numbers of halibut schooners were built which, as
originally designed, were not suitable for other type of fishing than "long-lining."
In addition, large numbers of purse seine \vrecls were built specifically for taking
salmon; others were built specifically for herring. .1 salmon troller was con-
structed to fish for salmon only, and since a full 'ear's operation could be ob-
tained in any one fishery, no provision was made for the possibility of using the
boats in more than one fishery.

As the fisheries have matured and the capacity of the stocks for producing
unlimited quantities of fish has been reduced, conservation measures as Nell a
natural conditions have tended to shorten the fishing in each fishery until at
present few boats are able to make a profit by working in one fishery only. 'As a
result, most boats are now built with the objective of being extremely flexible,
making it possible for them to participate in two or more fisheries, some using
widely differing types of gear. Highly specialized vessels still exist; for example,
the small gill net boats that operate in the estuaries of the west coast ri\er,
predominantly on salmon, but w hich are unsuitable for the most part for opera-
tion in outside waters. The majority of boats along the wet coast, however,
are highly adaptable, and ways have been found to enable them to fish with
different types of gear so they can participate in several fisheries. Increased use
of boats in more than one fishery ha, gone hand in hand with an increasing
competition between the boats in each fishery %%hich has grown with both the
increase in number of boats and number of fishermen. This heightened competi-
tion, and increased cost of gear, oil, supplies, etc., has caused the cost of production
to rise steadily. The higher valuation for the total catch in 1950 over that in
1940, therefore, does not represent a corresponding increase in profits. The
higher costs and shorter seasons in many marine fisheries have tended to reduce
the net incomes from those fisheries alone, so that the ability of a boat to partici-
pate in more than one fishery has come to determine to a large extent whether
or not the men can make a living. The failure of any one fishery may mean that
many boats in the Pacific coast fleet fish at a loss. Efforts to augment income
when such failures occur, cause many of the boats to move into other fisheries,
thereby increasing the strain on the latter and decreasing the profits to the fleet
as a Whole. Thus the effect of the failure of even one of the less important
fisheries is felt throughout the industry. As indicated by previous witnesses the
albacore is one of the most important tuna fishes of the Pacific coast and it is
the most important species of tuna in the States of Oregon and Washington.

Total landings of albacore in the three Pacific Coast States are shown in table
IV, with the price received per ton in the years 1941-51:
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TABLE IV.- Total landings (pounds) of albacore in the 3 Pacific Coast States and
price per ton received, 1941-51

Year Washin

1951...----....---...................................... 521,
1950.............................................. 5, 282,
1949............................."..._........... 4,433,
1948.--------------------...................------------------......................... 4,917,
1947 .............. .............................. 4 243
1946 ............................................. 2,122
1945-- ............. ................ 6. 020.
1944 .... ......................................... -11.86 ,
1943.. ............................................ 5, 740,
1942............................................ I, 975,
1941------ ....... ------------------------------..............................- -... 1,050,

gton Oregon

489 2,949,q32
,53I 5, b. 1,1Oi
,9() 6,457,382
40) 1, 962$400296 98, 173,623
560 3, 95), 804
700woo

364

22, 492,100
Io. :385, 9511
10, 942 956
7,545, 131

Cuhforni Price

42 364, 881 $300
61, 21, 176 400
44. 163. 128 366
36, 481, 013 503
13, 171.751 505
Is, 069, 274 396
21, 275, 300 300
18, 433, 574 328
21,384, 864 325
10, 021, 360 388
3,341.209 287

The albacore fishery developed in the early days of the twentieth century off
the coast of California and furnished a living for a substantial portion of the
fleet in that area. However, in 1926 the fish disappeared without evident cause
and the landings of this species remained at a low level until 1942. The fishery
for albacore in Oregon and Washington is relatively new, the first of this species
being taken commercially off the coast of Oregon in 1936 and in Washington in
1937. The landings rose rapidly from then on and reached a total of 7.5 million
pounds in Oregon and about I million pounds in Washington by 1941. Total
andings in these two States since then have fluct late between a low of 6 million

pounds in 1946 and a high of over 3-1 million pounds in 1944. In 1951 the landings
in the two Northern States were reduced to a total of 3,100,000 pounds. This
lower production was the result of a decrease in price and the fact that buyers
stopped purchasing albacore early in the season.

The fluctuations in the total landings of albacore, aside from the effects of the
variations in the market, cannot be easily explained. One may only venture to
guess at the present time that the primary cause of variations in yield lie in the
variations in availability. For example, in the early 1930's albacore were noted
off this coast by members of an oceanographic expedition from the University of
Washington. It was some years, however, before the fishermen ventured far
enough out to find them, since their primary interest up to that time had been
centered in the cool inshore waters where salmon occur, in contrast to the warm
offshore waters where albacore are found. It is not surprising that the fishermen
had not found the latter fish.

Some idea of the
obtained from figure
waters and indicates
by Japanese prefectu
yachts which caught
will be noted on this

distribution of the albacore in the North Pacific may be
I, which shows in a general way the ocean currents of these
the cat chess of albacore recorded by several expeditions made
ral fishery exploratory vessels in 1939, and by two American
albacore between Hawaii and Oregon in 1937 and 1938. It
chart that the warm Kuroshio which is an extension of the

North Equatorial Current moving northward along the east coast of Asia, passes
along the coast of Japan and turns eastward between 45 ° and 400 north latitude,
forming the origin of the North Pacific (Current. This drift, aided further along
by the prevailing westerly winds, extends to the coast of North America where it
divides into t \ o branches, a northern one called the Alaska Current and a southern
branch called the California (Current. The latter, moving southward and west-
ward off the coast of California forms the eastern part of what oceanographers call
the Eastern Gyral. This is the large clock" ise circulatory movement around the
eastern Pacific, lying usually between the mainland and 'Hawaii, but which may
at times include the islands in its western edge. The northern branch of the
North Pacific Current (called by some oceanographers the Sub-Artic Current)
forms a counterclockwise circulation around the Gulf of Alaska. The point of
division of these two currents varies with the seasons, moving as far south as 400
north latitude off the coast of California in winter and up to the Gulf of Alaska in
late summer. The albacore are in general found in the warmer water brought to
the coast of North America \1 this current and our fishery extends from northern
Mexico into British Columbia. The albacore taken by the Japanese exploratory
vessels were found in the area north of Midway Island which, according to the
current patterns, was in the North Pacific Current between the East Gyral and
West Gvral of the North Pacific. Other catches are made throughout the West
Gyral as far as the coast of lapan. Fromr the occurrence of these fish in this area,

I
i
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it seems logical to conclude that they are distributed across the entire NorthPacific.
More adequate knowledge of the oceanography of this area and of the stocks ofalbacore will probably show that the total catches of this species off our coast aredependent to a large degree on the extent to which the warm water is pushed intothe coast of North America. The area over which this species occurs wouldindicate that the stocks must be very large, and it is unlikely that the catches takento date are sufficient to have made serious inroads into the population. With anincrease in knowledge of the ocean currents in this area and with further improve-ment in the techniques of fishing and information on the variations in the dis-tribution of albacore it can be expected that the catch will become stabilizedprovided large enough returns are made to the fishermen to defray the expense ofpursuing these fish as far to sea as may be required. Here again we have anexcellent example of a fishery that is not fully exploited at present and which, withproper attention and development, may grow into a source of employment for asubstantial number of fishermen. In addition, it will constitute an additionalsource of protein food for the United States.
Available data on total landings and operation of the fleet up to the present

time yield only the total number of boats operating and the value of gross sale,.For the purp e of exploring to some extent the operation of the fleet a survey
was made this past fall in cooperation with the Pacific Coast Fish Producers'
Institute. About 1,500 questionnaires were circulated amongst about 4,0)0
fishing boats in Washington and Oregon. These questionnaires asked for detailed
data from individual boats concerning the value of boat, gear, number of fishermen
utilized in the various fisheries, total landings over the past 3 years, and the total
gross sales in each fishery. In addition, information was requested concerning
the amount spent during 1951 for insurance, repair, and upkeep of the vessel, and
for various costs of operation such as gear, bait, petroleum products, provisions,etc. One thousand cards were circulated in California among about 3,000 boats
which fish albacore, asking for information relative to their operations, particularly
on albacore. A total of 478 replies have been received, 305 from Oregon and
Washington, and 173 from boats in California.

To obtain some idea of the degree to which the size of the boats making reply
corresponded to the entire fishing fleet, the distribution of the net tonnages of the
northern boats was compared with the distribution of the boats as shown by the
statistical reports of the Fish and Wildlife Service. Using standard methods of
statistical analysis, a value of chi-square of 12.4 was obtained, with five degrees of
freedom using the distribution of all fishing boats in Oregon and Washington as
shown by the Fish and Wildlife Service reports as a basis for calculating the hypo-
thetical distribution with which to compare the distribution of net tonnages of the
returns. This chi-square has a probability of about 4 percent of occurring by
chance alone, and indicates some difference in relative numbers of the different
tonnages between the sample and the fleet as a whole. These differences are not
surprising since the fleet with which the returns were compared included Columbia
River gill-netters and the Puget Sound purse seine fleet, few of which contribute
significantly to the albacore or other tuna catches. A comparison of the difference
between the mean net tonnages of the sample and the total fleet yields a t value of
0.26 which could be expected to occur by chance alone in 75 percent of such com-
parisons. There is no significant difference in mean tonnages between the two.
It may be accepted with some reservations, therefore that the sample obtained
through the questionnaires circulated among the northern fishermen was a fairly
representative sample of the fishing fleets of Oregon and Washington which oper-
ate largely in outside waters and contribute most of the tuna catch of these States.

Considering the results of the questionnaire, data regarding the average replace-
ment value of the boats is of interest. An average of $1,544.72 per net ton for
replacement of fishing boats was obtained from the questionnaires. Again, using
the 1949 records of the Fish and Wildlife Service as given in CFS-703 for 1949,
we find the number of vessels registered for fishing that year along the Pacific coast
was 3,332, with a net tonnage of 83,178 tons. Taking the average of $1,544 per
net ton replacement value, we obtain a total value of the fishing fleet along the
west coast of the United States of $130,000,000. This fleet in 1949 furnished em-
ployment to 31,794 fishermen. Adding the new boats registered for fishing in
this area in 1950 and 1951 with their approximate net tonnages, the fleet numbered
more than 3,700 boats with a total net tonnage in excess of 97,000 tons by the end
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of 1951. Computing replacement value as above, this had increased to about
$150,000,000. Discussion of the accuracy of this average value indicates that it
represents approximately the replacement value of hull and engine without special
gear or equipment. It is below figures applicable to such boats as are used in the
tuna bait fishery.

An estimate of the replacement value of gear used on the boats covered in the
survey indicates that this averages $4,105 per boat or about $224.80 per net ton.
If this is considered to be representative of the entire Pacific coast fleet, the total
replacement value of gear is $21,800,000, or 14.7 percent of the value of the fleet
itself.

The questionnaires used in the northern area gave much more detailed data
concerning the operation of the boat. Since the average crews on the boats
varies not only between boats but even on the same boat in different fisheries,
it was believed that the number of dependents would be much more pertinent to
the data with which we are concerned than the number in the crew. Two hundred
and seventy-two of the northern boats indicated the number of their dependents.
These showed an average per boat of 11.01 persons dependent on the crew, or 0.606
per net ton. In the case of 139 cards from California which also gave the number
of dependents, an average of 5.26 per boat or 0.596 per net ton was found. This
corresponds to a remarkable degree with the results shown on the sheets from the
northern area. Using a figure of 0.6 dependents per net ton which is an approxi-
mate average of these two, and the total net tonnages from table II, it may be
calculated that approximately 54,000 persons on the west coast are directly
dependent upon the fisheries. Since the sample did not include the large bait
boats of the south or the large purse seine boats of San Pedro and Monterey, it
may be considered that this estimate of the number of dependents is a minimum.
This is borne out by the Statistical Abstract of the United States for 1950 (U. S.
Bureau of Census), which gives the average size of family in the United States
in 1949 as 3.50. This would indicate that only about one-third of the fishermen
in the fleet are married if the total dependents actually numbered only 54,000.

As a basis for estimating the relative income of the boats, the average expendi-
tures for items connected with upkeep, repair, and operation are shown in table V.

TABLE V.-Average expenditures during 1951 of boats in the Oregon and Washington
fleets from which replies were received

Item Expper Av pe per
net ton

Upkeep and repair:
Dieel......................----------------------------------................-----------------........................... $1, 994.97 $92 15
O-------------...............--....................------------------------------..--------....... 840.3 103.84

Petroleum...........-------------------.........-.......--------...-...------------......-----..------.......... 904.01 4. 58
Gear..............----------........--- --------------------------------------- -- 878.26 47.76
Bait.............. ---------------...........--........--------------------------------................. 48.70 21.88
Provisions..-----.................---------------.......-----------.--.-----.------------........ 991.59 53.70
Taxes-------............ --------.. ... --------------------------------.....-..------... 14.58 .49
Cards: I

Upkeep and repair:
Diesel.........--------------...........--......----------------------------------........... 1, 83.44 169.34

as..............................----------------------------------------------------........ 87.06 174.02

I Most of these returns were from California boats.

The expenses shown cover the operation of the boats over an average period of
29.1 weeks, a figure derived from replies sent in by 247 boats. Since practically
all the boats participated in at least two, and some in three or four fisheries, this
7 months of operation undoubtedly did not include the time spent on repair of
boats and engines and in the repair and assembling of gear. While some boats
operated only 2 months, only 9 of the 247 boats reporting the duration of their
operations indicated less than 20 weeks or 5 months fishing, and 18 operated in
excess of 40 weeks or 10 months.

In order to relate the total money received by all boats along the west coast to
the expenses, the average gross sales by principal species harvested by the northern
boats were analyzed from the questionnaires and are shown in table VI.
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TABLE VI.--Gross sales, by species, 1949-61

Albacore Crab Halibut Salmon Other

Year Num- Num- Num- Num- Num-
ber Gross b r Gross her Gross herher Gres

boats boats boats beoatse boats

1940...... 152 $6,. 484.87 21 $1.06 1.90o o $20,005 80 129 $5,306 g8 N i1 &761.901950....------. 187 10, 354.01 27 7, 907.41 81 21. 380.25 145 4, 891.48 55 10, 443. 64
1951 .. 133 ,974 44 25 9,212.00 82 16,553.66 160 7,081.88 55 12,449 0

Questionnlres: 271.
rtrd: 161.
Orose sales, albacore: 1949, 91 boats, $7,005.49 gross; 1950, 110 boats, $8,096.36 gross.

The average gross sales of albacore and halibut are the only ones showing a
decrease in 1951 below the sales in 1950. In the case of halibut, the decline in
1951 is due to a combination of the effect of lower prices in that year resulting
from the heavy carry-over of frozen halibut from the 1950 season, and to a low
catch made by many of the vessels during the last 3 days of the fishing season.
This low catch was due primarily to bad weather. The combination of low price
and low catch was sufficient to cause the decrease in the average gross sales per
boat of the halibut fleet. The explanation of the decline in average gross sales of
albacore is to be found in the combination of lower catch and lower price, and the
actual cessation of buying by the canners long before the end of the season. By
1949 the price of albacore had declined from the war price of $600 per ton to $400
per ton, and this price held through the 1950 season. The average price paid in
1951 dropped to an average of $300 per ton, and many plants stopped buying
before the season ended. The reason for the cessation of buying is probably
complex, but it was certainly associated with the availability of cheaper frozen
fish imported from Japan as well as with the importation of cheaper canned fish.

Analysis of the present returns showed that albacore constituted 22.9, 36.7,
and 18 percent of the total gross sales in 1949, 1950, and 1951, respectively. A
comparison of these percentages with the total Oregon-Washington catch for
1949, which is the latest year for which complete data are available, indicates
that gross sales of albacore in Oregon and Washington formed 9.1 percent of the
total value of fish sales in those States in that year. The difference between the
percentage shown on the questionnaires and that indicated by the total catch is
probably explained by the salmon caught by purse seiners in Puget Sound and
by gill netters in the Columbia River which were not included in the present
survey. Aside from the purse-seine feet the percentages calculated from the
questionnaires probably represent fairly accurately the importance of the albacore
to the fishing fleets of Oregon and Washington. Replies from small boats in
central and southern California indicate that the operators derived an average of
69 percent of their living from albacore fishing in 1950.

The total Pacific coast albacore landings in 1951 fell 30,957,000 pounds below
those of 1950. With the reduction in price, this meant a reduction of $10,715,000
in gross income to the fishermen, or an average of about $261 per person dependent
on these fishermen. The reduced production shown by the average gross sales
per boat in 1951, combining all species of fish and all boats, is largely due to
halibut and albacore and represents a substantial loss to the fishermen and the
industry.

Average gross sales in 1951 shown on the questionnaires amounted to $15,822.14
per boat or $877.93 per ner ton, as shown in the table above. Subtracting the
average total expenses per boat of $6,904.32, the average net income per boat was
$8,917.82. Using the average of 11 dependents per boat, we find an average
income per dependent of $810. For a family of three the average income in
1951 was approximately $2,430.

The survey has not progressed far enough as yet to permit a check of the ac-
curacy of the figures presented. The range of income of different boats is un-
doubtedly very wide. As is usual, some boats almost always make a substantial
income, but there will always be a few that either make very little or actually
lose money oil their year's operation. The average income given above, however;
may be accepted as representative of the northern segment of the fleet at present.

With regard to the albacore fishery there is no doubt that, if adequate returns
are assured to the fishermen in this Ashery as in the others, it will be extended
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and developed, and with increased knowledge of the distribution of the species
and improvements in the techniques of fishing, a stable supply will result, thus
not only providing additional proteins for this country but also furnishing em-
ployment to the ever-growing number of fishermen in the Pacific coast fishingindustry.

STATEMENT OF FRED WOLLESON BEFORE THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE
WITH RESPECT TO H. R. 5693

My name is Fred Wolleson. I speak as president of the Offshore Fishing
Vessel Owners' Association of Astoria, Oreg., and also as coordinator of the
State of Oregon for the Pacific Coast Fish Producers Institute.

I have been a commercial fisherman for the past 27 years, first as a salmon
troller in Alaska for 17 years, then principally as a shark fisherman off the shores
of Oregon from 1941 through 1949, and for the past 2 years as an albacore-tuna
fisherman.

I left the troll-salmon fishery because of the increasing scarcity of salmon.
This is due mainly to three causes:

1. The construction of high-power dame on our large Northwest salmon
streams;

2. Pollution as caused by pulp mills, etc.; and
3. A degree of overfishing.

From the salmon-troll fishery I turned to the soup-fin-shark fishery, which
remained profitable until the end of the 1949 season. We were paid a certain
rate per million units of vitamin A content, as found in the livers of these sharks.
This price rate fell over 50 percent in a few months' time. The principal cause
of this was the sudden large importation of almost duty-free vitamin A oilk.
Many of us-in fact, 30 sharkers from the State of Oregon-got caught with
large investments of expensive nets. For example, I was left with $10,000 worth
of drift and set-net shark gear. It was a hard blow to take. Many of us wrote
the Tariff Commission, the Secretary of State, and the President, but we were a
relatively small fishery, and received little or no effective consideration.

There was only one promising fishery to which I could now turn. This was
the comparatively new and wonderfully productive albacore-tuna fishery. I
made this transition with considerable expense, involving such installations aJ
refrigeration and loran navigational equipment

We had a good season in 1950 and received a cannery-based price of $400 per ton
for our albacore. By 1951, however, our price had fallen to $300 per ton. Im-
ports were pouring into the United States in one form or another, but particularly
In the classification of raw and frozen. Many former albacore packers had ceased
operations entirely. Japanese imports during the year 1951 took from the
American albacore fishermen 50 percent of his fishing season. Many of the
canners would not take our albacore off the southern Oregon coast or off the
central California coast, as they had in previous years. This made it necessary
for us to haul our fish to the canneries, which were 300 and 400 miles away.
This, of course, eliminated many of the smaller boats, as they could not make
runs of this length. In short, the canners had generally forsaken the American
albacore fisherman. Albacore was available from Japan and, for reasons hard
to understand, that is where the canners were getting it. There is and was no
apparent shortage of albacore, but the incentive to produce had been substantially
destroyed through low prices and uncertain acceptance of delivery.

I would like to emphasize the fact that the albacore has provided a very sub-
stantial form of relief to our other Oregon and Northwest fisheries. I mean by
this that, with hundreds of boats operating in albacore, there is that many le.s
working on the decreased stocks in out other fisheries. The men in our other
fisheries are very concerned over the situation in the albacore-tuna fishery.
They fear wholesale and widespread movements of the albacore boats into their
fisheries, as well as the loss of the albacore fishery to them as a valuable and
supplementary fishery.

Attached to this brief are copies of a letter and a telegram from the Columbia
River Fishermen's Protective Union, in which they urge passage of Mr. Camp's
bill as a measure of indirect aid and support to their river gill-net fishery.

It is respectively requested that the honorable members of this committee take
favorable action on H. R. 5693.
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COLUMBIA RIVER FISHERMEN'S PROTECTIVE UNION,

January 25, 1965.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,

United States Senate, Washington, D. C.
DEAR SENATOR MORSE: We urge you to do everything possible to have the

Senate Finance Committee act favorably on H. R. 5693, establishing an interim
tariff on imports of fresh and frozen tuna until the effects of the imports on the
American fishing industry can be made a subject of thorough study.

Our union, representing gill netters from Astoria to The Dalles, is unanimously
on record in favor of such a tariff. We wish to point out that the Columbia River
salmon industry is imperiled by these imports. Low tuna prices will force tuna
fishermen into the salmon troll bringing more pressure on the salmon industry,
in which we have already been forced to reduce fishing time on the Columbia by a
period of 3 months, plus an additional 2 weeks just imposed upon us by the State
fish commission, as a conservation measure.

At the same time we wish to advise you that we are very interested-and for
the same reason-in securing an equalization on ad valorem tariffs on processed
tuna, in order to prevent evasion of the present 45-percent ad valorem on tuna
packed in oil. As a step toward securing this, we understand an application of
investigation has been made under section 7, Trade Agreements Extension Act
of 1951, and that a hearing on this is to begin in Washington this week or next.
We trust you will support the application.

Some 78,547 cases of tuna packed in brine entered the United States during
October of last year alone from Japan. This brought the grand total of such
imports for the first 10 months of 1951 to 294,043 cases, as compared to only
18,139 cases cases for all 12 months of 1950. This reflects the seriousness of
this problem.

Fraternally yours,
ROBERT J. HIces, Secretary.

[Telegram I

ASTORIA, OREO., January 24, 1955.
UNITED STATES TARIFF COMMISSION,

Washington, D. C.:
Re letter of January 24, Columbia River fishing time just reduced an additional

2 weeks by State fish commission. Imperative that tariff proposal of tuna-boat
operators receive favorable consideration.

ROBERT J. HicKs,
Secretary, Columbia River Fishermen's Protective Union.

STATEMENT OF JOBN J. REAL BEFORE THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE WITH
RESPECT TO H. R. 5693

My name is John J. Real. I am the manager and attorney for the Fishermen's
Cooperative Association of San Pedro, Calif. This organization is composed of
the owners of 145 purse eine type fishing vessels. Its chief function is to handle
the sale of its members' fish catches to canneries and to purchase fishing supplies
for its members.

This presentation confines itself to the effect of foreign tuna imports on the purse
seine fishing fleet operating out of San Pedro, Calif.

THE PURSE SEINE FLEET, ITS OPERATIONS, SIZE, AND VALUE

Purse seining is a method of fishing using large nets in capturing fish rather than
hook and line and bait. This method is used to some extent by fleets operating
out of every fishing port on the Pacific coast for the catching of salmon, herring,sardines mackerel, and tuna. The largest purse seine fleet is based at San Pedro,Calif. This fleet consists.of a total of approximately 170 vessels which, on the
basis of divergent types and areas of operation, may be placed in three distinct
categories as follows:

1. All-year tuna vesels.-In this group there are approximately 15 purse seiners
ranging in size from 90 to 120 feet. Their position in the tuna fishery is parallel
to that of the tuna clipper (bait boat) fleet of San Diego, Calif., in that they fish
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almost exclusively for yellowfin and skipjack tuna in the same areas and during
the same periods of time.

2. Part-time tuna vessels.-In this group there are approximately 103 purse
seiners. These vessels devote about 60 percent of their time to tuna fishing.
The balance of the year is spent fishing for sardines in southern California waters.
This latter fishery is regulated by a statutory season extending from October I
to February 1. These vessels are small in size and limited in carrying capacity
and because of that fact confine their operations to waters off the coast of Mexico
and, to some degree, off the coast of Costa Rica. These parttime tuna vessels
account for nearly 90 percent of the United States bluefin, bonito, and yellowtail
production. Together with the all-year tuna vessels, they account for approxi-
mately 17 percent of the United States yellowfin tuna and skipjisk production.

3. Local vessels.-This group contains 56 purse seiners whose operations are
confined to southern California waters. They fish for sardines from October 1
to February 1 and for mackerel during the intervening spring and summer months.

The San Pedro purse seine fleet in its entirety represents an investment of
$22,000,000, employing approximately 1,800 fishermen and in 1950 produced
approximately $21,500,000 in raw fish. Its importance to the economy of the
district out of which it operates is realized when we witness that the annual
"home town" expenditures of this fleet for food, fuel, gear, repairs, and services
approximates $7,500,000.

All three groups in the purse seine fleet have been variously affected by foreign
tuna imports. These effects will be separately considered under the following
categories:

1. The injury caused by bonito and yellowtail imports on the part-time tuna
vessels.

2. The injury caused by bonito and yellowtail imports on the local vessels.
3. The injury caused by general tuna imports on the all-year tuna vessels.
4. The threat of further injury by general tuna imports on the part-time tuna

vessels.

THE INJURY CAUSED BY BONITO AND YELLOWTAIL IMPORTS ON THE
PARTTIME TUNA VESSELS

We are aware of the fact that bonito and yellowtail are not covered in H. R.
5693, particularly in that form in which the bulk of imports of these products
have come in, namely, as canned in oil. We nevertheless feel forced to touch
upon this subject because it exemplifies so clearly what can happen in a very short
period of time to domestic producers with unrestricted or lightly restricted tuna
Imports. A further and more important reason for discussing this problem arises
from the fact that the loss of the bonito-yellowtail fishery to the purse seine fleet
makes the retention of the balance of its tuna fishery a vital matter.

It is to be noted at the outset that we speak throughout this statement in the
terms of "bonito and yellowtail" jointly rather than addressing ourselves to each
of these species separately. Insofar as domestic producers are concerned bonito
and yellowtail fishing operations are inseparable because both species occur in the
same areas of operation and run during the same periods of time. Fishing voy-
ages cannot be profitably made to seek one of the species alone and the ultimate
products from each of these species find their outlet in the same general market.
Yellowtail imports have been relatively small and of themselves have caused no
injury. The point which we wish to make here is that the bonito imports have
caused injury to the combined domestic benito and yellowtail fishery. Fer that
reason all figures and calculations herein are made in terms of a combined domestic
fishery and combined imports. Any other method of setting forth import sta-
tistics in this matter would distort the relationship of the principal import in
question, namely, bonito to the domestic production injured, namely, the com-
bined United States bonito-yellowtail fishery.

Bonito and yellowtail are not strictly a tuna, but are classified generally as a
"tunalike fish." Their lower price makes the institutional and restaurant trade
the chief outlet for these species as a canned product. The principal country
of origin of bonito and yellowtail imports is Peru and the common form of import
is as a canned product in oil. In recent years this item has borne a tariff of 21
percent ad valorem. During the Torquay negotiations in late 1950 this tariff was
reduced to 15 percent and the same became effective on October 7, 1951. Frozen
bonito and yellowtail carry no duty.

The domestic bonito-yellowtail fishery is conducted principally by the part-
time tuna purse seine fleet. these species are generally taken by this fleet in
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waters off the coast of Mexico during the months of July, August, and September,
and for many years were the principal source of the summer income for the part-
time tuna fleet, accounting in 1947 for 25 percent of the dollar value of the total
annual tuna catch of all species by this fleet. Yellowfin and skipjack while not
totally abi*nt, are generally less available to this fleet in waters off the coast of
M6xico during the summer months and consequently. since, because of size, these
vessels are limited in their fishing range they cannot venture further south in
pursuit of yellowfin and skipjack and must therefore forego their summer trips
unless upon sailing they also receive orders from canners for honito and yellowtail.

The year 1948 marked the first entry into the United States market of any
substantial quantities of imported bonito and yellowtail. The' effect of these
imports was felt immediately. Table 1 attached hereto clearly indicates the sharp
decline in proportion of the domestic market supplied by domestic producers of
this commodity. It is further illustrated by the attached graph.

In 1948 imported bonito and yellowtail took only 3.3 percent of the United
States market but this constantly rose until in 1951 these imports had captured
84.7 percent of the United States market. The downward trend in price to the
domestic producer was sharp and immediate. In 1949 the price of all species of
tuna and tunalike fish dropped hut bonito and yellowtail were most severely hit.
Yellowfin dropped 8.8 percent and skipjack dropped 9.4 percent. The drop in
bonito was from $235 a ton to $195 a ton, a drop of 17 percent. The drop in
yellowtail was from $225 a ton to $185 a ton, a drop of 17.7 percent.

But even the price cut did not preserve the summer tuna fishing opportunities
of these vessels. Bonito and yellowtail were being imported with such rapidity
and at such low prices that before the summer of 1949 the United States market
in that sear for this product was almost \ holly absorbed by the foreign imports.
The result was that cannery orders to the puree seine flret for deliveries of these
species were at an all-time low and the part-time tuna vessels which normally
sailed after July 1 of each year for these species were forced to stay home. The
situation grew worse in 1950, resulting in a widespread decline in employment of
vessels and their crews ill this fishery\. Where in 1947 approximately 86.5 percent
of the purse seine tuna fleet made trlls after July 1, only 33.8 percent made these
trips in 1950, most of these trios in that year being actually made in a desperate
(and, incidentally, not too successful) effort to find yellowfin and skipjack rather
than pursuant to cannery orders to sail also for yellowtail and bonito (table 2).
The effect of increased imports was also immediately reflected in diminished
earnings to the crews and declined profits to the vessels. In 1947 the bonito
and yellowtail fishery produced an average grosss crew share of approximately
$906 per man. By 1950 this had dropped to $84 per man (table 3).

A further effect in this retard which is worthy of note is that as a result of thL
loss of the bonito-yellowtail fishery, license revenue attributable to this fishery
and paid by United States fishermen to Mexico dropped two-thirds from 1948 to
1951 table 4).

THE INJURY CAUSED BY GENERAL TUNA IMPORTS ON THE LOCAL VESSELS

Not only did bonito-yellon tail imports drive the part-time tuna vessels out of
a once profitable fisher but, this fact also had a noticeable effect upon the local
vessels who in summer fished for mackerel in local waters while the part-time tuna
fleet was away. The mackerel market is limited as to the quantity of this fish
which can be absorbed. This is indicated by the fact that in late September
cannery orders for this fish are either completely curtailed or drastically limited.

When the part-time tuna vessels were forced to stay at home during the summer
months their only recourse was to lie at the dock or compete with the local vessels
in the limited mackerel fishery. The second alternative was chosen in most
instances. The result of this was particularly pointed up in the summer of 1951.
The employment in mackerel fishery of part-time tuna boats which would other-
wise be employed in the bonito-yellowtail fishery caused a paper-thin spreading
of the available income in the mackerel fishery. Where normally in past years
50 to 55 purse seine vessels shared this fishery in the summer months, over 80
were employed in it in August and September 1951. A comparison of estimated
per boat production with the same period in the year 1948 shows a decline in
earnings per vessel of approximately 32 percent as a result of this overcrowded
condition in the mackerel fishery. Since crew members work on a share basis,
a corresponding decrease in wages is attributable to them (table 5).
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THE INJURY CAUSED BY GENERAL TUNA IMPORTS ON THE ALL-YEAR TUNA PURSE
SEINE FLEET

During the last 6 months of 1951 the all-year tuna purse seine fleet was hitby the impact of general tuna imports. Lay-ups occurred for varying lengths oftime. In every instance there was a decline in earnings on the part of thevessels and their crews, the amounts of decrease in earnings varying from $656per crew member to $3800 per crew member (table 6).Because of the fact that these vessels are large in size and expensive to operateit is impractical to employ them in any other California purse seine fishery. Theinjury and threat of future injury in this regard since July 1951, in most instancesparallels that of the San Diego tuna fleet and for that reason will not be detailed
more specifically here.

THE THREAT OF FURTHER INJURY BY GENERAL TUNA IMPORTS ON THE PART-TIME
TUNA VESSELS

Part-time tuna vessels chiefly because of their size and limited carrying caac-ities have only a short time (February through September) within which to
engage in the tuna fishery. If the opportunity for making at least three round
trips to the tuna grounds is not reasonably assured it becomes necessary to forego
the entire tuna season.

This then places the part-time tuna fleet in a position that if any lay-up periods,
such as are in effect in San Diego, become necessary it will mean that the reason-
able expectancy of making the three round trips is gone and this will necessarily
result in decisions to completely forego the tuna season. This then will mean a
choice between going out of business or engaging in the spring mackerel fishery.
The reasonably expected results of the latter choice can be seen by our review
above of what happened when this same fleet was driven out of the bonito-
yellowtail market and into the summer mackerel fishery.

The threat of injury in this regard is definitely present. Normally canneries
request their part-time tuna vessels to commence preparing their tuna gear in
the latter part of December. This last December, in most instances, the can-
neries specifically requested that these vessels do not prepare for tuna fishing
until further notice.

CONCLUSION

The evidence presented reveals that bonito and yellowtail imports as well as
other types of tuna imports have caused serious injury not only to the United
States tuna industry but to other California fisheries as well. The rapidity and
severity of what happened in the bonito-yellowtail fishery should serve as a
striking example of what tuna imports of other types will do to the United States
tuna industry and its components. Unless some restrictive measures are imposed
so as to reasonably limit the quantity of imports or place them on a competitive
basis such damaging results are inevitable.

The threat of further dangerous injury is not exaggerated and cannot be lightly
considered. The United States tuna industry has rarely asked for assistance.
It must now plead for it. We urge your favorable consideration of H. R. 5693.

TABLE I.-Bonito-yellowtail imports and domestic production

Percent of
Production Imports (con- Total United imports to
by United vrted to raw States total United

States vessels fish weight)' market States
market

Pounds Pounds Po nds
1946-------------------------------------------10,70,000-
1947------------..........-------.... ---........ ------.................. 871, 001948.....-................ .................. 19716,000 606,000 2,0396,00-0 13
1949-------.................................. 9,292, 17.,000 2.272,000 7.3
1950------------------------------------- tU:0" 18,09,92 2tW,92 81.5ooB1950............................................ 4, ,000 18,059,926 22,091,926 81.5
1951........................................... 4, 00 0 25, 30,000 30,130,00 84.7

I Most bonito-yellowtail imports are canned in oil. Import figures are generally shown in canned fish
weight. They have bee converted here to the equivalent aw fish weight in order to facltate comparison
with United States vessel production which is generally shown in raw fsh weigh t

' Separate records on bonito and yellowtail imports canned in oil were not kept until 1948. Beosme of
he low 1948 import figure and the fact that in 1946 and 1947 total imports of all types of tuna in oil were

not too great, It may be safely assumed pre-1948 imports of bonito and yellowtail were relatively insig-
nilfcant.

t Estimated for full year. Actual imports through November 1981, 21.032,479 pounds
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TABLE 2.-Employment of tuna vessels in the bonito-yelootail industry

[Taken from records of Fishermen's Cooperative Association of San Pedro. This organization represents
vessels aeeounting for from 75 to 80 percent of the total purse seine tuna catch, and its vessels and their
activities are representative of the entire San Pedro based purse seine fleet

Number of Number of Percent of
cooperative cooperative cooperative
vessels en- vessels mak- tuna vessels

gaged in the ing trips making trip
tulae fshery after July 1 I after July 1

1947----------------------------------------------------------= 97 84 96.5
1948............................------------------------------------............--------------................... 102 6 84.3
1949 ----------------....... ..........................----------------------------------. 88 53 60.2
1950.......----------------..........--..................................... -------------------------- 71 24 33.8

I TrM made after July 1 by part-time tuna vessels can be generally considered as
orders to sa for all tuna and tuna-like species, including bonito and yellowtail.
vellowtall order the boats would rarely sail after July 1.

trips mvde pursuant to
Without a bonito and

TABLE 3.-Purse seine earnings from bonito-yellowtail
[Taken from the records of Fishermen's Oooperative Association of San Pedro. This organisation repre-

sents vessels aeomunting for from 75 to 80 percent of the total purse seine tuna catch, and its vessels and their
activities are representative of the entire San Pedro based purse seine fleets

Number of Value of
cooperative cooperative Gross

vessels vessels Gross share
engaged bonito- revenue per an
in tuna yellowtail pe boat
fishery watch

1947--------------......-----...............-----------------.............. 97 1,759,073 $18,134 9086.00
1948------------------------..............---------------................. 102 1,717,834 16,841 84100
1949--------..................-------------.......----------------................... 88 37, 236 6, 104 305. 0o
19-----------......------....-----.........................----.... 71 120,460 1,6 800

I Like most other fisheries purse seine operations are conducted on a share basis. From the receipts of
the catch are first deducted certain trip expenses such as fuel, foreign licenses and certain other minor Items.
The balance is then distributed between the crew and vessel, the percentage of distribution varying with
the size of the vessel. The average distribution is 60 percent to the crew and 40 percent to the vessel.

The above chart shows individual crew shares before deduction of any trip expenses.

TABLE 4.-License revenue paid to Mexico by purse seiners for tuna-fishking privileges
[Taken from the records of Fishermen's Cooperative Association of San Pedro. This organization represents

vessels accounting for from 75 to 80 percent of the total purse seine tuna catch and its vessels and their
activities are representative of the entire San Pedro based purse seine fleet]

1947............................................

1950 .......... _ _.................-...................

Number of
cooperative
vessels en-
gaged in

tuna fishing

Total license
fees paid by
cooperative

vessels

Total license
fees paid on
trip begin-
nn after

July 1
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TABLE 5.-Chart showing estimated effect on local vessels in the mackerel fishery
resulting from increased number of participants therein

Total tons Estimated
purse-wine Total value number of
mackerel of alth, pure-seine Averge total

catch. August o vessels em- revenue
and ep-1 ployed, per vessel
tember I August and

(San Pedro) September

1948......--............--------------.....-----------------.......... 14,141 64, 627 55 $12,0841951 ........................---------- ................ 13,991 657,577 80 8,219

I The mackerel taken by purse seiners is of two types: Jack mackerel and Pacific mackerel. The catches
are combined in this table.

' In 1951 Pacific mackerel sold for $55 per ton and Jack mackerel sold for $45 per ton. Jack mackerel pro-
duction accounts for three-fourths of the total mackerel production during these months. An average price
of $47 per ton is therefore used.

NOT.--This method of estimating the amount of decrease in earnings is used because of the unavailability
of exact information on vessel earnings for the period involved.

TABLE 6.-Earnings on all-year purse-seine tuna vessels during last 6 months of
1950 and 19561

!Iumber of Earnings'pr Earningser Decreae in
days laid up, crew member, crew mem r, Derease In
July I to Dec. July 1 to Dec. July 1 to Dec. earnlnr .r

31, 1951 31, 1950 31, 1951 rew member

Boat No. 1.------.........------------- - -- ---- $2,515 S1.80 828
Boat No. 2............. ................--------. 5, 100 1.300 3. 800
Boat No. 3.- ...-........-..................... 66 2,550 1,334 1, 216
Boat No. 4.----- ...... ---..........--.......... 0 3.300 1220 2.0 0
Boat No.5...--- .....---------------- --..---------.... 90 4.404 1.010 3,394
Boat No 6....----............................. 60 4,432 2,197 2.235
Boat No. 7--...--------------....... ................ 92 1,6 478 1,161
Boat No. 8...............--------------------................... 92 2. 80 2. 174 656
Boat No. 9........ ................------------------- 80 2, 708 727 I, 981

Actually the situation was worse than represented by this table because this
table shows earnings received in the last 6 months on trips by some vessels which
were commenced prior to July 1.

BONITO AND YIDLLIAIL

30
Production U.S. Vessels, Pounds.

.... •Canned Imports Converted to Rao Weight, Pounds.
-..- Total U.S. Market Supply, Equivalent ,/-

Pounds Raw Wight. -.-

r-- ---- -x

.10X

0 I
1947 194&8 1949 1950 191
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STATEMENT OF JOHN CALISE WITH RESPECT TO H. R. 5693

My name is John Calise. I am the secretary-treasurer of the Seine and Line
Fishermen's Union, A. F. of L., affiliated with Seafarer's International Union,
A. F. of L.

Our local's offices are at San Pedro, Calif. Our membership consists of 600
fishermen who serve aboard the purse-seine fishing vessels operating out of Sanl
Pedro, Calif., and who have collective-bargaining agreements with boat owners
who are members of the Fishermen's Cooperative Association of San Pedro.

I have read the statement before this commit tee of John 'J. Real, manager of
the Fishermen's Cooperative Association of San Pedro, regarding the effect of
tuna imports on the San Pedro purse-seine fleet. Since our members serve
aboard the vessels represented by Mr. Real and work thereon on a share basis,
the disastrous effect upon those vessels has directly affected the welfare of the
membership of iimy union. Therefore, in order to avoid repetition, we wish to
concur in the statements made by Mr. Real.

Although we have some members aboard the larger purse seiners fishing for
tuna, the majority of our men fish on local purse-seine vessels for mackerel and
thlo(e species of tuna and tuna-like fish which occasionally run in local southern
California waters. The loss of tuna-fishing opportunities for larger purse seiners
has forced some, and will continue to force more, into the already crowded local
fishery. The income of our members is at a minimumlnu at t he present time. Inclu-
sion of more boats into the local field would increase competition in this fishery
to a point that the take-home pay of the working fishermen whom I represent
would be insignificant and would cause these men to seek other employment.
Because of their particular training as fishermen they are not easily adapted to,
other trades and thereby would be placed in the category of unskilled labor in
any other industry. This committee knows full well that there is a plentiful
supply of unskilled labor already. Once these skilled fishermen have left the
fishing industry it will be difficult to again recruit back in case their skills are
again needed, as they were in the last war, to help feed the Nation or protect
her coast line. As a result, we are wholeheartedly in support of the passage
of H. R. 5693.

STATEMENT OF ANTHONY D. SOKOLICH WITH RESPECT TO H. R. 5693
My name is Anthony D Sokolich. I am secretary of the Fishermen's Union,

Local 3-33, affiliated with the International Longshoremen and Warehousemen's
Union.

The men of our union are employed as crew members on purse-seine fishing
vessels which operate out of their base in San Pedro, Calif. As crew members
our men perform the regular duti es of seamen, engineers, navigators, and radio
operators in the operation of the vessel to and from the fishing grounds. While
on the fishing grounds our members assist in the spotting of the schools of fish
and in the laying out of the nets and in drawing them back aboard the vessel,
then removing whatever fish is caught. The fish, in the tuna operation, is then
placed into the holds of their vessel where it is refrigerated. Our men fish for all
species of tuna, bonito, and yellowtail and are the only boats that are equipped
to catch bluefin tuna which in some years represents a substantial catch.

The membership of our union comprises 1,250 fishermen, of whom 1,060 can
be classified as regular residents of San Pedro; the remainder are men who migrate
up and down the Pacific coast from one fishery to another. In 1950 our men's
income derived from tuna comprised 60 percent of their total annual income
but in 1951 the story was completely different. Boats were laid up for varying
periods of time and when they were allowed to sail were restricted as to the types
of fish which they could bring in. Skipjack was in effect a prohibited species
because of the fact that heavy imports of this fish in a frozen state made domes-
tically caught skipjack uncompetitive in price. In other cases size limits were
imposed, thus severely restricting the fishing effort. The imposition of such
restrictions and the failure to order ad species of tuna upon the sailing of a vessel
is not a usual situation in the tuna industry and until imports of frozen fish sup-
planted our market for certain species our vessels had a wide latitude as to the
fish they could bring in.

I shall give you the results of trips that have just been completed by some of
the vessels upon which our men serve. Tripe were all completed in late Decem-
ber 1951 or early January 1952.
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After an enforced lay-up of 30 days, vessel A operated under an order for yellow-fin tuna only. This boat made a voyage of over 90 days; during this time theyused 468000 gallons of fuel oil in traveling in excess of 15,000 miles from San Pedroto the alapagos Islands and the various fishing grounds. Unable to find yellnw-fin tuna but finding vast schools of skipjack the vessel finally in desperationcaught 70 tons of skipjack which is less than one-half her ordinary load. Whenthey arrived in San Pedro they persuaded the cannery to accept their fish andthe distribution of the share was made. For their 90-day trip and the 30-day tieup before sailing the crew members shared $175 each. Incidentally the expensesof the trip amounted to in excess of $15,000.
Vessel B, after an enforced lay-up of 45 days, operated for yellowfin tuna only.This vessel made a trip lasting 72 days and upon returning to San Pedro hadexactly four fish aboard. The experience of this crew was that they, too, sawvast schools of skipjack during the early days of their voyage which they had topass up. When accounts were made the members of the crew were in debt fortheir share of the trip expenses to the tune of $375 per man. Couple this with thefact that the boat was tied up approximately 45 days before sailing on her trip andit is obvious that these men and their families must have enjoyed a bleakChristmas.
Vessel C left on the same type order as vessels A and B, and returned after atrip of approximately 75 days with 40 tons of fish. This 40 tons represents one-fourth of her load and she too had opportunity during her trip to catch skipjack.

After computing the share, each man was in the red to the extent of $160. Thisvessel also had trip expenses in excess of $15,000.
Conditions of this type when applied to the rest of the fleet can only be looked

upon as disastrous and are conditions under which our members cannot long
survive.

Mr. John Real, manager of the Fishermen's Cooperative Association in San
Pedro, upon whose vessels the majority of our members act as crew members,points out in his statement the disastrous results of the imported bonito inroads
on our market, so I shall not elaborate further but shall underscore everything he
says.

In conclusion, I wish to state that our members who are highly skilled men in
their profession have suffered by the loss of their fishing opportunities. Many of
them and their families are now existing on whatever small savings they have.
and others have had to mortgage homes, lose cars, and experience other financial
hardships. If our men had skills which would enable them to transfer to other
jobs (if they were available), the problem would not tie as great but our members
have been fishermen all of their adult lives and skills learned here are worthless in
any other field. As the representative of these men with whom I have fished for
many years, and with whom I hope to fish again, I wish to plead with your honor-
able committee to grant favorable consideration to the bill before you today.

STATEMENT OF JOHN F. JANSSEN WITH RESPECT TO H. R. 5693
My name is John F. Janssen. My office is in San Francisco, Calif. I am

assistant chief of the Bureau of Marine Fisheries of the State of California Depart-
ment of Fish and Game. My presence here as a witness is authorized by the
director of the California Department of Fish and Game and the Governor of
California because of the interest of the people of California in a healthy fishing
industry of which the tuna industry is a very important part. My expenses are
paid for by my department.

The department of fish and game conducts biological research on our important
ocean fish and publishes statistics relative to the landings of fish in California.
In addition, this department publishes statistics relative to the processing of
fishery products in California. As a conservation agency representing the people
of California, we are vitally interested in the maintenance and development of our
fisheries. We make every effort to collect and disseminate information which
might lead to the development of new fisheries or which might point out where
overdevelopment of a fishery or reduction of the stock indicates that curtailment
of the catch is necessary. The injury of any single fish industry by foreign
competition may result in the diversion of fishing vessels into other existing
fisheries which may already be fully exploited. The result is either an excessive
strain on the fisheries into which new boats enter or the dividing of the permissible
take among more individual fishermen and thus lessening of the income of the
fishermen as a group.
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I would like to explain my point by specific examples.
All evidence indicates that in the eastern Pacific we are exploiting only the

fringe of our albacore-tuna population and that t his fishery may be much expanded
with safety. Our salmon fisheries, on the other hand, are being fully exploited.
Many albacore vessels fish for salmon as a fill-in before the albacore run starts.
We are concerned that large imports of frozen tuna may depress the market to the
point where these vessels find it uneconomical to fish for albacore and consequently
continue longer in the salmon fisheries. This was the situation in 1951. We feel
that such diversion of effort or increased effort in our salmon fisheries will lead to
further distress for our fishermen.

Many of our purse seiners fish for yellowfin and skipjack tuna throughout the
year, whereas others fish them seasonally. If the market is unable to absorb
their catches they will turn to other fisheries. The most logical fisheries for them
to turn to are those for sardines and mackerel. Our sardine fishery and our Pacific
mackerel fishery 'are already overexploited and are in serious condition. The
diversion of more vessels into these fisheries would be most unwise and would
more distress.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT J. SCHOFTTLER, WITH RESPECT TO H. R. 5693
My name is Robert J. Schoettler. I am director of the Washington State De-

partment of Fisheries, Seattle, Wash. I am appearing here to present certain
facts with regard to the fisheries of the Pacific coast.

RELATIONSHIP OF FACTORS AFFECTING THE CALIFORNIA TUNA FISHING FLEET AND
THE CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT OF THE F.ISHERIES IN THE STATE OP
WASHINGTON

Even though there has been a serious decline in the fisheries in the State of
Washington since its peak in the period of 1910 to 1917, fishing now stands as
one of the four leading industries within the State. Not only is fishing an in-
dustry, but it is one that operates on a natural resource which, if properly man-
Pged and conserved, is a constantly replacing resource that could be used for all
time to come.

Washington's salmon fisheries comprise approximately 75 percent of the entire
State's fishery value. Any factors that may adversely affect this fishery immedi-
ately become of great concern to the managing dgency for the fishery. In Wash-
ington, the State department of fisheries is the managing agent and, as such, is
responsible for the management, conservation, and propagation of the food
fisheries within the State.

Development in the past year within the California tuna industry has caused
the idling of a large part. of the tuna fleet. This development has caused grave
concern to the department of fisheries, when the possibility exists that a great
portion of that idled fleet can, and may. shift their fishing effort to salmon fishing
in Washington.

There is every indication that Washington's salmon fishery is now being ex-
ploited to the limit and, in some instances, beyond the limit which the stock of
fish can withstand.

Today's crisis in tuna could soon react quite disastrously on the salmon by
causing increased exploitation. Additional exploitation cannot be permitted at
a time when stocks of fish either dwindle or struggle to maintain minimum breed-ingstock for future years.

What is the interrelationship between the California tuna fleet and the Wash-ington salmon fleet?
Washington's main salmon fishery takes place in the Puget Sound area andadjacent ocean waters, where 80 percent of the State's total commercial salmon

are taken. In 1951 more than 8 million salmon were taken in the Puget Soundarea, and of these more than 6 million were taken by purse seines. In other wordsthe purse seine fleet alone accounts for 80 percent of the catch in the Puget Soundarea. Boats in the Puget Sound purse seine fleet generally fall in the 20 to 40
registered tons size class.

The history of the Puget Sound purse seine fleet is one of expansion. Ten yearsago, in 1942, the fleet numbered 154 licensed seiners. It has gradually increaseduntil 1951, when the licensed purse seiners numbered 327-an all-time high.
The fleet has more than doubled in the past decade.

Another important fleet operating upon Washington's salmon stocks is the troll
fleet. Boats in this fleet are smaller than purse seiners and generally fall in the
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1- to 25-ton size class. The history of this fleet's size follows the same pattern of
expansion as did the purse seine fleet, expanding in size from some 700 boats in
1942 to 1,200 boats in 1951.

Considering the California tuna fleet: Its composition consists of 335 large-type
boats ranging in registered tonnage from 20 to over 300 net tons, plus another
large group of 3,000 smaller troll-type boats, varying from I to 25 tons in carrying
capacity.

Should the unfortunate circumstances which in 1951 idled the California tuna
fleet continue into 1952, such seine and troll boats would, from the necessity of
survival, ply their trade of fishing elsehwere, and such would ery conceivall
be on Washington's salmon.

Washington State, therefore, has t he specter of multiplied exploitation hovering
over its valuable salmon fishery. The year 1952 could very possibly bring almost
a doubling of its already large purse seine fleet, plus more than doubling of its
already large troll fleet. All of which would operate on stocks of ,almon which
are already considered to be under a sever strain of cropping. The result of this
tremendous additional fishing pressure could remove Washington's salmon fishery
from the wondrous category of a replaceable resource. Escapement of seed stock,
would drop below replacement needs and an industry, worth more than
$150,000,000 annually, could decline precipitously.

Interrelated results of California's sickened tuna industry, unless immediate
corrective steps are instituted, would be that not only would California experience
great losses in that valuable industry, but that Washington State's fourth largest
industry would likewise suffer.

These recognized possibilities greatly disturb the Washington Department of
Fisheries; however, the department also recognizes very definite limitations in
its individual ability to stem-the flood of events that can transpire.

The department of fisheries appeals to all agencies or bodies dealing with thl-
Droblem that they, too, recognize the serious aspects of the trend of events; that
they know the ramifications of the problem prior to the time that controlling
events transpire. The problem is particularly serious in that it is one that deal-
with natural resources; ahd, more particularly, resources producing a large food
supply of high protein value. It is a problem dealing with resources which can
only be sustained provided proper, preconceived conservation treatment is applied.

Your efforts in the studied consideration of all aspects of the problem, and your
support toward a fair solution, are earnestly petitioned.

STATEMENT OF HAROLD E. LOKKEN, BEFORE THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON
FINANCE WITH RESPECT TO H. R. 5693

My name is Harold E. Lokken. I am manager of the Fishing Vessel Owner-
Association of Seattle, Wash. The organization for which I speak is a trade
association of over 200 vessels employed in the halibut and allied fishing indus-
tries. The organization has been in existence since 1914. Capt. Arne Finmo 1-
president and Capt. Peter Ness is secretary. Both are active vessel operator-
going to sea in their own vessels. The speaker has been manager of this organiza-
tion for the past 27 years.

The halibut industry is vitally affected by the importations of tuna. The
halibut industry in the North Pacific normally employs 377 boats and 2,760
fishermen. These vessels range in size from 30 to 90 feet, employing crews of from
3 to 11 men each. The industry has invested a total of $11,000,000 in vessels
and $3,500,000 in gear. Ports participating in the fishery are Eureka, Calif
Coos Bay, Newport, and Astoria, Oreg.; Neah Bay, Bellingham, Everett, and
Seattle, Wash.; Ketchikan, Petersburg Juneau, and Sitka, Alaska, as well as
many other communities in the Pacific Northwest including Alaska.

The halibut industry is spread along the coast as follows:

Boats Men

Calfornia-------------..................----........--------- ----------------------- 0
Oregon-----------------------------------------------------207
Washing on .......... ...........--------------------------- -------- 203 1325
Alaka----------...........-.-.-.------------------------------------------- 34 1 3.

Total] ...............------------ : ------------------------------- -577 2,70
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The number of men given cover those employed at sea only. In addition,
there are many more thousands employed on shore engaged in manufacturing,
producing, and distributing the supplies needed for fishing and in handling,
storing, transporting, and selling the fish catches after their arrival at the port
of discharge.

The American halibut fleet during the year brings in a yearly catch of 36,000,000
pounds of halibut; 6,000,000 pounds of sablefish; 2,500,000 pounds of halibut and
other fish livers and viscera; and 4,000,000 pounds of albacore tuna.

The halibut fleet is so overcrowded today that no vessel operator in the industry
can make a living on halibut, fishing alone. A few years back fishermen in the in-
dustry could expect to be employed 9 months in fishing halibut. The remainder
of the year was then devoted to overhauling vessels , doing work around homes,
and otherwise preparing for the following season.

This placid state of affairs did not last long. Under the conservation program
of the International Fisheries Commission, iimits on the annual catch of halibut
were imposed and then as the stocks built up, the fleet grew in size. The fishing
season then grew progressively shorter as the fleet and stocks of fish on the grounds
grew larger, until last season the year's catch was taken in 56 days, from May 1
to June 25.

During the later years the operators of halibut vessels have had to diversify I heir
operations in order to make ends meet. Some operate their vessels in otter trawl-
ing, some in sable fishing, some in salmon fishing, and the balance in albacore
fishing. The latter is the only industry which is not overcrowded from the stand-
point of supply and therefore has been able to stand so far whatever fishing effort
Ias been placed upon it without harm to the stock of albacore. The stock of alba-
core is so large and ranges so far in area that the albacore fishery is virtually the
only fishery in the eastern North Pacific which has not reached maximum pro-
ductivity. It is therefore the only fishery left to the many thousands of American
Vessel owners on the Pacific coast to which they can turn without crowding those
already in it. As others have said or will say, the salmon industry is either state ic
or on the down trend. The bottom fish industry, or otter trawl industry is in a
state of extreme depression due to bad trarket conditions caused by heavy imports
of fillets from foreign countries. The sable industry is in the last stages of deple-
tion due to overfishing. The sardine industry also apparently is in its death
throes. The shark fishing industry is compleetly dead due to imports of foreign
vitamin oils and livers. This leaves the albacore industry as the only one which
holds promise of the faintest kind

Up to the 1951 season the vessels in the halibut fleet were able to supplement
their halibut earnings with those received from albacore. In the last few years
an estimated 150 vessels in the halibut fleet from all port, engaged in albacore
fishing following the halibut season. Most of the vessels in this group fished alba-
core from the onening of the season in July until it closed in Decembher.

Up to the 1951 season, conditions in the industry were good from a market
standpoint. There was a demand for all albacore produced at a price which would
enable the fleet to operate at a profit.

In 1951, however, the previously satisfactory market conditions ended. Before
the season was well under way, the market price for albacore fell from $400 to
$300 per ton and in some ports the price was $250 per ton. This drop took place
despite the fact that the catch at that time was one-third less than normal. There
was no overproduction of domestic albacore. There were, however, large quan-
tities of imported tuna and tunalike fishes flooding the market at prices lower
than those at which the domestic supply could be sold. The situation reached
such a critical stage that our fishermen were told to tie up. The packers appar-
ently did not want albacore at any price Therefore, our vessels, which normally
operated to December, had to tie up in early October at great loss to both operators
and fishermen. Ironically enough, the stocks of albacore on the fishing grounds
at this time increased in size and gave promise of good catches had the market
permitted the fleet to continue operations. It is estimated that the catch in our
fleet was one-half of what it could have been had market conditions permitted a
full season by all vessels. Therefore, with catches cut in half and with prices
down over 25 percent, our vessels had a most miserable season. And this was due
in large part to the influx of foreign canned tuna with the remaining part due to
importations of frozen tuna.

Yet while the situation was so desperate on October 1 that albacore buyers
told their vessels to tie up, it appeared that the demand for foreign albacore
was just as great, for one buyer, as soon as the fishing season for American vessels
ended, announced that he was short of tuna-so short, in fact, that he was send-
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ing a vessel to Japan for a load so he could take care of his market. Evidently
the American fisherman is made to suffer financial loss while importers profit.

To illustrate the effect of this state of affairs, we have compiled some figures
on the earnings of the fishermen operating from the port of Seattle. Of the
fleet of halibut vessels centering in the port of Seattle, approximately 90 engage
in albacore fishing. These vessels employ an average of four men each. In
1950 the men on these vessels earned approximately $4,964.65 from both halibut
and albacore fishing. In 1951 the average earnings per man from both sources
dropped to $2,941.98, or a decrease of $2,022.67 per man. For albacore fishing
alone, average earnings in 1950 per'man were $2,838.44. In 1951, due to the con-
ditions caused by imports, earnings dropped to $1,152.74, a decrease of $1,685.70.
It will be impossible for our albacore fishermen to continue operations on gross
earnings of $1,152.74 per season. The albacore season requires practically 6
months' time each year and for these small earnings in that period of time our
albacore fishermen cannot afford to go to sea. The figures given are gross figures.
From them come the cost of personal outfits such as gloves, boots, and oilskins and
such equipment; also cost of transportation to and from the ports of sale to home
ports between trips and the cost of meals when the vessel is tied up between trips
away from home. These figures are'from the standpoint of our fishermen. From
the standpoint of the boat owner the situation is even more hopeless. On a man-
share of $1,200, the vessel operator grosses about $1,900. From this comes the
master's percentage of 10 percent of the boat share leaving $1,710 to pay for
payroll taxes, supplies, repairs, and depreciation. When all these are deducted,
the owner is faced with a deficit.

If albacore fishing is allowed to remain in its present demoralized state, some.
of the 2,500 vessels now fishing albacore but not as yet fishing halibut will seek
to enter the halibut fishery in the future. This will throw an impossible burden
upon an industry that has long since reached the number of vessels that should
be employed in it.

May I call to your attention also that the tuna industry is one of the small
but important industries in the United States as a whole, and that it has its root,
in all parts of the country. The materials used by the industry originate in
many States. These materials are steel, twine, textiles, machinery of all kinds,
food commodities, and many others.

The tuna industry is an industry that serves the Nation in peace and war.
Most of the industries in the United States are now engaged in war work. The
goods for a peace economy are now being supplied in increasingly larger portions by
imports. When the workers in our war factories find their services no longer
needed to make war goods and return to look for their peacetime jobs, they will
no longer be there. Their jobs will have been taken by foreign labor in foreign
countries. This applies to the textile industry, the sewing machine and bicycle
factories, the chinaware centers, and hundreds of others. It behooves our Gov-
ernment to protect these small industries now so as to have them when the wartime
economy ends. If this is not done, American industry will suffer such a severe
dislocation when our war economy ends as to threaten the very existence of our
democratic way of life.

Therefore, speaking in behalf of the owners and fishermen in the halibut in-
dustry, I urge the passage of H. R. 5693, now before this committee.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT B. BARRETT, BEFORE THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE
WITH RESPECT TO H. R. 5693

My name is Robert B. Barrett. I am general manager of the Halibut Producers
Cooperative of Seattle Wash.

Halibut Producers Cooperative is a fishermen's cooperative. This organization
is incorporated under the laws of the State of Washington and functions in
accordance with the Fishery Cooperative Marketing Act of 1934.

In the receiving, processing, sales, and distribution of the fish and the vitamin
oil derived therefrom HPC represents some 650 fishing vessel owners and their
crews, totaling some 3,500 fishermen. The investment in vessels and gear of this
fleet is in the neighborhood of $20,000,000. Two-thirds of the fleet is registered
in the ports of Washington and Oregon, the balance in Alaskan ports.

These cooperative vessels fish along the Pacific coast of the United States,
British Columbia, and Alaska from the Mexican border to the Aleutian Peninsula.
They engage in a number of different fisheries, depending on the type of vessel and
the season of the year.
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The principal fish processed and sold for the membership are halibut, salmon,
sablefish, ling cod, rockfish, sole, and true cod, and the vitamin oil derived from
the livers and viscera of these fish. Prior to 1950, another principal fishery was
shark, of which the liver was the primary product, and its value constituted the
total revenue from this type of fishing. By the end of 1949 the excessive imports
of Japanese fish oils had lowered the American Vitamin A market to a point where
it was impossible for the American or Canadian fishermen to participate in the
shark fisheries.

The loss of the revenue from this fishery was a distinct blow to the Pacific
fishing industry. The boats that had participated were necessarily forced to
look to other fisheries to overcome this loss. Some turned to halibut, salmon,
bottom fish, black cod, and albacore tuna fisheries, which in late 1949 and 1950
could not assume any additional vessels without curtailing the seasons and earn-
ings of those participating at that time. This was not so much the case in the
albacore fleet until the 1951 season.

The food fish division of the cooperative up to 1951 did not include any albacore
tuna. However, in September of 1951 a group of 10 member boats, in desperation,
contacted the co-op by radio phone to see if it would be possible to find a market
or an outlet for their catch, which was already in the holds of their boats, and for
which they had no market, due to the surplus imports of Japanese albacore.

The necessary receiving, shipping, canning, and sales arrangements were
hurriedly made, to assure some return for the tuna-fishing efforts of these members.

This was a stopgap measure to give relief to a few albacore boats. However,
even this couldn't be attempted again if something isn't done to give some
immediate relief of this tuna import problem.

The total membership of the cooperative realizes the importance of the pro-
tection of the whole west coast tuna fishery. To keep this fleet intact and not
mose in on the other overburdened fisheries is imperative to the Northwest
fishing industry, not only that but to the Pacific fisheries as a whole.

The cooperative membership urges passage of Camp bill, H. R. 5693, as the
first step toward the solution of the fish and the fish byproducts import problems,
which are slowly but surely strangling to death this American natural resource
industry.

STATEMENT OF BERT G. JOHNSTON BEFORE THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE
WITH RESPECT TO H. R. 5693

My name is Bert G. Johnston. I am secretary of the Fishermen's Cooperative
Association, located at pier 55, Seattle, Wash.

This presentation is made in support of and for the enactment of H. R. 5693
which is designed to relieve the chaotic condition of the Pacific coast tuna industry
as well as remove the threat to all other types of fishing gear which will follow,unless a speedy and adequate remedy for the foreign imports of tuna into Ameri-
can markets is forthcoming.

In behalf of 1,020 members of our organization, who have banded themselves
together as small-business men in the field of producing commercial fishermen, I
urge your support of this legislation.

The Fishermen's Cooperative Association was organized in 1935. It operates
as a nonprofit organization for the marketing and handling of fish in the State of
Washington and the Columbia River in Oregon. The individual stockholders
own their own boats, which range from a moderate investment to the 55-foot
vessel worth $40,000. The total value of the association's fleet is estimated to
be $1 % million. The assets of the association, which are owned by these members,are $358,000. Even though the total of $1,858,000 is a small part of the State of
Washington's $308 million fishing industry, the principle of the American way of
independent enterprise that all Amerlans cherish as their heritage and our Gov-
ernment has always encouraged, still remains a factor of unlimited value.

The distressing tuna situation is not caused by the failure of our Government
to protect, but rather due to a gradual change in the industry brought about by
World War II. This change burdened the fishery with a greater production
demand that was met by rapid fleet expansion.

Some years prior to World War II, our fleet was engaged in the salmon fishery
only. The operation at that time did not require the long cruising range to sea
or the carrying capacity of the hold. The increased demand for food and the
rapid growth in tuna canneries in the Northwest made the troll fleet triple in
tonnage in a few short years. Our trollers operate in salmon for 4 months in the
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spring and then convert to the tuna fishery in July. They continue in that
fishery for 8 to 10 weeks.

The salmon runs on the Pacific coast have shown a sharp decrease in produc-
tion, due to the encroachment of civilization, with the pollution of the salmon
streams, the hydroelectric dams, and the various conditions brought about by a
concentration of population. The economy of the fleet became dependent upon
the dual fishery, salmon and tuna. Neither fishery alone can support the ca-
pacity production necessary for profitable operation. The larger boats have
migrated to sourthern waters to extend their operations entirely to tuna. Tihs
has relieved.the salmon fishery of the Northwest materially. The remaining
troll fleet in northern waters produces tuna amounting to one-third of our total
production. This tuna fishing occupies one-third of the concurrent season which
further relieves heavy concentration on the salmon supply.

In 1951 the production of tuna dropped to less than 7 percent of the 1950 pro-
duction due to the adverse influence of imports. Unless an equitable solution is
possible we are faced with the following inevitable conditions:

1. We must absorb a 50-percent greater concentration of effort in our salmon
troll fisheries, which are already suffering seriously with the present conditions in
supply.

2. We face the possibility of an additional 3,000 smaller tuna vessels of Cali-
fornia moving into the already crowded salmon fisheries of the Oregon and Wash-
ington coast.

3. The competition of low-priced tuna is already threatening the salmon market.
We have a competitive protein food in canned tuna that is impossible to meet in
the production of canned salmon.

These same enumerated facts face every type of fishing on the Pacific coast
To absorb the diversion from the tuna fishery the entire fishing economy of the
Pacific coast is in jeopardy.

These conditions have been gradually growing in the years that followed the
war. Our tuna production and our market felt the first real impact of quantity
imports in 1949. Our association processed a $200,000 pack of tuna that year
which was marketed at $2.50 per case below a conservative estimate of the market-
able value at the beginning of the season. The softening factor was the offerings
of imported albacore at prices below our cost of production. This factor forced
us out of the canning business.

We recognize the position of the United States in the community of Nations
We feel the justification of trade encouragement to the economy of Japan and to
all friendly countries in a troubled world. We see your responsibility as law-
makers to decide upon a fair and equitable decision in your consideration of
H. R. 5693. We conscientiously believe that our request for your support of Mr.
Camp's bill is an honest, fair, and reasonable plea to preserve our American stand-
ard of living in our Pacific coast fishing industry. This bill will not act as a
barrier to imports. Tuna will still be an article of commerce under the provisions
of this bill. It will, however, act as a temporary equalizer between the standards
of the several countries, enable us to continue in our gainful occupations, and
preserve our fisheries resources of the Pacific coast.

STATEMENT OF GEORGE E. CAMPBELL BEFORE THE SENATE COMMrrITE ON
FINANCE WITH RESPECT TO H. R. 5693

My name is George E. Campbell. I am a member of the firm of Campbell
Machine Co. of San Diego, Calif. I appear before you today with a dual com-
mitment.

First, I appear as a representative of the San Diego Chamber of Commerce and
wish to present to you a copy of a resolution passed by the board of directors on
January 9 relative to the tuna fishing situation in our city. I ask that this reso-
lution be placed in the records of this hearing.

I am a member of the board of directors and was present when this resolution
was passed. I can assure you that every one present expressed grave concern
.over the situation in the tuna industry as the shut-down of the canneries and
the laying up of the fishing vessels has caused a drying up of purchasing power
which has been felt by practically every merchant in the city.

The San Diego Chamber of Commerce asks for your favorable consideration of
the tuna industry's request for increased tariffs.

Second, I appear as a representative of the Southern California Boat Builders
Association. This association includes all of the small boat yards in the San
Pedro-San Diego area. It does not include the large shipyards in the San Pedro
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area. The majority of the work or business of the smaller yards is the repair and
maintenance of the tuna*fleet.

Just before leaving San Diego for this hearing I interviewed the management Ok
the different yards and in each case was told that employment in the yards is down
to about 50 percent below normal; that, due to the fact that the fishing boats are
not operating and therefore not producing any earnings, the owners are unable
to pay their repair bills. This is causing an undue financial hardship on the yards
and in some cases credit has been curtailed. Past due accounts are piling up on
the books of the different companies.

A tuna fishing vessel deteriorates just as fast, or faster, when it is laid up as
when it is in operation. Therefore, certain maintenance work has to be done to
keep the vessel ready for sea. In doing this work the yards have been very lenient
and proceeded with the work without pay. Management is now at a point where
they cannot continue to do this and will have to curtail their operations further
yet which will cause additional lay-offs in the yards.

The members of the Southern California Boat Builders Association also respect-
fully ask for your favorable action on the tuna industry's request for additional
tariffs.

I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before you and thank you.

SAN DIEGO CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, SAN DIEGO 1, CALIF.

RESOLUTION

Whereas, the increase in the importation of foreign tuna and tunalike products
into the United States has been increasing rapidly; and

Whereas the effect of such unrestricted importations has been to reduce the
American share of the American-developed tuna market; and

Whereas another effect has been to cause protracted periods of idleness for all
of San Diego-based tuna vessels and the fishermen employed thereon; and

Whereas every tuna packing plant in San Diego has ceased operations for
extended periods of time, causing serious unemployment conditions among can-
nery employees; and

Whereas a further effect of these importations has been to reduce to a minimum
the operation of the large albacore fleet fishing from San Diego and to cause severe
economic distress therein; and

Whereas the continued prosperity of allied waterfront industries is likewise
threatened; and

Whereas the additional value of the tuna clipper fleet as an auxiliary facility to
the Navy and Coast Guard in the Nation's defense is seriously curtailed: There-
for be it

Resolved that the San Diego Chamber of Commerce support appropriate
remedial legislation to protect this most important of our native industries, and
urge administrative agencies to carry on such studies as necessary to form a basis
for further action to prevent destructive competition.

SAN DIEGO CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
CHESTER L. DORMAN, President.

Certified to be a true and correct copy of resolution passed by the board of
directors of the San Diego Chamber of Commerce, January 9, 1952.

ARNOLD KLAUS, Assistant Manager.

SAN DIEGO 1, CALIF., January 14, 1981.
Hon. WALTER F. GEORGE,

Chairman, Senate Finance Committee,
Washington, D. C.

MY DEAR SENATOR GEORGE: We enclose a carbon copy of a letter addressed
to the President of the United States, detailing the effects of imported tuna upon
our business.

It occurs to us that the information contained in the enclosure might well be of
interest to your committee in the forthcoming hearing on the subject of tuna
imports.

Accordingly, it is respectfully requested that the said letter be made an official
part of the record of the said hearing.

Very truly yours,
SHREVE & HAYS,
JAMES T. SaaHRE.

94754-52---5



$29 TUNA IMPORTS

SAN DIEoo 1, CALIF., January 10, 1952.
Hon. HARRY S. TRUMAN,

President of the United states,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR Mn. PRESIDENT: We act as customhouse brokers for approximately
one-fourth of the San Diego-based tuna fishing fleet. These boats have averaged
about four trips each per year for the past few years, 1951 excepted. The recent
figures relating to imports of fresh frozen tuna and tuna canned in brine indicate
that our clients will lose at least one trip per year from imports alone, assuming
that these imports do not increase. The recent trend of sharp increases, however,
proves that such an assumption is incorrect, unless remedial action is taken.

Roughly 70 percent of the gross income of our business derives from the tuna
fleet. Another 10 percent comes from the albacore fleet. It is thus apparent
that the present rate of importations results in a minimum decrease of 20 percent
of our gross income. Actually, because of restrictions on sailings imposed by
canneries, heavy inventories, and the estimated increase in imports, we have
suffered a reduction in excess of 40 percent compared with the average of the year
1950, which was a below-normal year also. A 40 percent decrease in gross equals
a 60 percent decrease in net, as our operating costs remain about constant. Even
this reduction will increase as imports increase. Obviously, we will be unable to
stay in business long under these circumstances. Our staff already has been
out to a bare minimum.

The foregoing is based upon conditions as they exist right now. Even if the
industry obtains relief and imports are held at their present level, we must accept
a substantial cut in gross receipts, said cut effective upon the resumption of
"normal" operations. In the interim, an indefinite period depending upon when
relief is obtained, we can look forward to an almost total lack of business. If
no remedial action is forthcoming and imports continue to increase, the damage
to our business, all else being equal, will be irreparable.

To our certain knowledge there are three other firms in San Diego engaged in
the same business as ours, similarly concerned in varying degrees, two, at least,
being almost 100 percent dependent upon the fishing fleet for their continued
existence. Our situation also is typical of scores of other types of businesses
supplying and servicing the tuna and albacore fleets. Their percentages of volume
of business dependent upon the fishing fleet will vary, naturally, from little, to
100 percent in many cases. This condition applies to other west coast businesses
outside of San Diego as well.

We believe in the future of the industry and intend to remain in it as long as
possible, using what meager reset ves we have. We are convinced of the excellence
of the product and its public acceptance. We think that it is fairly priced corn-
pared with other foods. We have confidence in the men in the industry. We are
lending all possible assistance and devoting much personal time and effort toward
the solution of industry problems through cooperation with various organizations
dedicated to that purpose; and through other organizations, civic and otherwise,
to which members of this firm belong individually.

It is not intended to imply that imports constitute the only industry problem.
Reduction in cost of operation and increase in sales are two other large problem-
You are aware from other sources of what the industry is doing to solve these
problems.

The two partners in our firm have devoted their entire adult working lives, one
22 years, and the other over 10 years (excepting 4 years in the Navy and 3 year
in the Army respectively) to this business. After so much effort we do not wel-
come being forced to consider our past work as wasted and our present profes-
sional standing as worthless. Many other businessmen here and, to some extent,
all over the country, are in an identical situation.'

We are well aware of the arguments for the case of imported fish; balance of
world trade; importing to furnish dollars with which to pay for exports; assist-
ance to other nations for political and military reasons; and others. We realize
that the industry, although large as an individual industry and of great importance
to the local economy, is relatively small in the over-all international picture. As
customhouse brokers we are familiar with trade agreements and tariffs. It is
our considered and sincere opinion, however, that we should not be subjected to
unfair and crippling imports of products from countries whose standards of living
render it impossible for our domestic products of like nature to maintain a com-
petitive position in our market. This is especially true of the situation under dis-
cussion, which is causing such a depressing influence on the investments and
livelihoods of so many people.
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You have no doubt received many letters from various interested element
bearing upon this subject. We have not attempted to furnish figures pertaining
to the effect of tuna importations on the industry, as you and your various agenoieS
have such information available from other sources. Furthermore, we would
not presume to speak for the fishing industry which has qualified representatives
for that purpose. Rather, we have attempted to show you the thinking and situa-
tion of the small businesses which depend to a large extent upon the fishing
industry. There is no question but that the large volume of imports has a direct
adverse influence upon our business.

It does not appear, in the light of the foregoing and other data in your posses-
sion, that the fishing and supporting industries would be asking undue assistance
in requesting legislation for a protective tariff or other effective means of import
control.

In addition to the bill passed by the House last session and now pending before
the Senate, proposing a tariff on frozen tuna, there is the matter of tuna canned in
brine and bonito canned in brine and in oil. Toward the solution of the latter,
we ask, among other things, that you notify the government of Iceland that the
United States does not consider that tuna canned in any substance properly comes
under paragraph 718 (b) of our Tariff Act of 1930, and listed in. schedule II of
our 1943 trade agreement with Iceland. We believe that you are justified in
such action under article XII of the said Icelandic Trade Agreement.

Such action would not affect Icelandic trade, as tuna is not an article of com-
merce of Iceland. Tuna canned in brine has increased in importation rapidly in
the past several months. This, naturally, has caused serious injury to the domes-
tic industry.

These importations are possible only because of the accidental loophole in the
tariff which permits the importation of tuna in brine at an ad valorem duty of
only 12i percent, which commodity was not even an article of commerce any-
where in the world when the 1930 tariff was written or when the 1943 Icelandic
Trade Agreement was signed. Obviously, then, it could not have been considered
to come within the scope of the tariff or trade agreement.

We are forwarding copies of this letter to the chairman of the Senate Finance
Committee and to the Chairman of the Tariff Commission. Both bodies are
holding hearings on the tariff question in the immediate future and we felt that
the information contained herein might be of value to them.

We hope that we have stated our case clearly and that you will consider the
suggested action to be just, after having heard all evidence presented by all
interested and affected parties.

Respectfully,
SHREVE & HAYS,
JAMES T. SHREVE.

STATEMENT or LAWRENCE HOLZMAN BEFORE THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON
FINANCE, WITH RESPECT TO H. R. 5693

My name is Lawrence Holzman. I am executive secretary and manager of
San Diego Wholesale Credit Men's Association. Our membership consists of over
500 wholesalers, jobbers manufacturers, marine suppliers, and banks of San
Diego County Calif. We are also affiliated with the National Association of
Credit Men whose membership comprises over 33,000 wholesalers, jobbers, man-
ufact ,irrs, and banks throughout the United States.

We are much concerned with the present critical situation tlgarding the tuna
industry, which is stalled by foreign imports. The credit problem of shipyards,
ship repairers, machinery producers, suppliers, ship chandlers and provisioners
is such that if the troubles facing the industry are not corrected quickly many
suppliers and owners of vessels will suffer severe losses.

In addition, the unemployment in the various allied industries will be felt
severely as well by the merchants who serve these people and their families.

Our organization has been in continuous operation for over 50 years and our
credit files cover information on all types of corporations and individual- from
a large corporation covering acres to a small fishing boat that is operated by one
person.

The information in our files is factual and unbiased- and from the records of
the United States Treasury, Office of the Collector of Customs, Marine Depart.
ment San Diego, Calif. As of January 21, 1952, on vessels over 25 tons we
found 130 boats in number with total mortgages approximating $12 million.
Many of these boat mortgagees were delinquent on their mortgage payments and
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many received moratorium agreements from mortgage holders. Many owners
were compelled to furnish additional collateral in the form of trust deeds on their
homes and personal property to obtain additional time to stop foreclosures.

Many mortgage holders who are secured are very disturbed under the present
conditions because the sale value of the vessel has been lowered to such an extent
that only speculators are interested in purchasing, and then at prices which are
much less than the mortgage. No one as interested in buying a fishing boat that
is operating at a loss-particularly anyone who is also aware of the foreign com-
petition that is growing by leaps and bounds. At the present time our association
has several boats under creditor extension agreements and for the past 6 months
we have done everything possible to find purchasers, but we have been unable to
receive a bid that was satisfactory. Speculators have made offers ranging from
15 to 25 percent of the boats' value.

We are confronted with another phase of credit that is serious-the creditors
who are unsecured who repair, supply, and furnish provisions to the tuna fleet.
These credit grantors have invested millions of dollars in this industry and in
practically all instances sell on an open-account basis. From the credit record
that our office compiled as of January 21, 1952 a past-due list was prepared and
on the past-due list a total of 279 boats were delinquent in the paying record to
an extent of over $3 million; this list, consisting of names of boats and amounts,
only covered past-due accounts. Several credit grantors have placed many boats
on a c. o.. bis; refuse to extend further credit until the past-usamount is paid.
Some creditors have filed suits and forced boat owners into liquidation and
bankruptcy. Many creditors are awaiting the outcome of these important hearings
before filing suits.

We can state for the record that if some relief is not forthcoming soon, it appears
that some boat owners will face suits or foreclosures and also attachments will be
filed by the unsecured creditors. The equity of the present boat owner will be
lost as well as his home and personal property. At the present time many boat
owners have exhausted their bank credit, borrowed on their homes, borrowed from
relatives, borrowed on their personal property, have everything that they own
tied up in their boats. They are doing everything they can to survive, and unless
they get relief and can sell their fish to canneries they will be completely wired out.

I have not taken the time to give the committee the credit standing of the boat
accounts during the years 1948, 1949, and 1950. However, I am sure that our
records would disclose that e paying record was satisfactory in inost cases.

The majority of the boats were operating profitably and the sale of boats and
the price obtained was good.

Credit has built this most valuable fishery, and past due credit may destroy it.
We are hopeful that the committee will give consideration to this problem so that
industry at all levels-canneries, boat owners, and fishermen-can operate
profitably.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Harry J. McCool. Mr. McCool will you
please identify yourself for the record?

STATEMENT OF HARRY J. McCOOL, TROLLING VESSEL OWNER,
SEATTLE, WASH.

Mr. McCooL. Mr. Chairman, my name is Harry J. McCool. I
live in Seattle, Wash., and I conduct my fishing operations from
that port.

I find myself today in rather a peculiar situation in that I am
probably one of the smallest operators represented here. It has fallen
to me by virtue of a meeting held in Seattle last November 15 to
represent 136 fishermen of the Washington trolling fleet, and by
virtue of the fact that all of the fishermen in the Northwest operate
upon the same fish, sell our fish in the same markets, to the same
buyers, market conditions affect us all. I am taking upon myself
the responsibility to speak for perhaps 2,000 other fishermen, inde-
pendent boat owners in the Washington and Oregon area. If that
assumption is unwarranted, I will leave it to the committee to strike
it out.
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However, as Mr. Real has told you, we have here representatives

of the fishermen and other organizations up and down the coast.
They have asked me to summarize the position as it affects the
fishermen, not our organizations, not the canners, but the fishermen,
the great majority of us who own our own vessels and who operate
our own vessels.

Now I feel that the technical points of our case are sufficiently
well covered. I personally am not capable of elaborating upon those
technical points. To be honest with you, I am confused by the
diversity of the fishing industry. But I would like to emphasize
that the small boats for whom I speak, roughly 3,000 of us, are
directly dependent upon tuna production.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. McCool, what do you mean by the "small-
boat fishermen"? Maybe your statement will cover it.

Mr. McCooL. I will describe my own operations in a moment,
Senator, which will best cover it.

The CHAIRMAN. Yours is typical?
Mr. McCooL. I believe that mine is typical, with individual

variations of the entire small-boat industry on the Pacific coast.
Now if I may elaborate particularly on our dependence upon tuna.

In the Northwest our investigations show-and I have confidence
that they are accurate, and I know from my own log books that they
are accurate in my case-we are dependent for at least one-third of
our gross income upon albacore-tuna production.

As these fishermen operate farther and farther down the coast to
San Diego, Calif., they are an increasing percentage dependent upon
albacore. .Many of those boats down there are almost entirely
dependent upon tuna production, and I am well informed by other
fishermen here that 75 percent is a conservative figure.

Now it is our hope that we can impress upon you that we are afraid
that our case would be lost in all the facts and figures and statistics.
With us it is a personal and individual tragedy that has come upon us.

Now to get back to your question, Senator, I would like to briefly
describe my own operations. I have a 37-foot boat. It was built
in 1944, mostly by myself. It is 7-ton net, 13-ton gross.

Over the years from 1944 I have managed to equip it with every
electronic and radio device and equipment that will add to its efficient
operation. All the boats on the west coast, with few exceptions,
are similarly equipped. We believe that per man-hour invested we
are as efficient an operating fishing fleet as there is in the world today.
They are fine boats and we are proud of them and we work them hard.

Now as far as my own operations are concerned, I operate in the
spring on chinook salmon for the fresh market.

Along about the middle of July in the Northwest when the albacore
tuna show up in the warm offshore currents, we change our gear from
salmon gear to tuna gear and run off shore anywhere from 40 to 200
miles or more. I ask you to bear in mind that most of these boats
are one- or two-man boats. Personally I operate alone. In the
Northwest I would say half of the boats operate alone.

Those who carry a crew, the crew member is either a part owner
or at the very least he is a direct participant in the fortunes of the boat.
He is on a share basis.

Now as far as this year's operation is concerned, along about the
middle of July or a little later when I heard over the radio that there
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were albacore off shore, I changed the gear and ran off shore. None
of us knew what the price was, but by nature of the business we are
otimists, so I would say that a good percentage of the fleet ran off

There were fish there. After 2 days, two and a half days-I don't
remember distinctly-of moderately good fishing, the boats who were
already delivering, put on the air the price that they were receiving.
When the price came over the air and we found out that the great
majority of buyers in the Northwest would not even buy our fish, for
my part I left the ground.

I put my gear away. I simply could not fish for the price that was
offered. Can't operate my boat for that price.

Now as I say, the ramifications of this business are beyond me.
Last week in Washington I spent my time in committee rooms and
hotel rooms and I am so confused as far as the marketing of the fish is
concerned that I can speak only from personal observation, but when I
come in and tie up my boat to the dock and that buyer refuses to buy
my fish, and yet I see frozen albacore from Japan being unloaded at
that dock, I can come to only one conclusion, and that is that I am
being undercut on the general market by foreign unports.

That, gentlemen, I believe you will find to be the fishermen's case
from Cape Flattery to San Diego.

We feel that unrestricted imports have damaged our business to an
extent where next year some of us don't know whether we will operate
pr not.

Now as far as this particular bill is concerned, we feel that it will,
if it is passed in its present form, give us the temporary relief which
will keep us in business this coming season.

We realize--and there is a growing realization among the fishermen
on the coast as evinced by the coastwise organization which we were
able to form this year-that the fishermen owe a responsibility to each
other and to the canners and to the consuming public. We likewise
a're coming to understand that we have an obligation perhaps on an
international scale. We do feel, gentlemen, however, that the
situation at the present time is so critical as regards our own personal
interests that we need emergency relief.

Now if we are forced out of business, personally I don't know what
we can do. Our boats are used now in diversified fishing. If we
lose the tuna production, then we cannot operate the boat profitably
throughout the year on any fishing. Most of our boats, in fact the
great majority, cannot be converted to any other use.

Senator MILLIKIN. Would you mind giving me a little more infor-
mation on the whole cycle of your fishing. You go after the tuna in
the spring. Then about July you go after the salmon, and then
what happens?

Mr. MCCOoL. I can speak only in that respect for the norhtwest
fishermen. I earnestly hope that you will ask some of the southern
California fishermen for their cycles.
N I start out roughly the 15th of March. I usually run out Puget
Sound to Cape Flattery. I may then go up the west coast to Van-
couver Island or I may go as far south as Eureka, Calif., for chinook
salmon which is sold almost entirely on the fresh market. That is
the salmon you get in your restaurants here.

The CHarMAN. How do you take those fish?
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Mr. McCooL. By trolling. It is deep-water troll. We use stain-
less-steel lines, heavy leads up to 60 pounds, various lures, sponge,
plugs, whatever the individual fisherman feels at the time is effective.
It is expensive gear.

The salmon production over the years has been declining. I don't
believe myself that overfishing is the sole reason, although it con-
tributes, but salmon spawning grounds are being gradually depleted.
I point again to the fact that we need the diversified fishing.

Senator MILLIKIN. Is that pretty rough out there in a little boat
like that?

Mr. McCooL. I have laid out, and every fisherman here has been
caught in storms. We have got our radios to warn us, but once in a
while we get caught. I myself have laid out 60-mile gales with gusts
up to 80 miles.

That is part of the business. Some of us don't come back once in
a while, but most of us do. Personally from my own observation I
feel that fishing is a whole lot safer than driving a car in traffic, but
that is my own observation.

Now as far as the tuna gear is concerned, it is much simpler. It
consists of cotton gear, and we use jigs. Most of us are jig boats,
as we call them. It is simply a bunch of feathers tied around about
an ounce and a half to two ounces of lead with a double no-barbed
hook.

By the nature of the tuna fish, he does not require a barb on the
hook. When we get into them, they come fast. I have pulled as
many as 400 fish in a day. I have spent 9 days out there and brought
in four fish.

Senator MILLIKIN. That is a pretty good wrestle when you get 400.
Mr. McCooL. It is.
Senator MILLIKIN. How big are those fish?
Mr. McCooL. The fish that we get average in the Northwest from

11 to 12 pounds. Occasionally they reach 35 pounds. I would say
18 to 20 pounds is our average.

Senator MILLIKIN. Do they put up a pretty good fight?
Mr. McCooL. The tuna fish is not exactly like a salmon. When the

tuna fish hits on the surface, he heads right for the bottom, and it is
a constant pull. He does not swerve and jerk, but it is a constant hard
pull, pulling downward.

As contrasted with a salmon, he is smarter than the tuna fish.
He will try to shake that hook and watch every move you make when
you get him up on the surface. It is hard work. Now if I may get
back to my- .

Senator MILLIKIN. How long are you out when you make one of
those trips? For how long do you stock yourself?

Mr. McCooL. I carry ice and fuel enough to fish 10 days. Depend-
mg on weather conditions, fishing conditions, how the ice in the
hold is holding, 8 or 9 days is an average trip both for salmon and for
albacore.

Senator MILLIKIN. Do you put the stuff in brine or do you keep it
fresh?

Mr. McCooL. Most of these small boats, in the Northwest partic-
ularly, and to a at extent in the South, although many of them are
brine-refrigerated, carry crushed ice. Tuna fish are put down without



226 TUNA IMPORTS

dressing. Salmon are very carefully dressed, belly-iced and taken
very good care of.

Senator MILLIKIN. Do you dress those salmon as you catch them?
Mr. McCooL. The salmon we dress as we catch them. The price

that we receive for our fish depends a great deal upon the condition
that the fish are delivered in, of course.

Senator MILLIKIN. You put in a pretty good day?
Mr. McCooL. I have my alarm clock set for 3 o'clock in the morning

in the middle of the summer, and if I get to bed by 10, I am lucky,
To be quite honest with you, I am afraid to figure out my hourly
earnings for fear I might quit fishing.

Senator MILLIKIN. Not if you have this golden time that we have
been reading about lately.

Mr. McCooL. I can't comment on that, Senator.
Now I hope you understand that I appear here as a representative

of the fishermen themselves, not as organizations. I haven't even
mentioned the organizations to which I belong because it was the
express desire of those men who sent me back here and paid my
expenses that I present the problem in that way.

I do not feel quite competent to cover the fishermen in the South
because I am not familiar with their operations in detail, but the general
conditions prevail along the entire coast.

Senator MILLIKIN. Since we have had this large increase in imports,
you have had a definite failing in your own business, is that correct?

Mr. McCooL. In my own particular business I have had a definite
failing of 30 percent of my gross income. I can't take it.

Now we can't convert our boats. If we could, we would convert
them to something else, if the fishing failed. We can't convert our
boats. They are built for specific purposes. As far as converting our
hands and our abilities to something else, most of us can't.

Senator MILLIKIN. Have you been a fisherman all your life?
Mr. McCooL. No, sir. I first got into fishing about 1932. I

trolled in Alaska several seasons then. I worked for the canning com-
panies there in trap operations.

I next got back into it in 1937 temporarily. Between 1937 and 1944
I was engaged in making a stake to build my own boat.

Senator MILLIKIN. What would it cost you to reproduce your boat
now?

Mr. McCooL. My boat, as near as I can figure, I can't replace for
at the very least $15,000.

I ask you to bear in mind that mine is one of the small boats. I
would say that the newer boats built in the last, well, since the war
the newer boats would average from 35 to 40 thousand, owned by
not more than two men and operated by them.

Senator MILLIKIN. What is the life of a boat of the kind you have?
Mr. McCooL. That depends entirely, Senator, on the care it is

given. I would say that the average life of one of these boats is 20
years. There are some much older than that. If they are not taken
care of, they will rot out in 2 years.

Senator MILLIKIN. You do not have a mate at all? You fish alone,
you say?

Mr. McCooL. I have fished alone since 1945. My father accom-
panied me for 2 years, but he was called back to his job.

Now I have no more to say, Senator, unless you have further
questions. I do earnestly ask that if you want a better picture of the
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fishing operations from the fishermen's viewpoint, that you call upon
some of the southern California fishermen who can better present
their specific operations.

Senator MILLIKIN. With reference to your part of the country and
with reference to the fishermen that you know who are in generally
comparable positions to your own, are they all suffering the loss that
you are talking about?

Mr. McCooL. With the exception of the very smallest boats whom
we call "kelpers," who are too small to venture offshore, I would say
that all of us are feeling the effects of the tuna imports.

Senator MILLIKIN. I wish to ask you a question off the record.
(Discussion off the record.)
Senator MILLIKIN. When do you stop fishing for tuna in your area?
Mr. McCooL. In our area we stop fishing for tuna when the tuna

disappear. That usually is along in, I would say roughly, the first of
November.

This year if you will recall the publicity that attended this business,
some of the boats who were stuck with fish aboard down in California,
sold it or attempted to sell it directly to the retail market, with some
success due to the sympathetic reception of the fishermen's problem.
When a friend of mine who was offshore, due to the fog conditions and
the fact that he fished alone and was afraid of the fog on the salmon
fishing grounds, he ran offshore just on the chance of getting some
tuna to sell on the fresh market.

That was the last week in September, and there was a big body of
fish present about 65 miles roughly south-southwest of Cape Flattery.
Because I was in the same condition I went out there. A storm drove
us in the next day, but there were fish there in considerable quantity
as late as the last week in September.

As far as the ramifications of the fishing industry in the Northwest
are concerned, we have no idea what they are. We have had reports
of tuna fish taken by boats coming down from Bristol Bay, way off
the coast of Alaska. We know that occasionally there are big loads
of fish off the Queen Charlotte Islands off southeastern Alaska.
The Canadian fleet has fished them, and very successfully, for several
years. Where the fish were this year there weren't enough of us
there to find out. We could not afford to go out.

Senator MILLIKIN. We were tracing through this cycle of fishing.
In the spring the tuna, later on the salmon. Now then, what after
that? What after the salmon?

Mr. McCooL. If we stay on tuna fish until the end of the year,
then ordinarily we do not fish salmon again.

In the fall, in the Pacific Northwest, in fact all along the Pacific
coast there is a run of salmon in the fall called silver salmon or coho,
as they are called in Alaska. They are fall run fish, and occasion-
ally we go back to them for a trip or two. By that time in our area
the weather drives us in. There are no all weather ports on the
Pacific coast.

Senator MILLIKIN. You have to make your year in about 7, 8, or
9 months.

Mr. McCooL. About 7 months I figure; 8 months at the most.
As we go further south, those boats are less and less dependent upon
salmon and more and more dependent upon tuna.

Senator MILLIKIN. Does it cost you more money nowadays to
have a boat calked up and fixed up than it used to?
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Mr. McCooL. It costs considerably more. I would say the ship-
yard prices in the last 3 years have advanced to us roughly 50 percent.

Senator MILLIKIN. Does that go for supplies, too?
Mr. McCooL. That would go for gear, it would go for fuel oil, itwould go for everything we use.
The CHAIRMAN. Any further questions?
Mr. McCool, we thank you, sir, for your appearance here.
Mr. McCooL. I thank you, gentlemen, very much for the oppor-

tunity.
The CHAIRMAN. We were very glad to have you. Your prepared

statement will be incorporated in the record at this point.
(The prepared statement submitted by Mr. McCool is as follows:)

STATEMENT OF HARRY J. MCCOOL, BaFron THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
WrrI RESPECT TO H. R. 5693

My name is Harry J. McCool. I own and operate a trolling vessel. I'm 39
years old and right in the middle of raising a family of four children. All I have
is my boat and home. I have been hurt badly. Most of my friends are also
fishermen and they, too, have been hurt badly.

At a special meeting of 136 small-boat operators, held in Seattle, Washington
on December 15, 1951, we decided the only possible way to get relief was to pay
the expenses of one of us to come to Washington and tell our story. I wes elected.

We know that the facts, figures, charts, graphs and technical data will be
presented to this committee by others who are also badly hurt; but we feel that
the problems should be presented from our viewpoint also.

Because I am about average in yearly production and investment in boat and
gear, I think the problems of all of us are simply stated by outlining by own
operations.

I built my boat, the Aries, in 1944 in Seattle, Washington. She is 37 feet long-
10 feet, 6 inches in beam; 7 tons net weight, and draws 6 feet when fully iced and
fueled. Power is supplied by a Chrysler marine engine which gives me a cruising
speed of 8 knots aod a range of about 1,000 miles.

I have outfitted the vessel with the equipment necessary for the most efficient
operation possible. This includes an automatic pilot, radiotelephone, radio
direction finder, and an electronic depth sounder. Additional special deck ma-
chinery includes power trolling gurdies, anchor puller, pumps, and so forth. The
replacement value is estimated to be $15,000. She is a fine vessel and I am proud
of her, but she is useless and of no value if I can't sell the fish I take.

As is typical of most of the boats of my size and class, I operate in both the
salmon and albacore tuna fisheries. From March 15 to around the middle of
July I fish for chinook salmon for the fresh fish market. This operation is within
20 miles of the coast anywhere from northern Vancouver Island to Eureka, Calif.,
but usually within range of some Washington port.

About the middle of July I change my gear to that used in tuna fishing and run
off shore anywhere from 40 to 200 miles or more for albacore.

An albacore trip may last anywhere from 8 to 10 days, depending on weather
fishing conditions or many other factors. I may have a good trip if weather and
luck are favorable, or I may not even pay expenses. That is part of the business
and no concern of anyone but myself.

However, my records show that since 1944 when I first fished this boat until
1950, my albacore production accounted for slightly less than one-third of my
total gross.

I need that one-third to make my operation a success. In the 8 years I have
fished the Pacific coast, I have seen the salmon runs steadily decline. I can no
longer operate my boat on salmon alone with any assurance of a successful season.
I must have tuna production.

In 1951, I changed from salmon to tuna gear around July 20 and ran off shore
approximately 65 miles WSW of the Columbia River where albacore was reported
by other boats over the radio phone. No fisherman knew at that time what the
price would be, but fishermen are of necessity optimists.

After a day and a half, or 2 days of fishing with moderate success, the news came
over the radio from other boats already delivering that the price offered was $300
per ton by some buyers, but most canneries were not buying at all. I pulled my
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gear and left the grounds. I cannot fish albacore for that price and break even
and neither can any of the boats I speak for.

The Northwest troll fishermen have always been considered, and indeed are
individualists. However, because of the unrestricted imports of various types of
tuna and frozen albacore from Japan in particular, the trollers of the Northwest
have raised their voices in unison to request the temporary protection H. R. 6593
will give us. We feel confident that a study of the problem by the Tariff Commis-
sion will result in a permanent policy which will assure us of an adequate domestic
market for our product.

The CHAIRMAN. I believe that completes the list of witnesses for
today.

Mr. REAL. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if for about 2 or 3 minutes the
committee might not like to hear from one of the large-boat operators.
You might ask him a couple of questions if you do have the time. He
has no prepared statement.

The CHAIRMAN. Will he be on hand tomorrow morning?
Mr. REAL. Yes, he will.
The CHAIRMAN. We would rather ask him tomorrow morning.

They have been ringing for us twice. I do not know what they want
u for, but we will have to go and see.

I would like to put into the record at this time the following state-
ments, which have been received on this bill: A letter of transmittal
from the Assistant Secretary of State, Mr. Jack McFall, submitting
record statements from representatives of Chile, Ecuador, Japan,
Panama, and Peru concerning the interest of those countries in this
measure.

Also, statements from Morris S. Rosenthal, president of Stein, Hall
& Co., Inc.; statement from Oxnard Canners, Inc., and Peninsula
Packing Co.; statement of R. D. Quinlan on behalf of the Parrott
Co. of San Francisco, and statement of Monterey Peninsula Chamber
of Commerce Monterey, Calif.; also a telegram from the Seaside
Chamber of commerce.

(The documents above referred to are as follows:)
DEPARTMENT OF STATE,

Washington, D. C., February 4, 1952.
Hon. WALTER F. GEORGE,

Chairman, Committee on Finance,
United States Senate.

Mr DABR SENATOR GEORGE: In connection with the hearings on H. R. 5693
which the committee on Finance is holding, I should like to submit for the recordstatements which this Department has received from the representatives of Chile,Ecuador, Japan Panama, and Peru concerning the interest of these countries in
this measure. The statements are enclosed.

Sincerely yours,
JACK K. MCFALL, Assistant Secretary.Enclosures:

1. Copy of note from the Ambassador of Chile, December 28 1951.
2. Translation of note from the Embassy of Ecuador, December 29, 1951.
3. Copy of statement: "Viewn of the Japanese Government on tuna ex-

ports."
4. Translation of note from the Embassy of Panama, January 9, 1952.
5. Translation of note from the Embassy of Peru, December 28, 1951.The Ambassador of Chile presents his compliments to His Excellency theSecretary of State and has the honor, under instructions from his Government, toexpress the profound preoccupation felt at the possibility of the passage by Con-gress of H. R. 5693, which provides for an import tax of 8 cents per pound on freshor frozen tuna fish, presently entering the United States free of duty.

In the opinion of the Government of Chile, the imposition of this duty willseriously and dangerously affect the Chilean fishing industry, which is just beginning to expand and develop. The Chilean Government, sharing the viewpoints
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expressed on numerous occasions by United States experts, believes that.the great-
eat encouragement should be given to this sound and useful activity, which con-
tains so many economic possibilities. Consequently, there now exist plans for a
considerable volume of development. These plans are threatened with failure
in the event that the principal potential market for the new industry adopts
measures that burden its imports. It is easy to understand the discouragement
that this may bring, since it shall have been demonstrated that the bases of an
effective economic cooperation between our countries in this particular commercial
field, which up to the present time appeared favorable, were but illusory. The
results may well be that in influential circles of our people some doubts will be
introduced with respect to the policy advanced at various international conferences
with reference to assistance to underdeveloped countries, and to the policy of free
expansion of international trade. Besides, a measure such as that proposed
would have dangerous consequences, since it might stimulate the adoption of other
similar measures which would further affect the commercial relations now existing
between the two countries.

It would have been appreciated, and a source of much gratification, if during
the course of consideration given to the measure by the Department of State
at the time the matter was before the House of Representatives, an opportunity
had been given to this Embassy to express the opinion of the Chilean Government
with'respect to this matter as to possible concern for the effect upon its economy.
The Embassy hopes to be in position to present, within a few days, to the Depart-
mant of State, a note containing complementary information concerning the
effect that the proposed duty may have on an item of increasing importance to
the Chilean economy.

WASHINGTON, D. C., December 28, 1951.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

DIVISION OF LANGUAGE SERVICES

[Translation]
EMBASSY OF ECUADOR,

Washington.
The Embassy of Ecuador has the honor to address the Department of State

in order to express the deep concern of the Government of Ecuador over the effects
of the passage of H. R. 5693, which, as approved by the United States House of
Representatives, establishes a tax of three cents a pound on fresh and frozen tuna
fish, which now enters this country free of duty.

Since Ecuador is one of the most important tuna fishing areas on the coasts of
South America and the tuna industry is now becoming established in the country,
the adoption of the tax in question would obstruct the future development of that
industry, inflicting serious losses on the Ecuadoran nation.

The Embassy of Ecuador avails itself of the usual courtesy of the Department
of State, requesting that it use its valued influence in order to prevent the tax on
fresh and frozen tuna fish imported into the United States from becoming effective
until a thorough study is made of the economic repercussions thereof taking into
consideration the mutual interests of all the countries concerned, in accordance
with the high ideals of continental solidarity, usually upheld by our Governments.

(Initialed) L. A. P.
WASHINGTON, D. C., December 29, 1951.
No. 222.
(Stamp of the Embassy of Ecuador, Washington]

VIEWS OF THE JAPANESE GOVERNMENT ON TUNA EXPORTa
The Japanese Government views with great anxiety the proposed tariff duty

on imported fresh and frozen tuna, because it is feared that its imposition will
not only entail untoward hardship to the Japanese fishing industry but will also
retard the progress of Japan's economy as a whole, which must export more rather
than less goods to the United States if it is to continue to purchase in present
volume such essential raw materials as cotton, iron ore, heavy coking coal, etc.,
needed to build a strong self-sustaining economy.
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1. Importance of foreign trade to Japan

Thanks to the spiritual and material assistance accorded by the United States,
Japan has been able to effect steady economic rehabilitation and aline herself
with the nations of the free world by directing her efforts toward the attainment
of economic stability. However with her 84 million population in a mountainous
land smaller than the State of dalifornia and with her limited natural resources,
Japan's economy and existence is solely dependent upon expansion of her foreign
trade in fair and equitable ways. It is to be noted in this connection, that the
volume of Japan's foreign trade last year was still only about one-half of the
prewar level
. Importance to Japan of trade with the United States

Formerly a principal source of raw materials for Japanese industry was the
mainland of China, to which Japan also sent large exports. So long as this trade
remains restricted as at present, Japan's needs for imports must be supplied
from elsewhere. The United States can supply these goods and Japan is anxious
to maintain and develop this trade with the United States. As a matter of fact
Japan's imports from the United States last year amounted to about 50 percent of
her total imports. To do so, however, Japanese exports to the United States and
other dollar areas must be expanded considerably over present levels, since im-
ports from the United States are currently in excess of Japan's exports to the
United States and deficits are being made up from sources which cannot be
counted upon as permanent sources of income. The extent of this imbalance is
shown by the following table:

Japan's exports and imports with the dollar area (mainly f united States) January-
November 1951

[In millions of United States dollars]
Exports--------------------- ..........----------------------------------. 279
Imports_ _-------------------------------------------------------- 901
Balance---- ----- - --------- ---------------------- 622

Imbalance of Japan's trade with United States I
[In millions of United States dollars]

Export Balance

79 -406
179 -349
110 -366

I Source' Japanese Feonomle srtatstlcs by SCAI'. The deficit shown above, amounting to about two-thirds of Japlan s imports from the United St ates, was barely covered by sales and services to U. N. forces inKorea, expenses of the occupation forces and United States aid, none or which provide a sound permanentbasis for financing Japanese imports. Again, as shown in the following table, Japan imports from theUnited States such w~sent ial raw material, ;s cotton, wheat, and other grains, heavy cooking coal, iron ore,etc., which are Indispensable to Japan. The fact that Japan cannot cut short such essential imports fromthis country is all the more reason why Japanese exports to the United States must be promoted In orderto pay for the imports.

Principal items of foreign trade with United States

EXPORTS IMPOLTa
Raw silk Raw cotton
Fresh, frozen, and canned tuna Wheat and other grains

Heavy coking coal
Soya beans
Iron ore
Phosphate rock

S. Importance of tuna in Japan's trade with the United States
Prior to the war, Japan's principal export to the United States was raw silk,of which Japan sold the United States 107 million dollars' worth in 1939. Al-

though silk still ranks first in sales to the United States, the market for this prod-
uct has been greatly reduced owing to the increased use of synthetic fibers in the
United States. Sales of silk to the United States in 1950 brought Japan only
$17 million, and there is no prospect that this trade can be substantially increased.

198-r. - -- ..------... .----------...............-....----....

January -July 1951 ---------- "------ ----
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Japan's second-largest export to this country was and still is fisheries products.

Formerly, however, the fish products sold to the United States by Japan included
salmon, crab, and other fish in addition to tuna. Today, access to the grounds
in which salmon and crab were formerly caught is denied to Japan, so that tuna
is the only major fishery remaining. Every effort is being made to explore new
markets for tuna outside the United States, but effective demand in other areas
is limited. Moreover, the development of such markets would not help in solving
the dollar problem.
4. Japanese tuna in the United States market

Japan recognizes that domestic producers of tuna in the United States desire
to supply a major share of tuna in the United States. However, Japan's fisher-
men and exporters find it difficult to understand why the United States industry,
which has been built up without any tariff protection, should now require new
protection to continue operation. Japanese exports have reentered the market,
to be sure, but at prices above the average paid for domestic catch. Further-
more, upward of 80 percent of Japan's exports to the United States consist of al-
bacore, the variety of tuna which produces white meat and sells at a higher price
than other varieties. The United States catch of this fish is a small proportion
of the total and does not enter into the operations of the San Diego fleet at all.
Albacore, a fish which prefers cool water, is found off United States waters only
during a short season and is not found at all in the warmer waters off Latin
America.

Furthermore, Japan's exports of canned tuna to the United States showed a
marked decrease in 1951, as shown in the following table. This was due to the
doubling of United States duty on canned tuna as of January 1, 1951.

Japan's exports of canned tuna and frozen tuna

United Canada Afrim Other Total
States countries

Canned tuna: I
10 ................. .............. ---- 1,44401 14.296 24,159 42. 520 1, 27,37
1951 .................................. o w 28,700 16,100 80 720 71, 120

Fresh or frozen tuna: '
1980..............................--.. 8 41 799 0 0 .32
191 ----------------------................................. 15,396 138 0 0 1 70

I In ecaw of 48 cans, 8 ounces each.
I Data for 19 1 are official estimates.
I In metric tons.
Source: Fisheries Agency, Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry; and Ministry of International Trade

and Industry of the Japanese Government.

5. Higher price of Japanese frozen tuna compared to United States tuna
On the only basis on which a fair comparison can be made, Japanese frozen

tuna sells for more than United States tuna. Comparison of prices should be
made on the basis of fresh and frozen tuna delivered to the canners on the
west coast; namely, f. o. b. price plus freight and insurance, landing charges,
consular fees, etc. (approximately $80 per short ton or 4 cents per pound in all),
in the case of Japanese tuna. This comparison, as shown in the following table,
indicates that Japanese albacore, the predominant element in Japanese exports
to the United States, sells at a premium over United States tuna.

Comparison of prices in 1951

apanee albacore Estimateddelivery tuna price
F. o. b. prio F. o b. prie price per pound i
in short ton in poner pond'

Dollars Ce .Omta Cht
Jane................................... 27.&2 13 76 17.76 17.6
Jly..........-------......................... 274.40 13.72 17.72 17.5
August ................................ 277.70 13.886 17.885 6.2
November........-.....-.....-- 200.00 1I00 17.00 1&0

' Fisherles Agency, Ministry of Agrloulture and Forestry; and Ministry of International Trade and

DU. . Fish and Wildlife Service.
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Although delivery prices on the west coast of tuna exported to the United States

are higher than the United States domestic price, Japan has taken steps to insure
that no unfair price competition will occur. The Japanese Government has added
canned white and light-meat tuna as well as frozen tuna to the list of commodities
for which export licenses are required under the provisions of the export trade con-
trol order, whereby the Government is in a position, if necessary, to control the
quantity and prices of tuna exports, with a view to keeping the flow of goods at a
fair price and a reasonable level.
8. Untoward hardship to Japanese fishing industry

In addition to aggravating Japan's dollar problem, any restriction of tuna
export markets will further depress the living standards of a large segment of the
Japanese population, the fishermen. Action by the United States to take away
the livelihood of this group will be difficult to understand in Japan. The plight
of the Japanese fishing industry which has lost access to the grounds off the Kurile
Islands and been crowded into limited coastal waters has been alleviated by ocean
fishing for tuna. If a part of the tuna industry were forced to abandon ocean
fishing, they could only turn to fishing in the coastal waters of Japan, where there
are already about 350,000 excess coastal fishermen.

Japan's tuna fishing fleet and fishermen

Year Number of vessels Number of fish
ermon

1939--------------....----...............................------------......--------....---............ 2 2 42, 049
1950------------------.............................................................------------------------------------------ 1,996 40, 14
1951' ............................................................ 1,995 40,200

I Official estimate.
Source. Fisheries Agency, Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry of the Japanese Government.

7. Conclusion
Japan has publicly alined herself with the United States, as indicated by the

conclusion of the security pact, and she is sincerely desirous of promoting friend-
ship and good will between the United States and Japan. It was out of this spirit
that Japan conceded, in the Fishery Conference with the United States and Can-
ada held recently in Tokyo, to a tentative arrangement on the demarcation of
fishing grounds for salmon in the Bering Sea.

At the same time, Japan is resolved to become economically self-supporting as
soon as possible so that she need not continue to be reliant on United States
economic aid. In order for Japan to become self-supporting, Japan's export to
the dollar area, especially to the United States, is very important, as explained
above.

From these standpoints, the imposition by the United States Government of
the proposed tariff duty on tuna will be deeply disappointing to the Japanese
people.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

DIVISION OF LANGUAGE SERVICES

[Translation

EMBASSY OF PANAMA,
Washington.

His Excellency DEAN ACH SON,
Secretary of State, Washington, D. C.

EXCELLENCY: I have the honor to inform Your Excellency that my Govern-
ment is deeply concerned over bill H. R. 5693, still under deliberation by the
Senate but already passed by the House of Representatives of Your Excellency's
Government, whereby which a duty of three cents ($0.03) per pound would be
placed on imports of tuna, fresh or frozen, which is now imported duty-free. The
proposed duty, which represents approximately 20% of the wholesale price of the
product, would not be applied to tuna fish caught in international waters by
vessels under the American flag.
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A substantial quantity of the sardines used as bait in the fishing of tuna, which

is an international natural resource, are caught in the territorial waters of the
Republic of Panama, and my country has, for a nominal fee issued licenses for
sardine fishing in its territorial waters to a large number of American vessels.
The total annual sum collected by my Government for licenses issued amounts to
only $78,200.00, while the sardines caught in our territorial waters contribute to
the production of several million dollars' worth of tuna. This action by my
Government is in keeping with the policy which the Republic of Panama has in-
variably followed of not obstructing American capital in any way whatever, as is
demonstrated by the fact that my country is probably the only one which specifi-
cally in its Constitution has granted citizens of the United States of America the
same economic guarantees and privileges which its own citizens enjoy and which
are denied to citizens of other countries.

At the present time there are only three vessels under the Panamanian flag that
are engaged in fishing tuna for export to the United States market, but neverthe-
less my Government is concerned over the duty contemplated in bill H. R. 5693,
because the experts who have been sent by agencies of the Government of the
United States and by the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development
to plan the economic advancement of my country have all pointed out without
exception that one of our chief potential sources of wealth is precisely the develop-
ment of the fishing industry; and to levy a duty on imports of tuna, an interna-
tional natural resource, would eliminate all hope that the Republic of Panama
might participate fully in the benefits thereof.

Furthermore, as a result of the recommendations of the afore-mentioned expert',
the expansion of the fishing industry has been greatly accelerated, especially in
connection with the catching, freezing, and packing of shrimp. Thirty-eight (3h)
vessels have recently been acquired with national and American capital, and are
now engaged in this type of fishing, and our exports thereof show a continuous ri-e
My Government has received unofficial information to the effect that the possi-
bility exists that efforts will be undertaken to establish a dut y on imports of sl rimp,
fresh or frozen, if bill H. R. 5693 is definitively passed, and is naturally deeply
concerned over such a prospect.

I respectfully request Xour Excellency to con-ider that these observation'
relating to the repercussions which the passage of bill H. R. 5693 would have on
the economic development of my country do not in any way suggest the 'lightest
criticism of the Honorable Legislative Body of Your Excellency's enlightened
Government, inasmuch as every country has the right to levy such duties as it
may consider necessary and desirable to its economic interests.

The purpose of this communication is, first, to point out the adver-e effect which
the application of the proposed duty would have on t he ecolnomn development of
a sister nation which in the economic field has invariably cooperated with Your
Excellency's Government, and, in view of the fact that article two of bill H. R
5693 instructs the United States Tariff Commission to undertake a st udy to deter-
mine whether or not a dut on tuna is justifiable; and, secondly, to point out in a
most friendly manner the possible advantage of postponing the application of the
proposed duty until the Tariff Commission has submitted the respective report.

I avail myself of the opportunity to renew to Your Excellene.c the assurance of
my highest and most distinguished consideration.

RORERTO HERTEMATTE,
Ambassador of Panama.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

DIVISION OF LANGUAGE SERVICES

[Translation]
PERUVIAN EMBASSY,

Washington 6, D. C., December 28, 1951.
No. 5-3-M/359
His Excellency DEAN ACHESON, Secretary of State, City.

Mr. SECRETARY: In compliance with special instructions given to me by my
Office of Foreign Affairs, I have the houor to inform Your Excellency of the
deep concern of the Government of Peru with respect to H. R. 5693 which
establishes a duty of three cents per pound on tuna, fresh or frozen, which at
present enters the United States of America duty-free. The afore-mentioned
law was approved last October by the House of Representatives and is now
pending consideration by the Senate.
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My Government instructs me to reaffirm to yours, through Your Excellency,
that the imposition of such a charge would mean the ruin of the fishing industry
in Peru and would cause serious economic and social dislocations.

As soon as I learned that H. R. 5693 had obtained the prompt approval of the
House of Representatives and in compliance also with instructions received, I
visited His Excellency Edward G. Miller, Jr., Assistant Secretary of State for
Inter-American Affairs. I set forth to him verbally the Peruvian points of view
with reference to the afore-mentioned law, as well as the serious consequences
which its definitive approval would entail for us, and requested the good offices
of the Department of State to the end that an exhaustive study might first be
made of the problem of fishing off the Central and South American coasts and
that consideration might also be given to the special situation of my country,
feeling certain that the result of the afore-mentioned study would show the
disadvantage of the proposed duty.

The fact that the Congress had recessed at that very time prevented the Upper
Chamber and its committees from taking up this matter, which may be done at
the new session which opens on the 8th of next January.

Hence, accompanied by Their Excellencies the diplomatic representatives of
Chile, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Mexico, and Panama, which countries would also
be affected by the afore-mentioned duty, I again visited His Excellency Assistant
Secretary Miller. at which time we expressed to him the common and joint
interest uniting us in the face of the danger represented by a measure such as the
one proposed, which is capable of ruining the fishing industry already established
in some of our countries, as well as t he reasonable expectations of other countries.

This was also an opportunity to refer to the letter which His Excellency
Assistant Secretary Jack K. Me Iall sen l on October 12 last to the Chairman of
the Ways and Means Committee of the ilolse of Representatives in which,
despite the fact that the need for basic studies was recognized, it was stated that
the Department of State had no objections to H. R. 5693.

We diplomatic representatives present at that meeting all expressed regret
that we were not at that time given the opportunity to set forth our points of
view to the Department of State \w th respect to a measure destined to affect so
appreciably the economies of the countries represnted there and to create
problems that might easily be exploited by the enemies of democracy and of
social tranquillity.

In the case of Peru this omission wa.s pll the more regrettable because not long
ago my country waP.s visited by a high officie.l of the American Str.te Department,
bMr. Wilbert McLeod Che.pman, who was in ('irect conte.ct with the Peruvian
industriP.lists and was able to note the decree of deve'opment a.tte.ined by them
and to receive all kinds of information on fishing Pctivities.

Fortunately. His Excellency Mr. Miller stlrted in tl is interview tllht the above-
mentioned letter would not be the last word of the Department of State and he
requested us to give him all data and sttitistic that might help toward reaching a
definitive conclusion.

With this in view, I take the liberty of transmitting to Your Excellency with
the present note a Memorandum together with the replies which the .Ministry
of Agriculture of Peru has made to the questionnrire of the Embassy of the United
States at Lima, and another which contains some of the points of view of the
fishing industry with respect to the H. R. 5693 bill.

The afore-mentioned documents will permit Your Excellency to aprrecirte the
obvious reason which impels my Government to request the good offices of that
of Your Excellency to the end that an action may rot be taken that would occa-
sion so serious harm to Peru through the destruction of an industry which is in
full development and which within a few years has reached fifth place in its
economy.

The data and statistics included in the memoranda referred to are sufficiently
clear and explicit in this respect and the history of the origin of the Peruvian
fishing industry, created during the last world war when the United States of
America, then lacking the necessary elements, urgently needed our cooperation
in order to meet the demand for fish that existed, will show Your Excellency how
my country performed its duty a.s P. good elly and bow, through its own efforts
and with national capital, it immediately developed the fishing industry in order
to be able to meet the requirement) of the UNRRA and of the American market,
from which it received support and encouragement, first for the exportation of
sPlt fish and then for the processing of canned products. All the equipment
necessary for establishing the afore-mentioned industry and its costly installa-

94754-52--16
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tions was purchased in the United States with Peruvian capital Technical
experts of this country also assisted Peruvian fishermen and industrialists.

When the world conflict was over and the California tuna industry returned to
normal, there began to be opposition to the importation of canned tuna from Peru
and other countries of the Hemisphere, and obstacles to the classification thereof,
which culminated in the approval, in January 1950, of a 45% ad valorem duty on
canned tuna, whereby entry into the United States was closed for that product
packed in foreign countries, including Peru, thus making impossible such trade
and consequently the acquisition of dollars through the exploitation of natural
resources, a procedure in accordance with the policy recommended by the United
States.

Peruvian industrialists then found it necessary to develop the industry of freezing
and exporting frozen tuna, investing very large amounts of capital in the purchase
of refrigerator ships, machinery, special vessels, and fishing equipment, and now
it is desired to lay this duty upon the raw material, thereby eliminating the com-
petition of Peru and other Central and South American countries in the North
American market and paralyzing in my country an industry which represents an
investment of over 400 million soles and employs approximately 11,000 workers
who earn the highest wages in the nation and support 40,000 family members.
Furthermore, the packing and freezing industries mean the creation of new towns
along our coast, the construction of workers' quarters, large workshop., shipyards,
important dockyards, storage places for fuel, and other elements which raise the
standard of living in so necessary and important a manner.

If the duty of three cents a pound should become law, all this structure of
effort put forth, of prosperity, of work which is being done within the norms of
social benefits which govern the policy of my Government would be violently
transformed into a painful situation of economic distress for many of the nation s
capitalists and of unemployment and misery for the great mass of workers in the
Peruvian fishing industry, and there would undoubtedly ensue the serious di--
locations to which I refer at the beginning of this note, with the consequent
dangers which I also mention.

For all these reasons, which have necessarily made this communication a long
one, my Government is certain that it will find firm and decided support on the
part of that of Your Excellency and that its data and views, which coincide with
those of the diplomatic representatives mentioned above, will aid Your Excellency
in forming your judgment and will serve as a basis for the opinion which the
Department of State may be good enough to express in the hearings which the
Senate Finance Committee may hold.

At the same time my Government is keenly interested in maintaining, as that
of Your Excellency surely desires the most friendly relations between our two
countries and peoples, and therefore considers that it is a wise and desirable
policy for both to remove all possibility that the existing cordiality might be
dimmed or lessened by actions contrary to their aims.

I express my appreciation in advance to Your Excellency for whatever attention
you may be good enough to give to the contents of this note and renew to you the
assurances of my highest and most distinguished consideration.

(Signed) F. BERCKEMETER.

VIEWPOINTS OF THE PERUVIAN FISHING INDUSTRY ON H. R. 5693 RELATING TO
THE IMPOSITION OF DUTIES ON FROZEN TUNA OF FOREIGN OalOI

1. During World War II the United States eagerly sought sources of production
of foodstuffs to replace its domestic sources, in view of the fact that a great part
of its manpower was in the ranks or employed in war industries. In that situation
fishing was the industry most affected, inasmuch as fishing boats and crewswere
added to the Navy.

2. Peru responded immediately and supplied to its full capacity the demand
for fish on the part of the allied country to the north, increasing its native fishing
fleet by its own effort and without economic aid from the United States Govern-
ment.

3. After the war ended, the United States stopped its purchases of salted fish,
which had been previously shipped to UNRRA. Consequently, the salting plants
established all along the Peruvian coast line were shut down.

4. Canned Peruvian fish continued to be imported into the United States until
the year 1948; there the Food and Drug Administration classified it as "tuna"
and day by day it won increasing favor with the consuming public because of its
excellent quality and packaging.
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5. In the same year, 1948, owing to the pressure brought by the California

packers, the Food and Drug Administration required the canned product, which
until then had been shipped without a label, to be labeled "Bonito, 'a fish entirely
unknown to the United States consumer. As a result of this measure, the demand
fell off to such an extent that the United States Sunerintendent of Banks pro-
hibited United States banks from giving credits guaranteed by this type of canned
goods, owing to the slight demand for it. Later on, thanks to the intensive ad-
vertising carried on by the producers and the great reduction in prices, sales
increased considerably, and the United States Superintendent of Banks revoked
the said order.

6. Peruvian canners then sought to establish themselves in coastal regions from
which they could supply their tuna packing plants, such as the regions of the north
and south. Nevertheless, the Peruvian industry was again to suffer a heavy blow
in January 1950, when the duties on imports of tuna into the United States were
raised from 22% percent to 45 percent ad valorem. This meant that it would be
impossible for the Peruvian industry to continue to export this kind of canned
product to the country to the north.

That is to say that, after encouraging this industry at a critical time for itself,
the United States, when the war ended, far from permitting free trade between
itself and its former allies, by imposing the duty afore-mentioned, closed down and
put an end to this flourishing industry which, bsaldes supplying a product equal
to the American product, was obtaining dollarsby its own means, following the
policy pursued by the Republic of the North.

7. Hence, the Peruvian industrialists had no other recourse but to export frozen
fish, a step which was enthusiastically welcomed and also greatly encouraged by
the industrialists of California, who sent their own refrigerator ships to transport
it to their canneries. Once again the tenacity and enthusiasm of Peruvian inge-
nuity had created a new kind of industry, the frozen-food Industry, with larger
boats, refrigerator ships, and transports, and refrigeration plants in the north,south and center, each with a storage capacity of more than a thousand tons.

8. Eight days after the Torquay agreement went into force, the United States
House of Representatives suddenly approved a bill establishing a duty of 3 cents
a pound on frozen tuna of foreign origin.

The principle of a duty on the importation of fresh or frozen tuna is entirely
unjust. If yellowfln tuna were a species found in United States territorial waters,there might possibly be justification for the contemplated duty. But, far from
that, there is no tuna in United States territorial waters, and so true is this that
the United States fishing fleet is compelled to fish for tuna in areas more than
3,000 miles from its bases. The principal tuna areas of the world are found off
the coasts of Central and South America, in waters which in accordance with the
modern international tendency belong to the said countries. But, even accepting
the thesis of the 3-mile limit of territorial waters, the tuna areas would lie in in-
ternational waters; that is, tuna is considered an international resource on which
it is not possible to consent to a tax imposed by a country that not only lacks the
raw material but obtains it in waters outside its jurisdiction, which should rightly
be considered waters belonging to the Central and South American countries.
It is not possible to consider a tuna caught by an American vessel in international
waters as American raw materials, while a tuna taken in those same waters by
Central or South American boat is considered foreign raw material subject to a
duty, the argument in justification of which is the protection of American invest-
ments in fishing vessels.

9. The said bill is now being studied in the Finance Committee of the United
States Senate, after being hastily approved in the House of Representatives.
It is hoped that the Department of State, which in the beginning did not object
to the proposed duty, will now take into account the protests of the countries
concerned (Peru, Costa Rica, Panama, Ecuador, Mexico, and Chile) because of the
serious injury that would be inflicted on their respective fishing industries, and
that in next January's hearings it will support the arguments thereon before the
Senate committee.

10. The Peruvian industrialists base their protests on the following points:
The United States appealed to the possibilities of our industry at a time when it
was neoeseary to supply the needs of its population and those of other allied coun-
tries. Peru responded by investing its private capital and, without foreign aid,developing its industry to a high level of production. It likewise bought all its
machinery and equipment from United States factories. Now that the emergency
has passed, the Peruvian industry is being denied the right to catch, can, and
freeze tuna, notwithstanding the irrefutable fact that Peru is very favorably
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located for fishing for tuna, since the Peruvian fleet needs to sail only 30 miles from
Its coast to reach the same banks where the American clippers obtain their product,after sailing 3,000 miles from their bases in California.

Furthermore, without the cooperation of the countries concerned, the American
fishing fleet could not operate, since it must, in order to use live bait, or anchovies,
obtain such bait, with special permits in some cases and in others without a permit
of any kind, in waters recognized throughout the world as being within Central
and South American jurisdiction. Up until now, no country of Central and South
America has interfered with the fishing of the American vessels; they have allowed
them to fish freely in waters which they consider their own, without any tax or
duty. In Peru, during the present fishing season in the north, we have had large
American fleets fishing freely in view of the shore and in some cases only a short
distance from our own boats. Nevertheless, and notwithstanding the fact that
both the catch obtained by an American boat and the catch of a Peruvian boat
have the same destination and are obtained in the same waters, an attempt is
being made to tax the catch of a Peruvian boat for the benefit of that of an Ameri-
can boat. It should be remembered that the fish caught by Peruvian craft is
taxed on being exported, but not that caught by American craft.

The tonnage of tuna which has gone to California exceeds 200,000 tons, entirely
of Central and South American origin, whether caught by American or by Peruvian
boats. Peru's share of the said tonnage in 1950 amounted to approximately
7,000 tons. Possibly, and tinder the most favorable conditions, Peru could
account for 10 percent of the total unloaded in California. It is difficult to think
that Peru's exports could in any way endanger the American investments.

The fishing industry of Peru trusts that the Government of the United States
will take these points into careful consideration and prevent the passage of the
said bill, which would mean enormous damage to the industry.

MINISTRY OF AnRICUI'ITIRE

REPLY TO THE MEMORANDUM OF THE AMBASSADOR OF THE UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA

1. Importance of the industry and exports to the country's economy, and that of
its respective producing areas.

Since Peru is a country of limited economic development, its wealth depends
on the exportation of its natural resources.

One of the principal sources of raw materials with which this country has been
endowed by Nature and which has not yet been exploited to the maximum degree
is its ichthyological wealth, given to it by Nature as compensation for the aridity
of its coastal lands.

The democratic countries, in struggling to attain a higher standard of living for
their people and in general to promote world-wide well-being, justifiably consider
that this well-being will be made feasible only through the rational exportation of
their natural resources.

Peru, by tradition a democratic country, a friend and effective and disinterested
collaborator of the United Nations, is struggling against poverty and hunger, and
in thinking of the best way to be useful to the world and to raise the standard of
living of its inhabitants, it exploits its resources in fish.

In 1942, it started to exploit its fisheries, using industrialized methods to some
extent, and produced 40 metric tons of canned fish. During the years 1944 to
1947, it rendered valuable service to UN RRA by supplying to it in that period over
13,000 metric tons of fresh and salted fish and 14,025 metric tons of canned and
other products.

The importance of this extractive industry, which is at the same time, a proces-
sing industry, is undeniable, since it contributed fresh as well as salted and canned
fish to feed its people. All these are protein products of low price and excellent
quality.

The investments made by this industry amount to 400 million gold soles, making
it possible to export its products and giving employment to more than 8,000
fishermen and workers and consequently contributing to the welfare of over 8,000
families.

This extractive and processing industry is one of the most complete that Peru
has: hence, also, its great importance.

Through its natural development, this industry has contributed to the trans-
formation of small unimportant inlets into prosperous fishing centers which are
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at present of great importance. The classic example is that of Mincora, which
hardly 6 years ago had a population of 500 and now has 8,000 inhabitants who
enjoy economic and social well-being.

The importance of its exports as a source of foreign exchange is considerable,
for it raises the favorable balance of our trade.

All this permits the purchase of machinery and foodstuffs which Peru does not
produce.
2. Volume of tuna catch (by species) in metric tons during 1950 and 1951, com-

pared with any of the previous years (1937, 1938, or 1939). (Indicate sepa-
rately the volume unloaded by fishing vessels of foreign registry, particularly
of United States registry, and the volume not unloaded in the country, par-
ticularly transshipments or unloadings in other countries.)

The volume of the tuna catch by species (including bonito) unloaded on the
coast in 1950 and 1951 is as follows:

1950 1951
8pecime (January- (January-

December) October)

MetM tons Metric tons
Yellowfn tuna (Thunnus macropterus).................................... 14, 765. I 6,929.7
Skipjack (Katauwonus pelamis).......------------------------...............................------------....... 436. 931.8
Bonito (Sarda chilensis) ..................................................... 38, 924 6 32. 069 6

Total......................................................--------------------------------------............ 54, 126. 2 39,930.8

We do not make the requested comparison with the years 1937, 1938, and 1939
because we lack the necessary data.

We regret our inability to report on the volume unloaded by fishing vessels of
foreign registry, particularly of United States registry, and the volume not un-
loaded in the country, particularly transhipped to or unloaded in other countries,
because up to the present time we have not learned of any foreign vessel having
unloaded its catch in Peruvian ports, and if any transhipment of fish has been
made it has been beyond our control, for which reason we cannot supply any
information.
3. What amount of the fish caught by United States vessels was reshipped to that

country in 1950 and 1951, compared with any previous year (1937, 1938, or
1939)? What amount of the catch taken by national vessels or those of
other countries (other than United States) was reshipped to the United States
in 1950 and 1951 as compared with any previous year (1937, 1938, or 1939)?

The tuna clippers of United States registry do not unload their catch at Peruvian
ports for transhipment to the United States, but rather they transport their catch
directly without touching any Peruvian port. We do not have data for 1950, but
we consider that in 1951 these vessels, which are estimated to have been 26 in
number, obtained a total catch of 20,000 metric tons, which was taken to the
United States.

The exports to the United States of America of frozen fish caught by national
vessels have amounted to the following:

1950 1951
Species .(January- (January-December) October)

Metric tons Metric tonsYellowfln tuna--------------------------.............................-----------------...................--------.............. 6, 521 6 6,371.0Skiplack-----------.......................................................---------------------------------------------- .............. 175.5
Bonito _...................------------------------------------------------------------- . ._ 4

Total---------..........--------------------------------------- 6,521.6 6,550 8

No frozen fish was exported to the United States of America during 1937, 1938,or 1939. Exportation began in April 1948, in the amount of 292.5 metric tons.
4. With reference to question No. 2, what amount and value of the total catch of

tuna was sold fresh or frozen, and what was the production of canned tuna?
(Indicate the fresh and frozen tuna in metric tons., and the canned tuna in
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cartons or cases, specifying the size of the cans, their net weight or contents,and the number of cans per ease.) What amount of the products indicatedbelow was sold for domestic consumption and how much was exported to theprincipal countries of destination, including the United States: (a) fresh
tuna (by species); (b) canned tuna in oil (by species); (c) tuna in brine (byspecies).

Sold fresh or frozen

-I i
190 (January-Decem ber):

Ski pck ---------------------------------------------
B .............---------..............................---------------------------

Total..........-----------.............................................

1961 (January-October):
Yellowfln tuna.-..........---................ .... ...........

kipjack ....... ......... . .....................................Bonito- . ----------- ----------------------------------
T otal------- ---- --- -------------------- "---------------------"------

Metric tons

10,038 4

10,544 .1

21,484.5

029. 7
372. 8

10,000.0

17, 302. 5

Production of canned tuna

Canned in oil, mses baess Canned in brine, cses basis
48 7-ounce halves 48 No. I tails

Number of Value in Number of Value In
cases 1,000 soles cses 1,000 soles

1910 (January-December):
Yellowfin tuna ............................ 84, 251 7, 582 6 1, 898 322 3
Skipjack .................................. 34,362 8.002 8 ..............-----
Bonito .................................... 502, 13 45, 192.8 34,945 5,940 6
Total .................................. 620, 72 5, 867.7 36,841 6,262 9

1951 (January-October):
Yellowfin ........... ................... 48, 4. 8.. 12, 078 1, 570 1
Skpac................................... 1 424 1.6424 .........................
Bonito......................... .......... 402958 40,295.8 34,568 4,(49 8

Total.................................... 467,887 46,788.7 44646 6,063 9

(a) FRESH OR FROZEN TUNA (BY SPECIES)

Domestic Exported Domestic Exported
Spees tin mec metroo Species tion (meic (metric

tons) tons) to) tons)

1950 (January - Deoem- 1951 (January-October):
br): Yellowfln tuns....... 658.7 6,371o

l tna....... 441& 8 ,21.6 Skipack--------------.............. 197.3 175 5
ck --.............. . . ----------- Bonito --------------............... 9,995.7 43

Monie............... 10,546.1 ............
Total.............. 10, 751. 7 6, 50

Total--....... .. 14, 962. 9 6, 21.6

Nor. -The entire exports have been shipped to the United States.

Thousand
soles

13, 882. 1

18,740 6

11,754 3
413 3

5,000 0

17,167.6
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Production of canned tuna-Continued
(5) TUNA CANNED IN OIL (BY SPECIES)

Domestic Exported Domestic Eported
Speaks conump s8 Species oonsump- ( 7unstion (cases) o tion (cases) cn

1910 (January - Deem- 1951 (Jan.-Oct.)-Con.
her): Bonito------ --... 45,000 357,958Yellow'n tuna ....... 7, 000 76,61 o

Skipack.......----------..----..--......... 34, 362 Total......--.......----------- 51,000 416, 887
Bonito ............... 46,500 455,639

Distribution of exports: 1960 1951
Total.........--------------- 4,100 566, 652 Belum ............. 11,334 .....

United States........ 4906,980 332,700
19l (January-Otber): Italy ................ 1,034 ............

YellowAn tuna ....... 6,000 42,505 Switzerland .......... 34,001 ...........
Skipjack.............. .... ... ---- 16, 424 Other................. II11, 334 84, 187

(c) TUNA IN BRINE (BY SPECIES)

Speces

1950 January - Deoom-
ber)"

Yellowfln tuna.......
Skipack...---.....--......
Bonlto..............
Total...............

Domestic
consump-

tion (cases)

1,500

Zoo

Exported
(cases 48
can tails)

1, 396

33,445
34,841

Species

1951 (January-October):
Yellowfln tuna ......
Skipac...ek...........
Bonito...............

Total ...............

Domestlo
consump-

tion (ases)

1,500
2, 100

Exported
(mases 48
can tells)

11,478

44, 546

No data available on exports by countries but it is estimated that 87.7 percent
in 1950 and 79 percent in 1951 of the exports of this item went to the United
States.
5. What stocks of the following products are in storage as of the date of this

report, compared with those which were on hand at the end of the two pre-
ceding years?

(a) Stocks of frozen tuna (by species) in refrigerated warehouses.
(b) Stocks in storage of-

1. Canned tuna in oil (by species).
2. Tuna in brine (by species).

Stocks of frozen tuna in refrigerated warehouses as of December 15, 1951:
Mdrric tons

Yellowfin ...........................................................------------------------------------------------------. 40
Skipjack_~_ ------------------------------------------------------- 32
Bonito------------------------------------------------------------ 0

Total ................................. ---......-- -.......... 72
For 1950 the stocks of frozen tuna in storage were extremely small, for which

reason they have not been considered.
Stocks of stored canned tuna in oil and in brine, for the years indicated:

1950, in oil
cases with 48
7-ounce cans

1951, in oil
cases with 48
7-ounce cans

1951, In brine
cases with 48
7-ounoe cans

8. How many vessels (indicating size by groups according to registered net ot
gross tonnage) of national registry were engaged in fishing for tuna during
1950 and 1951, as compared with any of the preceding years (1937, 1938,

Yeilowfint- 
- -Skfplack - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - -- ---------.Bonito_ -° - --
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or 1939)? Number of crew and total number of fishermen on said vessels.
Supply any available information concerning the number and registry of
vessels engaged in fishing for tuna off the coast; amount of revenue received
from fishing permits issued to fishing vessels of foreign registry. How many
fishing vessels now under construction will be placed in service in 1952?

The fishing fleet engaged in catching yellowfin, skipjack, and bonito is estimated
at-

Metric tons
450 bonito launches, 26 to 32 foot capacity_------------------------- 1, 800
100 "boliche" launches, 36 to 45 foot capacity------------------------- 800
350 "San Jos6" type boats, 24 to 32 foot capacity-....----...------------.............. 1, 750
Other vessels, capacity ..................... -------------------------------------------- 500

Total------------------------------------- --------- 4, 850
The number of fishermen engaged in this activity is estimated at 4,750, including

crews of all vessels. We have no other information on the number and registry of
vessels engaged in fishing for tuna off the coast. No fishing permits have been
issued to vessels of foreign registry; hence, no revenue has been obtained from this
source.

We know that there are 16 vessels under construction which will be completed
early in 1952. All these are vessels between 34 and 48 feet in length.
7. Representative prices paid to fishermen for the various species of tuna, ex-

vessel, during 1951. Average prices in 1950 and 1951 and present prices
received by exporters for fresh and frozen tuna shipped to the United States
Specify whether the prices acre f. o. b. port of embarkation or for the product
delivered (c. i. f.) at a United States port. What was the cost of transporta-
tion in 1950 and 1951, and what is the present cost (including freight,
insurance, etc.) from the Peruvian port of embarkation to the United States?

There are various methods for compensating the fishermen in Peru. In the
Callao area, for example, out of the total value of the catch 55 percent goes to the
fishermen and 45 percent to the owner of the vessel. In the northern area,
MAncora, for example, the fisherman receives a fixed per-ton compensation,
which, in the case of tuna, is at present 1,200 soles per ton, but only on a labor
basis, since the owner pays all the other costs, such as upkeep of the vessel, crew,
nets, fuel, etc. An approximate estimate of the production cost of tuna, according
to statements by the companies, is $210 per ton f. o. b. Naturally, this produc-
tion cost is computed for a normal production year, but if account is taken of a
year like the present one, in which no fish have been caught for the past 8 months,
then the cost increases enormously, because all the costs of upkeep enumerated
above continue.

The price received by the exporters for their products fluctuates in accordance
with the prices quoted on the United States market. Last year the price paid for
yellowfin tuna was from $280 to $310 per ton, whereas the price has now gone
down to $250 per ton. In 1950 the price of skipjack in kegs was from $250 to
$275 per ton, while at present it is $150.
" The freight, paid for transporting frozen fish from a Peruvian port to a port in

the United States was, throughout 1950 and until October of this year, $50 per
ton, but in October it went up to $60 per ton. The insurance is represented by a
payment of 60 cents for every $100.
8. Give the number and capacity of (a) freezing plants; (b) refrigerated ware-

houses; (c) canneries entirely or partially engaged in canning tuna. Com-
pare the present facilities with those which existed in either 1937, 1938, or
1939. How many and what type of plants are now being built to begin
operating in 1952?

The freezing capacity and the refrigerated-storage capacity are as follows:

Capacity for Rehigerated-
freezing in storage

24 hours capaelty

Mdric lton Metric ton
Afloat (boats and hges)...--------------...............--........----------------------.. 212 2 640
Plants on land.........----------.......-........-- ..--------------.---------------------- 149 750

Total------------...............--------------------------------------------------- 361 16390

I In 1937-39 there were no freezing or refrigeration plants in existence.
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The number of fish canneries is 53, with a maximum daily capacity of 18,500

48-can cases. Of these canneries, only four have been partially engaged in
canning yellowfin and skipjack, and two of the four, located in Paita, have closed
down because of the lack of good markets for canned tuna and because they are
not in an area where it is possible to can bonito. The other two are in 1lo, only
one of which is producing canned tuna, and its production is very small. The
rest of the canneries in Peru are engaged in canning bonito.

It is not planned that any canneries or freezing and refrigeration chambers will
be built in 1952, on the contrary, many plants are shutting down.
9. In whatproportion has foreign capital (particularly from the United States)

been invested or financed in the tuna-fishing industry in Peru, whether for
building up the fishing fleet or for the construction of freezing plants, re-
frigerated-storage warehouses, or canneries? What proportion of these
facilities is foreign-owned, apparently of local ownership but controlled by
foreign interests or subsidiaries of foreign interests?

We do not know the exact proportion of foreign capital invested in the Peruvian
fishing industry, for all the companies are constituted as Peruvian and as joint
stock companies; however, we judge, that w ith respect to the frozen-fish industry,
approximately 20 percent is financed by United States capital, out of a total in-
vestment of 130 million gold soles. As for the canning industry, which operates
with a capital of approximately 270 million gold soles, we judge the United States
investment to be barely 1 to 1% percent.
10. What efforts are being made to exercise government or other control over

exportation in order to prevent depression on the foreign market? What
taxes are there on the exportation of tuna, and what form do such taxes
take? What measures are being taken to increase opportunities for the
sale of tuna in the United States and other markets, such as subsidies,
grading, per ton price discounts for shrinkage or deterioration of the fish,
compliance with exportation standards, and other activities undertaken
with a view to stimulating and increasing consumption?

The Peruvian Government controls exports in the sense that exportation is
permitted only after the needs of the domestic market have been satisfied. All
Peruvian exports of fish products are subject to the taxes known as "export duties"
(Laws 9506 and 10545 and Supreme Resolution of April 20, 1946), which constitute
a charge of 10 percent against the difference between the selling price of the product
and the base cost fixed by the Peruvian Government. When this difference exceeds
25 percent of the base cost an additional 10 percent is charged against the differ-
ence (Law 0476). The base export cost of frozen tuna (all species) was fixed in
1941 at $50 (United States currency), and the base cost for skipjack and bonito
in that year (Law 9506) was fixed at $40 (United States currency).

From these base costs, which were fixed in 1941 and which at the present time
do not represent the actual costs of production, it will readily be seen that there
is an export duty and that therefore this industry, far from receiving subsidies, is
taxed.

The requirements of the markets for Peruvian exports, particularly the United
States market, are extremely exacting in so far as quality is concerned. Peru has
always succeeded in selling in those markets solely because of the high quality of
its products, in some instances suffering heavy losses because the catch turned out
to be "green." As regards selling prices, Peruvian producers and exporters have
no part in the quotations, since they munt be strictly limited to those quoted by
the foreign markets. In short, there are neither subsidies nor protectionist mea-
sures; there are only requirements with respect to quality.

We have information to the effect that, in order to improve opportunities for the
sale of Peruvian fish products in the United States, the Peruvian fisheries have
spent during the present year approximately $200,000,000 (United States cur-
rency).
11. What plans or other measures of stimulation are contemplated by the Govern-

ment with a view to increasing the production and exportation of tuna, and
what economic measures have been taken to encourage the development of
the industry? Indicate general trends in the fishing and production of
tuna and the causes of the apparent variations.

In accordance with the general policy of the Peruvian Government, a policy
permitting the free competition of all the factory and forces connected with pro-
duction, industrialization, and trade in general, the fishing industry has succeeded
by its own initiative in reaching its present level. Nevertheless, although it is
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true that the fishing industry has received no direct financial assistance, nor bene-
fited from any protectionist measures on the part of the Government, the latter
does concern itself with and study the economic and technical problems in-
herent in its development, so as to build up a prosperous and efficient industry,which will be, in the future as it is today a strong pillar of the Peruvian economy.

The general trend of production in the yellowfin tuna fishing industry, from
1948, when it began, to 1950, was upward, but in 1951 it succeeded in reaching
only the 1950 level. The causes are economic: higher production costs, lower
prices quoted on the foreign markets, limited demand on the domestic market,
and lack of capital for investment in the industry in question, which will not per-
mit acquiring a larger fishing fleet. Furthermore, natural conditions must be
added to these causes: large-scale migrations of the species, which have recently
reduced the opportunities for catching fish.

LruA, December 1951.

STEIN, HALL & COMPANY, INC.,
New York, January 31, 1952.

Hon. WALTER F. GEORoE,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

MY DEAR SBNTOR GEORGE: I have been informed that the Finance Com-
mittee of the Senate is about to conduct hearings on H. R. 5693 which proposes a
duty on the importation of tuna fish. Although I have no knowledge of the
details of this industry and do not know whether or not the imposition of a duty
is economically valid both from the point of view of our domestic economy and our
international economic relations, I would like to register my strong objection to
the passage of this act at this time.

In the first place, I think it would be unfortunate if the Congress undertook to
pass individual tariff acts on individual commodities which would again return
tariff making to the lobbying of pressure groups as existed years ago before the
trade agreements program was adopted and the reciprocal trade agreements
legislation was passed. Secondly, it seems to me that such isolated action by the
Congress will only embarrass us in international economic relations when it is so
important that we increase imports in order to give stability to other nations that
we wish and need to have allied to us in our common fight for democracy. Thirdly
it would seem to me that the Tariff Commission investing ation should be com-
pleted and that its recommendation should be submitted before the Congress of
the United States undertakes action.

In writing you this letter, which I would like to have inserted into the record
of the hearings, I would like to remind the members of the committee on both
sides of the aisle of the statements that were made about the functions of the
Tariff Commission and of their willingness to impose added responsibilities on the
Tariff Commission in the Trade Agreements Act as amended and extended last
year. It would seem to me that legislation as proposed in H. R. 5693 runs
counter to the very statements expressed by members of both parties at the time
of the hearings conducted last March when the Trade Agreements Act was under
consideration for extension.

I am sending a copy of this letter to Senator Millikin as ranking minority
member of the Finance Committee and also to Senators Lehman and Ives as
Members of the Senate from my home State.

Sincerely yours,
MORRIS S. ROSENTHAL, Ptsident.

OXNARD CANNERS, INC.,
Monterey, Calif., January g9, 1952.

STATEMENT OF OXNARD CANNERS, INC., AND PENINSULA PACKING CO.

This statement is to voice our opposition to the proposed tuna tariff in bill
H. R. 5693. The undersigned are old-established fish processors owned by Ameri-
cans, operated by organized American labor, and paying taxes to American agen-
cies. We shall outline briefly the situation in Monterey, Calif., our position in the
tuna processing industry, and the reasons a duty on tuna would eliminate us
from the tuna business and leave the entire industry in the hands of a few southern
California packers.
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The fish-processing industry in Monterey, Calif., had its inception during the
early years of the century, grew steadily into the thirties, and from that period
until 1945 grew rapidly--so rapidly, in fact, that during many of these years it
was the largest fish port in the United States. The call by the United States
Government for maximum fish production for the civilian population and our
allies during the years of World War II resulted in unparalleled expansion of
plant and fishery facilities for the more than successful fulfillment of the Govern-
ment's requirements. In 1946 the supply of sardines in the waters adjacent to
Monterey almost completely disappeared, and in the ensuing years, in spite of
efforts to augment the supply by trucking sardines from ports as far as 300 miles
distant, the supply has diminished until now landings are approximately one-tenth
of the peak war years. It is the considered opinion of many members of the
industry and the scientific agencies of the State and Federal Governments that the
intense fishing effort of the war years was a major contributing factor to the deple-
tion of this resource. The fishing industry was and remains the sole productive
industry of Monterey and its neighboring communities; the growth of the com-
munity and its merchants was based mainly on supplying the requirements of the
industry and those engaged in it. Almost every one of the 50 000 inhabitants of
the Monterey Peninsula was affected directly or indirectly by the fishing industry,
and the failure of the industry has had the effect of placing the fishing com-
munity in a state of economic depression not unlike that experienced in the early
1930's. Community and industrial leaders have explored many avenues in an
endeavor to find some means to utilize the productive capacity and large supply of
experienced and available fish-processing labor made idle by the failure of the
local fishery. To a great extent these endeavors have been unsuccessful; the
isolated geographical location of the Monterey Peninsula in relation to supply of
other local resources, transportation, and markets placed it at an economic
disadvantage with neighboring centers of production.

Over the years endeavors were made by several Monterey fish processors to find
a reliable supply of tuna, because the packing of tuna is relatively similar to other
types of canned fish. These efforts met with little success except for occasional
small deliveries of locally caught albacore. Only in recent months, when the
boats were tied up due to a lack of fish orders from the southern California pack-
ers, have offerings been made to Monterey plants by the domestic tuna fleet. The
foregoing conditions made it economically unfeasible for a Monterey processor to
enter the tuna-packing industry. It was only when frozen tuna became available
as a reliable source of raw product that the Monterey canner could see his way
clear to enter canned-tuna production. It was at this point that Oxnard Canners,
Inc., modernized its existent tuna-packing facilities, a total capital investment of
$225,000; Peninsula Packing Co. converted large sections of its sardine-processing
space to an efficient tuna installation, an additional expenditure of $65,000.
These expenditures were predicated on the availability of frozen tuna from sources
other than the domestic fleet and the belief that the sources would continue on a
permanent basis. It was the hope of the owners of these two companies that the
packing of tuna would relieve their desperate financial condition and serve to al-
leviate partially the distress of the community and maintain employment. Ac-
tual importations were made and packed by each of these plants, and the first
steps toward developing the new venture were made. These original packs were
of necessity kept small as markets were being developed. Today, as the first
signs of a strengthening tuna market are evident, these two plants are threatened "
with a prohibitive duty being placed on their raw products which will preclude
their remaining in the tuna business and, in light of no sardines, remaining in
business at all. We know from past experience that we cannot count on a per-
manent supply of tuna from the domestic fleet. It is our sincere belief that im-
position of the proposed tariff will eliminate us from the industry and concentrate
it once again in the hands of the southern California packers.

We respectfully request that our statement be given due and just consideration
in arriving at your decision, and we express out thanks for the opportunity of a
hearing.

OXNARD CANNERS, INC.,
S. A. FERRANTE, President.
PENINSULA PACING CO.,
B. H. KITCHENS, Manager.
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SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF., January 31, 1955.
UNITED STATES SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,

Washington, D. C.
GENTLEMEN: We thank ybu for your Miss Elizabeth B. Springer's telgream of

December 11, 1951, advising that, at our earlier request, we are scheduled to
testify at the Senate Finance Committee hearings on tuna bill H. R. 5693 on
Wednesday, February 6, 1952.

It will not be possible for us to have a witness present, so we beg the privilege
of presenting, for consolidation within the record, our opposition to the proposed
imposition of duty on frozen tuna.

You will observe from our letterhead that we were established in 1855. During
all of the many years intervening we have operated on, and hereby advocate, an
international trade policy based upon the American free-enterprise system that
trade be conducted with a minimum of restrictions on a competitive basis, recog-
nizing the importance of the development of two-way trade among the nations
of the world. We have fostered and supported the reciprocal trade agreements
program, which is designed to exchange concessions between the United States of
America and other countries by the lowering of our tariffs on imported goods in
exchange for reduced tariffs and removal of other trade barriers.

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
per pound duty, without hearing all interests concerned and full study of all factors
involved, establishes a precedent not in the best interests of the public of the
United States and violates the spirit of good congressional procedure for which
leaders in the Congress have been striving.

We do not think that any domestic minority interest or industry should be
permitted to introduce and bring undue influence on legislation that is likely to
produce, and probably will produce, international repercussions and retaliatory
measures.

The proposed imposition of this duty would appear to be directed against im-
ports from Japan. If Japan is to maintain her independence as a free democratic
nation and serve as an effective bulwark of the democracies in the Far East, it is
essential that she first of all attain economic independence. The facts are too
evident to need pointing out that Japan's sole means of survival within her
limited territory is foreign trade. Because of the great paucity of natural re-
sources, the fisheries industry commands a position of major importance in her
export trade, with the tuna industry topping the field.

Moreover, such duty wilt be effective on the imports from a number of Latin-
American countries, whose retaliatory action might seriously affect the freedom
with which our fishing fleet now does the bulk of its fishing in waters adjacent to
those countries.

The attitude of Japan and the Latin-American countries toward the United
States of America in such matters may well seriously affect their cooperation in
the present mobilization of free nations to combat the threat of communism.

Curtailment of imports into the United States of America by new or increased
duties will only tend to increase the potential damage to our exports by increasing
the dollar shortage in other countries.

If we in this country are susceptible to influences that make our tariff policy
uncertain to the other nations of the world, any adverse action could destroy
absolutely our export markets by a world-wide movement to raise tariffs and
increase barriers against American products.

Yours very truly,
PARROTT & CO.,
R. D. QUINLAN.

MONTEREY PENINSULA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
Monterey, Calif., January 30, 1955.

STATEMENT OF MONTEREY PENINSULA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

The Monterey Peninsula Chamber of Commerce has read the statement pre-
pared by the Oxnard Canners, Inc., and the Peninsula Packing Co. for presenta-
tion to the Senate Finance Committee hearing on H. R. 5693 and wishes to go on
record as concurring to the fullest extent with the entire statement. We cannot
stress too strongly the fact that the fisIng industry is the backbone of the entire
Monterey Peninsula economy; when it prospers the entire peninsula prospers, and
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when it is in distress the entire peninsula suffers economically. As an example of
the fishing industry's importance to the community, the fact that over the years
it has paid approximately 13 percent of the total property taxes in. Monterey
shouldbe pointedout. Thousands of the peninsula residents are directly dependent
on the fishing industry for their livelihoods, and the life savings of many people
are invested in the processing plants, boats, or businesses serving the industry.

The failure of the sardine run in Monterey Bay can only be described as dis-
astrous. Millions of dollars in plant facilities and boats are to all intents and
purposes lying idle, and it is beyond the power of man to rectify the sardine situa-
tion; it is a cataclysmic act of nature that can only be adjusted by nature. Many
expediencies were tried, but nothing offering a permanent solution was found until
several of the canners realized that a reliable source of tuna existed in the supply
available in foreign countries. Hundreds of thousands of dollars was invested
by several of the Monterey canners to equip themselves as processors of this tuna.
These investments were made with the thought that at last they had found a
permanent source of supply good over the years no matter what the market
conditions. These investments had been impossible before, as the domestic tuna
fleet has only made fish available to them when it was unwanted elsewhere or at a
premium. From the completion of the first plant in June until December 1951
all these plants imported and processed tuna. Direct wages of over $200,006
were paid to local workers who would have jen otherwise unemployed, and
thousands were paid to local businesses. These sums had a tremendous beneficial
effect on the local economy.

After this splendid start, we are now faced with legislation being passed which
will end all hope of a partial rehabilitation of this once great industry. The
money invested by the canners will have been wasted; the hopes of the highly
skilled fish-processing workers for steady employment will be ended; and the
benefits to local business will cease.

We feel that, with the above in mind, the local fish industry has a strong claim
to not being legislated out of business by a tariff designed solely for the benefit of
the tuna industry of southern California.

We express our appreciation to the Senate Finance Committee for the op-
portunity to express our views.

MONTEREY PENINSULA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
TINSLEY C. FRY, President.

MONTEREY, CALIF., February 2, 1958.
Senator WALTER GEORGE,

Senate Finance Committee, Senate Ofice Building, Washington, D. C.
My DEAR SENATOR: The Seaside Chamber of Commerce is wholeheartedly in

support of the statement presented to your committee January 30, 1952, by the
Monterey Peninsula Chamber of Commerce. We respectfully request that this
statement be read to your committee and be made part of the permanent record
during the hearing on H. R. 5693.

Yours truly,
SEASIDE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
SAM DE MELLO, President.

The CHAIRMAN. At this time the committee will recess, to recon-
vene tomorrow morning at 10 o'clock.

(Whereupon, at 12:30 p. m., a recess was taken until Wednesday,
February 6, 1952, at 10 a. m.)
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WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 6, 1952

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
UNITED STATES SENATE,

Washingtps, P. C.
The committee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10 a. m. in room

312, Senate Office Building, Senator Walter F. George (chairman)
presiding.

Present: Senator George, Millikin, and Martin.
Also present: Senator Wayne Morse of Oregon; Elizabeth B.

Springer, chief clerk.
The CHAIRMAN. The committee will please come to order. The

first witness is Senator Margaret Chase Smith. We will be very glad
to hear you.

STATEMENT OF HON. MARGARET CHASE SMITH, UNITED STATES
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF MAINE

Senator SMITH. Mr. Chairman and Senator Millikin, back in De-
cember of 1949, because of widespread unemployment in certain areas
of the State of Maine, disaster areas were established. These so-
called disaster areas were to be eligible for Federal work-relief projects.
An analysis of the unemployment situation in Maine disclosed that
these disaster areas were at places where sardines are canned along the
coast. When the short sardine season was over, the cannery and
other workers engaged in the industry became unemployed. Not
only was this true in 1949 but it is true every year when the sardine
industry closes its seasonal operations.

My constitutents in the sardine industry some few years ago
conceived that tuna in the Atlantic might prove to be a natural
resource which could be developed. If this were the case, then
Maine sardine canneries could be operated the year around and thus
alleviate the unemployment situation in these disaster areas. To
determine the feasibility of establishing a tuna industry on the Atlantic
coast, you recall that the Congress the year before last appropriated
money to perform exploratory fishing. This work has. been carried
on by the Fish and Wildlife Service of the Interior Department. It
has met with some degree of success. I say this because the prospects
were bright enough that one plant in the Eastport area is already
canning tuna and others are expecting to invest in tuna canning equip-
ment. Also I am reliably informed that other States, such as Mamsa-
chusetts, Maryland, and South Carolina are already engaged in
canning tuna. There are insufficient supplies of Atlantic tuna now
and there probably will not be enough in the foreseeable future to keep
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the plants in operation. As has been pointed out to me, the fishing
season in the Atlantic will likely not exceed 4 months in the year.

Tuna is caught on the high seas. It is not a resource of any one
nation or any one State. H. R. 5693, however, would give protection
to the California tuna-boat owners and some fishermen in the Pacific
Northwest who go to California at certain times, as against the balance
of the States which for the most part are "have nots insofar as boats
are concerned. Mr. Arnold Vogl of Eastport, Maine tells me that
even some of the small canneries in California who belong to the
"have nots" are opposed to placing a 3-cents-a-pound duty on im-
ported fresh and frozen tuna. In other words, that the really small-
plant operators will be hurt the most.

In my State, the incentive to can tuna would take a serious set-back
if this bill were to become law. It would seem to me that while we
preach protection for small-business men, we continue to consider
legislation such as this which cuts the little man's throat. Then too,
it is an attempt to sectionalize an industry which belongs to all the
coastal States of the Union.

There is no sound reason why the Congress should subsidize the
tuna fleet of California and at the same time penalize the housewife
of America. The $60 per ton, which this bill calls for in the form of
a duty, will ultimately raise the price of tuna on the grocer's shelf.
Furthermore, the confusion which already exists in the industry could
well be a set-back for labor in this country. The Tariff Commission,
I am told, already has under consideration the revamping of the duty
on canned tuna in brine. Until action is taken by that body, we
might be forcing all of the raw 'or frozen tuna into foreign canneries.

The whole matter to me is ill-conceived and ill-timed. Atready
I am informed that Ecuador has extended her jurisdiction 12 miles
at sea by executive order and that more recently Peru has taken
retaliatory measures. Other Latin American countries who are big
producers of tuna are also reported considering retaliatory action
against American boats, Canada to the North. who ships fresh and
frozen tuna to our plants in the United States, cannot eye with favor
such a proposal. Canada also sends albacore tuna from the Pacific
Northwest to our west coast canneries. Like the United States,
Canada hopes to expand her tuna fishery, particularly in the Atlantic.
The 3 cents per pound duty can well thwart her efforts as well as ours.

I am not as expert on this subject as is my colleague, Senator
Brewster, who until recently was a member of your committee. I
am told that he is in full accord with the views I have expressed here,
and that he plans to talk to you.

Present here today is Mr. Arnold Vogl of the Riviera Packing Co.
of Eastport, Maine. It is at his request that I am appearing before
you today-and he is available to answer any questions that you may
have now.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Vogl is on the list of witnesses for today,
Senator Smith. We are very glad to have your statement. Are there
any questions, Senator Milhlkn?

Senator MILLIKIN. NO.
Senator SMITH. Thank you very much.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Brewster.
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STATEMENT OF HON. OWEN BREWSTER, UNITED STATES SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF MAINE

Senator B'EWSTER. Would it be possible for me to make a brief
statement?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Senator BREWSTER. I wanted to associate myself completely with

what my colleague, Senator Smith, has said. I am fully in harmony
with what Senator Smith has said and I recognize this principle of
protection, but our position in the fishing industry is very peculiar
in this regard, that we have sardine fisheries there, which are very
important, but many of the sardines, if not all of them, have come from
Canadian waters, and they come in, duty-free. So we have a great
sardine packing industry there that, with some protection, has survived
the years. Mr. Vogl conceived the idea of developing the tuna in-
dustry. The sardine only runs from 2 to 5 or 6 months at most,
which means that the people engaged in the canneries would be unem-
ployed the rest of the year. He started this tuna development. They
get the tuna on the high seas, but they must get them in American
boats. .As a result of the configuration of our territory, many, if not
most, of the tuna are caught in Canadian waters, just as the sardines
are.

Some two years ago the Maine Delegation was instrumental in
securing an appropriation of $75,000 for the purpose of conducting
a tuna-fish survey along the North Atlantic coast by the Fish and
Wildlife Service. The purpose of this survey was to locate the flow
of bluefin tuna from the South to Nova Scotia and return. And also
to determine if a successful tuna-fishing industry would be established
for eastern Maine.

Under the curtailment program, only a little more than $60,000
became available. The Fish and Wildlife Service chartered a special
boat for large purse-seining tests. The expedition was successful and
reports made by the Fish and Wildlife Service indicate that it is both
logical and practical to expect the development of a successful indus-
try. Experiments have also been made during the past year for gill
net fishing, and the experiments prove conclusively that this type of
tuna fish can be carried on, off the shores of Maine.

Two-tune-packing plants are already in operation. One of these
being owned and operated by Arnold Vogl of Eastport, whose experi-
ences to date have encouraged him to purchase a tuna fishing boat
which he will put into operation this year and about which he will
testify.

Large schools of tuna are known to pass along the coast of Maine to
Nova Scotia and return. For the past several years tuna tourna-
ments have been held in western Maine coastal waters and have
proven very successful, although recognized for its sport-fishing values.

The establishment of a year-round tuna-packing industry in Wash-
ington County would help to relieve the distressed condition now pre-
vailing, inasmuch as the area has already been declared a critical and
distressed area.

We are heartily in sympathy with those who feel that this is not a
practical or desirable subject at this time. We very much hope the
committee may come to that point of view. We are still carrying on

94754-52--17
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this study of the run of tuna and we will know a little more about it
in the near future. If it should develop that you will appoint a
commission to study that problem, that will be agreeable to us.
We hope you will not take precipitate action at this time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there any question you wish to ask, Senator?
Senator MILLIKIN. NO.
Senator BREWSTER. Thank you very much.
The CHAIRMAN. We are glad to have your statement, sir.

Mr. Harold F. Linder of the State Department.

STATEMENT OF HAROLD F. LENDER, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRE-
TARY FOR ECONOMIC AFFAIRS; ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN M.
LEDDY, DIRECTOR OF OFFICE OF ECONOMIC DEFENSE AND
TRADE POLICY; EDWARD G. COLE, DIRECTOR OF OFFICE OF
REGIONAL AMERICAN AFFAIRS; AND CARL D. CORSE, CHIEF,
COMMERCIAL POLICY STAFF, DEPARTMENT OF STATE
Mr. LINDER. Ny name is Harold F. Linder. I have been Deputy

Assistant Secretary for Economic Affairs in the Department of State
for about a year. Prior to that time, except for a tour of duty as a
naval officer during the war, my occupation has been in private
business from which I have been on leave of absence as president of
an investment company.

I want to thank the committee for the opportunity to testify on
behalf of the Department with regard to H. R. 5693. The Depart-
ment is of the view that this bill involves important issues of foreign
policy, which I hope to bring to the attention of the committee in the
course of my testimony.

I am sure, from the proceedings before this committee of the
past 2 days, that the committee may have an interest in some of the
collateral issues having to do with trade-agreements programs in
general. Accordingly I have asked Mr. John M. Leddy, the Director
of the office of the Department of State which is concerned with that
problem, to be available in the event the committee wishes to go into
that general problem.

A few days ago, the Department of State filed with the chairman
an interim report on H. R. 5693. In its interim report, the Depart-
ment indicated that it did not believe that, under present circum-
stances, the proposals contained in H. R. 5693 were appropriate in
all respects. Accordingly, our interim report suggested certain
modifications of H. R. 5693. In the course of my testimony, I shall
try to explain the reasons which have led to the Department's view,
and to elaborate upon the proposal suggested in our interim report.

Last fall the Department was invited to testify before a subcom-
mittee of the House Ways and Means Committee on the question
whether any changes were needed in our duties on tuna fish imports.
The hearings had been called hurriedly, in the face of what appeared
to be an emergency situation. At that time it appeared that some
200 west coast tuna clippers were tied up, with every prospect that
they would stay tied up for some time to come. A large investment
appeared to be threatened and serious unemployment appeared to
exist. Meanwhile, imports of fresh and frozen tuna fish were coming
in duty-free, at a rate higher than ever before. Moreover, stocks of
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canned tuna fish had risen to high levels and prices of tuna had
declined at a time when other prices were rising.

We had little time for the kind of detailed analysis we would
have liked to make before taking a position on the proposals under
consideration by the subcommittee. Our superficial analysis at the
time indicated that in part, the critical situation in the tuna fleet had
resulted from a previous increase in the rate of duty on tuna canned
in oil. The rate on tuna in this form had increased from 22% to 45
percent ad valorem effective January 1, 1951, as an automatic con-
sequence of the termination of our trade agreement with Mexico;
this termination, as you know, had occurred for reasons unconnected
with the tuna situation. Toward the end of 1950, the prospective
duty increase had naturally led the trade to import larger than
ordinary shipments of tuna. After the beginning of 1951, imports
of canned tuna fish in oil fell off while imports of fresh and frozen
tuna increased sharply. Altogether, imports of tuna in all forms in
1951 were somewhat below 1950.

At the time, there were a great many things about the situation
which were unclear to the Department. We had no way of knowing
whether the problems of the tuna fishing fleet were temporary or
permanent. We had no knowledge of comparative costs of production
here and abroad. We had no real measure of the effects of any par-
ticular course of action on foreign countries nor of their reactions to
the various proposals.

Our testimony, therefore, had to be couched in the most general
terms. We pointed out our deep concern that restrictive measures
on tuna imports could harm the Japanese by cutting off an important
source of dollar earnings, could increase pressures on Japan to trade
heavily with Communist China, and could drive the Japanese to pursue
unfair trade practices in other products in an effort to earn the dollars
they need. We urged that Congress should make every effort to
obtain all the relevant facts before any action was taken. At the
conclusion of the hearings, however, in view of the unique nature of
the situation and the compelling prima facie case of injury, we did
not express any objection to an immediate imposition of a temporary
3-cent duty on fresh or frozen tuna, so long as it was to be accompanied
by a thorough investigation. Our letter of October 12, 1951, to Mr.
Doughton set forth that position stating that we had no objection to
H. R. 5693, the bill now before this committee.

In the period since we testified before the Ways and Means Sub-
committee, the Department has had an opportunity to analyze the
problem much more carefully. We now feel more strongly than everthat legislation affecting tuna-fish imports must be framed with the
utmost care in view of its repercussions on our foreign policy. The
problems of foreign policy involve principally Japan and Latin
America. The principal foreign supplier of tuna to the United States
is Japan. While the Japanese export of tuna fish to the United Statesin all forms is only about one-tenth of our domestic production,
nevertheless it ranks second in the list of Japanese exports to the
United States. Japan's reliance on tuna exports to obtain the raw
materials and foodstuffs it needs has been increased by the presentvirtual embargo on its trade with the China mainland. At the sametime, Japan's sales here have been restricted since World War II bythe reduced demand for silk in the United States. Accordingly, a
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curtailment of Japan's tuna exports tends to defeat our efforts to
place the Japanese economy on a self-sustaining basis and to create
significant risks for our policies in the Far East.

Senator MILLIKIN. Do you have the statistics on Japan's exporta-
tion of tuna to the mainland of China prior to the war?

Mr. LINDER. On exports of tuna?
Senator MILLIKIN. Yes.
Mr. LINDER. I do not, sir. I was referring to the general trade of

Japan with China rather than their exports of tuna.
Senator MILLIKIN. Prior to World War II exports from Japan to

China were of a highly limited character, except as the Japanese forces
succeeded in one way or another on the mainland of Asia. That is
what caused the war, the failure of China to take Japanese exports.

Mr. LINDER. Senator, I would say there is a necessity for the
Japanese to earn foreign exchange, and there is a necessity for those
islands to trade.

Senator MILLIKIN. I don't doubt that for a moment. The implica-
tion of your statement there is if we did this we would destroy the
market that had existed between Japan and China in the tuna-fishing
industry.

Mr. LINDER. No, sir, I did not mean to imply that.
Senator MILLIKIN. I am inviting attention to the fact that prior

to World War II one of the precipitating reasons for the Japanese to
enter World War II and for our entry into World War II was the fact
that Japan was not able to export products into China. So I think
we should have some statistics on the subject.

Mr. LINDER. Senator, I did not mean to imply in any sense that
Japanese exports of tuna to China were important. I merely meant
to imply, everything else being equal and no war going on, there
would be a natural tendency on the part of Japan to find an outlet
for many of its manufactures of natural products on the mainland
of Asia, and that would mean China. Under existing circumstances
I would say if we deny the Japanese the opportunity to trade as fully
as they might with the rest of the world we would run the risk of
stimulating their desire to trade with China, which we would not
wish to encourage under present circumstances.

Senator MILLIKIN. There is no question about that. Getting down
to the tuna fish, I would like to have a little specific information on it.

Mr. LINDER. I would be very glad to look into it, Senator, and if
we find anything we will most certainly advise you.

The problem as far as Latin America is concerned contains a number
of other elements. Peru has expressed its deep concern to the De-
partment with respect to H. R. 5693 because of its belief that the bill
will cause serious injury to the Peruvian fishing industry. The Peru-
vian tuna industry is a new industry, built uo during and after the
Second World War with the encouragement of the United States
Government, which at that time was making every effort to increase
the supplies of protein food available for world consumption.

Senator MILLIKIN. Does Peru allow our tuna fleets to operate in
her waters?

Mr. LINDER. We catch tuna about 75 to 150 miles off the coast of
Peru.

Senator MILLIKIN. Does she sell bait?
.Mr. LINDER. I don't think we obtain any bait from Peru.



TUNA IMPORTS

Senator MILLIKIN. Does she take care of our fishing fleet when it
goes into port?

Mr. LINDER. I am not sure, but I think there is some assistance
given in terms of Peruvian labor and other facilities.

Senator MILLIKIN. I will resume that subject as we go along. Go
ahead, please.

The CHAIRMAN. You may proceed.
Mr. LINDER. It has helped make fishing one of Peru's leading ex-

port industries, on which substantial numbers of people are dependent.
Peru is fearful that a 3-cent duty may destroy its industry and result
in the loss of an important source of foreign exchange.

Senator MILLIKIN. Mr. Chairman, my information is, and I am
not vouching for its correctness, I assume it will be developed from the
testimony, that Peru does withhold privileges to our fishing fleet;
that it is slow in granting bait permits, and that it has an export tax
on tuna shipped out of that country. Can you say anything on that
subject, Mr. Linder?

Mr. LINDER. I would like to have Mr. Cale answer that question.
Mr. CALE. It is my understanding that our fleet does not catch

bait in Peruvian territorial waters. The Peruvians claim territorial
waters out to 200 miles. It is my understanding that our fleet does
catch fish out beyond the 3-mile limit. That is, Peru does not enforce
or attempt to enforce the 200-mile limit. But we do not get bait in
Peruvian waters.

Senator MILLIKIN. She prohibits us getting bait in Peruvian waters,does she not?
Mr. CALE. That is my understanding. What happens is the baitis taken in the territorial waters in other Latin American countriesand used off the coast of Peru, in the fish we catch there.
Senator MILLIKIN. Can you testify as to the cooperation that Peruoffers our fleets when they come into port?
Mr. CALE. I don't think our fleet ordinarily goes into the Peruvianports.
Senator MILLIKIN. If it does go in the port does Peru afford us thesame privileges that are afforded to other countries?
Mr. CALE. So far as I know, Senator, there is no discriminationagainst us.
Senator MILLIKIN. What is the reason for our boats not going intothe Peruvian ports? Is it because we are not treated right when ourboats get there?
Mr. CALE. I don't know what the situation is. Some of themembers of the association who testified yesterday can probably tell

you about that.
Senator MILLIKIN. We will get to it later on.
Mr. CALE. Yes.
Mr. LINDER. Senator, I should add in respect to one of your otherquestions, you are correct, that an export tax is levied by Peru,but that is a part, if I remember correctly, of their general tax system.Many of the Latin-American countries find income taxes inappropriateto their own social or economic structure and they levy excise taxesand export taxes.
Senator MILLIKIN. That does not lessen the charge that we are nottreated right as far as the tuna are concerned.
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Mr. LINDER. I don't know that it would make any differencewhether the export tax or the excise tax was levied on the same people.Senator MrtraIN. Any tax on tuna is an economic fact to the menowning the fish.
Mr. LINDER. The Governments of Chile, Costa Rica, Ecuador,Panama, and Mexico have also expressed their concern regardingH. R. 5693. Although these countries are not large exporters oftuna to the United States, they consider that they have a primaryinterest in this legislation because they are hopeful one day ofdeveloping a tuna industry in the fishing grounds adjacent to theircoasts.
This brings me to another important point with regard to theLatin-American tuna situation-one which was not explored, so far asI know, in the House subcommittee's hearings. Much of the catchof tuna fish by the United States clipper fleet takes place in watersoff the shores of these Latin-American countries. In fact, the Ameri-

can fleet ordinarily has to enter waters within the 3-mile limit of theshores of thesse countries to obtain the live bait which it needs for its
tuna fishing. In the past, Latin-American countries have readily
licensed these activities. The operations have been profitable and
fairly harmonious for all concerned. The Latin Americans have
collected license fees, and provided shore facilities and labor. Our
tuna fishermen have obtained bait immediately offshore and caught
fish in the deeper waters off those coasts. Now, however, the govern-
ments of these countries are being asked by various groups interested
in the development of their economics to reconsider whether it is in
their long-run interests to make these resources available to the
American fleet. If it becomes impossible for the Latin Americans
to market such tuna as they catch because of a prohibitive tariff in
the United States, there is a possibility that the American fleet may
be unable to obtain access to the bait it needs and may be faced with
constant claims that they are violating the territorial waters of the
countries off whose shores they may be fishing.

I want to make one final point regarding the foreign policy impli-
cations of this action. Of late, foreign countries have felt growing
uncertainties regarding the foreign economic policy of the United
States; they have been asking with increasing frequency whether we
are abandoning our general approach of negotiating for reducing
unnecessary governmental barriers to trade and expanding the
volume of world trade. Such incidents as the passage of section 104
of the Defense Production Act have had a very deep impact.

Senator MILLIKIN. Let me ask you to name one country that is
entitled to raise the question of good faith, considering the import
licenses, export licenses, currency discrimination, tariff discrimination,
monetary discrimination that is going on all over the world. Name
one country that is entitled to raise the question of good faith.

Mr. LINDER. I would be prepared to name Denmark and I would
be prepared to name Holland.

Senator MILLIKIN. Are those the only two out of the whole world?
Mr. LINDER. I happen to think of them in connection with section

104 of the Defense Production Act, because we just referred to it.
Senator MILLIKIN. Is it not a fact that the obstructions to our

international trade, in terms of export licenses, import licenses, mul-
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tiple currencies, and all of the other restrictive trade practices are
more prolific to the south of us than any place else in the world?

Mr. LINDER. To the south of us?
Senator MILLIKIN. Yes; to the south.
Mr. LINDER. I was naming two European countries.
Senator MILLIKIN. Give me those two examples.
Mr. LINDER. I mentioned Denmark and Holland, or the Nether-

lands.
Senator MILLIKIN. I am willing tentatively to accept Denmark and

Holland. Out of this whole world you give us two countries that
can raise the point, but they are not raising it here.

Mr. LINDER. Senator, they feel very keenly about the point I
referred to when I mentioned section 104 as an indication of the kind
of thing which does constitute a problem in our foreign relations with
this country and a number of others. I think even our Canadian
friends have very strong feelings about that particular problem.

Senator MILLIKIN. I am talking solely to the point of the alarm
conjured in this country about the feeling of bad faith on the part of
the United States. I am asking you a simple question: Of all the
countries in the world, which country is entitled to raise the question
of bad faith, except Denmark and Holland? If you wish to have it
in this record, I have got the information and the tables to show you
all the multiple discriminations that go on against our trade among
the countries to the south.

Mr. LINDER. If I may be permitted to refer to my statement-
Senator MILLIKIN. I want you to forgive me if I do not break

down in tears over this claim of bad faith.
Mr. LINDER. Senator, I would like to refer you to my statement.

I do not use the words "bad faith."
Senator MILLIKIN. Well, you said, and I am quoting:
Of late, foreign countries have felt growing uncertainties regarding the foreign

economic policy of the United States; they have been asking with increasing
frequency whether we are abandoning our general approach of negotiating for
reducing unnecessary governmental barriers to trade and expanding the volume
of world trade.

I would think that the inquiry would be when they themselves are
going to do that. That has been our biggest problem, as far as trade
is concerned, and you know it better than anyone in this room. That
is our biggest problem that we have to deal with in our foreign affairs,and the progress on it has been practically nil. If you want to go
into that, I am willing to go into it with you.

Mr. LINDER. I don't think I can add very much to what I have
already said, Senator, so I think I better go on.

Senator MILLIKIN. YOU are doing all right. Go ahead. You are
doing as well as can be done with the subject.

Mr. LINDER. I don't know whether that is a compliment or not; but
I appreciate it anyway.

Senator MILLIKIN. It is a compliment when a man does the best that
can be done with any situation.

Mr. LINDER. This growing sense of uneasiness on the part of other
countries is especially unfortunate at this particular moment of time.
At this moment, the free nations of the world must develop their
economic ties and support each other with their economic strength
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to the utmost extent. One of the principal jobs of those countries is
to provide the leadership and set the example which would make that
sense of cohesiveness possible. This does not mean, of course, that
we should not legislate in our own national interest when that interest
is directly imperiled. But it does mean that in any such move the
interests of the United States as a whole must be considered. That
kind of appraisal must include our interest in maintaining strong allies,
in reducing the need for dollar aid by other countries, and in avoiding
the weakening of our political and economic ties with the rest of the
free world. It means, therefore, that any restrictive action to'deal
with the kind of problem created by the tie-up of a part of our tuna
fleet should be taken with restraint, and should be thoroughly justified
by the facts.

With this in mind, the Department has continued to study the
domestic situation as carefully as time and available data have
permitted. Although doubtless the committee will have access to
detailed statistics and reports from other agencies and individuals, I
would like to describe the domestic picture i general terms as we see
it now. The average domestic catch of tuna has about doubled since
before the war. Fishing off the west coast has been supplemented by
fishing in more distant waters off Central and South America, using
larger, more expensive, and more elaborately equipped vessels which
freeze their catch and can stay away from port for weeks or months.
Boats of this type now number over 200 and many of them have been
built or have been converted from naval ships in recent years. Among
the smaller boats in the trade, many are vessels formerly engaged in
other fisheries or still engaged part time in other fisheries. This record
of rapid expansion of investment strongly suggests that at least until
recently tuna fishing has been exceptionally profitable.

While this domestic expansion was going on, imports of tuna in all
forms, fresh, frozen, and canned, reappeared in volume, increasing
from 9.5 million pounds in 1949 in terms of the canned yield, to 57
million in 1950, and dropping back to 41 million in 1951. These
imports were no doubt stimulated, as was domestic production, by the
strong demand for tuna which had been to a large extent unfilled
during the early postwar years, and to the special factors which I
described earlier in my testimony.

Senator MILLIKIN. Let me ask you this: What percentage of our
domestic market in tuna fish did foreign countries supply in 1939
and what percentage is supplied at the present time?

Mr. LINDER. In 1939 about 14 percent, sir. That is of all forms,
fresh, frozen, and canned. And the other date was what, sir?

Senator MILLIKIN. At the present time, 1951.
Mr. LINDER. About 24 percent in 1951.
Senator MILLIKIN. Thank you.
Mr. LINDER. The relative importance of imports in 1950 was

higher than in the prewar period; in 1950, imports in all forms
accounted for 27 percent of the total supply, as compared with 16
percent for the period of the 1930's.

At the moment there are indications that the most acute phase of
the fleet's difficulties may.have been passed. Foreign imports in
all forms in 1951 have not been as heavy as in 1950, either in relative
or in absolute terms. Moreover, there are indications that domestic
stocks of tuna have gone down somewhat. And in the last week or
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so, some of the clipper fleet has gone out to sea again. And, above
all consumption seems to be still strongly on the increase.

Senator MILLIKIN. From the point of fairness, it goes to the per-
centage of our market occupied by domestic producers and foreign
producers; does it not?

Mr. LINDER. I suppose that one certainly should consider it in
those terms.

Senator MILLIKIN. Unless we are willing to abandon our markets,
that certainly is a clear point of inquiry.

Mr. LINDER. It is sir. This happens to be peculiar in that we
have most of our fishing taking place outside the areas adjacent to
the United States, and a good deal of our bait for this fishing is bought
in the territorial waters of other countries.

Senator MILLIKIN. We have a retaliatory problem to consider.
Mr. LINDER. I think that is one of the things I am suggesting, sir.
Senator MILLIKIN. In other words, we should continue to allow

the encroachment on the domestic market of imports, foreign imports,
to avoid a possible retaliation which might decrease our own domestio
supply of that market- is that correct?

Mr. LINDER. I think we should, within limits, sir, be prepared to
permit the importation, duty-free, of certain reasonable amounts.

Senator MILLIKIN. Don't you think that an increase of 12, 13, or
14 percent frompre-World War II is crowding the limits pretty well?

Mr. LINDER. Yes; and I am not suggesting or recommending that
imports at the rate expressed in those figures should be permitted
under existing tariff treatment, as you will see if I may go on.

Senator MILLIKIN. Yes, go right ahead.
Mr. LINDER. This is not to say that all the problems of the fleet

and the canning industry have been solved. There is still no way of
predicting with any assurance the level at which the fleet will be
operating during the coming year. Moreover, the canning industry
is still concerned with the shift in imports to canned tuna in brine,a shift whose impact on the industry is not yet clear in all respects.

All things considered, however, the present situation seems to call
for a less drastic remedy than seemed appropriate last fall.

Senator MILLIKIN. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the gentleman another
question?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Senator MILLIKIN. Have you made a study of the 3 cents as dis-

tmguished from 2 cents or 4 cents, or some other figure, as being an
excessive tariff of insufficient tariff?

Mr. LINDER. I think it is our general opinion, sir, that, first, more
study is indicated.

Senator MILLIKIN. More study?
Mr. LINDER. More study is indicated, but I would say it is our

judgment that to the extent that a tariff is included, which I will go
into further, that 3 cents seems to be a reasonable figure.

Senator MILLIKIN. Thank you.
Mr. LINDER. All things considered, however, the present situation

seems to call for a less drastic remedy than seemed appropriate last
fall. At that time, faced with a prima face case of serious injury andwith an apparent emergency, the Department did not feel that itshould recommend against the enactment of a temporary duty of
3 cents a pound on fresh and frozen tuna fish. There was no pretense



260 TUNA IMPORTS

on the part of any of the witnesses before the House subcommittee
that this was scientific rate-making; it was frankly described as a
stopgap measure the effects of which are most uncertain. Now,
therefore, with a better comprehension of the total United States
interests which are involved and with a significant reduction in the
acuteness of the problem, the Department is of the view that a
3-cent duty would be inappropriate. Instead, the Department pro-
poses that the bill be amended to permit the duty-free entry of a
limited amount of fresh and frozen tuna fish from foreign sources,
and that the 3-cent duty be applied to the amount entering in excess
of such an amount. The Department has struggled hard to find some
basis for fixing this duty-free quantity at a level which would be
equitable and reasonable for all concerned, including the domestic
industry. On weighing all the facts, we are inclined to believe that
any amount less than 25 million pounds in fresh and frozen form would
be unreasonably low.

This 25-million pound figure, which is equivalent to 11 million
pounds in the canned form, would represent a great deal less than
the fresh and frozen imports which came in during 1950 and 1951;
in these 2 years, the figures corresponding to the proposed 11-million
pound figure were 20 million pounds and 28 million pounds respec-
tively. The figure would represent about 6 percent of the estimated
consumption in the United States in 1952. The figure has a certain
historical justification since it is the same proportion as prevailed
between fresh and frozen imports and total consumption during the
period 1931 to 1939 and 1946 to 1951.

Senator MILLIKIN. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the witness a question?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Senator MILLIKIN. Personally I feel, tentatively at least, in the

light of our trade policy, it depends on the practicability of a quota.
Is it practical to apply a quota to a perishable product?

Mr. LINDER. This type of tariff quota?
Senator MILLIKIN. Yes.
Mr. LINDER. Yes, I think it is entirely practical.
Senator MILLIKIN. How do you distribute the licenses for the free

imports?
Mr. LINDER. I don't know that you need to distribute licenses

It would seem to me, as the fish come in, you absorb portions of the
quota. I haven't really given enough consideration to it to see as
to whether or not this would be done on a monthly or quarterly basis,
or on a cumulative basis, in order to insure that there was no unreason-
able discrimination as the result of seasonal factors. But I don't
know that beyond that it is thought that any specific license device
would be necessary. Possibly Mr. Corse, who is here and who has
spent a good deal of time on this subject, may be able to add some-
thing to what I have just said.

Mr. CORSE. I believe our estimated method of applying the various
quotas that we have already in existence is to permit entries on a
first-come-first-entered basis. I don't believe we issue advance
licenses for entry within the quota. In the case of a tariff quota, if
you can't get within the quota then of course you can bring your goods
in over the quota and pay the full rate.

Senator MILLIKIN. Is it a practical device, do you think, in an
industry where it is rather difficult to estimate in advance what your
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imports are going to be? We have had testimony that if you go out
to get tuna you may get tuna and you may not get tuna, and at another
time you may go out for a long time and come back with more fish
than you can handle. Is that a kind of business that would lend itself
to a quota system?

Mr. CORSE. The situation that you have described is present in
the case of domestic boats, but in the case of imports a foreign fishing
vessel cannot land its goods directly in the United States, they have
to be landed in the foreign country and then sent on by another carrier.

Senator MILLIKIN. Would that make it even more difficult?
Mr. CORSE. You have a chance of regulating your flow of imports

then.
Senator MILLIKIN. From the standpoint of international obligations

and relations, anybody who would want to take advantage of the for-
eign imports has to go through all that rigamarole to get the fish in
here?

Mr. CORSE. He has to do it now.
Senator MILLIKIN. Now he does not pay any tariff. Under the

delays involved, would he not inevitably pay the tariff, whereas might
it not be assumed that our American producer of fish, the American
fisherman, would, as you say, get first crack at the import figure?

Mr. CORSE. The American fisherman would not come within the
quota; he is outside the quota.

Senator MILLIKIN. Yes.
Mr. CORSE. It would only be the importer of foreign fish that would

be within the quota. They do have more possibilities, on the import
side, of regulating the flow of fish, into the United States than the
domestic fishermen have, because domestic fishermen land directly
into the United States.

Senator MILLIKIN. I have in the back of my mind that there has
been difficulty with the quota system where you are dealing with a
perishable or semiperishable product. How long can you keep tuna
in brine or frozen in the cannery? Does anybody know that?

Dr. W .M. CHAPMAN. I think it can be kept under refrigeration for
3 or 4 months or longer than that without any trouble. Mr. Sandoz
can answer that more correctly.

Mr. SANDOz. It depends on the temperature at which you hold the
fish. If it is held at zero or 5 below, it will keep for 18 months. If
you hold it above that it will spoil in 90 days. It is a gradual thing,
Senator Millikin. It is not something that just suddenly happens.

Senator MILLIKIN. May we, for practical purposes, eliminate the
feature of perishability of the fish?

Mr. SANDoz. Yes, because I don't think any practical operator
would be attempting to bring supplies to last for such a long duration
as to spoil it.

Senator MILLIKIN. Would the fisherman who brings in his fish be
apt to find himself with a load of fish in storage, not required by the
annery, and thus be unable to dispose of his products and if he holds
the fish long enough they will spoil on him?

Mr. SANDOZ. Not if the fish are frozen.
Senator MILLIKIN. Does it happen?
Mr. SANDOz. It happened this last year, but that was due to over-

production locally.
Senator MILLIKIN. That does happen?
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Mr. SANDOZ. That happened this last year. That is one of the
exceptions that I can think of.

The CO ArrmAw. All right, you may proceed.
Senator MILLIKIN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to get it clear. Do

you anticipate any sort of quota allocation?
Mr. LINDER. I think we take that up a little bit later in our testi-

mony.
Senator MILLIKIN. All right.
Mr. LINDER. We have also given some thought to the question of

administering the proposed quota. It would appear desirable that
the bill permit an allocation of the quota by countries or groups of
countries. It would also appear desirable that one-quarter of the
annual quota should be available in the first quarter of the year, one-
half in the first 6 months, and three-quarters in the first 9 months.

Of course, there is no certainty in the results which this proposal
would produce. Accordingly, we are still of the view that any legisla-
tion on this subject should be temporary and should be accompanied
by a basic study, as provided in H. R. 5693. We also take note of the
fact that the Tariff Commission is currently investigating the import
situation with regard to canned tuna in brine and canned bonito in
oil and brine under the escape clause procedure provided in the
Trade Agreements Act. If the Tariff Commission finds that serious
injury is being caused or threatened, it will no doubt recommend ap-
propriate remedial action before very long.

Senator MILLIKIN. I am interested in your prediction that it would
be before very long. We learned yesterday they have one expert and
one assistant who devote themselves to this subject. Of course
that expert and assistant I presume have the general facilities of the
Tariff Commission available to them, but does that warm up the hope
for quick action?

Mr. LINDER. I think they have bad the matter under consideration
for some time and I had been informed that there was a reasonable
expectation that action would be taken before too long a time. We
had the general impression that this situation, as I indicated earlier,
is not as acute as it had seemed to us to be when the hearings were
held before the House committee, and I do have the impression that,
within reasonable limits, the Tariff Commission will be able to--I
would not care, Senator, to make a prediction as to the exact number
of days.

Senator MILLIKIN. What is the meaning of "very long"? Could
you give us a rough idea? Is it a week, a month, 6 months, or a year?
What do you think about it?

Mr. LINDER. If you ask me--and I am afraid this is an uninformed
opinion, Senator-I would assume my expression meant within 2 or
3 months. I don't know whether Mr. Corse would go with me in
that, but it seems to me that's reasonable. They have had the matter
under consideration for a little while already.

Senator MILLIKIN. Are you leaving with us the judgment that it
would not be "very long"? Have you studied the facilities that the
Tariff Commission has available for this study?

Mr. LINDER. Personally I have not, sir. 'I think there are just a
few more words, Mr. Chairman, if I could complete my statement.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
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Senator MILLIKIN. I should add, generally speaking, the Tariff
Commission, probably through no fault of its own, maybe through an
inadequate staff, is almost as slow as the State Department.

Mr. LINDER. That is one of the things I try to correct in the State
Department, Senator.

The CHAIRMAN. You may complete your statement.
Mr. LINDER. If such action were taken, it would, of course affect

the competitive position of fresh and frozen tuna. In short, the
problem is still in a sufficient state of flux that temporary action ac-
companied by more study seems clearly to be indicated.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there anything that either one of you gentlemen
wish to add to this statement at this time?

Mr. CORSE. No.
The CHAIRMAN. Any further questions?
Senator MILLIKIN. As to the retaliatory possibilities, that is a

two-edged sword, isn't it?
Mr. LINDER. I have a little statement here on the retaliatory pos-

sibilities, if you like to have it, Senator.
Senator MILLIKIN. I would like to have it. That is one element

here that has been thrown into this case that we should be very care-
ful or other countries would invoke retaliation against us. Can't you
file the statement for the record and give us the gist of it? Is it very
lengthy?

Mr. LINDER. It is not very lengthy. I will say, first we cannot
answer categorically that there will be retaliation. We think there is
danger of it. We do know that five Latin-American countries have
been in to see our Assistant Secretary on the subject. We do know
some of them have a small fishing industry of their own. We do know
they are fully aware of the fact that we are getting bait within their
territorial waters and even within their ports. We do know we have
been somewhat responsible for stimulating, in Peru in particular, the
production of tuna fish, that is a derivation of the war.

I mentioned earlier that the Peruvian Ambassador has been to see
the President, as an indication of the seriousness with which they re-
gard this problem. I think we have more or less summarized in a
few words, unless Mr. Corse wants to add a little more to that, as to
what our concern is.

(The statement referred to follows:)
It is impossible to give a definite answer to the question whether the Govern-

mentb of the Latin-Amierican countries would retaliate, if H. R. 5693 were en-
acted. 7 he Latin-American Governments which would be most directly affected
by the bill have shown considerable interest in it, however, and the possibility
of retaliation exists, It is estimated that in the vears since 1945 more than 85
percent of the tuna landed at California ports has been caught in waters south of
our international boundary with Mexico, and the proportion is constantly in-
creasing. Much of our fleet's fishing is carried on in areas which the Latin-
American countries regard as their territorial waters, and almost all the live bait
on which our boats depend is caught within these limits. The limits claimed are
not identical. For example, Mexico claims 9 miles in the Caribbean, by virtue
of a treaty made in 1848; and its position with regard to the Pacific is not clear.
Ecuador claims 12 miles offshore and around the Galapagos Islands. Peru claims
sovereignty out to 200 miles, but attempts to police only the area near the shore.
Peru, like the United 'States, does not permit bait catching or fishing within 3
miles of the shore.

Most of the countries have made no effort to monopolize the fisheries within their
territorial waters, and have placed no restrictions on the operations of dor boats
other than to require them to obtain licenses. They have been willing to share



264 TUNA IPOETs

their fishery resources in return for a small monetary return from licenses fees and
the prospect of a continuing fair share of this market for their developing fishing
and canning industry. They are, however, becoming increasingly conscious of the
value of their fishing resources, and of the dangers of intensive fishing. There
has been increasing concern regarding the possible depletion of this resource, and
pressure is mounting to adopt more rigorous controls on foreign fishing fleets.

The following are some indications of the interest which the Latin-American
countries have taken in the bill:

1. Representatives of six of the Latin-American Embassies, including five
Ambassadors, called on Mr. Miller, Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-American
Affairs, to express their Governments' concern over the bill after it passed the
House. Peru, Ecuador Chile, Panama, Costa Rica, and Mexico.

2. The Department has received written communications from five of these
countries (all except Costa Rica) since the meeting with Mr. Miller expressing
their concern regarding the bill. All these communications except that from
Mexico have already been made available to the committee; the Mexican com-
munication will be.

3. The President of Ecuador, Galo Plaza, who recently made a state visit to
this country, has taken a personal interest in the bill. It is understood that he
discussed the matter with members of one of the congressional delegations that
visited Ecuador last fall.

4. President Plaza issued a decree on January 29, 1952, which appears to tighten
somewhat the regulations regarding fishing and bait catching in Ecuadoran terri-
torial waters.

5. The Peruvian Ambassador called on President Truman on February 5, 1952,
regarding the bill.

6. A Peruvian delegation is now in Washington to discuss fisheries matters with
representatives of the State Department. The Peruvians have indicated during
these discussions that they will raise the question of their interest in protecting and
developing their fishing resources.

Senator MILLIKIN. I want to make it very clear that I think you
should consider the concern of foreign countries in this matter. What
I am trying to suggest is we should not be scared to death. Unless
it is the fellow that is in the habit of trying to fill an inside straight, I
never knew anyone with four aces in his hand who was scared of
what the other fellow might have.

Mr. LINDER. I was not for a second implying that we should be
scared. As you, of course, properly said, I think it is a factor that
ought to be taken into consideration. I regard, if I may refer to it.
the Japanese situation as being more serious, because the tuna fish
does constitute a very important asset as an earner of foreign exchange.
Here is a foreign economy, which we are anxious to strengthen, and
which we certainly do not want to orient in a direction which will not
be consistent with our over-all political and military interests.

Senator MILLIKIN. I think that is a very important consideration.
Now let me ask you, do you think, considering the term of this legis-
lation, which expires in a year, that if it were put into effect it would
not, in fact, stimulate this process of studying, so that by the end of
the year we could adopt more sensible legislation, if that should be
indicated? What great harm would ensue if we put the tariff on,
which no one so far has said would be exclusionary? What great
harm would ensue if we made these studies for a year and then possibly
came up with something which would be better?

Mr. LINDER. I think there are a number of factors other than the
ones we touched on that should be considered. In the first place, it
seems to me if you add 3 cents to the cost of tuna you have added, in
all probability, 7 cents to the price per can at the consumer level.

Senator MILLIKIN. Yes.
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Mr. LINDER. I think the consumer needs to be considered in this.
I cannot believe that it is reasonable for us not to regard this historical
pattern, which is all that our suggestion implies, during a period when
the tuna industry was extremely profitable, as indicated by the
figures we have already discussed, where it was possible, on the
average, to absorb a reasonable amount of importation and there was
no necessity for protection. As I pointed out, the suggestion we have
for a tariff quota is merely an expression of that. We have merely
taken the imports, excluding the war yeais, and taken the relationship
of foreign production to our own availabilities and expressed that in
the 25-million figure which I referred to. It would seem to me it would
have decidedly adverse effects in our relationship with the foreign
countries if, because of an overwhelming amount of tuna coming in,
we legislate in a manner which would make all the tuna that comes in
pay this tariff. It seems to me to be far more reasonable to permit
the historical pattern to go on as it has gone on, and to the extent that
a threat really exists, to impose a tariff m respect of the excess.

Senator MILLIKIN. There is considerable evidence here so far-it
may be rebutted later-that so far as the fishermen level of this thing
is concerned, there has been a lot of harm.

I ask again, suppose this bill were approved as it is, or roughly as
it is, since no one has suggested that it is an exclusionary measure,
why it would not be well to give us a year within which to work out
perhaps a better system? In that connection may I make an observa-
tion. We are talking about scientific tariffs and scientific methods.
The fact of the matter is-and your experts on trade will readily
concede this-we do not have enough information in costs in foreign
countries to rig up a so-called scientific tax. There has no way yet
been proposed to evaluate the value of the subsidies, for example,
that are involved in the economies of so many other foreign countries,
such as Great Britain, for example, or any of the socialistic countries
of the world. There is no such thing at the present time-I say this
without reservation-there is no such thing at the present time to
enable anyone to sit down and say, "Here is the real competitive cost
in this item.

Mr. LINDER. I certainly would not maintain we could do it in re-
spect to tuna fish, Senator. I agree with you.

Senator MILLIKIN. NO matter what country it is, we must not hold
out the hope that we are going to give them something completely
scientific. We will still be speculating with the amount of the quota
just as we are speculating with the cents involved in the tariff. I
am just wondering whether, as a practical matter, you could not take
this 3-cent tariff, watch how it works, and then come up maybe with
something that is really scientific, or with something that would be
better.

Mr. LINDER. Sir, I would answer that as I have before, by pointing
out that it seems to me our foreign friends could take serious exception
to the fact that an industry which has grown as greatly as this has,which, on an average, has been able to absorb, without detriment to
itself, as a matter of fact during periods of great prosperity before the
war and since the war, a certain amount of import. If that amount
were permitted to come in free, it seems to me there would be no valid

.objection on their part if we insert a tariff in respect of any overage.
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On the other hand, if we apply the tariff on all importation it would
iot, to me, if I was sitting Japan or if I were in Peru, seem to be as

reasonable an action as I would hope the United States might take.
We don't know, after all, what the 3 cents will do. We have been
quite clear about it. It might conceivably be very, very restrictive.

Senator MILLIKIN. The quota raises a question of fairness, if we
are thinking of international good will.

Mr. LINDER. I don't think it is demonstrable scientifically, Senator,but I do think you have got a simple way of justifying what you do.
If you take the total amount that have come in on an average during
the 1931-39 period and the postwar period of 1946-51 and relate that
to our total availabilities, on that basis, the 25 million pounds is
reasonable, then I think, while it may be far from scientific, as you
pointed out, in the trade sense, in ascertaining what the relative costs
are and so on, nevertheless is thoroughly justifiable as just good com-
mon sense.

Senator MILLIKIN. I am not opposed to the theory; I am just trying
to find out about it. As I said before, that goes with respect to re-
ceipts from Japan on some kind of quota basis, because we can't
handle it with tariffs. Under the present law we can raise tariffs
50 percent. You raise the tariff 50 percent and you still have an
enormous gap in the cost of production in the two countries, Japan
and the United States, unless we change our basic law and impose
what would be protective tariffs. I am very much interested in your
quota suggestion.

After all, we have got to judge all these factors, and I am wondering
whether, in the end, it is not just as practical to put a 3-cent tariff
on for a year and see what happens and then go from there.

Mr. LINDER. One of the things that I see will happen is, as I have
explained, our foreign friends would be hurt in fact and would it
seems to me, have a just cause for complaint, irrespective of what
crimes they may be accused of having committed. And I think,
Senator, we must consider as well our own consumers, I think we
must consider as well the canners, I think we must also have in mind
the fact that it is very important to us to have a Japanese economy
that is as viable as it possibly can be, because if they are important
to us as we think they are, politically, one way or another the American
taxpayer will be charged with it inevitably, if we discriminate against
what might be called normal business on their part.

Senator MILLIKIN. I asked you a while ago whether you thought a
3-cent tariff was about right and I got the impression you did not
find any particular objection to it. No one is suggesting that it is
exorbitant, no one is suggesting that it is exclusionary. Why not let
us go along with the 3 cents for a year and see what happens? If it
does not work well we will work out a quota, or something else. You
are not prepared to say it would not work, are you?

Mr. LINDER. I am prepared to say, Senator, what I said before,
namely, that it would seem unfair to us, and it would seem to give
our foreign friends a very just cause for complaint.

Senator MILLIKIN. But if our foreign friends found they could
come in and stand the 3-cent tariff, that they could operate without a
special injury to them for a year, would they be complaining?
* Mr. LINDER. The other people might be complaining.

Senator MILLIKIN. Who is that?
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Mr. LINDER. Our domestic consumers.
Senator MILLIKIN. Let me make a suggestion about the domestic

consumer. Our domestic consumer consumes because we have en-
deavored to maintain the health of the domestic producer, and it
happens to be the duty of Congress to safeguard the domestic producer.
We should go from the beginning to the end rather than from the end
to the beginning. Everybody wants to buy cheap and sell dear.

So far it has been the policy of the Congress, whether wise, whether
stupid, or in between somewhere, that first we should safeguard the
domestic producer, and we have to take the consequences.

Mr. LINDER. I also think the problem of Japan is a peculiar one
and not one which we should usually need to consider in questions of
this kind. In view of the importance which we attach to their
strength and viability, and in view of the fact that this looms so very
large m their export business, it would seem to me at least and it would
be our recommendation strongly that a limited amount, substan-
tially less, as I indicated, than has been coming in recently and his-
torically justifiable, if not scientifically, should be permitted to come
in free, and on the excess amounts there should be protection.

Senator MILLIKIN. I am very much concerned with that problem,
very much concerned with it.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there anything further you wish to say, or any
member of your staff?

Senator MILLIKIN. I would like to ask one more question as to
Norway. There is a treaty before the Senate right now that affects
Norway. Is that right?

Mr. LEDDY. I don't believe so, Senator.
Senator MILLIKIN. Whether with Norway or another nation or

nations, I was just going to point out that I have been told proposed
treaty or treaties incorporate a lot of GATT by reference. When you
start getting it up to the Congress you may find your treaties will not
be approved. That is just a little friendly suggestion.

Mr. LINDER. I am sorry, I am just unable to react, Senator, because
I am not personally familiar with the matter to which you refer.

Possibly Mr. Leddy would like to talk on that.
Senator MILLIKIN. I don't want to spend the time of the hearing

on that. I have noted that in a couple of treaties that are here, and
I wish to remind you again that the Congress is not approving
GATT, it has filed a caviat against GATT, and it is very stupid for
the State Department to be making treaties, which it expects to get
passed, I assume, which approve something which has not been
approved by the Congress.

Mr. LEDDY. Senator, if I may make a comment.
Senator MILLIKIN. Yes.
Mr. LEDDY. GATT does contain certain provisions which had, in

substance, been included in some of our old commercial treaties.
Senator MILLIKIN. This makes a direct reference to GATT, in

both of the treaties.
Mr. LEDDY. I see.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.

* Mr. LINDER. Thank you, Senator.
The CHAIRMAN. Perhaps we can hear you for a moment, Mrs.

Beardsley.

%75"42-1I
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STATEMENT OF MRS. MARIE A. BEARDSLEY, CHIEF, QUOTA
SECTION, BUREAU OF CUSTOMS

The CHAIRMAN. Will you identify yourself for the record?
Mrs. BEARDSLEY. I am Mrs. Marie A. Beardsley.
The CHAIRMAN. You are with the Bureau of Customs?
Mrs. BEARDSLEY. Yes, Senator.
The CHAIRMAN. What is your position?
Mrs. BEARDSLEY. I am Chief of the Quota Section. I administer

all the quotas that are in force, or that the Bureau of Customs enforces.
The CHAIRMAN. I would like to ask you if there is any insuperable

difficulty in administering a quota on perishable or semiperishable
products?

Mrs. BEARDSLEY. Not in the tariff rate or quota as they have spelled
it out here. We have it now on the cod, the hake, the haddock on
the type of fish that comes into the New England area, and that is
on a quarterly basis.

The CHAIRMAN. Assuming it would be the judgment of the com-
mittee that a historic percentage of fresh and frozen tuna should be
admitted without tariff and that a tariff should apply to any excess
beyond that, could that be administered?

Mrs. BEARDSLEY. It can. It is complicated, but it can be done.
We do that in the fish quota we have now, with so much coming in at
a lower rate and when that amount is reached it takes the higher rate.
In those cases the fish flows in freely, it is not held up. But we do
assess the higher rate when the quota is approximately 80 or 90 per-
cent filled I instruct the collectors to put on the higher rate of duty
temporarily. When I determine, when all the reports are in, that the
.quota has been filled we liquidate the entries dutiable at the lower
rate and we let it stand at the higher rate.

It is complicated but it is workable. It is administratively possible.
The CHAIRMAN. It is administratively possible?
Mrs. BEARDSLEY. Yes; it is.
The CHAIRMAN. And you are actually applying that principle?
Mrs. BEARDSLEY. I am, definitely.
The CHAIRMAN. On the fish that come into the New England mar-

ket?
Mrs. BEARDSLEY. On ground fish fillets, that means the cod, had-

dlock, hake, pollock, cusk, and rosefish.
The CHAIRMAN. There is no free quota?
Mrs. BEARDSLEY. NO; that is a lower rate of duty to a certain

:amount. But it would operate the same way if you said free to a
certain amount and then take on the duty.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, I think that is true. Are there any ques-
tions?

Senator MARTIN. No.
The CHALIMAN. I called Mrs. Beardsley at this time, because we

have had her down here for 2 days and I thought we might want to get
some information about this quota proposal.

Mrs. BEARDSLEY. This quota we have, Senator, on the fish now,
and all of those tariff rate quotas are not on the country basis. That
becomes a little more complicated. If you said a certain country can
.ship in a certain percentage of what you set up as a quota and another
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country ship in another percentage of that quota, that does complicate
things a little bit more.

The CHAIRMAN. But if the quota is fixed for an over-all amount
then you say that is administratively possible?

Mrs. BEARDSLEY. If it is an over-all amount for all countries, it is
administratively possible; yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any other questions? I called Mrs.
Beardsley just for this one point.

Senator MILLIKIN. I am sorry I was not here. I was attending to
another matter for a few moments. Do I understand that you
operate this quota on a catch-as-catch-can basis?

Mrs. BEARDSLEY. We say first-come-first-served. It is predi-
cated on the time when the documents are presented to the Customs.
They indicate the fish must be within the port limits and they present
the documents to the Customs.

Senator MILLIKIN. Is there any allocation between the countries?
Mrs. BEARDSLEY. We have an allocation on oil between countries,

but on the fish quota, the ground fish fillets, it is not between the
countries.

Senator MILLIKIN. What is the allocation basis on oil?
Mrs. BEARDSLEY. I think that is on a historical period.
Senator MILLIKIN. It flows from a trade agreement or treaty?
Mrs. BEARDSLEY. It flows from the Venezuela trade agreement.

Those quotas and allocation and formula by which a quota is estab-
lished are handed to us. We have nothing to do with establishing
the quota or determining how much or what country gets a percentage.
It is just a formula that is handed to me. It is based on previous
imports and the domestic catch, as in the ground fish fillets.

Senator MILLIKIN. That principle of first-come-first-served would
apply to either case?

Mrs. BEARDSLEY. Yes, Senator. We convert everything to an
eastern standard time belt, so everybody has the same chance. The
west coast offices do not open for 3 hours after us but they still
have the same opportunity that the man in the eastern standard time
belt has. We found that fairly equitable under all of the quotas,
and we had no complaint of it at all.

Senator MILLIKIN. Let us assume a very heavy offer of free imports
on, let us say, the eastern coast, let us suppose they get there first
would that have the effect of demoralizing the market in the eastern
part of the United States?

Mrs. BEARDSLEY. I don't know what effect that would have on the
market. I would hardly think it would have a demoralizing effect.

Senator MILLIKIN. You do not necessarily issue licenses?
Mrs. BEARDSLEY. We issue no license at all. We keep as free from

that as possible. We predicate all the determination of the quota
basis at the time when they do business with customs. When the
products come in they are time stamped and that determines the
person's place in the rate. The quota may be filled at 10:30 in the
morning and if an entry is filed some place else at 10:33 he is too late.

Senator MILLIKIN. He is too late?
Mrs. BEARDSLEY. Yes.
Senator MILLIKIN. Tell me what list of products are under quota.

Is it a long list?
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Mrs. BEARDSLEY. No. There are a number that we have that
have been never filled, but those that cause us the greatest concern
are, of course, the potato quotas. Then we have this fish quota that
I spoke of that is now in effect, and the petroleum. Then we have
quotas on wheat and wheat flour, and they are absolute quotas. By
that I mean only so much can come in and no more. That is under
section 22. That has to be controlled by telegraph, and when it gets
up around the 60 percent filled then we instructed the collectors not
to release any more of the merchandise until they notify the Bureau,
and then I wind them up the same as the other quotas.

Senator MILLIKIN. Potatoes are considered perishable?
Mrs. BEARDSLEY. Yes; I think much more than fish.
Senator MILLIKIN. Is the word "perishable" included in the quota?
Mrs. BEARDSLEY. Not so far as I know. Of course, potatoes move

at a time of the year when the weather is favorable, you know, in the
fall. We have had some that moved as far south as Puerto Rico
and they have complained of spoilage, and some have moved in the
Florida area. They are not considered imports if they are spoiled
when they arrive there.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
Mr. Sandoz, we will call you next by agreement.
Mrs. Beardsley, I don't think we will need you further. If you

wish to be excused you may go.

STATEMENT OF THOMAS F. SANDOZ, PRESIDENT, COLUMBIA
RIVER PACKERS ASSOCIATION, INC., OF ASTORIA, OREG.

The CHAIRMAN. Will you identify yourself for the record?
Mr. SANDOZ. I am Thomas F. Sandoz and I am president of the

Columbia River Packers Association, Inc., of Astoria, Oreg.
My appearance here is the result of possibly one of the most intense

competitive situations that has ever developed in our fishery on the
west coast. I would like it clearly understood that my company's
position is that of being helpful to the American fisherman, to the
American consumer, and to our stockholders, who make it possible
for us to engage in this very extensive fishery.

We operate as a company. We are not an association or co-op.
We are one of the old pioneer fish-packing companies in America, and
as a company, and with my extensive experience in the American
fishing industry, I don't know of another company which has a wider
or more extensive fisherman relationship and contact than the Colum-
bia River Packers Association. We operate from the Bering Sea, in
the salmon fisheries, to the equator.

It is our policy to endeavor to bring raw material into this country
wherever it may be available, throughout the world if necessary, to
provide the American consumer with the finest possible quality of
protein sea foods.

Senator MILLIKIN. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Senator MILLIKIN. Are your ships all under American registry?
Mr. SANDOZ. We have two converted LST's that we acquired in

1947 as our initial effort in our endeavor to become established in the
tuna industry. The original program was to take, and we did take,
American fishermen with boats of small tonnage, who did not have
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the refrigeration or the seaworthiness to make the long trek from the
fishing grounds in Central America to the canneries in Astoria.
But by providing reefer motorships for the fishing grounds so the
fishermen could fish and supply the products to our freezers, which
would be done daily, we could stay there an enormous duration.

Senator MILLIKIN. Where are your ships registered? Are they
under American registry?

Mr. SANDoz. They are registered under the Honduras flag, which
is not unusual, and which we found it necessary to do to compete
with others in a similar type of trade.

I would like it clearly understood that as this controversy raged in
the tuna industry, becoming a crisis in 1951, there was a terrific
propaganda against my company on the part of my competitors, with
the result that they have developed a considerable ill feeling on the
part of the fishermen who fish for my company toward my company,
because we had taken the stand of opposing this particular legislation.
So I sit here in a very unusual position, and I am confident that I
can give you the answers to your questions.

I am confident that you will learn, as I reveal my statement, that
we are right and this is not good legislation for our American albacore
tuna fishermen. It is the fishermen whom I have depended upon for
my raw material of tuna, and it is the fishermen that I will continue to
depend upon. We do not have any contacts with American tuna-boat
owners, or the large clipper type of fishermen in southern California.

If you will permit me, Mr. Chairman, I have a brief here which I
will file, but for the sake of brevity and for the sake of getting to the
essential points of discussion and controversy I would like to read
only excerpts from the brig and then make an extemporaneous state-
ment, and I will be glad to then answer such questions as you may have.

May I proceed on that basis?
The CHAIRMAN. You may proceed on that basis. You may put

your entire statement in the record and direct attention to such
portions as you wish to emphasize.

Mr. SANDOZ. Thank you, sir.
The Columbia River Packers Association, Inc., has been in the

business of canning and otherwise processing fish and other seafoods
products in Oregon, Washington, and Alaska for over 50 years. This
company's products have been distributed nationally for many years
and its reputation as to the quality of its seafood products is second
to none. Its products include canned tuna, salmon, crab, sturgeon,
and shad roe, and packaged frozen fish. It does not import canned
tuna or any finished fishery products.

During the year 1951 this company sold approximately a half
million cases of tuna. During that year this company purchased all
tuna offered to it by its fishermen at the highest prices prevalent for
the same commodity at other Pacific coast ports. However this
production, by its fishermen, provided enough raw material for only
16% percent of the total pack, the balance being produced from frozen
tuna imported into this country. It is obvious that unless this latter
resource had been available, on a basis of cost comparable to the costs
of other companies engaged in this highly competitive business, this
company could not have supplied its markets or maintained its brands
in its accustomed trading areas.
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We believe that H. R. 5693, now before the United States Senate,
which would impose a tariff of 3 cents a pound upon fresh and frozen
imported into this country, for a period of 1 year, should be defeated or
amended as noted hereafter, for the followmg reasons:

1. In general, we believe that any action to impose a tariff upon
importation into this country of any raw materials destined for manu-
facture here, should be adopted only after the most serious con-
sideration and complete study as to its ultimate effect upon the na-
tional welfare. We call to your attention that imports of frozen tuna
into this country provide our cannery workers with jobs and that the
operation calls for the use of Amrican-made cans, cases, labels, oils,
salts and other items, which in turn support payroll structures in this
country.

2. H. R. 5693 was hastily adopted by the House of Representatives
during the days immediately prior to the congressional adjournment
in November last. The tuna market at that time was badly demoral-
ized. Hearings were brief. Interested parties, many of them located
far from the National Capital, were not given a reasonable opportun-
ity to prepare and present a case against this measure. The very
language of the bill itself is indicative of the truth of this statement.
In plain words it provides for this tariff and follows the provision with
instructions to the Tariff Commission of this country to conduct a
study to determine, whether or not, this tariff or any protective
measures are necessary. We hold that such action might well be
termed imprudent legislation. There would be little comfort and
no remedy for those engaged in the industry who maintain, as do
your petitioners, that they will be severely damaged by the imposition
of this tariff, if proper study and investigation should later reveal,
as we sincerely believe it will, that the application of such a tariff is
not to the best interests of national welfare or of the industry as a
whole.

3. There is a considerable segment of the American tuna industry,
and a growing one, which would be severely damaged by the applica-
tion of such a tariff. These operators because of geographical loca-
tion anid other factors inherent to the industry are unable to obtain a
sufficient supply of raw material from sources, other than importa-
tions of frozen tuna, to maintain their current positions in the in-
dustry. To deny them their normal supply of necessary raw material
on a properly competitive basis, while a study is being made to see
whether such action is proper or necessary, would be to inflict an ir-
remediable and lasting damage. To remove an operator's brand
from the shelves of retail outlets, for a period of 1 year, would ob-
viously have a serious effect upon his marketing ability for many years
in the future. It would directly tend to favor one segment of the
industry, in a different raw material supply position, to the detriment
of others.

4. Such a tariff as proposed in H. R. 5693 would be injurious to the
trade of other nations, now friendly to this country. As only 10
percent of the total tuna production of the American fishing fleet
is taken off our shores and 90 percent is taken off the shores of the
nations indicated above, with access to their territorial waters a vital
necessity in most cases, adoption of H. R. 5693 might well bring about
retaliatory measures that would hamstring American production.
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5. The current ills of the American tuna industry are due, not to
the import situation, but a concentration upon increasing production,
on the part of one segment of the industry, which has pushed the
supply ahead of that portion of the industry's ability to market it.
In the past 8 years tuna production increased from 126 million pounds
in 1943 to 398 million in 1950, and yet that segment of the industry
now complaining against the import situation, has consistently con-
tinued to build up its fishing fleets, including the addition of many
large tuna clippers in 1951.

6. No distinction is made in H. R. 5693 between albacore tuna
known as white-meat tuna and other tunas known as light-meat
tunas, although this country has for many years absorbed the entire
world production of albacore tuna without any detrimental effect
upon the domestic market. Production of this type of tuna, the first
canned by the American tuna industry is, as indicated by the industry
history, definitely limited, and' any tariff upon the importation of
frozen tuna of this type would impose a severe and unnecessary
penalty upon those canners who specialize to a great extent in the
packing of this high-quality tuna.

7. No action should be taken by the Congress to place a tariff upon
the importation of frozen tuna into this country until present tariff
regulations have been so amended as to place a tariff on the importa-
tion of tuna canned in brine-now 12y percent ad valorem--on a
comparable basis with the present tariff on tuna canned in oil-now
45 percent ad valorem. Tuna has been historically canned in oil, and
tuna canned in brine did not enter th general market in this country,
in any appreciable quantity, until 1951. It came then as a result of
this totally illogical disparity in the tariffs. Entering the market in
increasing quantities, and at ridiculously low prices auri.ig the past
year, it has contributed greatly to the industries' troubles. If a duty
should be placed upon the importation of frozen tuna prior t0 a
proper adjustment of the tariff on tuna canned m brine, it would
obviously act to force other countries to can their stocks of fr zen
tuna in bripe and export it to this country in this form, thus increasing
a sei ious situation already damaging to American tuna fishermen and
canners.

THE TUNA INDUTRY

The tuna-canning industry is the largest fish-canning industry in
the United States today. The value of the canned product reached a
total of approximately $115 million in the year 1950. The raw
material for this production included domestic production by American
fishermen and frozen-tuna imports from other countries. According
to figures provided by the United States Tariff Commission 85.8
percent of the raw material used was provided by American fishermen
with imports making up the balance. However, in presenting these
figures acknowledgement is made that they are not accurately repre-
sentative of the source of production as it is estimated that about 20
percent of the import tonnage represents fish caught by American
fishermen and landed in foreign ports for transshipment to the United
States, or else transferred to vessels in foreign waters for such trans-
shipment. While in fact these shipments could have been finally
classified as American-produced rather than imports, no effort was
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made to make such identification because, as there was no tariff on
such shipments, it was less trouble to bring them in as imports than to
maintain their original identification. On this basis we find that the
production of American fishermen was approximately 88.64 percent of
the total.

While importations increased in 1951 Tariff Commission figures for
this year applied upon the same basis indicate that over 80 percent of
the production came from American fishermen.

Canned-tuna production is divided into two classifications: "white-
meat tuna" and "light-meat tuna." This division must be clearly
understood in any adequate consideration of the tuna-import picture.
Albacore tuna is the sole source of white meat, while species con-
tributing to the light-meat pack, which represents some 82 percent of
the total production, included yellowfin, skipjack, and several other
species taken in very minor quantities.

There are three world resources of albacore or white-meat tuna.
One is off the Pacific Northwest coast of this country extending north
off western Canada and with some catches made off southern Alaska.
Another is off the coast of California, extending south to waters off the
coast of Mexico. The third resource is fished by the Japanese and
extends principally along the home island with some limited catches
off Midway Island. The albacore fishery is extremely variable in each
of these locations although the total production of all three resources
is fairly stable.

The tuna-canning industry in this country was initiated in southern
California with the albacore fishery the only source of material. In
the 1920's the albacore ceased to appear in that area and the industry
turned toward the procurement of light-meat tuna, which were found
in great numbers off the coasts of Central and South American
countries, with the greatest production coming from the Galapagos
Island area.

About 1936, albacore tuna were found running in commercial quan-
tities off the Pacific Northwest coast and a few years later they again
appeared in large groups off the southern California and Mexican
coasts. These fish are not taken by the large tuna clippers, so fre-
quently mentioned in discussions of the frozen tuna import problem.
They are fished by some 3,000 small boats, using hook and line, and
operating along the entire west coast of the United States, Canada,
and a portion of Alaska. The most recent development in this fishery
has been a drastic lessening of this production along the northern
Pacific coast of North America and an increase in production along the
southern coasts. Production by the Japanese has been somewhat
more steady.

Obviously an operator engaged in the canning of white-meat tuna
must have an economically adequate connection with more than one
of these resources if he wishes to maintain his market position and his
brand on the shelves of the retail stores of this Nation for the full 12
months, a necessity in modern food merchandising.

To illustrate this, may we point out that while in 1944 tuna can-
neries in the Pacific Northwest States landed some 34,000,000 pounds
of domestically caught albacore that this production dropped to
9,000,000 in 1950, and according to best estimates obtainable not
much more than 3,000,000 pounds in 1951. It is obvious that if the
tuna canner in this area did not have access to other production on a
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cost basis commensurate with that enjoyed by the southern California
processor, he would have to go out of business. As he cannot buy in
southern California and transport to his plant on a comparable cost
with the canner operating there, he must look to importations for his
supply. If the Northwest canners are forced out of business because
of an inadequate supply to maintain their market positions, not only
they and their cannery workers and suppliers will suffer, the Northwest
tuna fisherman will also suffer because he will have no home for his
fish and he cannot hope to obtain the same price for his product from
southern California canners as they can pay their own fishermen who
can land the tuna at their cannery docks.

In other words a tariff on imports of frozen albacore tuna would
injure the Northwest tuna-cannery industry severely and the fishermen
of that area as well as all other elements now engaged in such operations
would suffer. With imported frozen albacore tuna available at a cost
comparable with the price paid by the southern California industry
to their own fishermen, the Northwest tuna-canning industry can con-
tinue in business and take the catches of the fishermen of their own
area, paying prices equal to those paid in the California industry.

Historically the entire world production of albacore tuna has been
consumed in the United States. There is no other present market. It
has come in either as canned tuna or as frozen tuna for processing here.
Japan is the only exporter of this type of tuna. There is little market
in that country for this tuna. The Japanese do not like albacore tuna.
They prefer the darker-colored light-meat tunas for their menus.

I might add that raw fish is a prime factor of protein in the basic
diet of Japanese people. They eat practically all their tuna raw. To
many of us that may seem repulsive, but I thoroughly enjoy raw
oysters. It is a matter of custom. They prefer the darker-red-meat
tunas to the albacore type of tuna in their basic diet. I mention that
because it is a very important point in this issue.

Reliever of competition from other areas and having achieved,
through the application of high duties, a monopoly of the canning of
this type of tuna, packers in the California area would be in a position
to lower prices to their own fishermen.

It is a remarkable fact while this proposed tariff is sponsored in the
main by fishermen that the landed cost of albacore tuna imported to
this country from Japan, the only exporter, was in no instances lower
and in many instances higher than the prices paid by these packers to
their own fishermen.

In consideration of the above we believe that we have justified our
contention that no tariff should be placed upon importations of
frozen albacore tuna imported into this country for processing here.

LIGHT-MEAT TUNA

Light-meat tuna makes up about 82 percent of the total pack.
The principal resource of this tuna is located off the west coasts of
Central and South American countries. It is taken almost entirely
by: Tuna clippers, boats with refrigeration, capable of traveling
thousands of miles and of carrying from 100 to 500 tons of the frozen
product; and, purse seiners, medium-sized boats which net the fish
instead of taking them with hook and line. The clippers, numbering
about 250 vessels take about 70 percent of the total catch.
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The current difficulties of the tuna industry are due in the most part
to the rapid expansion of the clipper fleet which was materially
increased during the past year. These boats have increased their
catches so materially that the supply of tuna has been more than
doubled in the past 5 years. The production finally caught up with
and surpassed the ability of the processors to market this supply at a
reasonable profit.

While we have every confidence that our domestic tuna market can
be greatly expanded and perhaps doubled within the next 10 years the
persistent emphasis on production, not coupled with a commensurate
effort to open new avenues of consumption, finally had its obvious
result. Huge inventories would not move at a rate of permit liquida-
tion sufficient to enable the canners to keep on buying and operating.
The situation had two results: First, a drastic reduction in canned
tuna prices; and, second, an effort by these packers to limit new
production by keeping the clipper fleet in port by refusing to guar-
antpe any pnce.

Another factor added to this distress: On January 1, 1951, the
import tariff on canned tuna in oil was increased from 22% to 45
percent ad valorem. Foreign canners found however that in negotiat-
ing a treaty with Iceland, a country that produces no tuna, in 1943,
this country had included a blanket provision fixing an import duty
of 123 percent ad valorem on fish canned in brine. Foreign canners
began to switch their operations from canning tuna in oil to tuna in
brine, and the output began to move into this country at the low-duty
rate, at prices with which no domestic canner could compete. While
the 1951 imports were not large in comparison with the total pack
their impact on the domestic market where offered for sale was
emphatic, resulting in further distress.

We hold that any application of a duty on frozen tuna imported
into this country for manufacture would merely serve to increase the
amount of tuna going into this brine pack which would come into this
country in an increasing flow, with a result of greatly increasing dam-
age to the domestic industry. Tuna was never packed in brine as an
article of commerce until the past 2 years. A hearing was held by
United States Tariff Commission January 29 at which the tuna indus-
try of this country, almost as a unit, urged that this tariff-rate disparity
be corrected and the duty on tuna canned in brine be raised to equal
the duty of tuna canned in oil. Until and unless this action is taken
we hold that it would be greatly damaging to the American industry
to place a tariff on fresh and frozen imports, thus driving foreign
holders of tuna stocks to divert these to tuna canned in brine and
export them into this country as a finished product at prices with
which our domestic industry cannot compete.

I would like to state right there that when this question of duty on
frozen imports first raised its head on the coast, when the first rumble
of dissatisfaction and support began to get behind such a bill, I wrote
quite an extensive brief calling attention to the industry that that was
not a threat to their future, it was tuna canned in brine.

Now we are packers and we have responsibilities to our fishermen
to provide a market, and we were coming at that time in direct com-
petition in a market where this brine-packed tuna first was offered to
the consumer and I could see the completely destructive effect of that
item in our market, because we were absolutely powerless to compete
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with it. The disparity in price with loss-leader selling in the stores
brought the item as low in some instances as one-half of the price of
the American product.

We have a big stake in the tuna industry. We have a tremendous
investment in it, and I was positive then that I was right, but still
the elements that want to put through this bill carried on their propa-
ganda and enlisted the aid of all the small albacore fishermen who had
been severely hurt during the season of 1951.

Then, following to that, the industry has come, en masse, and urged
the action which we first recommended to be taken, and that is the
correction of the import duty on canned tuna in brine. It absolutely
emasculates the 45 percent import duty on canned tuna in oil, which
was providing some protection to our American industry.

The point that has not been brought out so far either in the Tariff
Commission or here is this particular point. I am not here pleading
for the benefit of some foreign national or some foreign country, I
am here pleading for the protection of our American fishermen, our
albacore fishermen. I am primarily an albacore packer.

My first inception in the operations was in 1939, when a heretofore
completely unknown resource of albacore was discovered off our
coasts of Oregon and Washington. I have been in that business
ever since. We have been trying to build it up. We could never
really get enough to do a job in the way of sound marketing. We
knew we had a superior product; we knew the consumer accepted it
readily; we knew they wanted more of it, but that fishery in the
Northwest, and albacore fishery throughout the world, is one of thA
most highly unpredictable fisheries in the tuna business, or, as far as
I know, in any fishing business.

Now I will tell you very specifically what caused this crisis, partic-
ularly as it affects our albacore fishermen. Included in your filed
reports is a statement by the California Canners' League, or Associa-
tion, that in 1926 the albacore resources left the California shores and
in order to try and maintain a market for the product they appealed
to the Japanese to freeze and export fish into this country, to help
maintain the market. Then the albacore industry began to do what
any businessman would try to do, and any fisherman, that is if his
albacore resource was dissipated he would try to catch other tuna,
and they have done that to a marked degree, they are highly success-
ful, able people, all of them. But they got away from their first love,
albacore, and began to pay tribute in an expanded marketing effort
to light-meat tuna, which had a greater potentiality for development.
This development came with amazing rapidity and has expanded
terrifically since the war.

It happens that during the last 3 years albacore has returned to
California and off the Mexican coast, and I will make this statement
and defy anyone to find fault with it, that in the last 3 years there has
been possibly the greatest average production, domestically, of al-
bacore of any 3 years in the history of the industry.

I think it likewise a sound and true statement that in the last 3 years
the production of American tuna had reached its zenith, constantly
increasing, and the fishermen and the southern California packer had
the most lush days in the history of any fishery in this Nation.

I cannot go along with the argument that we are hurt and that we
are broke, and that we are out. It cannot be substantiated by the



T'P A IMPORTS

facts. The facts are it was one of the most lush fisheries in our history,
and it was attracted venture capital at a tremendous rate into pro-
duction, into boats, into capacity to produce and catch fish, with the
result there has not been a comparable influx of capital into the coffers
of the canners who are badly m need of it, who need a blood trans-
fusion of new working capital. There needs to be a broadening of the
investment in the processing business and marketing business to take
care of and ease this burden which was thrust upon relatively few
canners of southern California.

Now that was a cumulative thing and it reached its crisis with the
advent of the Korean war. I have been in the food business practically
all my life and I have seen markets break before, and they are going
to break again, and in my humble judgment there isn't anything
which the United States Senate can do that is going to prevent the
American food industry from getting itself out of shape from time to
time.

Now these packers in southern California were operating with
light-meat tuna. They had price agreements with their producing
fishermen and any tunas which were delivered were delivered, so far
as I know, at those prices. At least it was to be noted that the price
of light meat was fixed at a certain price.

The advent of increased albacore resources off the California and
Mexican coasts during the past 2 years has attracted many of our
albacore fishermen from the Northwest down to those fisheries. They
found a glutted market, due to the heavy increase in light meat.
Packers had bursting inventories and many of them, I guess, preferred
not to take albacore at all, because there are financial limits. Each
packer has his financial limits, his amount of credit.

The selling prices were demoralized and the price of albacore broke
badly. These were small fishermen. They did not have refrigerated
boats yet, to a large extent, and they had to sell, and they did sell, and
the albacore market throughout the markets of the Nation collapsed
thereby.

It was the domestic production, and I say in all fairness, I do not
blame any particular segment, it was a set of circumstances, the
culmination of which, the timing of which would have broken any
food market. I can break the pea market, I can break the corn
market, I can break the tomato can market in exactly the same way.
If the tomato canners go out and grow more acreage and contract
for more raw material than they are able to market the price goes
down. It is an absolutely inevitable and basic rule in our food
economy in this Nation that supply and demand is the controlling
factor, and it is not such a bad rule.

If the fisherman or canner can process or sell more he should be able
to do it, on the long pull, at a lower cost price and lower price to the
consumer. The fastest way to expand the consumer market in
America, is through prices. Today the conditions are entirely
different than they were a year ago. In many instances we are
talking about such things as last year's bird aests.

Now my company is considered a large albacore packer, and why
we were made a target I don't know. We have been the top man on
the totem pole in our marketing prices. We have not in any way con-
tributed to the lowering of prices. We have had-of necessity to meet
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competition, and I can truthfully say that in most instances our price
was higher than our competitor's, and in no instance was it lower.

Now I think we are doing a splendid job for our albacore fishermen.
I think there is a splendid future to this tuna business. I think they
are going to prosper and I hope we are going to prosper.

I might say that the decline in the price of fish to fishermen has been
due to declines that have taken place in the canned price received by
the canner.

Never before has the industry needed a cost-plus-profit position
like it needs today, because you have got to have a profit to advertise,
to expand your selling effort and broaden your markets, to teach the
consumer how to use the product in many different ways.

The potential capacity for the market is simply tremendous. In
my 35 years' experience in the food business I have seen other markets
with comparable new products develop. It is simply amazing what
the potentialities are. I might mention baby foods as an illustration.
It has grown at a tremendous rate, because it is serving a purpose. I
might mention the juice industry in this country. It first started with
tomato juice, and now you can buy juice of practically every fruit and
many vegetables. A tremendous business was built overnight when
the frozen concentrated juice came into the picture. It created a
complete demoralization in the canned juice industry, in many items.
It will always do that way as the American enterprise and food in-
dustry tries to do a better job of getting top quality foods to the
American housewives.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion we wish to emphasize our belief that imports of fresh
and frozen tuna are ultimately beneficial rather than damaging to
the domestic industry. They afford a source of supply for a growing
market and add to the industrial payrolls of this country. Tuna
canned from these sources does not enter the domestic market at a
price which will damage the ability of American canners to purchase
the catches of their own fishermen upon a basis at which the fishermen
can profit.

In relation particularly to albacore tuna we hold that the limited
world supply does not permit free trade in frozen albacore to become
a source of danger to the industry. I particularly want to stress that
point, because I am going to come back to it again, with your permis-
sion. Indeed such imports are necessary to sustain this part of the
industry which provides a premium article of diet, one that has com-
manded a price above that which can be obtained for the light meat
tunas which form the great bulk of canned tuna on our markets.

In conclusion we respectfully make the following suggestions:
1. Importations of fresh and frozen tuna should not be subjected

to any import duty until a thorough study has been made of the
subject by the proper Government departments and a determination
reached that such a tariff is necessary to the welfare of the industry and
the Nation.

Senator MILLIKIN. What do you suggest as far as the duty on tuna
in brine is concerned?

Mr. SANDOz. Answering your question, Senator Millikin, I would
say in view of the extensive hearings the duty of 45 percent on tuna
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in oil has been established. In no instance can there be any logical
argument presented to say that tuna in brine should come in at any
less figure.

I appeared before the Tariff Commission and every segment of our
industry, the fishermen, the cannery workers, every segment of our
industry involved has pleaded that case.

Senator MILLKIN. I do not understand yet whether you are for or
against the duty on tuna in brine.

Mr. SANDOZ. Yes, sir.
Senator MILLIKIN. Which way? For or against?
Mr. SANDoz. I am for a duty on tuna in brine.
Senator MILLIKIN. I am talking about raw tuna in brine.
Mr. SANDOZ. There is no such item, Senator, to my knowledge.
The CHAIRMAN. That is the way they preserve it and get it to the

market?
Mr. SANDOZ. It is frozen in brine as a refrigerant. I am sorry if

I was confused.
Senator MILLIKIN. Do you draw any distinction between the duty

on the raw product that comes in in brine and the duty on the raw
product that comes in frozen?

Mr. SANDOZ. In the first place the frozen tuna does not come in
in brine.

Senator MILLIKIN. I understand that.
Mr. SANDOZ. It comes in as a frozen item, under refrigeration, and

I have argued there should be no duty on that item, particularly as it
applies to albacore.

Senator MILLIKIN. Do you argue that tuna coming in in brine as
distinguished from coming in frozen should carry a duty?

Mr. SANDOZ. Well, it would be one and the same thing. I am assum-
ing that it is not pickled. When you say "in brine," we have a heavy
traffic in the fishery business of pickled fish, that is in brine.

Senator,MILLIKIN. We have heard a lot of testimony here in the
last day or two on the point that some of the tuna comes in frozen
and some comes in in brine.

Mr. SANDOZ. Any reference to the brine, to the best of my knowl-
edge, is referring to the canned tuna in brine. That is a very con-
troversial item and has been the subject of a very extensive hearing
before the Tariff Commission.

Senator MILLIKIN. I am not talking about the tuna in cans, I am
talking about the raw fish coming in frozen or the raw fish coming in
in brine. Are you saying raw fish does not come in in brine?

Mr. SANDOZ. Yes, sir, to the best of my knowledge. I have never
known of any coming in in brine. I do not know of any such im-
portation, and my knowledge is quite general on the fishery.

Senator MILLIKIN. So your sole import problem relates to tuna
coming in frozen or fresh?

Mr. SANDOZ. Yes; and you can just forget the fresh. It is is of no
moment.

2. No tariff should be imposed upon importations of fresh and
frozen tuna into this country until the present tariff disparity between
the importation of tuna canned in oil and tuna canned in brine has
been eliminated.

3. Importations of albacore--white meat-tuna should be main-
tained on a free-trade basis. Industry history indicates that the
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world resources of this type of tuna do not permit a production that
will have any damaging effect upon any major segment of the domestic
tuna industry.

We also respectfully urge that in considering this matter you will
keep in mind the fact that the United States is the only market, of
any importance, for canned tuna today; and that the tuna production
of other nations, friendly to us, must and will come into our economy.
Upon such a basis it is obviously better for it to come in in the form
of raw materials for manufacture by our people rather than as a
finished product.

Now just a few high lights on the fundamentals of our industry and
its problems. In the first place, the light-meat tunas constitute five-
sixths of the production, and white meat on an average approximately
one-sixth.

The CHAIRMAN. You mean of our domestic production, the produc-
tion in the United States?

Mr. SANDOZ. Yes; and also of the consumption in the United States.
The CHAIRMAN. I see.
Mr. SANDoz. Now white meat has always been sold at a premium

over light meat.
Now I will show you what effect this $60 would have on our alba-

core fishermen. The albacore fishermen-and I know them pretty
well, we deal with hundreds of them-they have the idea that if they
pass this bill it will impose a $60 higher cost on the exporter and the
American market on white meat will then rise by $60, which they
would enjoy. Now that is a perfectly desirable objective, but here is
what would happen, in my humble opinion. The $60 a ton likewise
would give protection to the light-meat industry in southern Cali-
fornia, which is now constituting five-sixths of the American produc-
tion. You will never get away from the fact that they can pack and
can more tuna as the market expands. The albacore development
history and experience shows their productive capacity is limited. As
the American production increases I predict you will see a lowering of
the price to the fishermen and the price in the markets.

Now I particularly want it understood I am not advocating cutting
prices, I am saying it is inevitable-in our food economy. We have got
innumerable instances to prove my argument that as supply increases
the prices taper off. Now as the price tapers off on light meat it is
going to put the albacore fisherman in a more adverse market position.
History shows, and no one knows it better than I because I have been
trying to sell white-meat tuna since 1939 against light-meat competi-
tion-history shows there can only be a certain premium beyond which
the consumer will not pay and when that premium gets out of bounds
I can show you conclusively what happens, because I have experienced
it. During the war years when southern California production was
down we depended to a large extent on our albacore fishery, which is
the only tuna resource adjacent to our shores.

The price went up. I was raising the price of albacore, due to the
competitive situation, as much as $100 a ton in a day. The market
was like a cat with strychnine, just jumping around. You did not
know what you were doing from one day to the next on costs. That
thing built up until I was selling white meat tuna at $23 a case. I
came to the convention in Atlantic City in January of 1949 and the
market broke $6 a case in one day, from $23 to $17.
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The canner took it on the chin. We suffered the loss. That price
held until December of 1950, when again supply broke it to $15.
There have been sellers as low as $12.50, plenty of them.

Now I am an albacore packer and I am arguing for the albacore
fishermen, and we are trying to do the best job we know how, but
I would be derelict if I did not explain that there has always got to be
a reasonable tolerance of prices between white meat and light meat,and when light meat is five-sixth of the market it establishes the
market.

Now as to the effect of this duty, let us assume that it is passed in
its present form, $60 a ton, figuring it quickly, depending on the type
of tuna, that is from $1.25 to $1.50 a case on th canned product. The
lower you make the quota the less effect the uty will have, because
if it is a low quota it is meaningless.

The other fact is that when you establish this duty, from all the
information that I have listened to, there isn't anyone that can fairly
state what is going to happen. Now if it does not have the effeet of
raising the market on domestic tuna then it is not needed. You can
only view the duty then on the premise that it is going to be'effective.
Now if it is effective, let us visualize what will happen one year from
the date of passage.

The white-meat business is highly seasonal, particularly the catch-
ing of the tuna. From July to October I have to secure a 12-months'
supply. Coming next February or March I should have from 100,000
to 200 000 cases at least in inventory to take care of my market until
the following July.

In addition to that, there will be conservatively 100,000 cases in
the trade's hands of my product, which I also guarantee in price.

The minute this bill would go in, that market of the canned product
is in turn affected by a dollar to $1.50 a case. Now we are already
having enough trouble.

SenatorM1LLIKIN. You mean if you took the duty off?
Mr. SANDoz. That is only a stopgap legislation.
Senator MILLIKIN. When you take the duty off you have an in-

ventory in the trade's hands, do you not?
Mr. SANDoz. We have an inventory from last year.
Senator MILLIKIN. As far as the warehouse stock is concerned?
Mr. SANDoz. Yes; but you cannot sell tuna today for more than

what you are selling it for because there has been a good supply.
Now to bear out my contention that the white meat position is

different and does not need this protection from the standpoint of
supply, in the last 3 years you have had possibly the biggest supply of
white meat in history, and today, in all fairness, the supply in first
hands on the coast is down quite low, and I seriously question there is
enough white meat tuna in the packers' or the trade's hands to supply
the market as it should be supplied until a new pack is available.

Senator MILLIKIN. What has been the price history in what you
paid to the fishermen?

Mr. SANDOZ. What is the price history to the fishermen?
Senator MILLIKIN. Yes; during this period of relative shortage

that you are speaking about.
Mr. SANDOz. There has been no period, sir, of relative shortage.

The past 3 years has been a period of bountiful supply. But even
in 1950 the going price was around $400 a ton. It might fluctuate
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$25 a ton, but the average realized value was around $400 a ton. The
light meat price was around $310 a ton.

I think in 1948 it was reduced from $340 to $310. Now the light
meat price has carried on during that period.

Senator MILLIKIN. You corrected me awhile ago on the basis of
my misconception as to raw fish in.brine, and I want to be corrected
whenever I am guilty of that. Did I understand you correctly, that
the supplies are not excessive as far as albacore are concerned?

Mr. SANDOZ. Yes, sir. I am one of the large albacore packers and
I have had to bring in tuna from Japan within the last 30 days to
take care of my markets. At this moment I could not ship you a
case of fancy white meat tuna if you wanted it.

Senator MILLIKIN. Then there is a shortage of white meat tuna.
That is what I am talking about.

Mr. SANDOZ. Yes.
Senator MIILLIKIN. How have you handled your price as far as

payment to the fishermen is concerned, the fishermen who supply the
raw material? Has the price gone up or has it gone down, or has it
remained stable?

Mr. SANDOZ. I will tell you exactly the facts. We are Northwest
packers. Our fishermen went to California in large numbers. Our
production in the Northwest is very low this year. We are talking
about the period from July to October of 1951. With the light meat
price fxed at $310, and the fact that you get a high yield, you get
around 48 to 50 cases of white meat tuna as against 40 light meat,
with the market fixed at a guaranteed price, I did not dream that
albacore would be sold by my competitors or by some local fishermen
for less than $350 a ton.

Many of my fishermen went south. My inventories were normal
and I waited and waited and watched the fisheries develop, but it
was late in getting started in California, so I bought only a limited
amount of frozen tuna from Japan, because I have to keep my product
on the market. Now that tuna that I bought at that time did not
average me any less than $350 a ton in my cannery, in fact it cost a
little more. I felt that I was in a safe position, but the fact of the
matter is that the price of albacore in southern California broke to
$300, and that was about the top price, and in some instances $250.

Senator MILLIKIN. Despite the fact that there was a shortage?
Mr. SANDOZ. Now at that time there was not a shortage, sir. We

were right in the height of production then. The shortage is now.
Senator MILLIKIN. I quite agree with you. I want to see how the

supply and demand worked in this particular case. I understood
you to say when there is a shortage the price goes up and when there
is a surplus it goes down.

Mr. SANDOz. The thing may be that I failed in is that we are talking
about during a period of the height of production, when the pack is
being put up. You are in the packing season then.

Now we came into the season of 1951 with relatively heavy inven-
tories, due to the overproduction in 1950 and 1949. Now prices went
down to the consumer. There has been a greatly accelerated market
as far as consumption is concerned.

At this particular time inventories of white meat in packer's hands
are low. The point I appreciate is confusing, but the point I am
trying to make is that the price at which the domestic albacore fisher-
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men sold their fish to my competitors in southern California was less
than the price at which I could buy the foreign product frozen and
bring it into my canneries in Astoria, and then the canned market
broke. I meet it, of course, to stay in the market. My inventories
moved out at a fast rate.

I, today, am in a sound inventory position. I anticipate new
material, and I have raised my price a dollar a case. Those are the
facts, and I think the other albacore packers are in comparable
positions.

Senator MILLIKIN. Let me get this straight. I am talking only
about your own operations. What percentage of your albacore is
produced by your company? Give me a rough range.

Mr. SANDOZ. Just to show you how our production operates in
the Northwest, in 1944 we had our greatest production, when it was
34 million pounds, and I had about 30 to 35 percent of that. In
1951, the final figures are not in yet but it will run approximately
3 million pounds.

Senator MILLIKIN. YOU bought that much from domestic pro-
ducers?

Mr. SANDOZ. Our industry did in the Northwest, yes.
Senator MILLIKIN. I am talking about you.
Mr. SANDOz. Well, I had about 30 percent of that.
Here is another thing we did, and I would like this clearly under-

stood now because of the very difficult situation in which I have
been put. In 1950 they had a run of albacore off the northern Cali-
fornia coast very late in the season. It was after the 15th of October,
which is very late, when we had a sudden appearance of fish. The
boats rushed in there. There were no major packing operations in
that area, there were no major freezing operations in that area, and
my company threw its resources into that market. We took fish
from Monterey, San Francisco, Fort Bragg, Eureka, Calif. I spent
over half a million dollars cash outlay in a period of a week to 10
days to try and service that fleet. What happened to me was that
the fish that I brought in at great expense and trouble dropped $2
a case on December 11, 1950, due to the price break of the southen
California tuna industry, and I lost a substantial sum of money.

Now this year the same thing happened again. Late in the season,
in October, the fishermen were all South, our season was over in the
Northwest, and suddenly fish showed off of northern California.
I brought in again around 800 tons into Astoria. It is a fast moving
business.

Senator MILLIKIN. I can see it is, but let me pursue the question I
was asking. Take it for about 3 years back, or any period you want
to that is a fair period, can you give me the percentage of your own
consumption of domestically produced fish and foreign produced fish?

Mr. SANDOZ. I will be very happy to. In the last 3 years we have
not been able to secure an average of much over 100,000 cases of
albacore from our local fishermen.

Senator MILLIKIN. That represents what percentage?
Mr. SANDOZ. Of each?
The CHAIRMAN. Of your total production.
Mr. SANDOz. Of our total production?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
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Mr. SANDOZ. Well, that would represent, on last year's and this
year's basis, about one-third.

Senator MILLIKIN. One-third?
Mr. SANDOZ. Yes.
Senator MILLIKIN. Now run it back a few years.
Mr. SANDOZ. Up until 1947 I depended entirely upon my North-

west production, but in no year could I supply my market. My brand
would be on the market 6 months and then go off. Furthermore, we
operate nationally and I had to confine my albacore sales in just a few
markets.

Senator MILLIKIN. Starting in 1947 you commenced to expand
your foreign purchases?

Mr. SANDOZ. Yes.
Senator MILLIKIN. GiVe us some idea of how fast you expanded

that.
Mr. SANDOZ. I expanded in direct ratio to my ability to market,

keeping in mind that I have been buying all the albacore presented
to our docks by our fishermen and buying only the surplus from abroad.
I could have bought more than I did buy, but I try to run my business
on packing whatI figure I can sell, and I am on a strict budget in that
respect, and I think it is absolutely sound business.

Now in the fish business you get these unusual peaks of production
and in many instances the canner will buy his raw material because
it is an unforeseen happening and the fisherman has to have a market.

Senator MILLIKIN. Now give me your graph on your purchases from
Japan, say, since 1947.

Mr. SANDOZ. They have run from 1,250 tons to 3,200 tons.
Senator MILLIKIN. In terms of a percentage what would that be of

your total consumption?
Mr. SANDOZ. Well, it runs from 50 percent to 65 percent, and in this

year, as I stated in my brief, due to the complete failure in the North-
west, my local production is only 16.5 percent. It is a most unusual
and abnormal condition.

Senator MILLIKIN. Do you think a 3-cent tariff would be an
exclusionary tariff?

Mr. SANDOZ. That is hard to say, sir. A lot depends on whether
or not you have a quota. I think it would be very pertinent at this
time, if you will permit me, to give you some analyses on this import
of frozen. ' I think there is an entire misconception of what has taken
place.

I have analyzed the figures in the tariff.
Senator MILLIKIN. Can you give me a rough idea as to whether the

3-cent tariff would or would not exclude the purchases you have been
making from Japan?

Nlr. SANDOZ. I don't think it would exclude them. I think it would
force them into the can in Japan, and I will tell you exactly why I
make that statement. When the proponents began to make their
push for this bill-

Senator MILLIKIN. Let me get that in a little more focused form.
You do believe it would exclude raw fish because it would compel
Japan to put it into the can.

Mr. SANDOZ. Absolutely.
Senator MILLIKIN. At what point of the operation would it be

exclusionary?
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Mr. SANDOz. It depends on the distinction you make between the
raw tuna and tuna canned in brine.

Senator MILLIKIN. You favor a tariff on tuna canned in brine?
Mr. SANDOZ. Yes.
Senator MILLIKIN. But you do not favor it on tuna in oil?
Mr. SANnOZ. Yes, there is a duty of 45 percent.
Senator MILLIKIN. Do you favor that?
Mr. SANDOZ. Yes.
Senator MILLIKIN. And you compete with tuna canned in brine?
Mr. SANDOZ. Yes, sir.
Senator MNILLIKIN. So for that reason you want the tariff on tuna in

brine brought up to a point where it hassome relationship to the tariff
on tuna in oil?

Mr. SANDOZ. Yes, I think that is very sound. I have some very
interesting figures. I will be very brief. These are from the United
States Tariff Commission. This is the distribution of imports of
frozen tuna into this country during the first 10 months of 1951,
distribution as indicated by Customs district. Import figures are
given in thousands of pounds. This table has been developed from
figures issued by the United States 'ariff Commission. It shows total
imports of frozen tuna of 68 million pounds during the first 10 months
of 1951. Now I would particularly like for you to keep in mind that
this is during a period when the American tuna industry was possibly
more demoralized than any time in its history, and I hope we never
see it again. Here is what happened: Canners in this case imported
a total of 68 million pounds. Of that total 50 million pounds came
into the hands of the principal southern California tuna canners. Of
that total of 68 million pounds my company handled only 6,400,000,
or 10 percent.

Here is the way it came into the country: In Oregon, 19 million
pounds, of which a southern California tuna-cannery branch plant
had somewhere between 10 million and 11 million. In San Diego
2,400,000, and again the southern California industry, Los Angeles,
28 million pounds, again the California industry, San Francisco,
8,600,000. I can't imagine any northern canner bringing tuna into
San Francisco. It might have happened under an unusual traffic
problem, but it is reasonable to assume that that likewise went into
the hands of some southern California canner, and I happen to know
that at least the bulk of it was processed in Monterey.

Senator MIILLIKIN. What is the point you are making now?
Mr. SANDOZ. The point I am making, sir, is there are proponents

here who are in favor of passing this bill to impose a $60 import
duty on frozen, and they themselves imported five-sevenths of the total
importation of frozen tuna coining into this country in 1951, during
the period of their greatest distress.

And even further, it shows the concentration of the control of the
marketing of this product in the hands of relatively isolated and rela-
tively few canners. What the industry needs is a broadening of that.

We have possibly as fine a pool of cannery labor as there is in
America. We are one of the oldest fish-packing companies in America,
and this importation of forzen rauw material is a tremendous boon to
the economy of our people, our cannery workers and our community.
We are lending our financial ability and working capital in assuming
some of the burden of building and maintaining and serving the tuna
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market. We have been approached to establish canneries in other
sections of the country. The whole issue behind this question is
whether or not the American market should be preserved for the
southern California packers or shall every segment of the fish business
have an opportunity to participate in this American market even
though their financial investments and facilities and know-how hap-
pen to be away from southern California.

Senator MILLIKIN. Let me ask you this: If the duty has the effect
which you describe on the business, why does not it have the same
effect of the southern California people?

Mr. SANDOZ. They have the capacity under their control to pro-
duce more tuna than they are producing. Other segments of the tuna
industry do not have that capacity.

Senator IILLIKIN. Let us assume the tariff is a bad thing, does it
not hit them relatively the same way as it hits the packers in other
places along the coast?

Mr. SANDOZ. No, sir; it does not. Strange as it may seem, it does
not.

Senator MILLIKIN. I can't get that in my head.
Mr. SANDOZ. It does not because they now have five.-sixths of the

market and, therefore, they are in control of the market. It may
sound strange to you, but it is an established fact that there is terrific
competition between that element of the industry and anybody
else trying to get into it. Now they not only would like to control
the raw material but they want to control the trade markets of this
country. My worst competition is from southern California.

The CHAIRMAN. That is the light tuna?
Mr. SANDOZ. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. That is not the white tuna?
Mr. SANDOZ. Both.
The CHAIRMAN. It is both?
Mr. SANDOZ. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. They get the white tuna from imports?
M r. SANDOZ. I am glad you asked that question. According to the

figures that I have, the California packers imported last year better
than 6,000 tons of white meat, frozen tuna, for processing in Cali-
fornia. Our company imports on the white meat will run about 2,200
to 2,300 tons. In other words, I am satisfied there was more than that
because there were other ports where I know it was landed, so I
can safely say that the California packers of white meat tuna col-
lectively imported four times as much white meat, frozen tuna, in
1951 as did my company-and we are the whipping boy in this issue,
and the cause of this precipitant price in the market.

Senator MILLIKIN. Mr. Chairman, that Whipping boy has not ap-
peared before the committee. I want you to get it into nmy thick head
how a tariff, uniform up and down the coast, benefits the fellows in
southern California more than it benefits you, or how it hurts them
less than it hurts you.

Mr. SANDOZ. A tariff does not particularly benefit them.
Senator MILLIKIN. ThIat is what I am talking about. You have a

fixed item of cost. If it is an item of cost it applies equally to them as
it applies to you.

Mr. SANDOZ. That is a very logical question. I am in the North-
west and I haven't an access to the production of the big fleets of
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southern California. If the tariff is operative on me my cost will go
up. They figure they can produce from domestic sources more and
more of the tuna that is going to come into the American market, and
it is basically light meat.

Senator MILLIKIN. You are speaking of the competition between the
light meat and white meat?

Mr. SANDOZ. No, we are and will be in competition one company as
against another. In other words, answering your question, Senator.
as to why the duty would not affect them as it would affect us, they do
not have to bring it in and we have to bring it in.

Senator MILLIKIN. But as to those who do bring it in, regardless of
their motive, they all pay the same tariff, so you have a uniform item
of cost, if it is an item of cost, that applies wherever it may be brought
in, is that correct?

Mr. SANDOZ. That is correct. But here is now it works: If they are
producing 90 percent of their fish and importing 10 percent of their
fish, at $60 a ton it is only $6 a ton, and if I am producing one-third
of my fish and importing two-third it costs me $40 a ton.

Senator MILLIKIN. Is the same market for fish available to you in
northern California as it is to them?

Mr. SANDOZ. No, I have all my capital investment in Astoria.
Oreg. We have a tremendous fleet of boats that fish for salmon, alba-
core, and some of the boats go to Alaska in the spring and fish for sal-
mon. This year we had one of the finest trolling seasons off the Oregon
coast that we had for years. A segment of those boats prefer to fish
for salmon.

Senator MILLIKIN. I want you to pardon my slowness in under-
standing, but after I get it I will have it there for good. Did I under-
stand you to say that you went down to southern California and re-
lieved them of their surplus of fish?

Mr. SANDOZ. Northern California, north of San Francisco, up to
the Oregon line.

Senator MILLIKIN. Are you saving these southern California fellows
are in a position to monopolize, to use a kind of nasty word, the
buying market in southern California and keep you out of there? Is
that correct?

Mr. SANDOZ. They are already in that position to a large extent, yes.
Senator MILLIKIN. Do they keep you out?
Mr. SANDOZ. They have never been able to keep me out so far.
Senator MILLIKIN. Have you been able to go down there and com-

pete with them in buying the fish?
Mr. SANDOZ. Not below San Francisco. I haven't any canneries

down there, and hauling to Oregon becomes a prohibitive cost, be-
cause the closer you reach their packing centers the more advantage
freightwise they have in bringing the fish south. So there is a point
along there where costs force them to go to the southern cannery.
Likewise I enjoy the benefit of the northern production, but the north-
ern production is relatively small.

Senator MILLIKIN. Are you saying, in other words, that you have
got to have the Japanese supply without a tariff to keep yourself in
business against what you claim to be the advantage of the fellows in
southern California?

Mr. SANDOZ. Yes, I do say that, and it is a good thing for us and a
good thing for the American albacore fishermen.
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Senator MILLIKIN. I am just talking about what it boils down to.
Is that what it boils down to?

Mr. SANDOZ. Yes, and I will tell you the reason it boils down to
that, and I have prima facie evidence of it. When you put a tariff
of $60 a ton on frozen-water seeks its level in the food business-
that raw material will immediately, in my judgment, move into the
can in Japan. I will tell you why I say that. When this bill was first
announced there were over 3,000 tons of frozen albacore in storage in
Japan. Now they would not have put it in frozen bhad it not been put
there for export to this country, they would have packed it, because
there is competition for the fish by the producer in Japan. Now when
this bill raised its head on the horizon, with $60 a ton on the frozen
albacore, all the men in Japan-I know what I am talking about-
put that raw material in the can. That raw material in the freezer
immediately began to move out into the can. It is in this country
today in brine pack, which I cannot compete with him for. When
there was 1,000 or 1,200 tons left I bought it, I bought all of it because
I needed it, and it is coming in here today.

I am going to start my canneries and we are going to put out a good
product, and we are going to supply the market, and we are not hurting
anyone, not hurting anyone. That is what happens from the effect
of this, and I think it is inevitable that it will happen. Those duties
do not preclude the foreign packers from our market.

They are putting that canned albacore in oil today on the American
market and they are underselling me from 3 to 5 cents a can, and I
have a better product, at least the consumer feels so. He is willing
to pay me the price which I ask for it and which I have to have.

Let us take the analysis on brine. It has been coming in here at
$8, including freight, duty, landed. Now it carried a 12.5 percent
tariff, that is one-eighth, so the real cost to the shipper, or the selling
price, was $7. Now if we put a 45-percent duty on that $7, we raise
that by $3.15 a case, and we add that to the $7, and that product,
with the 45-percent duty, if they want to sell it for what they have
been selling it, that will be, landed on our shores, $10.15. I do not
fear it at $10.15, because it isn't as good a product as our product,
but it is going to take some of the market. There is a low strata of
purchasing power in this country that will always buy the cheapest
food they can get. We will forget the reasons, but they do.

They are going to buy more and more of the brine-packed and more
and more of the oil-packed. But if you put a duty on the frozen raw
material, which would normally come in here for processing, which
would provide the sinews for and would foster our commerce and
trade, it is just going to force more and more of that frozen raw ma-
terial into the can. Now if you want us to get into it and fight, we
haven't got a ghost of a chance in trying to compete with any foreign
canner. He can lower his costs, where we can't.

Senator MILLIKIN. The evidence here yesterday was to the effect
that this duty on canned in oil had considerably decreased the mar-
keting of that particular import in this country.

Mr. SANDoz. I am glad you brought that up. These are the causes
for our condition: First, we overproduced, and then the Korean war
hit us and every local buyer, every importer in this country rushed
to bring in everything they could get, because in the last war canned
tuna was a scarcity item in our economy.



290 TUNA IMPORTS

Senator MILLIKIN. Would you eliminate the tariff on canned tuna
as an important factor in causing a considerable increase in the amount
on the domestic market? Would you say that is an important factor?

Mr. SANDOZ. In lowering the duty on the canned in oil?
Senator MILLIKIN. No, no. You have got a duty on tuna canned

in oil.
Mr. SANDoz. Yes.
Senator MILLIKIN. How much is that?
Mr. SANDOZ. 45 percent.
Senator MIIIIKIN. Following the imposition of that duty what

happened to the quantity of imports?
Mr. SANDOz. Following it they dropped off.
Senator MILLIKIN. Yes.
Mr. SANDOZ. Preceding it they accelerated at a terrific rate.
Senator MILLIKIN. Yes. I thought I understood you to say the

imposition of the duty might not make any difference competitively
in this country.

Mr. SANDOZ. No, I said they would still bring in some, and they
are bringing in some. The 45-percent duty still permits the foreign
canner to undersell the American canner, but not at such a terrifically
wide discrepancy in price that makes it completely destructive to the
American canner.

Senator MILLIKIN. It did have the effect, did it not, or it was at
least one important cause of decreasing the amount of foreign canned
tuna in oil that came into this country?

Mr. SANDoz. Yes, but if we do not correct the duty on canned in
brine we will not get any advantage.

Senator MILLIKIN. I am not disputing that. I probably misin-
terpreted something you said a while ago, which I thought was to the
effect that even if we put the duty on it would not make any difference
as far as imports are concerned.

Mr. SANDOZ. Yes, it would have a very beneficial effect, but it
would narrow the competition between the foreign product and
American product.

The CHAIRMAN. We thank you for your appearance.
Mr. SANDOZ. Thank you, sir. I greatly appreciate the time and

opportunity you gave me.
(The following letter was subsequently received for the record:)

COLUMBIA RIVER PACKERS AssOCIATION, INC.,
Astoria, Oreg., February f0, 195?.

Hon. WALTER F. GEOROE,
United Stales Senator, Senate Office Building,

Washington, D. C.
DEAR SENATOR: I was advised after leaving Washington that, at the close of

the Senate Finance Committee hearing on the matter of the imposition of a tariff
upon imports of frozen tuna, statements were made giving the impression this
company could purchase tuna from the tuna clipper fleet based in southern
California, which would be delivered to its cannery at prices equal to those being
paid in southern California.

We did not have the opportunity to correct these statements and wish at this
time to explain fully our position in this matter.

Our canning and cold-storage plants are located in Astoria, Oreg., about 1,100
miles north of the points on the southern California coast where the tuna clippers
habitually deliver their catches. "As these boats fish southward off the coast of
Central America, Equador, and Peru. they would, upon their return, have to
travel an extra 2,200 miles to deliver their fish to our plants and return to their
home port.
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We have had, from time to time offers from captains of tuna clippers to deliver

their cargoes to our cannery. These have invariably occurred when southern
California canneries were not receiving tuna; had refused to authorize further
fishing trips; or had quoted extensive delays before the boats then in the harbor
could be unloaded. In other words, the only opportunity we have had to buy
tuna from these fleets at a cost commensurate with that incurred by the southern
California packers, has been at those times when there was so much raw tuna on
the market that these packers did not want to receive any fish.

As a businessman you can of course understand that this is not an answer, in
any way, to our supply problem. When market conditions are such that the
southern California canners cannot receive fish we would certainly be in a similar
position and would not desire deliveries at that time. We need and must have a
steady and dependable source or sources of raw material at times when we cant
purchase this material, manufacture it and make a profit.

We have been advised there was some testimony to the fact that one tuna
clipper fisherman made us an offer to sign a contract wherein he would deliver
fish to us over a 3-year period. Regardless of other features of the contract,
which were not acceptable, we must emphasize our belief that no tuna clipper
master or owner can give a dependable guarantee of such a performance. The
operation of the tuna clipper fleet is directed, to a great extent, by members of
the crews of these boats. They are highly unionized and have a direct, and specific
voice in the activities of the vessel up to and including the price to be received for
the catch and the point. of delivery. We cannot imagine the crew of any tuna
clipper, wit I their remuneration based tlpon a share of the catch, consenting to
put in an extra 12 or 14 days running up and down the Pacific coast in order to
deliver their catch at Astoria, Oreg., when they could receive the same comnpensa-
tion by delivering it 1,100 miles, and aplproxinately 2 weeks earlier, at - say -
San Diego, Calif. Not only would the crew be called upon to put in this extra
time and effort without any additional pay but their earnings would be lessened
by the fact that the expenses of boat operation for the extra distance would be
taken out, of the total received for the cargo before their share would be deter-
mined. In addition, particularly early in the season, they would have this as an
additional time obstacle to the making of further fishing trips during the season.
In other words, it is a practical impossibility for us to buy tuna from the tuna
clipper fleet at the same price they will sell to the southern California canners as
long as the southern California canners will purchase anslid receive their fish.

You should, in considering the above, recognize that the food market is in-
tensely competitive and that most of its elcms are priced at very short profit
margins. We could not offer riembnlrs of t he clipper fleets a financial increase over
and above what they could receive in southern California to deliver to our can-
neries and, at the samine time, market our products in competit ion with the southern
California packer.

It is true that economically the tuna clipper fleet is a "captive fleet" t as far as
the southern California packers are concerned allld the fleet will remain in that.
condition until such time as canneries are developed in Texas or along the Gulf
coast of the United St ates at points which are closer or equally as close to the princi-
pal fishing grounds as are the present plants of the major southern California
packers.

We hope that this mnay give you an understanding of our problem of supply as
related to the tuna clipper fleet and that this communication may be included in
the material which will be considered by the Finance Commnittee.

On behalf of myself and Mr. Thomas Sandoz, president of this company, we
wish to thank you for your courtesy to us as chairman of the Finance Committee
and for the privilege of the enjoyable personal interview we had with you.May we again urge your opposition to H. R. 5693.

Yours very truly,
COLUMBIA RIVER PACKERS ASSOCIATION, INC.,
JAME H. CELLARS, Public Relations Officer.

The CHAIRMAN. The committee will take a recess until 2:30 thisafternoon.
(Whereupon, at 12:50 p. m., the committee recessed to reconvene

at 2:30 p. m., of this same day.)
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AFTERNOON SESSION

The CHAIRMAN. The committee will please come to order.
Our first witness will be H. B. Kennerly, Jr. Will you please come

forward? Identify yourself for the record.

STATEMENT OF H. B. KENNERLY, JR.

Mr. KENNERLY. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is H. B.
Kennerly, Jr. I am treasurer of H. B. Kennerly & Son, Inc., located
at Nanticoke, Md., and I am president of the Tuna Canners Associa-
tion, a nonprofit organization made up principally of tuna canners
along the Atlantic coast. Our organization is only in its formative
stage. In addition to my own firm, the Tuna Canners Association
has members in Maryland, Maine, and Massachusetts.

I am authorized to speak also on behalf of two tuna canneries in
the Monterey district of California, who, in spite of the plea made
by the two California Senators, are opposed to this bill. To save
time, I am attaching their statement to my statement, but if you so
desire, I will read it into the record.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, sir, if you wish to put it in.
Mr. KENNERLY. To save time, I would be satisfied if it were filed

with my statement, if that is agreeable.
The CHAIRMAN. Yes, sir. You may do that. It may be filed as

a part of your statement, after you have finished.
Mr. KENNERLY. Development of our tuna canning operation: The

canning of tuna by my firm began in 1945. The first tuna that was
canned in our plant came from the Atlantic Ocean and it was of the
bluefin species. From this experimental step, which we began in
1945, we continued to obtain larger supplies of tuna along the Atlantic
coast, ranging, from Nova Scotia in the north to the waters of Cuba
in the south. We learned early that with the fishing equipment
available here, not enough tuna could be caught off this coast to meet
our requirements. We were forced, therefore, for efficient operation,
to seek additional supplies. We found such additional supplies by
importing frozen tuna from Peru, Chile, Japan, Cuba, and Norway.

Is there tuna in the Atlantic? In 1951, the Congress appropriated
funds to do exploratory tuna fishing in the Atlantic. From informa-
tion subsequently developed, it appears that a large tuna fishery does
exist in these waters. However, it may be several years as yet before
the definite extent of the fishery can be determined and evaluated.

Supplies from other fishing grounds are required presently. In the
meantime, our Atlantic coast canners, in order to operate, must
obtain supplies from somewhere. Money has been invested in tuna-
canning equipment. Supplies of tuna have been drawn from the
various areas that I have already mentioned. Predominantly, they
have come from Peru and Japan. Here I should state an exception:
In the case of the tuna canneries in New England, the main source of
supply will be Canada. In our own case, our imports from Peru
have come by commercial carriers to an Atlantic coast port, usually
New York or Baltimore, and by truck to our plant.

Why have the California tuna boats not brought tuna here? The
Atlantic coast canners do not own boats. The Tuna Boat Association
of California has not, at least up to the present, been willing to sell
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their fish to our Atlantic coast canners. This is rather disturbing.
Our canning industry here is in a position similar to the industry in
southern California in its early days. What is more, we are in a more
favorable geographical position for canning and marketing than is
southern California itself.

We are closer to the main fishing grounds. Ninety percent of all
the tuna landed in this country, whether imported or otherwise, is
taken from waters of Central and South America. According to
United States Hydrographic Office Publication No. 117, the distance
from the northern coast of Peru, which is nearest to the fishing
grounds, to San Diego, Calif., is 3,121 nautical miles. The distance
from the same point in Peru to Baltimore is 2,801 nautical miles, or
320 miles shorter. Moreover, please consider that here we are
adjacent to the main markets of consumption. Therefore, our
canners are as close or closer to the source of supply and to the
consuming market than California.

The factor of freight rates: That brings up the matter of freight
rates under present conditions. The ocean freight on tuna from
Japan to the east coast of the United States is $13 more per ton than
from Japan to the west coast. To me it is rather significant that in
all the statistics presented to your committee during this hearing,
some of these freight rates have not been taken into consideration.
I have had to buy considerable frozen tuna from South America and
from Japan. In each case, freight has had to be added. In other
words, the price of 9 cents per pound on tuna from Peru-which is
the figure mentioned in a previous section of this hearing-is not a
reality for my firm. Up to last June we have constantly paid $300
a ton, f. o. b. Atlantic coast port. Then we have paid additional
freight to our plant. It takes no mathematician to determine that we
east coast canners, if we are to stay in business, will have to pay a
penalty of $60 per ton if the proposed bill becomes law.

The adverse effect of a quota: In listening to the testimony of wit-
nesses during the first session of this hearing, I was dumbfounded to
hear that the matter of a quota had been injected into the committee's
consideration of this proposed legislation. There is nothing in H. R.
5693 about a quota. Imagine my surprise when I heard the spokes-
man of the Fish and Wildlife Service come out with this statement,
among other things:

While t'he 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 * * * is the maximum adjustment * * * that will solve
the immediate problem.

Gentlemen, to us any quota would be disastrous. From a practical
standpoint, the west coast canners, in plant capacity, organization,
and financial resource are powerful compared to us on the Atlantic
coast. They could and would absorb such a quota. They could
absorb it by overbidding and their operation being so huge could easily
absorb this additional expense without any apparent effect on their
over-all production. In actual, hard business practice, a quota would
put us out of business. With supplies limited by a quota, even on a
quarterly basis, how could we compete with those powers in getting
supplies?

Such a situation is not new. A parallel case may be found in the
former Cuban tobacco quota. In past years, certain types of Cuban
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tobacco needed by American cigar firms was subjected to quota, and
year after year, the powerful firms gobbled it up and left the small-
business man stranded.

A review of the Cuban tobacco case will disclose that the small
Florida cigar firms had no storage facilities for large quantities of
tobacco. The quota therefore went to the four large firms that had
tremendous facilities. Finally the quota was disposed of. Reference
is made to this in Summaries of Tariff Information, volume 6, pub-
lished by the United States Tariff Commission in 1948, where on page
15 it is stated:

In the Geneva trade agreement the duties on cigar filler and scrap tobacco from
Cuba, the only significant source of dutiable imports, were reduced 50 percent on
imports in excess of 22 million pounds, which in effect abolished the tariff quota.
Under the tariff quota, shipments were rushed to enter them at the lower rates and
the extra burden of the higher rates for overquota tobacco was borne unequally
by United States cigar manufacturers. The removal of the quota permit. the
return of the trade to more normal channels and eliminates disadvantages to which
some of the United States manufacturers have been .subject.

As long as the word "quota" has been brought up, it is peculiar that
nothing has ever been mentioned about a quota insofar as concerns
the overexpanded tuna fleet in California. Figures disclose that the
fleet in San Diego in 1941 consisted of 61 vessels, each of 50 net regis-
tered tons or over. In 1951, 10 years later, this fleet had increased
to 191 vessels of the same registered tonnage. This committee might
desire to find out the exact status of the boat situation as it applies
to the California canners. We understand part of the trouble to be
that the larger canneries in southern California own a substantial
part of the tuna fleet and control the movements of these particular
boats to the detriment of the balance of the fleet.

In addition to the San Diego fleet, there are a number of boats
registered in San Pedro, Tacoma, Seattle, and New Orleans, bringing
the grand total to about 230. Southern California in 1951 added 30
new boats to its fleet at a cost of $12 million. The California tuna-
boat industry has grown over 200 percent in the past 10 years,
approximately 80 percent in the last 4 years.

Is Congress now going to subsidize this overexpanded tuna fleet
by (1) imposing an import duty of 3 cents a pound on tuna, or
(2) subjecting the tuna to a quota, or (3) both, while ignoring the
fact that the overexpansion of this fleet is the underlying cause of
our all being here today?

What constitutes imports? Whereas some Government agencies
seem to have overlooked the fact that tuna is a high-seas fishery and
have come forth with proposals favoring the California interests, I
should like to point out that the import figures on fresh and frozen
tuna fail to disclose the percentage of these fish that were caught by
American boats in foreign waters.

On this same subject, the Tariff Commission in Summaries of
Tariff Information, October 1950, on page 201, stated:

The mere statistics of (tuna) imports, however, fail to disclose the true state
of affairs. Some of the tuna reported in import statistics were actually caught
by United States vessels, transferred at sea to freezer transport vessels of foreign
registry, and entered at United States ports as an import from a foreign country.
Also, some of the tuna caught by United States fishing vessels was landed in a
foreign country, frozen there, and transshipped to the United States where it
also was entered as an import. Finally, inasmuch as actual imports of fresh
and frozen tuna caught by foreign fisheries also enter free of duty under paragraph
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1756, no particular effort is made in the preparation of invoices or other entry
papers to distinguish between such actual imports and products of American
fisheries. In other words, an undetermined, but undoubtedly a substantial,
part of the reported imports result from United States rather than foreign fishing
operation.

Considering this admission, it is peculiar that the Government
agencies should now offer to take an arbitrary stand with respect to
quotas and the size of a duty on fresh and frozen tuna.

The relationship of tuna bannedd in brine: It is generally conceded
that the large imports of canned tuna in brine recently have consider-
ably disrupted the canned-tuna market in the United States. The
Tariff Commission, as was pointed out to your committee, will
continue its investigation of this matter following the hearing which
ended on MIonday. It is understood that the Commission likely
will not render a decision before next summer because of the volume
of work already before it.

If a duty of three cents per pound is levied on fresh and frozen
tuna now, the market would be so flooded with imported tuna, canned
in brine. that the whole industry would suffer. It would also distort
and confuse the findings of the tariff Commission on its study of tuna
in brine.

I can't help but think that the California interests who were
successful in rushing this bill through the House would eventually
sorely regret any action of Congress on this bill before the tuna-in-
brine situation is cleared up lby the Tariff Commission.

I believe that we can make a recommendation that will be worth
while. The consumption of canned tuna in the United States has
increased each year, but the production of tuna caught by the Cali-
fornia boats has outstripped consumption. What we would like to
see done is to have the Tariff Commission look at the entire produc-
tion and consumption picture, both domestic and foreign, with a long-
range program that will give us all an opportunity to survive. The
idea then would be that eventually our tuna consumption, now
averaging about 9 million cases annually, will possibly reach the
11 or 12 million case mark in the very near future.

We believe that if this logic is pursued, we along the east coast
who do not have boats and those along the west coast who do have
boats will be able to operate competitively and successfully. Any
other approach will mean that the Congress would be unheedingly
lending its support to the powerful tuna interests of southern
California. It would be passing sectional legislation concerning a
high-seas fishery which belongs just as much to our section of the
country as it does California.

It might be well for the Senate to follow the old adage of "haste
makes waste " In other words, let's let the Tariff Commission
study the tuna-in-brine situation and come up with a recommendation
before any action on H. R. 5693 is taken by your honorable body.

Thank you for your consideration.
(The statement of Oxnard Canners, Inc., and Peninsula Packing

Co., dated January 29,'1952, was previously submitted and appears
at p. 244.)

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any questions?
Senator MILLIKIN. I would like to ask how many employees you

have engaged in canning tuna.
Mr. KENE'.RLY. Approximately 110.
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Senator MILLIKIN. How many are there in the Tuna Canners
Association?

Mr. KENNERLY. There are four, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. You are speaking of the canneries on the east

coast?
Mr. KENNERLY. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. How many canneries did you say?
Mr. KENNERLY. Four at the present time, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Where are they located?
Mr. KENNERLY. There are two in Maryland, one in Massachusetts,

and one in Maine, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Nothing south of Maryland?
Mr. KENNERLY. I think there is one canner who is probably

starting to can tuna in South Carolina. I think it is a contemplated
project, as I understand it. Whether he has successfully canned tuna
or not or has entered the market, I do not know.

The CHAIRMAN. Do you get any from the Canadian waters?
Mr. KENNERLY. We did originally, back in 1946, a very small

shipment.
The CHAIRMAN. You say you get no fresh or frozen tuna from the

California fishing fleet?
Mr. KENNERLY. That is right, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Do you take any tuna off of the Atlantic,

opposite Baltimore?
Mr. KENNERLY. Well, not exactly off of Baltimore, but we have for

the last 4 years procured tuna off of the New Jersey coast as far as
Long Island. It has been in very limited quantities, but of a very
good quality tuna. It is the bluefin species of a real good size, that
is, a good size for canning.

The CHAIRMAN. For canning?
Mr. KENNERLY. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any further questions?
Senator MILLIKIN. I am not sure that I have the number of your

employees straight. You have 110 employees engaged in the tuna-
fishing end of your business?

Mr. KENNERLY. In the canning of tuna.
Senator MILLIKIN. How many do you have altogether?
Mr. KENNERLY. In our peak season on some other products it will

probably run 50 more than that.
Senator MILLIKIN. How many employees do these other canneries

have?
Mr. KENNERLY. The other one in Maryland has about 70.
Senator MILLIKIN. I am talking about engaged in the tuna business.
Mr. KENNERLY. The other plant in Maryland would employ about

70 to 80. I understand that the Maine canner would probably use
about the same number, around between 100-200 employees.

Senator MILLIKIN. That is a total roughly of about 350 employees?
Mr. KENNERLY. Yes, sir.
Senator MILLIKIN. May I ask you this question, also, as to the

canning operations of the others.
Are they exclusively for tuna, or do they cover a number of other

products?
Mr. KENNERLY. We all cover more than the tuna canning. I

think that my firm is probably the most exclusive on tuna canning of
any of them at the present time.
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Senator MILLIKIN. How long have you had the predominant
weight of your business on tuna?

Mr. KENNERLY. Since about 1948.
Senator MILLIKIN. And do you know about the others when they

went into tuna canning?
Mr. KENNERLY. Approximately, sir. The other Maryland canner,

the Tilghman Packing Co., went into tuna canning in 1948. The
Riviera Packing Co., in Maine, I think started in 1949. And the
other, the Massachusetts firm, about 1949.

It is an infant industry which has great possibilities from the stand-
point of its geographical position. It has no actual supplies of local
tuna at the present time. All of the tuna that has actually been
caught, to my knowledge, on the Atlantic coast, even including
Fish and Wildlife Survey vessels, plus what we have been able to
have caught, would probably only operate, and I will use the terms of
my cannery, in comparison, about 2 weeks.

We do follow a different procedure, I think, generally than the
tuna canners in California. Their tremendous plants can process a
tremendous tonnage per day. Of course, we, by having to buy tuna
frozen, maintain refrigeration on our own plants, that is, at our own
plants, and we keep our production relatively small as compared to
them, but we operate continuously.

I think that is one of the reasons that we have gone to the tuna
industry. In fact, I know it is with our company. It is to provide
an off-season industry, and employment, because it is a good policy,
certainly, to realize that no business can succeed and maintain
sufficient and adequate help if it is a seasonal operation.

Senator MILLI*IN. Let me ask you this, in getting your employees,
is it one of these canning operations where you call on the neighbor-
hood for part-time service, or how many all of the year-around
employees do you have?

Mr. KENNERLY. Well, for the past 2 years we have practically
operated all the year round on our tuna operation, as I have given it
to you about 100 to 110 employees.

We have not increased the tonnage used, but by the increase in
tonnage that we have been able to procure it has made a longer and
more effective operation.

Senator MILLIKIN. Is your product canned in oil or in brine?
Mr. KENNERLY. Canned in oil only.
Senator MILLIKIN. Are you in favor of continuing the tariff on

that canned in oil?
Mr. KENNERLY. Yee, sir.
Senator MILLIKIN. Would you like to see a tariff on it, canned in

brine?
Mr. KENNERLY. Yes, sir.
Senator MILLIKIN. But you do not want a tariff on raw material?
Mr. KENNERLY. NO, sir. It would.put us out of the business at

the present moment, sir.
Senator MILLIKIN. I am not critical of your attitude. It is

common to all American processors who work on raw material. They
do not want any tariff on raw material. They want a tariff on the
finished product.

Mr. IKENNERLY. It is processed in this country except for the raw
material-everything is attributed to our American labor and our
American way of doing things.
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The CHAIRMAN. All of your processing is in oil, is it?
Mr. KENNERLY. Yes, sir.
Senator MILLIKIN. All of your packs are in oil?
Mr. KENNERLY. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, if there are no further

questions.
We will go to the next witness. Mr. Haddock is the next witness.

Mr. Hoyt S. Haddock. Is Mr. Haddock present?
(No response.)
The CHAIRMAN. We will then call Mr. Robert G. Hall.
You may have a seat, and please identify yourself for the record.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT G. HALL, OF BACHE & CO., NEW YORK
CITY, REPRESENTING THE INTERNATIONAL TRADE SECTION,
NEW YORK BOARD OF TRADE

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is Robert G"
Hall of the firm Bache & Co., New York City, a member in good
standing of the international-trade section of the New York Board of
Trade. I am speaking on behalf of the international-trade section
and will need approximately 10 minutes to present our statement.

The international-trade section of the New York Board of Trade
representing steamship concerns, importers and exporters, wholesalers,
and marine services retailers wishes to protest vehemently against the
proposal to impose an import duty on frozen tuna as set forth in
H. R. 5693. The reversal of policy embodied in this bill, if affirmed
by the Congress, will lead to similar proposals whieJ will impede and
eventually destroy foreign commerce.

Senator MILLIKIN. Do you draw a distinction between "may" and
"will"? You say in your statement "will." Do you mean "will"?

Mr. HALL. I would say "will."
1. Employment: In New York, where we have multitudinous mem-

ber, firms, we are vitally dependent upon the flow of commerce to
keep our large port busy, to provide work for laborers in the port,
for the trucking companies, warehouses, importers, exporters, and
wholesale houses. Referring to exhibit A, which because of a lack of
time we will not recite but which we wish entered as a part of this
testimony, you will note that in 1948 a total of 29,938,000 tons of
cargo moved in foreign commerce through the port of New York.
At the same time 51,150,000 tons of cargo moved coastwise making
a grand total of 81,088,000 tons, of which foreign commerce was 36.9
percent. According to the New York Port Authority's estimates,
there are at least 250,000 persons directly engaged in or dependent
upon the commerce of the port of New York. Any change in foreign
commerce, therefore, has an immediate effect upon part or all of at
least 92,000 wage earners and their families in our area.

Due to heavy investments in terminal and port facilities, a decrease
in foreign trade throws a greater burden of overhead upon domestic
coastwise shipping; costs are increased, the volume of traffic decreases,
and further unemployment results.

In exhibit B, which we also wish to introduce but not recite, you
will note that about one-half of the foreign commerce of the United
States is carried in American-flag vessels. From exhibit A, about
27.8 percent of all ocean commerce of the United States is in foreign
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trade. In exhibit C, the Maritime Commission estimated there were
100,000 persons employed on American-flag vessels in October 1947.
Any "changes in foreign commerce, therefore, bear directly upon some
14,000 American seamen and their families.

Summarizing the two estimates a bare minimum of 100,000 persons
in New York and on American vessels are dependent upon foreign
trade. This obviously does not take into account the numerous
persons in other ports who are also dependent on foreign trade nor
does it take into account secondary employment in railroads, truck
lines, and communications; tertiary employment in domestic manu-
facturing and service industries where export merchandise is produced
or where imported merchandise is the raw material.

Senator MILLIKIN. What percentage of the economy of New York
would you say derives from foreign trade, and what percentage from
our domestic economy?

Mr. HALL. I would find that very difficult to estimate, sir, because
of the fact there are so many people in other industries in which a
small part of it is foreign trade and a larger part is domestic trade.

Senator MILLIKIN. You would say the larger part relates to domestic
industry, primarily, would you not?

Mr. HALL. The majority in New York; yes.
Senator MILLIKIN. Would you not say the overwhelming majority,

would you not say 90 percent, something like that?
XMr. HALL. No; I would not say it would be that high, sir.
Senator MILLIKIN. How high would you say?
Mr. HALL. I would say 25 percent.
Senator MILIKIN. Twenty-five percent?
Mr. HALL. It is dependent directly or indirectly upon foreign trade.
Senator MILLIKIN. You always have to consider not injuring the

other 75 percent, do you not?
Mr. HALL. That is true.
Senator MILLIKIN. From the standpoint of foreign trade, your best

policy, if that was all you were thinking about, would be complete free
trade?

Mr. HALL. That is right, sir.
We submit that even if every fisherman in the Pacific Coast States

Fisheries as shown in exhibit b were a tuna fisherman, their special
interest does not balance out when compared to the interests of Ameri-
can citizens engaged in foreign trade. Actually, the number of tuna
fishermen is about 5,000 and does not exceed 10,000 persons.

2. Value: We in New York have a vital interest in foreign commerce
in terms of investment and value. Exhibit E gives the dollar values
of goods moving in foreign trade in New York and in the United
States. Please note that these figures are billions of dollars. The
proponents of the legislation before you mention their interset in
terms of less than $100 million.

Senator MILLIKIN. Of that total how much rests on our giveaway
policies and loan policies?

Mr. HALL. At the present time I would say that a fairly large
proportion of it does rest upon the support that we are giving to
foreign countries. And I submit that one of the reaons why our
giveaway policies have to be so large is because we are unable or do not
permit sufficiently large volume of imports into this country to
compensate.

94754-52----20
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Senator MILLIKIN. What restrictions do we maintain, so far as
imports are concerned, that are not reciprocal?

Mr. HALL. I am sorry, sir.
Senator MILLIKIN. What import policy have we that is not a liberal

policy compared with that of other countries?
Mr. HALL. Well, I think our import duties, for example, point 1.
Point 2, I would say at the present time our price control legislation

is such that a substantial volume of imports which might come into
this country today cannot come in.

Senator MILLIKIN. The whole foreign trade consists of what all of
the countries engaged in foreign trade do, is that not correct?

Mr. HALL. That is correct, sir.
Senator MILLIKIN. Now, are you making the assertion here that

our policies in relation to the policies pursued by other countries is
an illiberal policy?

Mr. HALL. To a degree; yes, sir.
Senator MILLIKIN. Well, make it a little more specific, if you

please.
Mr. HALL. To take one example, my particular interest is Japan.

American cotton moves into Japan perfectly freely. Textiles do not
move into this country except with a substantial tariff.

So, therefore, at some point the difference has to be made up.
Senator MILLIKIN. What about the attitude of foreign countries

toward the United States?
Mr. HALL. In general or specifically?
Senator MILLIKIN. Well, make it general and move to the specific.

I do not advise going into the specific, because we will have to con-
sider about 7,000 tariff schedules, but perhaps we can go into it
generally.

If you are not prepared I can quickly bring some material that I
believe will indicate to you that we are probably the most liberal
country in the world so far as our tariff is concerned, generally speaking
and a whole lot more liberal than probably any other country in the
world, considering all of the restrictions that have the equivalent of
import duties.

I am talking about import duties themselves. I am talking about
quotas, import licenses, export licenses, monetary controls, the
whole field of restriction.

I suggest the most liberal country in the world is ours, and that we
do not get reciprocity from the rest of the world.

Mr. HALL. I would suggest that in that connection we should be.
Senator MILLIKIN. That we should be?
Mr. HALL. That we should be.
At the present time I believe that it is in our best interests to assist

in every way possible to rebuilding of other countries in the demo-
cratic sphere.

Senator MILLIKIN. Do you believe that we are not and should be?
Mr. HALL. I think we are very liberal. I think we should be.
Senator MILLIKIN. Well, you do not adhere to the notion that we

are maintaining a very discruninatory attitude toward the rest of the
world?

Mr. HALL. I do not maintain we maintain a discriminatory atti-
tude. I do not think we maintain quite as free an attitude as we
should in our present position as a creditor nation.
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Senator ILLIKIN. Does that not come back to the original propo-
sition, that so far as New York shipping is concerned it would be an
ideal?

Mr. HALL. Yes.
Senator MILLIKIN. You are reaching toward that ideal, so far as

New York shipping is concerned?
Mr. HALL. New York shipping and New York banking and New

York servicing and warehouses.
Senator MILLIKIN. And brokers and insurance?
Mr. HALL. Insurance, everything else.
Senator MILLIKIN. And warehouses, shipowners, all who want :o

move the stuff in bottoms?
Mr. HALL. That is right, sir.
Senator MILLIKIN. All who gain by moving this stuff in the bot-

toms, in the first instance, regardless of whether that might be profit-
able for the whole economy of the country.

Mr. HALL. Well, of course, we believe that the approach, the near-
est approach possible to the free-trading policy is the best policy for
the country as a whole.

Senator M ILLIKIN. That is because you are in the business of
shipping

Mr. HALL. That is true. My own company is in the business of
financing shipping, importing, exporting, and all types.

Senator MILLIKIN. If you had a ship your primary interest would
be to keep it filled, and get it out and coming back, is that not right?

Mr. HALL. That is right.
Senator MILLIKIN. If yOu do that, you are apt to be in a profitable

business, but the internal repercussion of that kind of a policy, spread
over the whole economy of the country, might be something very
much different.

Mr. HALL. It might, sir. I get to that a little hit later, particu-
larly with reference to Japan.

Senator MILLIKIN. You are worried about this tuna tariff. I have
listened to what you have had to say. I am not worrying yet, but
I am very curious what your worries will be if we should ever get to
the point where we have to restrict our giveaway and our phony
loan policy. Then you will have a worry, will you not?

Mr. HALL. Well, definitely we will have a worry if we are unable
due to certain policies such as this tariff policy on tuna fish, to bring
in merchandise to this country which will give these other countries
the dollars with which to purchase such items as our farm products,
which are an essential part of our economy.

Senator MILLIKIN. Am I not correct in this, that you need not
worry unduly about that so long as we give the other countries the
money with which to buy our products?

Mr. HALL. May I say that I do not agree with that policy com-
pletely. I believe that the other countries should be permitted to
earn sufficient dollars to be able to buy them on their own.

Senator MILLIKIN. That is why I asked you a while ago what per-
centage of your business represents the giveaway.

Mr. HALL. I think today it is a very high percentage.
Senator MILLIKIN. I suggest to you, you have much larger worries

than the worries about a small business like the tuna-fish business.
You really have something to worry about when we seriously restrict,
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if we ever do, the phony loan and giveaway policies of our Govern-
ment.

Mr. HALL. I think that is perfectly true. Then we will get much
more worried.

Senator MILLIKIN. But you have lots of trade so long as we are
willing to give the other fellow the money to come and get the goods
from us. Why, there will be no limit to the trade except the limits
that are on us on giving the money to foreign countries to buy goods
from us.

Mr. HALL. We are already losing that. For example, our principal
business in my own firm is with Japan where we have quite a sub-
stantial interest. In the last budget of the Government of Japan they
have purposely excluded the purchase of the originally estimated
quantities of wheat, cotton, of soybeans, of barley, and of rice from
the United States because they cannot create the dollars to pay for
them. So we are already beginning to feel that.

Senator MILLIKIN. To the extent that we do not give them the
money they will not buy here unless they can buy here cheaper that
thev can buy some place else, is that not correct?

Ir. HALL. Well, in certain instances they cannot buy anywhere
else.

Senator MILLIKIN. If they cannot buy any place else, they have to
buy from us.

Mr. HALL. Or China.
Senator MILLIKIN. Or do without.
Mr. HALL. Or China.
Senator MILLIKIN. Or China. That is No. 1. But if they have a

field where they can buy where they want to buy, and if they are not
operating on the give-away, if they buy where it is the cheapest, they
will do so, is that not true?

Mr. HALL. Well, Japan today is operating to a limited extent on
the give-away.

Senator MILLIKIN. I suggest a very substantial respect. We have
an army over there that pours millions and millions and millions of
dollars every year into Japan.

We have the whole Korean program which centers itself in Japan.
We have various aid programs which we have made available for
Japan.

I am not worried about what we are doing now, as much as I am
worried about what is going to happen when we have to stop it or
seriously restrict it.

That is why I have been talking here about quotas and other things.
I mean if you have any thought in your head that we are not in the
main supplying the principal stimulus to the Japanese economy, you
are very, very much mistaken.

Mr. HALL. Oh, no, I have no question about that. I just came
back from Japan.

Senator MILLIKIN. Well, I suppose then you are a 10-day expert on
the subject.

Mr. HALL. NO, sir; far from it.
Senator MILLIKIN. Are you going to write a book?
Mr. HALL. NO, sir.
Senator MILLIKIN. Good, good.
Mr. HALL. I know enough to know what I do not know.
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In exhibit F are given the international trade values involved with
the 10 Central and South American countries off whose shores most of
the domestic tuna is taken. In addition, trade with Japan (a large
producer of frozen tuna) is'shown. The totals for these 11 countries
are 10 percent of our total foreign trade and except for Guatemala in
1947, and El Salvador and Colombia in 1949, they are in each instance
more valuable customers for our exports than we are for their exports.
This is to a great extent due to the character of the merchandise
involved-their exports are largely raw materials while our exports
are largely manufactured products with values added by American
labor and capital in domestic industries. For example, the value of
canned tuna is approximately double the value of frozen tuna.

It should also be pointed out that Japan purchases from the west
coast quantities of wheat, barley, and rice, none of which are available
to her from China.

Exports to Japan from California, Oregon, and Washington for the
first 10 months of 1951 were, according to United States customs
records, wheat $48 million, barley $32 million, rice $3 million, cotton
$13 million, total $96 million. Total frozen Japanese tuna imports
were $5 million for the same period.

Lest you assume that fishery products move only into the United
States, your attention is invited to United States Department of the
Interior, Fish and Wildlife Market News Service New York Report
No. 20, of January 29. The exports of canned sardines for 11 months
of last year totaled 120 million pounds. Many of these sardines were
caught by west coast fishermen and canned by some of the very same
canners who are petitioning for prohibitive dulties on frozen tuna.

Exhibit G, portrays the inflation of prices of manufactured goods and
the deflation of imported crude materials in the United States from
1947 to 1949 with the consequent drop in tonnages handled by our
seamen, stevedores, and longshoremen. Furthermore, the ability of
foreign countries to buy our products depends directly upon their
ability to sell us their exports. The proposed tuna tariff is calculated
to prevent the importation of the product, else it has no protection
value. If, as the proponents allege, it merely raises the costs of foreign
producers so that their earnings are restricted then they will be able
to buy a lesser amount of our exports. In either event the tonnages
handled are reduced to the detriment of the groups we represent.

Senator MILLIKIN. Assume that they are restricted in their ability
to buy our own products, is it not the man who works here who is
safeguarded by a tariff bettered in his ability to buy our domestic
products?

Mr. HALL. To a degree, but I think that is something that should
be studied very carefully. That is, the balance between the two, I
mean.

Senator MILLIKIN. Most assuredly, yes.
Mr. HALL. 3. Foreign policy: Next, we wish to introduce exhibit

H which in a very practical way portrays cause, effect, and end result
of the questions we have raised in the foregoing paragraphs. In
column 3 of the first page of the Wall Street Journal for January 29,
1952, we are informed that South Africa in cooperation with other
members of the British Commonwealth has decided to restrict their
imports from the United States to the value of their exports to us.
This action immediately reduces our export volume. Any reduction
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in imports from them caused by trade barriers would result in a further
reduction of volume.

Senator MILLIKIN. Has the British Empire reduced its inter-
Dominiol preferences?

Mr. HALL. Not that I know of, sir.
Senator MILLIKIN. Still the same old thing.
Mr. HALL. But they have substantially started to reduce their

purchases from us.
Senator MILLIrIN. Until recently, we have substantially reduced

the amount of our give-away. That is what we talked about a while
ago. But $300,000,000 is not gold, and we were told that we would
not be asked for any gold. But the very distinguished gentleman
whom I wish we could lease while lending some other people-the very
distinguished gentleman had hardly gotten on the boat until we
pushed $300,000,000 down their throats. That should make you
happy. That will increase our trade.

Mr. HALL. Well, I think I will refer to that in just one moment.
In column 2, same page, same issue, we learn that $300,000,000 of

taxpayers' money is being exported to Britain to finance the export of
American products to Britain. We submit that the average taxpayer
would much prefer to have British goods in hand rather than an I OU
of dubious value.

Senator MILLIKIN. I suggest that he would rather have the $300,-
000,000.

Mr. HALL. Of the three choices.
Senator MILLIKIN. Of the three choices.
Mr. HALL. Yes.
Senator MILLIKIN. If you do not believe so, go out and talk to the

taxpayers. That is one thing that we who work on this rockpile here
know quite a little about.

Mr. HALL. As a matter of interest, by increasing our imports to the
level of our exports, we could recoup at least half of the $7,328 million
appropriated in 1951 for military and economic aid to our allies. On
the other hand, the path we are asked to follow as exemplified by H. R.
5693 can only lead to larger appropriations for economic aid and a
further drain on our pocketbooks. To add to our woes, we in the
international trade industries would be less able to earn the increased
taxes when handling reduced volumes.

You may say "What has the British problem to do with tuna?"
From other testimony you will have learned that Japan's exports of
tuna are second in importance only to silk and Peru's exports rank
fifth in her trade with us. If trade with Japan is stifled the difference
must be made up with direct appropriations or she will be forced to
trade with Russian satellites and a goodly portion of the cold war will
have been lost.

Senator MILLIKIN. I think there you posed a very serious problem.
Mr. HALL. I think that is one of the most serious problems.
Senator. MILLIKIN. We cannot shut Japan out of southeastern

Asia. We cannot shut her out here. The United Nations cannot
shut her out of a Communist nation without something exploding
some place. So that does not mean not to put any tariff on. That
does not mean not to put any quota on. It means that we have to
know pretty well what we are-doing.
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Mr. HALL. It means we have to study pretty carefully the possible
alternatives.

Senator MILLIKIN. Yes.
Mr. HALL. Prewar, Japan depended upon China and Manchuria

for raw materials and as markets for finished goods, particularly in
metals and textiles. All of this has been wiped out by communism in
China and by our insistence that our allies do not trade with Com-
munists. Japan's silk market has been largely lost to nylon and simi-
lar synthetics. Toy manufacturers are actively attempting to exclude
Japanese products as are textile manufacturers.

During the period 1945 to 1950, our economic aid grants to Japan
totaled $1,505 million and was primarily intended to rehabilitate the
economy of Japan as a bulwark against Communist aggression. Even
so, Japan is desperately short of capital to carry out manufacturing.
Consequently, she must depend upon exports of crude materials, the
most important of which are fishery products, to sustain her economy.
Otherwise, in the face of certain starvation, she must trade with China
contrary to our desires, since the only market of consequence for tuna
lies in the United States.

Having spent over $1% billion and gained tremendous good will in
Japan, you are now asked by the 5,000 or so tuna fishermen of the
west coast to adopt a new policy, which if followed consistently might
lead to pushing Japan and her 83,000,000 people into the Russian
trade orbit.

If this is the desire of the Congress our next problem will be the
defense of the Western Hemisphere where, again, a serious blow will
have been made against our southern neighbors.

Senator MILLIKIN. You posed a main problem there. You are
making the argument a sort of black-and-white argument, and with
10,000 shades m between, but you are posing the main proposition,
Shall we undertake to underwrite the economy of Japan to keep her
from falling into the Communist orbit? That is something that has
to be given a lot of thought.

Mr. HALL. Sir, I submit it is a little more subtle than that. At the
present time I believe that we have gained a tremendous friendship in

The second thing is that we wish to have Japan as our western ally.
Senator MILLIKIN. That is right.
Mr. HALL. In the Pacific. Knowing the psychology of the Japanese,

they are a very proud people, and they wish to stand on their own two
feet.

In order to stand on those feet at the present time, they must
import from the United States many of the materials that they used
to get in China. To pay for those they have got to be able to ship
materials to the United States.

Senator MILLIKIN. I come back to my original proposition that your
argument, carried perhaps to its extreme, is that to keep Japan out
of the Russian orbit we may have to underwrite her whole economy.
And I do not believe that we are ready to do that, and I do not think
that we are ready to abandon Japan.

I think we will find our answer some place in between.
Mr. HALL. Given a good break, Japan will very soon be able to

stand on her own feet.
Senator MILLIKIN. I certainly hope so.
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Mr. HALL. We will have to help her.
Senator MILLIKIN. I would be the last person in the world to say

that having a peace treaty, which I suppose we will have pretty soon.
that we should thereupon abandon all interest in Japan. At the same
time, I want to suggest that the American people will not stand for a
complete underwriting of the Japanese economy no matter what form
it may take.

Mr. HALL. In short, the step you have been asked to take by a very
small special interest group is only the first on a path leading in the
opposite direction to what we have been following.

Finally, we wish to remind you that this bill was passed through the
House of Representatives with little thought as to the consequences
which we firmly believe merits a thorough and exhaustive study from
both the domestic and international aspects. The United States
Tariff Commission is eminently qualified and sufficiently staffed to
speedily determine whether 5,000 tuna fishermen have sustained
injury serious enough to warrant protection. If this is true, which
we doubt, the entire question is of great enough importance to be
placed before the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission created
specifically to look into this matter. Then, and only then, do we
think that legislative action is justified.

Senator MILLIKIN. Who are the members of this Inter-American
Tropical Tuna Commission?

Mr. HALL. I am not familiar with that, sir, for which I apologize.
Senator MILLIKIN. You are not recommending that we put our

fortunes in the hands of a commission that you do not know any-
thing about?

Mr. HALL. Well, I regret that, but that was the recommendation
of the board of trade.

Senator MILLIKIN. Those ghost writers will slip something in on
you.

Mr. HALL. They will slip something in that I do not know. How-
ever, I will have that information for you.

In summary, we protest the passage of H. R. 5693 upon the following
grounds:

1. The reversal of policy in considering tariff questions in the
Congress prior to complete and exhaustive studies will deluge the
Congress with similar proposals from other industries.

2. The imposition of trade barriers will directly affect at least
100,000 persons in New York and on American flag vessels.

Senator MILLIKIN. Probably the reason why we are not being
deluged-we have some requests all of the time-is because this par-
ticular subject is not covered by trade agreements. In other fields
many of them are covered by trade agreements, and where that is
true the normal course is to put it through the Tariff Commission for
escape-clause procedure.

Mr. HALL. 3. Trade costs, both international and national, will be
increased by reducing foreign trade.

4. A reduction in imports imposes further burdens upon American
taxpayers in supporting our allies.

5. Any questions altering trade procedures- in effect since 1934.
deserve the most careful scrutiny by the best talent available for the
specific problem.
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The CHAIRMAN. If there are no further questions, we thank you,
sir, for your appearance. And your exhibits will be incorporated into
the record at this point.

Mr. HALL. Thank you, sir.
(The exhibits referred to are as follows:)

SOURCE

Exhibits A, B, C, E, F from Statistical Abstract of the United States 1950,
r'nitid States Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census, tables cited.

Exhibit D from Pacific coast fisheries, 1949 annual summary CFS No. 653,
Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service.

Exhibit G, author's summation of data in exhibits B and F.
Exhibit H, the Wall Street Journal, volume No. 24, New York, January 29, 1952.

EXHIBIT A

TABLE 630.-Commerce of principal unitedd States ocean ports, 1948

[In thousands of short tons of 2,000 poundsal

New York Harbor.............---------............
Total, United States ..........------............

Import'

19, h78
68,078

Exports

10, 200
65. 404

Coastwise

Receipts Shipments

42, 238 8, 912
172,453 172,478

EXHIBIT B

TABLE 646.-Water-borne imports and exports

[In thousands of cargo tons of 2,240 poundal

Total

52, 860
60,193
60, 078

Imports

American Foreign

33,645 19. 215
36, 186 24, 007
(I) (I)

Total

110, 907
78, 850
64,1 4

Exports

American

54, 520
30, 805
(1)

Foreign

h6, 477
48, 045
(1)

i Not available.
EXHIBIT C

TABLE 645.-Estimated average monthly employment I on American-flag merchant
vessels

1946 ----------------------------------------------------------- 127, 175
1947 (Oct.) ----------------------------------------------------- 100, 000

Represents personnel employed on active steam and motor merchant vessels of 1,000 gross tons and over
engaged in deep-sea trades.

EXHIBIT D

CFS No. 653.-Annual summary

Washington Oregon California

1868 10,401
3, 419 6 39

1947........................
1948 - --.....................
1949 - -.....................

Fishermen:
On vesels...................................----------- 556
On boats and shore-----------.....................----------------................ 7. 397

I
----~-- - -~--
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Exmasrr E
Comparison of foreign commerce, Newo York versus United States

[In thousands of dolls

Exports Imports

Table No. 1022, New York, 1947------------..................................--.... 6,030,822 2,321. 584
Table No. 1020, total United Stats------------.............-------------.......--...--........------- 14,429, 747 , 756,333

ExarHrr F
TABLE No. 1020, 1947

[In thousands of dollars]

1947 1949

Exports Imports Exports Imports

Mexico-................................................. 20-, 8 246, 48 462,417 934,081
Guatemala -----------------..................-.......................... ------------------- 41,377 44,042 44,859 4,297
El Salvador-------------------...........................................----------- 28, 433 27, 468 25, 837 40.214
Honduras----- ........................................ 29,901 11,577 33,69 15, 217
Niaragu............................................. 17,403 8,903 15.708 6,697
Costa Rica............................................ 35,053 20, 03 26, 7 72,365
Panama ....................................-........... 172, 162 6, 710 116,740 II, 1190
Colombia---------............................................. 218, 931 205, 628 176, 875 241, 470
Ecuador ..............................................--------------------------------------- 39,96 18, 43 32,375 17,092
Peru..........................--------....................... -------------------------------- 91,561 41,701 86,172 40,257

Total........................................... 130471 631. 964 1,019,549 8 1,8
Japan..............-----------------------------.............................-----------... 0,075 35,403 467,519 81,966

Total ............................------------------------..........---..--------... 1.364,790 667,367 1,487,068 763,84
All countries........................................... 14,429,747 5,756,333 12,000,202 6,626,221

Source: Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census, Annual Reports, Foreign Commerce and Navi-
gation of the United States, and records.

EXHIBIT G

Exports Imports Expora Imports

Total dollars........-------------..........---...---...--------........----....... 14,429,747 5,756,333 12,000,202 6,26, 221
Total tons --------------..............---------................... ........ --------- 110,997 32,860 64,104 6,078
Dollars per ton..........................------------------------------------............... 130 109 187 96
Total commerce, dollars ............................... 2 0186,080 --........--- ............ 1 , 42
Total tons--------------......................---........-------...........-------- 163,857 ....---------..........--...... 133,182
Dollars per ton..........................-------------- ------.... 123 ....................... ------------ 40

ExHIBIT H

SOUTH AFRICA READIES NEW "AusTERITY" PLAN TO CHOP UNITED STATES
IMPORTS--BUSINESSMEN FEAR CUT As HIGH AS 75 PERCENT HALT IN CON-
SUMER GOODS BUYING FROM STATES

(By Betram A. Keene)

JOHANNESBUR.-Ameriecans who sell to South Africa are about to take a
drubbing.

Government orders to slash the buying of United States goods by perhaps as
much as 75 percent are expected by businessmen here. The cuts will be among
the steps South Africa plans to take to help relieve the economic crisis threatening
the pound sterling. They were mapped at the conference of British Common-
wealth finance ministers which ended in London last week.

Last year South Africa bought $250 million worth of goods from the United
States. It is understood here that the Government plans to try to equate im-
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ports and exports to the dollar area-using the gold production that used to cover
its dollar-trade deficit to bolster the sterling area s dwindling gold and dollar
reserves.

Since exports to the United States amounted to only $98 million last year a
cut of something like $150 million in imports in 1952 is indicated. Prospects for
the expansion of exports are limited.

NEws, WOBLD-WID---BRITAIN WILL GET $300 MILLION IN ECONOMIC AID
FROM THE UNITED STATES

The funds will come from the Mutual Security Act of 1951, which appropriated
$7,328 million for military and economic aid to United States allies, Mutual
Security Director W. Averell Harriman announced. Britain can spend the money
for "raw materials and components" up until July I. While the funds come from
the amount set aside by Congress for military assistance, Britain in turn will
apply an equivalent amount of sterling to its defense program.

Britain has asked for $600 million. Harriman said that without the $300
million grant, Britain would have been forced to reduce its defense program "by
more than twice as much."

The CHAIRMAN. Has Mr. Haddock come into the room?
(No response.)
The CHAIRMAN. We will next hear from Mr. Benjamin M. Ichiyasu.

Is he in the room?
(No response.)
The CHAIRMAN. Then we will insert in the record a letter from Mr.

Ichiyasu, which he sent in, presumably, in lieu of his personal appear-
ance. It consists of two pages with an exhibit attached to it, that will
be incorporated in the record at this point.

(The letter dated Oct. 16, 1951, from Benjamin M. Ichiyasu, is as
follows:)

TORRANCE, (ALIF., October 18, 1951.
Re H. R. 5693-To impose :-cent-per-pound duty on frozen and fresh tuna.
Senator WALTER UGEOROE,

Chairman, Senate Finance Commzttce,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR GEORGE: I urgently request that you prevent any congres-
sional action during this session on the ill-advised tuna legislation to impose a
stop-gap duty on imported frozen tuna. The H. R. 5693 rushed through the
House of Representatives on October 15, 1951 by representatives of a minute
segment of the tuna industry in California in complete disregard for the general
welfare of the American public is an extremely discriminatory legislation which, if
approved, will effectively nullify a great deal of the commendable task of demo-
cratizing Japan accomplished heretofore by the Department of State and the
American occupation forces under General MacArthur.

The proposed tuna legislation is a product of willful disregard of the best in-
terests of the American people by a segment of the tuna industry because of
reasons as follow:

1. It is diametrically contrary to the pronounced foreign policy of our Govern-
ment to revive and increase trade with friendly nations.

2. Passage of the legislation will ultimately burden the American people with
higher taxes needed to give financial grants to economically unstable friendly
nations.

3. Although the vast majority of the American public is entirely unaware of this
legislation, keen interest is evident in Japan to evaluate the democratic principles
and ideals proclaimed by our country as compared with its actual application in
the States.

4. Importation of fresh and frozen tuna is not the principal cause for the tem-
porary stagnation of the tuna industry.

5. The unwarranted 3-cent-per-pound duty on tuna will result in serious dis-
location of the entire national economy of Japan while it anticipates only theore-
tical and conjectual relief to less than 5,000 full-time American tuna fistermen.
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6. Discriminatory tariff barriers will kill the projected voluntary revision ofJapan's tuna export procedure designed to eliminate any cause for complaint byeven the most radical opponents of foreign tuna imports.
It is requested that you study the enclosed copy of my letter to Senator Nixon

of California which explains in further detail the Rituations mentioned in theabove paragraph.
It is my firm conviction that the leaders of the tuna industries of the principal

tuna producing countries must expend greater effort to familiarize their foreigncounterpart of business conditions of vital importance to t he healthy developmentof the world tuna industry. Problems affecting the well-being of the tuna inriup-
tries must be solved by conducting frank, open-minded exchange of ideas. and
through negotiation. Tariff restrictions on foreign products are justifiable as a
last resort only after concerted efforts to negotiate an amicable solution have
failed. In this respect, it is unfortunate that the delegates of the Japanese tuna
industry who took the initiative to visit this country in an effort to acquire abetter understanding of the problems confronting the American tuna industry
were given the proverbial "cold shoulder" by the American tuna industry.

I am personally well acquainted with a great many of the organizations and
individuals in the American tuna industry and am familiar with their varied
problems. Also, my assignment in Japan for over 2 years as head of the fishery
export department in the economic and scientific section of General MacArthur's
headquarters enables me to acquire a keen appreciation of the numerous possi-
bilities available for cooperation and goodwill between the tuna industries of the
two countries.

I request that my letter be incorporated in the committee record. I also wish
to present factual conditions before the hearing committee which will clarify the
entire tuna situation, and to submit a constructive plan of action that I am confi-
dent that it will be favored by the Senate Finance Committee and acceptable to
the American tuna industry.

Please inform me of the time and place the committee will conduct hearings on
the tuna legislation at which time I wish to elaborate in greater detail on the
complex tuna sit uation.

With sincere personal regards, I remain,
Very truly yours,

BENJAMIN M . ICHIYSI ,
First Lieutenant Infantry, Retired.

TORRANCE, CALIF., October 16, 1951.
Re legislation to impose 3-cent-per-pound duty on fresh and frozen tuna intro-

duced by Representative Camp and passed by the House of Representative,
on October 15, 1951

Senator RICHARD NIXON,
Senate Ofice Building, lashington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR NIXON: I urgently beseech you to reject the discriminatory
tuna legislation which was literally railroaded through the House of Representa-
tives by special interests in the tuna industry of California on the exaggerated
pretext, that importation of frozen and fresh tuna will destroy the American tuna
industry. The proposed legislation is diametrically contrary to the foreign policy
of our country and to the best interest of the general American public. Should
the true facts underlying the sordid attempt to use tuna imports as the principal
cause for the temporary stagnation of the American tuna industry is ever re-
vealed, real Americans who eat, sleep, talk, act, and cherish the fundamental
democratic principles on which our country is founded will be greatly horrified
at the ease in which it is possible for special interests to drum up sufficient noise
to force passage of legislation detrimental to the general welfare of the American
people.

Importation of frozen tuna from Peru and Japan is not the principal reason for
the temporary slack in the tuna industry. The main causes contributing to the
decrease in the sale of canned tuna can be stated as being due primarily to the

* cut-throat competition between dominant tuna canners in an attempt to expand
their own market and squeeze the smaller canners out of business, economic dis-
location due to national change-over from civilian to defense production, seasonal
slack years peculiar to the tuna industry, and lastly to tuna imports.

The American tuna industry enjoyed the benefits of a very profitable tuna
market in 1950.. This year the leading tuna canners (there are three dominant
tuna canners in the States) embarked in the distribution of its products into
sales territories services extensively by its competitors and smaller canners who
retaliated by meeting the lower prices and thus started a price war in the principal
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canned tuna markets in the States. Instead of increasing the volume of sales the
market was thrown into confusion due to various combinations of factors such as
the steady decline in price, domestic economic conditions, reclassification of
canned bonito previously considered as tuna, foreign imports, etc. Naturally
reluctant to accept any responsibility for the decline in the sale of canned tuna,
the leading tuna companies use tuna imports as a con\ enient scape-goat to absolve
themselves in the eyes of the tuna fishermen and boatowners.

Due to financial limitations, the tuna boatowners and fishermen' organizations
are restricted in their efforts to conduct a thorough survey of actual market condi-
tions prevailing in important canned tuna distribution areas and must rely on
Government statistics of a general nature and piece-mgal information the local
tuna canning firms may condescend to release. Based on meager data culled
from general statistics ard reports of an alarming nature obtained from local
canners, the local tuna fishermen have been goaded into belie ing that tuna imports
from Japan are the dreaded Frankenstein about to descend upon them al any
moment to snuff out their livelihood. As a result they are the chief unwitting
supporters of the bill to impose duty on frozen tuna.

Under circumstances wherein the chief supporters of the legislation cannot
venture even a wild guess as to what percentage of the decline in the tuna sales
can be attributed to tuna imports. Congress must not take any legislative action
during this ses ,ion, stopgap or otherwise, until detailed investigation proves beyond
a reasonable doubt that importation of tuna actually threatens the existence of
the domestic industry. The Senate should return the highly discriminatory bill
to the House with instructions to conduct a detailed survey of actual conditions
of not only the production end but the more important canned tuna distribution
centers in order to obtain a true picture of the entire tuna industry. A more
complete study by the United States Tariff Comnmission and the Fish and Wildlife
Service will be available when Congress reconvenes in January at, which time
Congress will le better equipped to initiate a judicious decision. Any action
taken before this matter is given thorough investigation will be a catastrophic
mistake for which the American people will be forced to nay higher taxes to support
economically unstable friendly nations and higher food prices for years to come.

The actual quantity of frozen tuna imported into the States by foreign countries
is considerably less than is indicated by the Fish and Wildlife Service of the De-
partment of the Interior since tuna caught by American fishermen on American
vessels and transshipped into the States from Central and South America is classi-
fled for recording convenience as an importation. An increasing number of Amer-
ican fishing vessels utilize the transshipment method to deliver their fish to the
canneries. Contrary to the greatly overinflated pronavanda estimates such as a
flood of over 90 million pounds of foreign tuna claimed to lie inundating t he domes-
tic industry, the official Fish and Wildlife statistics as of July of this year show
only 31 million pounds imported which is only 15 percent of the domr-stic produc-
tion. Included in this figure are the sizable shipments of tuna caught off the
Central and South American waters by American fishermen. Naturally, the
chief supporters of the tuna legislation do not mention these facts. Also, contrary
to widespread propaganda denouncing the importation of cheap Japanese tuna
the American canners actually pay a higher price for Japanese tuna t han for locally
caught tuna. The American canners do not divulge the prices they pay for im-
ported tuna and do not want the American fishermen to know that they pay from
$30 to $50 per ton more for Japanese tuna than they do for the local product. I
will be happy at any time to produce incontestible evidence confirming this fact.

If the elected representative. of the Americar. people dilute their prime duty
as an American and condone the prac ice of approving legislation detrimental to
the best interest of the entire country whenever a sit all segment conducts a canm-
paign for enhancement of their own special interests, the fundamental principles
upon which our country is founded will become a mockery. If such conditions
prevail in the United States, sooner than the American people believe, the demo-
cratic ideals and principles our leaders are preaching to other countries will fall
on cynical ears. The Soviets certainly do not practice what they preach. The
overwhelming majority of the American people have no desire to ,imitate the very
practices for which we condemn the C'ommulit.,.

I request that you as an American leader with great wisdom dedicated to the
noble task of safeguarding the democratic principles of our country, vote against
this discriminatory tuna legislation and recommend further investigation of the
matter by appropriate government agencies.

With sincere personal regards, I remain,
Very truly yours,

BENJAMINt M. ICHIYASr ',First Lieutenant, Infantry, Retired.
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The CHAIRMAN. We will next hear from Mr. Baar.
You may have a seat, and please identify yourself for the record.

STATEMENT OF EMIL N. BAAR, BAAR-BENNETT & FULLEN, NEW
YORK, N. Y.

Mr. BAAR. My name is Emil N. Baar. I have no prepared state-
ment. I am going to discuss this matter from notes.

I represent the Council on Tuna Exports of Tokyo and Japan, a
nonprofit organization.

In so doing, sirs, I fully appreciate the extreme delicacy of the obli-
gation I have undertaken in urging before this committee opposition
to the pending bill by interests of aliens whose home country, tech-
nically, is still at war with my own country.

This is even more high lighted by the fact that the subject of the
measure seems to be of great importance to the citizens of our own
country, whether they are for or against its passage.

J propose, with the permission and indulgence of this committee,
to carry out this obligation to the best of my ability.

May I take this opportunity to express, also, my personal apprecia-
tion of your willingness to hear briefly the alien side of this question
by which act this committee illustrates so well the American tradition
and spirit of fair play.

Since the almost complete elimination of the Japanese silk industry
by the discovery and the wide manufacture and use of nylon and
associated products, the chief natural resource of Japan has been its
fisheries, and tuna has been the chief species of its export trade.

In relation to Japan's export business with the United States, the
amount of the tuna export business is small, but it produces a most
important contribution to and support for a stable economy within
that country, since from that industry there is a greater return in
terms of retained dollars than results from its other exports which
are based on materials imported into Japan, manufactured, and
then reexported.

Permit me to record that the total export of frozen tuna, tuna
packed in brine and in oil, f. o. b. Japan, during 1950, was $13,000,000,
and in 1951 just under $9,000,000.

The CHAIRMAN. Is that for the full year, or 11 months?
Mr. BAAR. No; that is an estimate. It is 11 months definite and

the 12 months is estimated. That is an estimated figure for the
full year.

The CHAIRMAN. The full year?
Mr. BAAR. Yes.
Senator MILLIKIN. Is that the landed price?
Mr. BAAR. That is f. o. b., Japan; yes, sir.
The latest available figure of United States consumption of tuna

is for the year 1949, and that indicates that the United States con-
sumption m that year was $155,000,000, or about that figure, and
from everything that we have heard it is expanding rather rapidly.

We are concerned here with frozen tuna. Although Japan exports
several species of frozen tuna to this country, the one which pre-
dominates is albacore. Japan does not use albacore for domestic
consumption. That is the albacore, which is the white-meat tuna.
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It uses the other species which are known as light-meat tuna, although
they are actually domestically in Japan called the dark-meat tuna.

This country imports no appreciable amount of albacore from any
single country, other than Japan.

The following figures may be of interest, their source being the
statistics of the Ministry of Commerce of the Japanese Government.

In 1950, tuna landings in Japan were 153,247 tons. Of that amount,
32,630 tons was albacore. And of that amount, 6,470 tons was
exported to the United States, at an average price-this is the average
price throughout the year-of $405 a ton. That is the price landed
here, making a total of $2,620,000 in that year.

In 1951, we have the figures for 11 months definite and 1 month
estimated. The total landings of tuna in Japan were 178,400 tons,
of which 33,000 was albacore, 14,473 tons exported to the United
States, at an average price landed here of $355 a ton, making a total
of $5,137,000 in that year.

Senator MILLIKIN. Are you prepared to tell us what percentage of
our whole domestic market is occupied by the Japanese export of
tuna?

Mr. BAAR. Well, sir, I have given you a figure for 1949 indicating
$155,000,000 market here in that year.

Senator MILLIKIN. Is that the consumer level?
Mr. BAAR. That is the consumer level. That is the last figure

available. Those are from one of our Government bureaus.
The CHAIRMAN. Since then the consumption has gone up?
Mr. BAAR. I am informed, sir, that it has gone up. I understand

today the best statistical data available indicates that. Anything I
might say would be a guess, and I would hesitate to state.

Senator MILLIKIN. Your exports have increased also during these
last couple of years?

Mr. BAAR. Yes. The exports of albacore, that is, frozen albacore
brought in, in 1951, was 14,400 tons as compared with 6,470 the year
before.

Senator MILLIKIN. Can you give us the comparative figure, say,
with 1939?

Mr. BAAR. I may be able to give that to you, sir.
Senator MILLIKIN. You see what I am driving at?
Mr. BAAR. I think so. I have a figure here for 1937.
In that year 5,387 tons of albacore came into the United States

from Japan.
Senator MILLIKIN. Representing what percentage of the whole

market here, would you say?Mr. BAAR. That I do not know.
During the existence of the trade agreement with Mexico, Japan,along with all other fish-exporting countries, enjoyed a tariff conces-

sion which made the duty 22.5 percent ad valorem on tuna packed
in oil.

Upon the termination of the Mexican agreement on January 1,1951, the restoration of the statutory duty of 45 percent effectively
prevented the exportation from Japan of that commodity upon any
profitable basis.

There remained to that country the exportation of tuna packed in
brine and frozen tuna. And it is this latter product now duty free
which is the subject here, of course, under consideration.
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Senator MILLIKIN. Can you give me the same kind of comparative
figures that I requested a moment ago as to the tuna packed in brine,the last year, say, as against 1939?

Mr. BAAR. I think I can give you that; yes, sir.
Senator MILLIKIN. There was not any tuna packed in brine to

speak of back in 1939, was there?
Mr. BAAR. Not in 1939. The curious thing about that entire

picture is that originally the tuna industry as it was founded in this
country, the original pack, was in brine. That was back in the early
part of the century, I think around 1906 or 1907. It did not take hold.

Then tuna came in from foreign countries. And in 1932 a sample
shipment was sent here from Japan which did not take hold. There
has never been any real market in the sense of tuna in oil for tuna in
brine until the door was shut on tuna in oil. Then in 1951, the door
having been closed on tuna in oil, the tuna in brine exports rose very
substantially.

Senator MILLIKIN. Then I would like to say to our technician that
I would like to see the figure for the first year that they comwaenced
to come in here in quantity.

Mr. BAAR. I have here the report of January 9, 1952, of the Fish
and Wildlife Service which tells us that in 1948, 13,000 pounds of
tuna in brine came in; in 1949, 79,000 pounds came in. That was
one-tenth of 1 percent of the total available supply for domestic
consumption.

In 1950, 381,000 pounds, or two-tenths of 1 percent of the total
available for consumption.

And then in 1951-and this is an estimated figure, but even if it
errs a few points up and down, I do not think it will make any differ-
ence-9,000,000 pounds came in, 5.3 of the total available supply for
domestic consumption.

Senator MILLIKIN. Thank you.
Mr. BAAR. As I said a moment ago, there remained to that country

the exportation of tuna in brine and frozen tuna. That was when the
tuna in oil duty went to 45 percent. That is what we are concerned
with here.

Tuna in brine is now dutiable under a tariff concession agreement
with Iceland at 12.5 percent ad valorem, but that item is now before
the United States Tariff Commission upon an application which, if
successful, will increase that duty by 100 percent to the statutory
rate at 25 percent ad valorem.

There is, also, pending in the Congress a bill making all imported
canned fish including tuna, dutiable at 45 percent.

The combination of the Tariff Commission proceedings and these
pending bills if ultimately effective as law would create such an im-
penetrable tariff barrier as to bring about the almost complete destruc-
tion of the Japanese export trade in tuna, the importance of which to
Japan, I have already pointed out.

Furthermore, the result of such a tariff structure not only on some
of our neighboring nations, but also on the canning industry located in
this country, in areas other than on the west coast, the latter of whom
are wholly dependent for their operation on the imports of frozen
tuna, is something, we believe, that is worthy of serious consideration.

Now reverting to albacore, may I point out something that has
been said here a number of times, that there is a limited world supply.
And it is of all of these species of tuna the most elusive.
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It now constitutes about 85 percent of the frozen tuna imported from
Japan. It is the choice white-meat tuna so highly sought by the
packer here for his consumer trade.

I would like to point out, with all of the emphasis at my command,
that at no time, except for a period of 1 month in 1948, did the Japa-
nese albacore ever sell at a price below that of the domestic catch of the
frozen tuna supplied to the canner here by the domestic fishery. Yet
the American canner has been a consistent and persistent buyer of
Japanese frozen tuna and is even buying it today.

Senator MILLIKIN. Let me ask you this: If it had not been for
those imports, would you say that the price would not have increased?
You have said that he never sold for less.

Mr. BAAR. That is right.
Senator MILLIKIN. In the market, but had that element in the

market not been present, would not the product have sold for more?
Mr. BAAR. You mean the domestic product?
Senator MILLIKIN. Yes.
Mr. BAAR. Probably so; yes, sir. As has been said, the law of

supply and demand, if it was still a scarcer product, of course, it would
narrow the amount of the product as compared with the market and it
would go up in price.

It must be obvious, therefore, that there is a need and a demand for
the imported Japanese albacore to supplement the domestic catch.
I emphasize that, because we do not think in terms of supplanting the
domestic catch, but rather supplementing it where it is lacking.

Senator MILLIKIN. If I may interrupt again, the relation of imports
of fresh and frozen tuna to the total problem here in 1939 was 8.5: in
1951 it was 23.4. That is a pretty good progression.

Mr. BAAR. Yes, sir.
Senator MILLIKIN. You do not want to supplant the market, but

if that rate of progression continues you will supplant it.
Where is the fair place to stop?
Mr. BAAR. Well, sir, that is one of the imponderables here. I will

say that to you very frankly. I think the only thing we can do, as I
continue with my discussion, is to point out the relationship to the
Japanese economy-the only thing that we can do here from our
point of view is to take all of these things and on balance determine
what is the policy that we must pursue.

I do not feel that I am qualified to give you, Senator Millikin, an
answer that would satisfy you. It certainly would not satisfy me on
that. It is something that requires thought.

Senator MILLIKIN. It is a difficult problem.
Mr. BAAR. Yes. .
Senator MILLIKIN. I think I have given you enough statistics, and

you have given us enough, so that there will be a supplanting, if there
is not a halt some place.

I think the Japanese themselves would concede that there is a
point of fairness where it should not be supplanting foreign markets.

Mr. BAAR. In a current New York play it states that there is a
point of no return. That is true, sir.

The only thing that f*e can think of or add to a possible answer to
the problem, that is, a partial answer, is the very definite increase in
consumption of domestic consumption of tuna. It has got a big andexpanding market. It is growing all of the time.

947541--2---21
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Senator MILLIKIN. That really does not answer, though, the
proportion.

Mr. BAAR. No, sir. I said it is only a partial, that it might be only
a partial answer.

Senator MILLuIN. That is right.
Mr. BAAR. In such circumstances as I have described is it probable

that the plight of the fishermen of the Northwest, so vividly described
a day ago by their representative, or of those of the southern California
area, that it is the outgrowth of the importation of albacore from
Japan, or solely ascribable to that situation as has been attempted to
be portrayed here? Is it not more likely that important causes may
be found elsewhere?

I do not give them dogmatically, but I suggest the possible causes:
"Perhaps, in part, it is due to the deep differences between the industry
itself as it is being conducted within our own shores as we have heard
discussed this morning.

Aside from this, however, not so long ago we had a thriving and
expanding industry, attractive returns on invested capital, and, like-
wise, remunerative to the labor employed. So much so that more and
more of both were attracted to the field, with the inevitable result
that in due time the industry was overloaded or, as the term has been
used here, overboated. A fleet with a potential carrying capacity of
300,000 tons per annum, vis-k-vis a potential domestic consumption of
200,000 tons per amnnum.

And in this respect I would like to present a statement made by
Dr. Richard Van Cleve, the director of the school of fisheries at the
University of Washington, representing the Pacific Coast Fish Pro=
ducers Institute before the United States Tariff Commission hearings
just a few days ago.

He presents a table at page 3 of his statement presented there and
makes this comment on it:

The table indicates that the number of fishing vessels in the entire United
States increaed by 98 percent over the 11-year period.

It is the period 1940 to 1950.
While over the same period the number of vessels operating along the Pacific

coast increased approximately 2.2 times.
Or approximately 220 percent.
I wonder whether I might divert for just a moment from my main

presentation.
Senator MILLIKIN. We cannot sink those boats. That presents

quite a problem.
Mr. BAAR. I do not think that we wgnt to.
Senator MILLIxIN. And I may point out that your own Japanese

exports to this country have increased in even larger percentage.
Mr. BAAR. Well, sir, I would suggest that I was going to divert

from the main part of the subject to give you some figures on the
Japanese tuna fleet which have been given me from statistics of the
Ministry of Commerce of the Japanese Government.

There were in 1950 and 1951-there has been no change in the
2 years for the reason that I shall point out to you in a moment-
893 boats, with a tonnage from 50 to under 200 tons. There are only
four boats that have a tonnage in excess of 200 tons. They have a
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total of 1,995 fishing boats of all kinds, with a gross tonnage of 108,692
tons.

And under the governmental regulations now existing and now in
force there, shipbuilding is prohibited. Any additions to the fleet
are prohibited except for the replacement of wrecked or aged, crippled
boats.

Senator MILLIKIN. This country helped to rebuild that fleet, did
it not?

Mr. BAAn. Yes, we did. That is the answer to it, we helped.
Coming back to our own picture here and the picture on the west

coast as described by Professor Van Cleve, the practice arose of the
boats going out in rotation.

There are additional factors present in 1951 that went beyond these
normal things, the normal developments of the industry.

There was a strike in the beginning of 1951 that lasted for 3 months.
In one instance there was an internal management strife of some kind
which laid up 41 boats for a considerable length of time, while other
boats were out fishing.

But other than the strike conditions the situation that developed,
this is as we see it, was not unusual for any expanding industry
suffering from growing pains. This has happened in other industries
in this country andwill continue to do so, but these are not circum-
stances on which we believe we may predicate or resort to the pro-
tective umbrella of a tariff. If so, as has been said previously, we
must visualize that the Government will be completely inundated
with similar efforts by all manner of industries and all classes of
minority groups therein, seeking special treatment.

Under these circumstances we suggest, might not the wiser course
be to study the question as a whole problem; rather than make it a
piecemeal patchwork affair between the Tariff Commission and the
several bills, at least two that are pending here in the Congress?

We pose the further question as to whether it is wise to provide a
provisional remedy, when there is so much doubt as to what the
remedy if any, should be.

Should we not have a real good look before we leap, in view of the
inherent intricacies of the industry itself with its many facets?

Is it not likely that the provisional remedy will become a perma-
nent one, even though it should be ascertained ultimately to be un-
necessary or proper or should be changed? Because, I think we know
from our practical viewpoint that it is inevitable that rights once
fixed, even though by temporary measure, are most difficult to dis-
lod e.

Swe say in conclusion, for the Japanese end of this problem, so
far as they are concerned, they join with us in the desire to rebuild
their economy, among other things through the fishing industry,their prime natural resource today, but what is most important from
their viewpoint, they ask the opportunity to accomplish this by work-
ing for it rather than dependence on bounty. This should certainly
commend itself to the consideration of this committee.

I want to conclude by thanking the committee again for this oppor-
tunity to present that viewpoint.

Senator MILLIKIN. You agree that the 3-cent tariff proposed would
have an exclusionary effect, do you?
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Mr. BAAR. Senator Millikin, from the information that I have
received-and I made some inquiries even at the noon recess because
of the questions that you asked this morning-I can tell you that from
the best information that I have now-and I am going to check it
further-it will be an exclusionary measure, sir. They will not fish
for the albacore.

Senator MILLIKIN. If you have anything figured on that it would
be a service to the committee to give it to us, I suggest.

Mr. BAAR. I think I will be able to submit a memorandum, sir,
which will show that with the $60 per ton mounted on the other costs
it will make it unprofitable for the Japanese to fish for the albacore.

The CHAIRMAN. We will be very glad to have you furnish that, if
you will.

Mr. BAAR. I think I can demonstrate that.
The CHAIRMAN. As I say, we will be very glad to have you furnish

it for the record.
Mr. BAAR. Yes, sir.
(The information referred to follows:)

ExCLUSIONARY EFFECT OF 3 CENTS PER POUND DUTY ON FROEEN TUNA AS
PROPOSzD BY H. R. 5693

The following general facts with reference to the tuna fishing industry should
be noted:

The albacore is a cold-water fish whose habitat is in waters of approximately
190 C. Skipjack abide in waters 21° to 220 C., and yellow fin in wa ters 27 ° to 3 1 C.

The American albacore catch is a one-season per annum (summer) operation,
whereas the Japanese have two seasons, a summer and winter catch. The summer
season ranges from May to July, the fishing grounds are close to the shores of
Japan, and the catch consists of about 85 percent skipjack and yellowfin, and 15
percent albacore. The winter season is from November to March, when a differ-
ent type of gear is used, to wit: long-line fishing; the fisheries are west of the Mid-
way Islands area inside the 180 ° east longitude on a line running south from the
40. north latitude parallel to and ending at the 20 north latitude parallel. At
this season, the catch is about 70 percent albacore as against the 15 percent catch
of this type in the summer season.

The following industrial factors in Japanese tuna fishing (typical of the summer
season) should be taken into consideration in order to ascertain the effect of a
United States tariff levy:
Size of vessel (best standard type)-.....--------------------
Average crew....- - - - - - -.. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - -
Average voyage.........---- ---------------------------
Average number of voyages per month.....-----...-------------
Average cruising length of voyage---....---......-----------------
Average catch per voyage, 15 tons---......-------------------

Price per ton ex vessel Japan:
Albaore, May June and July 1951 average ----------
Skipjack, etc., May, June, July, and August 1951 average

100 to 150 tons.
50.
7 days.

1,000 miles.
2 tons albacore,

13 tons skip-
jack, etc.

$165.
$152.

Vessel operation as between owner and crew is somewhat similar to that of the
west coast fishing fleet since the crew is dependent on the size of the catch and
shares in its proceeds or monetary value. Under the standard arrangement, the
crew takes 55 percent of the net avails, and the vessel owner 45 percent, after de-
ducting from the gross receipts the following expenses in amounts approximately
as indi

Fuel a
Ice---
Bait.-
Food.
Gear a

cated: yes

" 40, 000nd lubricating oil-----....------------------------------------ 0, 000
----------------------------- ----------------- 400,000

--------- ----------------------------- 50,000
--...--- ---------------------------- ------------------------ 10,000

nd miscellaneous---......----------------------------------------10,000

Total--.......------------------------------------.... 520,000
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Taking the exchange value of the yen at 350 to the dollar, and the average de-
ductible expense per voyage at 500,000 yen, the contract deductible expense would
be about $1,400 per voyage, or $4,200 per month.

DUTY FREE EARNINGS

Using the foregoing as a basis for calculation on a per month basis, the gross
receipts per month of the vessel's operations in the summer season would be:
Skipjack, etc., 39 (tons)X$152.....................----------------------------------............. $5, 928
Albacore, 6 (tons) X $165------------------------------------------990

Total....-------------------------------------------------- 6, 918
Using the sum of $7,000 as the total gross receipts per month and $4,200 as the

average contract deductions per month, there is left for division between the crew
and the owner of the vessel $2,800. Of this sum the crew's take is $1,540 per
month, and the owner's is the balance, to wit: $1,260 per month.

Dividing the crew's share of $1,540 by 50, the average number in the crew, each
crew member earns approximately $31 per month.

EFFECT OF DUTY

If the 3-cent-per-pound duty is imposed, all of the foregoing factors with refer-
ence to skipjack and deductions by agreement will remain the same. However,
the net avails from the sale of the albacore ex vessel will be reduced by 6 times $60
per ton, or $360. The resulting figures will then be as follows:
Skipjack, etc., receipts, 39 tons times $152.._.............. $5, 928. 00
Albacore receipts, 6 tons times $105 ($165-$60 duty)...----------......... 630. 00

Total ..----------------------------------------------- 6, 558. 00
Deductions---------------------------------- ............... -------------- 4, 200. 00

Leaving for division between the crew and the vessel owner._ 2, 350. 00
55 percent of $2,350....................................----------------------------------------- 1,292. 50

Dividing the $1,292.50 among the 50 members of the crew, there is a net for
each one of approximately $26 per month.

It is to be noted that the earnings of the individual members of the crew are $5
less per month, or a difference of about 20 percent.

It is to be noted further that the same factors of decreased earnings apply to
the vessel's owner, as he must stand his share; to wit, 45 percent of the 3-cent-per-
pound tariff, as well as pay for insurance, bonus to the captain of the vessel,depreciation, repairs, etc. I

The conclusion is inevitable that the incentive to both the vessel owner and the
fisherman is gone. The only reason that he seeks the albacore is because it com-
mands a higher price and hence gives him increased earnings. For domestic
purposes within Japan, the albacore does not have the same value; for although
some albacore is sold, the predominating type used among the Japanese is skip-
jack and yellowfin, the light meat tuna. The fact of the matter is that within
Japan, albacore, the white meat tuna, has a lesser value than skipjack, yellowfin,etc.

It will be readily seen, therefore, as already stated, that the Japanese fisherman
and vessel owner will have no reason to enter into the more difficult, rigorous,
and arduous task of a more elusive albacore catch at less wages to him. The
matter of a duty is of prime importance to the Japanese vessel owner and fisher-
man. It is upon their operations only that the burden of the duty will fall in the
natural sequence of commerce relating to merchandising frozen tuna.

The exclusionary effect of the 3-cent tariff is even more demonstrable whenone considers the alternative of the Japanese fisherman to seeking an albacore
catch. As stated above, he will then devote his attention and skill solely toskipjack and'yellowfin. Under such circumstances, his earnings will then be:
Reelpts, 45 tons at $152 per ton--------------------------------......... $6, 740
Contract deductions------------------------------------------- 4,200

Leaving for division between the crew and the vessel owner ------ 2, 540

C 'aahare, 55 percent of $2,540--------------------------------.... 1,400Which divided among the 50 members of the crew nets for each one of them. ' 28
s Per month.



320 TUNA IMPORTS

Thus, it is evident that he will earn more by ignoring the dutiable albacore.
As stated previously, all of the foregoing calculations have been based on thesummer season when the albacore is only about 15 percent of the catch. Thesituation would, of course, be ever so much worse in the winter season when the

albacore is almost 70 percent of the catch.
Senator MILLIKIN. Where is your office?
Mr. BAAR. In New York, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any other questions? If not, we thank

you, sir.
Mr. BAAR. Thank you, sir.
Senator MORSE. Mlay I make a very brief statement, because I

have a 4 o'clock meeting?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes, Senator Morse.

STATEMENT OF HON. WAYNE MORSE, UNITED STATES SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF OREGON

Senator MIORSE. I would like to say, Mfr. Chairman, that I propose
to make a statement that I always like to have 'embers of the
Senate make when they come before any committee of which I am
a member, when they know as little about a complicated problem
as I know about this one.

I always marvel at the advocacy of some of my Senate colleagues
when they appear before committees of which I am a member when
they do not have the job of the members of the committee in really
coming forward with a final report on the merits of the issue.
When I was before you the other day you very kindly asked me

if I had a statement to make. I told you I had come first to find out
what the facts are about this tuna-fish problem.

I want to say very frankly to the committee that when representa-
tions were first made to me on this issue, I thought it was one of these
issues that was either black or white, but I soon discovered that it
represents a conflict of interests in my State. I am going to have
something very briefly to say about that in a moment, but, first, I
want the conmnittee to know the general thesis from which, or, on
the basis of which I seek to approach all problems such as this one
and, that is, I think the time has come when we must place uppermost
in the handling of congressional legislative issues the national self-
interest of this country.

I think that is particularly true in the field of international eco-
nomics. What is best for the economic interest of this country
should be our guiding policy. If we do not protect that interest, I
do not think we have much of a chance in the critical years ahead
to do the job in the field of international policy that we need to do
in order to win a permanent peace.

The committee may think that is a pretty remote premise from
which to approach this problem, but I respectfully submit that to
my thinking it is a very direct approach.
I follow it, for example, in connection with this whole wmiblem

of economic aid to which. the Senator from Colorado i directing some
of his penetrating questions this afternoon.

I think we should pay pretty close attention to national self-
interest in the econonuc field, in connection with any foreign eco-
nomic program of our country in the years ahead, if we are going to
protect the best defense weapon which we have, which is our eoesnmy.
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So I say very frankly, when this tuna-fish matter was first pre-

sented to me I thought it was a pretty clear case where we ought to
proceed to protect the tuna fisherman. I may end up voting for that
protection if that is the recommendation of this committee when
you bring in your report, because I think you are entitled to the
benefit of a strong presumption, so far as the burden of proof is
concerned on the floor of the Senate, on this issue.

I told you a moment ago that there apparently is an economic
conflict of interests in my State over this issue.

I am going to ask permission as I close in a moment to have placed
in the record the representations that I have recefred, for example,
from the fishermen, on .the one hand, and the workers in the canneries
in my State, on the other. It shows you the kind of economic conflict
you have among the workers over this issue. You will find a similar
c onflict, I think, among economic groups outside of the field of the
workers as represented by the canneries on the west coast.

As you know, some of the representatives of the canneries of my
State seem to think that this bill would work a great hardship on the
canneIries.

I want to say to the members of the committee that to my way of
thinking the most pertinent point that I have heard discussed in this
hearing was discussed a few minutes ago in a colloquy with a witness
and the Senator from Colorado, Mr. Millikin. It involves this matter
of finding a balance between imports, on the one hand, and protecting
our own domestic economic enterprises in a way that will best protect
our national self-interest.

There is some material, I understand, already in the record that
deals with this tuna problem by approaching it from the standpoint of
considering some quota on imports, and then over and above the quota
it is proposed to impose a tariff such, as is provided in the bill under
discussion.

I am not expert enough to pass a value judgment on that, but I shall
follow the transcript of this hearing which I have asked be sent to my
office so that I can read it in its entirety. I shall follow your report
on that proposal very carefully. If a quota plan can be shown to be a
fair adjustment of this problem I shall support it.

I think my present attitude can be summarized as follows, Mr.
Chairman and members of the commit tee, that what I want to support
when I come to vote-and no one at this hour knows how I will vote
because I do not lukow myself-is a program that will best protect the
economic self-interest of this country.

If it means some sacrifice on t he part of some canneries, even though
they are in my State, then in- the interests of the economic self-interest
of our country, they will have to make the sacrifice.

If, on the other hand, the evidence shows that some sacrifice is
going to have to be made by a group of workers, then they should be
expected to make it. However, I should think it might be worked out
in a manner that will not place any undue burden on either group.

I want to say to the committee that I am completely satisfied on the
basis of the thoroughness of this hearing that I am going to have a
record on which I can cast what I shall be satisfied will be an intelligent
vote.

But I want the representatives of both sides in the room, each of
which has importuned me to make a statement here this afternoon
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to know that my final vote will be determined by what I think the
evidence presented at this hearing will support. Once I found that a
conflict of interests within my State existed on this issue I told both
sides I was not going to go before this committee as an advocate of
one side or another until I knew the merits of the issue. As a lawyer
I never argue for a proposition until I know the evidence that supports
it. I told them I would be willing to tell you what the major thesis is
that I intend to follow in casting my final vote, and I think it is then
up to those making the record to show this committee that the evidence
supports their contentions. I am satisfied that the committee makes
the same approach to these problems by voting for or against a bill
on the evidence presented at a hearing such as this to the end of
protecting the national economic self-interest of this country.

I ask your consent, Mr. Chairman, to insert in the record, because I
want to be fair to those who have importuned me both ways on this
issue, the representations that they have made to me as to why they
think I should vote for, on the one hand, and against, on the other hand
the proposed tariff on tuna.

The CHAIRMAN. You may place in the record, Senator Morse, such
statements as you wish.

Senator MORSE. Thank you.
(The letters are as follows:)

COLUMsIA RIVER CANNERY & ALLIED WORKERS,
LOCAL INDUSTRIAL UNION 1747,

Astoria, Oreg., January 10, 1968.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,

Senate Ofice Building, Washington, D. C.
DEAR SENATOR MORSE: In view of the fact this present Congress may consider

the imposition of a 3-cents-per-pound duty on fresh and frozen imports of tuna,
this local would like to state briefly our ideas, for your information.

We can understand the action taken by the American fishermen in regard to
the canned imports of tuna to this country. We are behind them 100 percent, in
this respect.

However, we differ with them in regard to the imports of frozen tuna, such
fish being processed by American labor at American wage rates. Should the duty
be imposed, and should American canners consider the increase prohibitive, then
that fish would stay in a foreign country, be processed by foreign labor at foreign
wage rates, imported to this country as a finished product, and still be sold on the
American market at a retail price lower than American processed tuna. This
might possibly happen, even with the proposed tariff on canned tuna. It must
also be remembered that the local catch of tuna is continually dwindling, in fact,
the local catch of tuna, in 1951, woulo not have provided much more than 1
month's canning oper ition for the Astoria canneries.

We would appreciate it, if you would give careful consideration to the proceed-
ings, as they are presented, for all interests concerned.

Astoria needs its canneries.
Very truly yours,

HARRY CHAMBERLIN, Secretary.

CoLUMBIA RIVER FISHERMEN'S PROTECTIVE UNION,
Astoria, Oreg., January e6, 1965.

Hon. WAYNE MORsE,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: We urge you to do everything possible to have the
Senate Finance Committee act favorably on H. R. 5693, establishing an interim
tariff on imports of fresh and frozen tuna until the effects of the imports on the
American fishing industry can be made a subject of thorough study.

Our union, representing gill netters from Astoria to The Dalles, is unanimously
on record an favor of such a tariff. We wish to point out that the Columnbia River
salmon industry is imperiled by these imports. Low tuna prices will force tuna
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fishermen into the salmon troll, bringing more pressure on the salmon industry,
in which we have already been forced to reduce fishing time on the Columbia by
a period of 3 months plus an additional 2 weeks just imposed upon us by the State
Fish Commission, as a conservation measure.

At the same time we wish to advise you that we are very interested--and for
the same reison-in securing an equalization on ad valorem tariffs on processed
tuna, in order to prevent evasion of the present 45 percent ad valorem on tuna
packed in oil. As a step toward securing this, we understand an application of
investigation has been made under section 7, trade agreements, Extension Act of
1951, and that a hearing on this is to begin in Washington this Week or next. We
trust you will support the application.

Some 78,547 cases of tuna packed in brine entered the United States during
October of last year alone from Japan. This brought the grand total of such im-
ports for the first 10 months of 1951 to 294,043 cases1 as compared to only 18,139
cases for all 12 months of 1950. This reflects the seriousness of this problem.

Fraternally yours,
ROBERT J. HICKS, Secretary.

INTERNATIONAL LONGSHOREMEN'S AND
WAREHOUSEMEN'S UNION, LOCAL 8,

Portland, Oreg., January 80, 1959.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,

Senate Ofice Building, Washington, I. C.
DEAR SENATOR MORSE: We are writing you in reference to H. R. 56Q3.

This bill, as you know, establishes an interim tariff pending a study of the United
States tuna industry to be embodied in a report to Congress.

It is evident that during the past year heavy imports of cheap Japanese tuna
have virtually halted the West Coast tuna industry. Many thousands of fisher-
men and cannery workers have been deprived of their livelihood.

This tuna is dumped in this country at a very cheap price due to the deplorable
conditions that Japanese fishermen work under. Until the Japanese fishermen
are able to create and maintain decent wages and conditions, their catches will
destroy union conditions in this count.y.

Senator Morse, we know you as a man who has always fought for the rights of
workers to organize for collective bargaining, thus maintaining decent conditions
of wages, hours, etc. We are now asking for your support of H. R. 6693.

Yours truly,
INTERNATIONAL LONGSHOREMEN'S AND

WAREHOUSEMEN'S UNION, LOCAL 8,
R. S. SMITH, Secretary.

INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MACIIINISTS,
MOUNT HOOD Lo GE No. 1005, AUTO MECHANICS,

Portland, Oreg., January 21, 1952.
Hon. W4YNE MORsE,

United States Senate, Washington, D. C.
DEAR SIRt: This lodge, assembled in regular meeting January 17, 1952, seriously

considered the condition of the tuna industry on the west coast.
Due to the fact that Japanese imported tuna is evading tariffs through loop-

holes in the law, thus allowing tuna canned with cheap labor and cheap distribu-
tion costs to displace labor in the United States, we are asking that you support
Mr. Camp's bill, H. R. 5693, to give temporary protection on frozen tuna imports.

This bill, having passed the House, is now pending before the Senate Finance
Committee.

We are also asking that we have similar help on canned tuna in brine. It is
things of this sort that are apt to upset our entire fishing economy on the west
coast.

Hoping that you can see your way clear to help us in these matters, we remain
Very truly yours,

MOUNT HOOD LODE No. 1005 INTERNATIONAL. ASSOCIATION
OF MACHINISTS,

By RALPH T. WHITLOCK, Financial Secretary.
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The CanRMAN. Senator Millikin, do you have any questions?
Senator MILLIKIN. No.
Senator MILLIKIN. Our next witness is James T. Ota, of the Orica

Trading Co., Los Angeles, Calif. You may have a seat, sir. And
will you identify yourself for the record.

STATEMENT OF JAMES T. OTA, GENERAL MANAGER, ORICA
TRADING CO., LOS ANGELES, CALIF.

Mr. OTA. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee I wish
to thank this committee for the opportunity to appear at this hearing.
My name is James T. Ota, an American citizen, and I am connected
with the Orica Trading Co., Los Angeles, Calif., as general manager.
We are one of the largest brokers importing frozen tuna for the
American canneries, from Japan. I have been in the fish business
since 1938, with the exception of the war years when I was an instructor
at the University of Colorado in the navy school of language, which
was part of the naval intellig ence program.

The proponents of this bill (H. R. 5693) have been informing the
general public through the medium of various forms of publicity that
the American tuna industry is on its way to ruination because of
alleged cheap imports of frozen tuna from Japan. As a result of their
action H. R. 5693 was passed on an erroneous assumption that frozen
Japanese albacore was being sold at a lower price then the domestic
product when the fact is to the contrary. Japanese frozen albacore
has never been sold in the United States at a price lower than the
domestic albacore with the exception of one time in 1948 during the
period of about 1 month. Let me repeat that statement-Japanese

zen albacore has never been sold in the United States at a price
lower than the domestic albacore with the exception of one time in
1948 during a period of about 1 month. The proponents of this bill
have been quoting the price of Japanese frozen albacore at the f. o. b.
Japan basis. They neglected to say that you must add from $80 to
$85 per ton (this is due to overtime that you might have) to this price
to get the price that the American canneries are paying for Japanese
frozen albacore, to compare with the equivalent American price.
The $80 to $85 per ton represents ocean freight, marine insurance,
customs brokerage, and dock-to-plant transportation and other
charges.

The price of frozen albacore f. o. b. Japan during 1951 varied from
a high of $340 to a low of $260 or from $425 to $345 per ton delivered
plant Pacific coast; while the domestic albacore ranged from a high
of $350 to a low of $250 per ton delivered.

Senator MILLIKIN. Which is the chief port of entry on the Pacific,
so far as Japanese albacore is concerned?

Mr. OTA. Well, I would say Los Angeles.
Senator MILLIKIN. Taking Los Angeles today, what is the price of

domestic albacore?
Mr. OTA. You cannot make any comparison, because on our side

here we only have one season that begins normally about the middle
of June and starts off the coast of Lower California. And as the
week progresses it proceeds northward.

Senator MILLIKIN. You do not have any imports at the present
time?
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Mr. OTA. No.
Senator MILIUKIN. Then take the last time that you did have

imports, what was the domestic price as distinguished from the price
for the Japanese article?

Mr. OTA. Senator Millikin, I would like to have you clarify that
statement. Is that the last time I had negotiation or business or is it
the start of the season?

Senator MILLIKIN. I am just trying to find out. I do not care
what it is. I want a fair date, so that I can compare the two prices
at Los Angeles.

Mr. OTA. About the time when the local domestic season started
I would say that the imported, on the landed basis, a comparable
basis, delivered plant, was about $360, compared with the opening
price of domestic albacore of $350 per ton.

Senator MILLIKIN. Would that generally prevail throughout the
season, that same relationship?

Mr. OTA. No. It widens, if anything, because after the first 2
weeks, after the opening of the season which was delayed, incidentally,
for about 5 weeks off the coast of Lower California-well, perhaps for
a period of about 10 days to 2 weeks, as I recall-it dropped from
the opening, the domestic price, from the opening price of $350-it
dropped to $325 for the domestic albacore. Then it dropped to $300
as a few more weeks progressed. I do not recall just exactly how
many days intervened there.

And it finally dropped to a low of $250 per ton.
During that time the Japanese or the imported albacore dropped

to a low of $340 to $345 as I explained in my third paragraph.
Senator MILLIKIN. Do you change the price on the Japanese product

as the price on the American product changes, or do you contract the
supply?

Mr. OTA. Sometimes we have contracts, and sometimes, you know
even after the domestic season starts we contract. Last year I
would say, as far as I am concerned, I made most of my contracts
as we went by, because after all, the canners were waiting to see just
how their own domestic catch will proceed. Ordinarily they would
not buy from any importer, from any country, whether Japan or
anywhere.

Senator M~ULKN. The point I understand is that you do not
undersell the domestic albacore, and sometimes you .charge more?

Mr. OTA. Yes; that is right.
Senator MILLIKIN. And is that just a phenomenon of the last year,

1951, or has that been the case?
Mr. OnT. It is a phenomenon of 1951. And it is very noticeable

due to the fact that the season, as I said, was delayed for about 5
weeks.

As I go on, in the latter pat of my testimony, you will understand,sir why I make that statement.
Senator MILUnN. Go ahead, then.
Mr. OTA. Thank you.
These figures have heretofore been conveyed to this committee in

my wire of October 16, 1951 in which I also requested that a hearing
be granted so that a full and complete presentation of the facts could
be made. I understand that many other firms and organizations
also sent their requests to this committee for such a hearing. True
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to the democratic principles of our Government, your committee has
granted this hearing. Several factors prompted the proponents of
this bill to urge its passage upon the House of Representatives. It
is no secret that the main proponent of this bill is the American
Tunaboat Association, whose members produce little or if any
albacore.

The working capital of the American tuna canners were tied up
because of high inventories, resulting in an unfortunate situation
which at times may occur in any business. Due to the need of capital
to meet their current operational costs, they were forced to turn
some of this inventory into cash. The only way to do this was to
quote a price lower than the prevailing market. This, in turn, caused
other canners to meet this price, or even to quote lower prices to
obtain business. This trend snowballed into a general price decline.

Albacore is one of the most unpredictable of all fish as far as catch
is concerned. No one knows from season to season, let alone during a
season, when it will appear or disappear, exactly. Albacore in com-
mercial quantities is found in only two geographical localities in the
world. One is along the North American Pacific coast between Mexico
and Canada, and the other is in waters of the western Pacific.

During the Tariff Commission hearings one witness said that tuna
is a very emotional and hysterical fish. I would not go so far as to
say it is hysterical, but I would say that it is unpredictable, and that
applies particularly to albacore.

The American canners certainly would not buy albacore from Japan
if the domestic catch would fulfill their requirements. The American
canners did not buy frozen albacore from Japan because of its price-
they bought because they considered they had to have the fish at that
particular time.

Following the last session of Congress, I approached the various
segments of the American tuna industry and I pointed out to them
that frozen Japanese albacore had never been sold below the domestic
price at any time during the past season. They concurred in this
statement. I also approached the American Tunaboat Association
and a conference was arranged with their director of research, Dr.
W. M. Chapman. At this conference I pointed out to Dr. Chapman,
as well as to the various members of the board of directors of the
American Tunaboat Association, that I could not understand why
they claimed that the price of frozen albacore from Japan was lower
than that of domestic albacore when this was not true. They admitted
that the Japanese frozen albacore had never been sold at a lower
price than the domestic.

I would like to add there that in the early stages of this publicity
that the newspapers had on imported albacore, they mentioned the
price of $260. And that is why I believe that the general public be-
lieves that was the price landed, because nothing was mentioned about
on what basis.

That is very low. I know I have many friends outside of the tuna
industry who know that I am handling imports who questioned me,
and I had to explain every time.

Throughout this discussion I have referred only to albacore and
only to frozen albacore. About 80 to 85 percent of the imported
frozen fish of the tuna family from Japan is albacore. Very little ton-
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nage of yellowfin and skipjack is imported into the United States from
Japan.

Here is another example of the inconsistency of the argument of the
American tuna industry: I would like to point out the fact that one of
the major canners has recently raised their price to the fishermen on
vellowfin from $310 to $320 per ton. Only a short while ago, I under-
stand that this same canner claimed they had to close their plant be-
cause of cheap competition from Japan on frozen tuna. It seems to
me that they are contradicting themselves. If the industry was at
such a low level and if they had to force down their price to the fisher-
men because, as they say, of cheap foreign competition, why is it that
they are now raising the price on yellowfin to $320?

In looking over the statement of Mr. Lewis S. Ballif, Chief of Tech-
nical Service, United States Tariff Commission, as well as the statisti-
cal tables, during the hearings before a subcommittee of the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means of the House of Representatives on October 8,
1951, I note no breakdown of the species is mentioned, either in his.
statement or in his tables.

I brought that out because it just mentioned frozen tuna and does.
not say albacore which comprises 80 to 85 percent of the imported
tuna from Japan.

The CHAIRMAN. Arc most of the fish taken in Japan in Japanese
waters, that is, the albacore?

Mr. OrA. Well it depends on the season, Mr. Chairman.
In Japan they have what they call the summer season and another

season that they call the winter albacore season.
The CHAIRMAN. HOW does the albacore compare in size?
Mr. OTA. The winter albacore is quite large, that is, much larger

than the summer albacore. I would say the average weight, prob-
ably, would be about 25 to 30 pounds and possibly higher, depending
on the year.

As I understand, right now they are catching winter albacore.
This year it is exceptionally small because they range from about
12 to 15 pounds and up, whereas last year it was based on about 16
to 18 pounds and up, that is, on the price basis, you know, the selling
basis.

The ills of the American tuna-fishing industry cannot be attributed
to the importation of frozen albacore, but rather to many other facts.
A major one is the terrific expansion of the industry without respect to
the catch of albacore and without the relative expansion of the de-
velopment of the market.

Only a few months ago this industry, which has rapidly expanded,was clamoring that unless a tariff should be imposed on imported
frozen albacore there was no relief in sight. In December 1951 the
American canners requested my firm to purchase frozen albacore from
Japan for their account because their stocks were being depleted.
The stock of canned white-meat tuna held by the American canners
is very small today. The American fishermen cannot supply this
demand because they are not catching albacore, have none frozen in
stock, and do not know where they can get any except to import it.

That refers to this time, of course.
The enactment of a tariff would prevent canners from importing

frozen albacore. This would prevent the canners from having their
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trade labels for this premium tuna maintained on the shelves of theAmerican grocery store. It would curtail the production of the can-ners with the resultant loss of earnings to their employees and higherprices to the ultimate consumer. Stopping, or hindering, the naturalifow of a product to the market creates additional ills. The steamshiplines, longshoremen, truck driver and handlers all would suffer re-duced incomes. But does the general American public benefit? Itdoes not. The enactment of this tariff would make the supply evensmaller than it is today. Past experience has shown that in normalyears the combined American production, plus the imported frozenalbacore from Japan, is not sufficient to supply the demand of theAmerican canners for albacore.
Senator MILLIKIN. I understand, and if I am not correct in myunderstanding, please correct me, that our stocks of tuna in this

country are very low at the present time. Is that crrect?
Mr. OTA. Yes; both in frozen and canned on albacore.
Senator MILLIKIN. In view of the fact that there is no tariff at the

present time, why is that?
Mr. OTA. Will you repeat the question again please?
Senator MILLIKIN. In view of the fact that there is no tariff at the

present time on the albacore----
Mr. OTA. Why is it short?
Senator MILLIKIN. Why are these stocks short.
Mr. OTA. Well, as I say, the summer albacore season normally

starts in Japan from May to about, well, the latter part of May to
about July, just about the same time that our own season starts here.

Of course, they would not hold it, if they could sell it but last year
they could not sell it. So as a result, as I think one of the earlier wit-
nesses said, a lot of that went into the canned tuna in brine.

Now the orders are coming in, because the winter albacore season
started in December, the second half of December. I understand the
catch is very light, even in Japan, because even there the albacore seem
to be unpredictable and hysterical.

Senator MILLIKIN. Let me see if I correctly understand something
else.

There is not any question but that our domestic supply is insufficient
to meet the demand, is that correct?

Mr. OTA. That is from past experience, I would definitely say that.
Senator MILLIKIN. Then I suppose that the domestic people would

argue that if you take this much or a substantial part of the Japanese
imports off of the market, it would have a tendency to raise the price
of the domestic product. That is logical economics.

Mr. OTA. Yes; I am coming to that in my summarization.
Senator MILLIKIN. All right.
Mr. OTA. As an American citizen, I say that this bill is unfair to

many nations now enjoying friendly relations with our country. The
continued friendship of these nations is important to this country's
plans for maintaining a free world. No step should be taken to
hinder the free flow of trade with these nations or to do anything
harmful to their economy unless it can be definitely determined that
such action is absolutely necessary to protect our domestic industry
from serious damage. I do not believe the claims of the proponents
of this measure can be sustained. I sincerely believe that passage
of this bill will damage our relations with these friendly nations and
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will be harmful to their economy, and that it will not remedy the
industrial ills stressed by those eager for its passage.

This bill must be approached fairly, unequivocally, and without
prejudice to any party, and with such an approach reason will show
the following:

1. Albacore is a very fickle fish and no one knows from year to year,
not to mention day to day, when it will appear or disappear. No one,
certainly, can blame the characteristics of the fish on any particular
country.

2. The import of frozen albacore does not harm the American alba-
core fisherman, but on the contrary, on the end results, proves very
helpful in stabilizing the market.

Does that answer it?
Senator MILLIKIN. That certainly bears on it. I am not advocat-

ing this-I am not pressing any opinion on whether it is wise or
unwise-that is the content of our whole question here, but if you
remove the Japanese portion of this fish that is coming in here, you
have a constricted market, and assume the same consumption or a
rising consumption, the tendency, naturally, would be to raise the
price, I should think.

Mr. OTA. That would be true. i
Senator MILLIKIN. Unless the domestic fisherman finds some new

source.
Mr. OTA. That is correct, that would be about it, because by bring-

ing in imports, especially when our domestic supply is short normally,.in normal years, the supplementary import would tend to equalize the
supply for the year, you might say.

Senator MILLIKIN. Those who are advocating this tariff take the
position that they cannot live at the present prices which they are
getting for their product. And I assume that they argue from that
that if you had the tariff it would constrict competition and thus
raise prices.

Mr. OTA. Well, that would be the normal thinking, but that is one
thing I cannot understand, Senator Millikin, because as I said, during
the opening price last year for domestic it was $350 and at that time
the imported was going for about $360 to $370, I would say, on the
average.

Senator MILLIKIN. I get the picture here of a sort of erratic buying
movement also. I mean, the canners are sitting back, wondering
whether to buy now or to buy later, which is not a strange thing.

Mr. OTA. No; it is not.
Senator MILLIKIN. That occurs in all businesses, but I gather the

picture that may have something to do with particular prices at
particular times.

Mr. OTA. It did have something to do with it, because I mentioned
the fact that the season was 5 weeks late in getting started and nor-
mally in its entirety the height of a season inany given area is probably
3 weeks, so that when the first 3 weeks passed, or the second 3 weeks
passed, and no fish, why, they just bought. They had to buy toprotect themselves. Of course, they would have been heroes, I guess,
if there were no catch at all here, but there was some catch.

Senator MILLIKIN. If you have a catch and if the canneries arebuying, ultimately the fellow who has the fish to sell has to sell, and hesells for whatever he can get, I suppose; is that not correct?
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Mr. OTA. Well, yes; but the import price was higher at the time.
And I think it was more or less public knowledge what we were selling
at.

The CHAIRMAN. Do you agree with the witness, Mr. Sandoz'
testimony this morning to the effect that the light tuna was available
in increasing supply; increasing quantity?

Mr. OTA. Yes; I would say so about this time that this decline
started, because the fact remains that during the first 4 months of
1951, until the first week in April, our local domestic fleet was tied up.
So when they did go out in April I guess they all went out together
and they came back all together; in other words, there was no orderly
distribution of their catch. To my mind, I would say that is one of
the contributing causes.

Senator MILLIKIN. Let me ask you your opinion on whether you
think that the 3-cent tariff is one that the Japanese product could
not get over?

Mr. OTA. In my opinion, from my own experience, Senator Millikin,
the fact that all through the 3 years since Japan started and renewed
her tuna exports to the United States. it has never been lower; in
other words, it is higher than the American price under normal
conditions and, if you should add $60, I do not think she could com-
pete with the domestic.

Senator MILLIKIN. If we do not produce enough domestically of
albacore, do you call it the domestic albacore or albacore, so that we
are talking about the same language?

Mr. OTA. Domestic albacore is albacore produced in the United
States. American albacore is domestic.

Senator MILLIKIN. If we do not have sufficient domestic albacore
to supply the market and it is necessary to supply the market, what
would prevent the operation of the tariff? The buyer would pay the
tariff and add it to his price.

Mr. OTA. Answering that I would say that fishing is something
that is very unpredictable. No one knows, even when they almost
have the fish in hand. We still make our terms subject to catch,
because we tell our trade that we cannot vouch for anything still
swimming in the ocean, because it is very unpredictable. That id
the fluctation of the catch.

Senator MILLIKIN. I do not believe I made myself clear. If
there is always a shortage of this albacore type of tuna and if we have
domestic suppliers who have a market to fill, they must necessarily
buy the necessary amount of albacore to fill that market and pay
whatever is necessary to fill it, bearing in mind maybe competitive
conditions of albacore in brine and other competitive factors, but,
considering it by itself, that would be the operation of the tariff;
would it not?

Mr. OTA. If this fish was abundant?
Senator MILLIKIN. I realize that it is not as simple as that, because

there are competitive factors of other types.
Mr. OTA. Very many competitive factors that might be correct.
Senator MILLIKIN. If we did not have that complication, then I

think, as long as we have a shortage, so long as you have a market,
so long as you have people to supply that market, the suppliers of the
market will have to buy what they have to buy to fill the market, and
that means they will pay the tariff.
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Mr. OTA. Yes; that is quite true, Senator Millikin, but is not the
tariff to protect the domestic industry? The very essence of the
tariff is to protect the domestic industry, if foreign supplies were great.

Senator MILLIKIN. Another way of saying that is to raise the
domestic price so that the domestic producer can compete.

Mr. OTA. That is right.
Senator MILLIKIN. You can say it in a number of ways.
Mr. OTA. That is right.
Senator MILLIIN. What do you think about the 3-cent tariff?

Do you think it will keep the Japanese fish out or allow some in?
Mr. OTA. In my opinion I think just as you said, Senator Millikin,

it would depend on the competitive situation at that time, but, again,
I would say that ordinarily it would exclude or preclude the imports
of albacore, because, as I said, during the past 3 years, since the
resumption of trade with Japan which started in 1947, tuna albacore
started in 1948, as I recall-why the Japanese albacore has never sold
below the American price at any time. So I just cannot see that the
enactment of the tariff would permit the flow of those goods into the
United States. That is my opinion.

The CHAIRMAN. You may proceed.
Mr. OTA. It will, however, harm the American cannery workers,

and all elements of the food-distributing trade as well as the housewife.
I wish to thank you for your courtesy in listening to my presentation

and I would be glad to attempt to answer any questions that the
committee may request.

The CHAIRMAN. The charts that you have will be inserted in the
record at this point. Thank you very much for your appearance.

Mr..OTA. Thank you, sir.
(The tabulation is as follows:)

Frozen albacore export to the United States from Japan
Bhor ton of
,000 pounds

1937 .--------------------------------------------------------. 5, 387
1950_ ------------------------------------------------------ 6, 4. 3
1951--...--..------------- .. --------------------------------- 14,472.906

NoTa.-19l: Jaunary to November, actual export result; December, estimated.

Prices received by Japanese porters, f. o. b. Japan, in United States dollars per
short tons of 9,000 pounds, for frozen albacore exported to the United States

Month 195I 1951 Month 1950 1951

January-.......- -........._ $286.80 July..------....--........ 342.40 274.40
February................. ------- 29.40 301.00 August .....-----------------.......... ........ 77.70
Maro................... 287.80 315.00 September...............................I' .:-2::... 22.80 325.70 October ............. ....................

a .----.. -- . _ ..- ..." 319.20 262.50 November.........--... 330.00 200.00
J ----------..-......--- -. 330.10 275.20 December ................ 332.0 ..........

Source: Compiled by Council of Tuna Export of Japan, based on statistics of Ministry of Commerce,
Japanese Government.

In order to obtain the "Delivered United States Cannery" price, one must make
the following calculation:

1. Ocean freight, Japan to the United States per short ton: 1950, $50, 1951 $65.
2. Marine insurance should be figured on the basis of 1 percent of f. o. b., Japan

value.
3. Other charges: Consular fee, entry fee, custom brokerage, weighing, wharfage,terminal charges, trucking of freight charges from dock to plant: Total estimated

to be about $15 to $20 per ton.
94754 -52-22
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In other words, one must add $65 to $70 per ton in 1950. and $80 to $85 per ton
in 1951 to the "f. o. b., Japan," in order to obtain the "Delivered United States
Cannery" price.

NoTE.--Prices paid by United States packers for fresh or frozen domestic
albacore may be found on table 5, page 20 of booklet, entitled, "Tuna Imports,"
which is the minutes of the hearing before a Subcommittee of the Committeeon
Ways and Means, House of Representatives, Eighty-second Congress, first
session on H. R. 5429, October 8, 1951.

(The following letter was subsequently supplied for the record:)
OR.CA TRADING CO.,

Los Angeles, Calif., February 20, 1958.
Senator WALTER F. GoRaCE,

Chairman, Senate Finance Committee,
Senate Ofice Building, Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR GEORGE: Thank you very much for the opportunity to appear
before your committee on February 6. I certainly enjoyed appearing before the
committee and to observe the democratic processes of our form of government.

Regarding our stand on H. R. 5693, you are quite aware of our position, based
on my statement presented before your committee, as well as my answers to the
questions which were directed to me by Senator Millikin and yourself. The
statement that I made at that time is based on actual facts. I am opposed to any
tariff or quota on imported frozen albacore. You may be interested to know that
the price of canned white meat tuna (albacore) packed by American canners has
been raised to the level of the price that was in effect prior to the start of this con-
troversy. Furthermore, practically the entire San Diego fishing fleet has gone
back to sea. In other words, this substantiates my testimony at the hearing that
the tuna industry was experiencing a temporary ill, and that the condition was
not attributable to imported frozen albacore. As a matter of fact, since my return
from Washington, I continue to receive so many inquiries from the American
canners for offerings on imported frozen albacore that the supply cannot fulfill
the requirements of the American canners. Also, I would like to add that the
price on frozen imported albacore has already advanced from $40 to $50 per ton
since January.

At this time, I appeal to you to consider all aspects of the issue involved, by
making a further study and to render a decision based on additional information
of the status of the industry. This is all that I ask, as it is my firm conviction
that your committee will render a fair decision, based solely on the true facts.

Yours sincerely,
JAMES T. OTA.

CC. Senator Eugene D. Millikin, Senate Finance Committee, Washington, D. C.

ORICA TRADING CO.,
Los Angeles, Calif., February 21, 1952.

Senator WALTER F. GEORGaE,
Chairman, Senate Finance Committee,

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.
DEAR SENATOR GEORGE: Supplementing my letter of February 20, may I add

a few more comments.
The prices on American packed canned white meat tuna fancy solid pack 48 7-

ounces have gone up: nationally advertised brands are now selling at from $16 to
$17 per case and private labels are selling at from $14.50 to $15.50 per case.
These prices are as high, if not higher in some instances, than the prices that
prevailed in 1950. The canners' stocks are being depleted and the only way for
them to keep up the continuity of supply is to import frozen albacore. The
imported frozen albacore equalizes the supply for the 12 months of the year.
Were it not for the imported frozen albacore, I can definitely say that there would
be no canned white meat tuna on the grocery shelves throughout the year.

In 1950 the domestic albacore catch enjoyed one of its bumper years, approxi-
mating over 20,000 tons. Added to this total was some 8,000 tons of imported
frozen albacore. Still, the fact remained that by February 1951 the American
tuna industry was out of canned white meat tuna. The canners started buying
winter albacore from Japan which fortunately was available at that time.

Despite all the clamor for a tariff since last summer by the proponents of H. R.
5693, the fact now remains that our American tuna industry is now again out of
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canned white meat tuna, and the only way for the American canners to obtain
supplies is to import frozen albacore.

The American canners have been making inquiries since last December, as I
said in my testimony. Right now.we arp besieged with orders from canners right
here in southern California, the Pacific Northwest, and from the eastern seaboard.
Due to the supply and demand situation the price on frozen imported albacore
moved up $40 to $50 a ton since January. Right now the price on a delivered
plant basis Pacific coast ports is equivalent to $380 to $385 per ton, and there are
signs of further advance.

Even in bumper years, let alone normal years, experience has conclusively
shown that the total of the American production and the imported frozen albacore
from Japan is not sufficient to supply the demand of the American canners for
albacore. On this premise I vigorously object to any imposition of a tariff or
quota on imported frozen albacore. The request of the proponents of H. R. 5693
just does not make any sense. Moreover, I would like to point out that I am
acting as the purchasing agent for most of the American canners and I would
not get any requests for orders if there was an abundance of albacore from the
domestic production at any given time.

In other words, it seems to me that there is a discrepancy in the testimony by
the witness who testified in behalf of the California Fish Canners Association
because the very members of this association are now buying imported frozen
albacore.

In the light of the facts I have outlined, the imposition of a t .riff or a quota on
imported frozen albacore would not have a beneficial effect on anyone. As a
matter of fact, it would have a detrimental effect on the canners, the various
labor segments of the canning industry, and the housewife who would have to
pay more for canned white meat tuna.

Very sincerely yours,
JAMEs T. OTA.

CC, Senator Eugene D. Millikin, Washington, D. C.
The CHAIRMAN. We will next hear from Mr. Arnold Vogl.
You may be seated, sir. Please identify yourself for the record.

STATEMENT OF ARNOLD VOGL, PRESIDENT, RIVIERA PACKING
CO., EASTPORT, MAINE

Mr. VOGL. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is Arnold Vogl.
I am president of the Riviera Packing Co. of Eastport, Maine. I am
also vice president of the Tuna Canners Association which is com-
prised of tuna canners along the eastern seaboard.

My problem is somewhat different from any of the other witnesses
who have testified before your committee. This position I would
like to make very plain. The committee in its deliberations has
overlooked one important factor, important at least insofar as my
plant is concerned. My principal business is canning sardines. I
have been engaged in packing them in Eastport for 11 years. The
season for packing sardines in Maine is very short. There are no
other large industries to absorb the help once the sardine packing is
completed. For some years, I have been looking for other types of
canning in order to supply employment to those people whom I
normally employ in the sardine canneries. After I exhausted all
other possibilities of obtaining other fish to can, I turned to tuna as
the only possibility. Consequently I was quite interested in deter-
mining the extent of tuna in the Atlantic Ocean which I believed to
be abundant. I attempted to have exploratory fishery work per-
formed by the Federal Government for the benefit of Maine and other
States along the eastern seaboard. Through the help of our Maine
Senators and other legislators, the Congress the year before last
appropriated funds to do this experimental fishing. The results
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have been quite gratifying. We know now that there are bluefin
tuna abundantly in the Atlantic, and that the run is on from June to
October. The bluefish tuna, of which I speak, is produced mainly
off the shores of Canada and the United States.

Senator MILLIKIN. Are these tuna mostly within the territorial
waters or within the international waters?

Mr. VOGL. Around there you just find them swimming around in
the high seas in our territory and in Canada, but Eastport is really
surrounded by Canadian islands.

Senator MILLIKIN. Are they within the territorial waters of the
United States or of Canada?

Mr. VOGL. All together.
Senator MILLIKIN. It is all together?
Mr. VOOL. That is right.
Senator MILLIKIN. How far out does Canada claim?
Mr. VOOL. The tuna schools come up along to Nova Scotia,

I would a.
Senator MILLIKIN. I am trying to weigh this question of national

waters.
Do you find tuna outside of the waters claimed by Canada and by

the United States?
Mr. VooGL. Outside and inside the 3-mile limit, too. They are mostly

caught inside the 3-mile limit, anyway.
One had only to look at a map of the Maine coastline as it relates

to the Canadian-shore line, and he will notice that Eastport is prac-
tically surrounded by Canadian territorial waters. In these waters
there is an abundance of bluefish which I have been canting in my
plant. In previous years, more than 50 percent of my raw tuna for
canning came from Canadian waters.

The extreme significance of our relationship with Canada should at
this time be brought out. About 90 percent of all of the sardines and
herring landed at my plant come from Canadian waters. These fish
are all duty-free at the present time and have always been duty-free.
The bluefin tuna which abounds in these same Canadian waters
would now be subjected to a duty of 3 cents per pound if H. R. 5693
were to become law. It is quite apparent how this would upset our
entire fishery relationship with out good friends to the North. Canada,
like the United States, hopes to develop its bluefin fishery. As it
progresses, it is only reasonable to assume that this fishery would
become important to her. Therefore on the one hand we would have
one species of fish which would carry a duty and possibly a quota as
contrasted to the old herring fishery that has been duty-free all of
these years. As a result, the very fine work that we have done over
the years in creating employment for fishery and cannery workers in
Maine would be jeopardized. It is quite apparent then that the good-
neighbor relationship that we have with Canada is likely to be im-
pa red if a duty is placed on tuna such as provided in H. R. 5693.
Retaliatory steps which have been taken by Peru and Ecuador in my
case Would become insignificant to the retaliations that might come
from Canada. To point this up, the licenses for shipments of raw
sardines and herring from Canadian waters to our plants could be
stopped over night. The net result would be that thousands of workers
in the Maine sardine industrq would be out of work. This is not only
an idle threat but a possibility.
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Beside the impact on the sardine and tuna fishery in Maine, this
bill would cut off supplies that we need from other sources. It may
take a few years before sufficient tuna supplies can be developed in the
Atlantic to run our plants. Consequently we must import frozen tuna
from South America and from Japan, the largest producers at the
present time.

It must be remembered that tuna is a high-seas fishery. It is not
only a California fishery. It belongs to all of the States in the Union.
But only 5 to 10 percent of the tuna landed by United States vessels
are caught in American territorial waters. Statistics have borne
out that California has pretty much depleted her albacore fishery;
that even the canneries there must depend on supplies from Japan.
The yellowfin which is the predominant species of tuna is caught by
the American tuna clippers off the coast of South America. It is too
difficult under any stretch of imagination to call this a California
fishery. We along the east coast feel that we have the same right
to import fresh or frozen tuna duty-free from anywhere in the world
and can it at our plants. After all, we are employing American
labor. We are supplying employment for American labor in these
canneries. If the Congress wants to afford protection to American
labor, it should consider such matters as are now pending before the
Tariff Commission.

Senator MILLIKIN. If you had fishing fleets as part of your operation
you could continue to bring the fish in free, could you not?

Mr. VOGL. I would send them down to South America.
Senator MILLIKIN. I mean, if you found tuna off your own coast.
Mr. VOOL. The fishing is not developed as yet. It is still making.

It is exploratory fishing that has been started only this last year.
Senator MILLIKIN. Assuming that you could find what you want

to find-if you do that with American bottoms you would be able to
bring it in free?

Mr. VOGL. If they are caught on the high seas or in our waters, but
not if they are caught in Canadian waters.

Senator MILLIKIN. Canada at the present time permits fishing
within her territorial-waters?

Mr. VOGL. Yes, but I would say that fish caught in Canadian
waters would be subject to a duty.

Senator MILLIKIN. They could prohibit it or collect a duty on it.
It is my understanding at the present time that Canada does not
prohibit American fishing in Canadian territorial waters. I may
be wrong on that.

Mr. VOGL. That is something for the future to be discussed,because right now we do not even know what type of vessels could beused for this fishing.
Senator MILLIKIN. Until you do get your own source from theAtlantic you will have no alternative but to buy where you arebuying now, to wit, from South America and, I suppose, from Japan?
Mr. VOGL. That is right, but still we are getting fish caught by localfishermen in Canada the same way, although not enough at thepresent tune.
Senator MILLIKIN. Have you developed enough tuna off the shorein Canada and the United States to supply your needs?
Mr. VOGL. No, not yet. In other words, what might happen ifthe Senate should become hasty and place this 3-cents-a-pound duty
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in effect would completely upset the tuna canning industry of the
United States. This is true because the 12K percent ad valorem duty
on canned tuna in brine would cause an avalanche of canned tuna to be
dumped on this market from Japan and Peru. We domestic canners
would be absolutely helpless under such a situation. The new industry
which is taking root in New England and along the eastern seaboard
would be paralsed as well as all other tuna-canning areas of the
country, including California.

I have a very sincere belief that the proponents of this bill never
expected it to pass the House on such ehort notice. Really the tuna
canners of the west coast as well as along the east coast must realize
what would happen if the Senate were to pass this bill on short notice.

Likewise a quota which has been suggested by the State Department
and the Fish and Wildlife Service and which has been mentioned by
other agencies of the Federal Government would be disastrous for us
on the east coast. I was amazed at the reckless manner in which these
figures on quotas were treated. The basis for these figures was taken
from prewar years when there was enough tuna in American territorial
waters to supply the needs of the entire United States tuna industry.
Times have changed. Of the 400,000 tons of raw tuna needed by
domestic canners, nearly 385,000 tons have to be produced from the
territorial waters of other nations and on the high seas. A quota is
even more harmful at the present time than the talk of a duty. We
would have retaliation from practically all over the globe, because
tuna is caught almost everywhere.

I want to add in this respect that I listened to the testimony of Mr.
Linder, of the Department of State, wherein he advocated also a
quota. I would say that such a quota would be impractical for
Canada, because of several reasons.

Most of the tuna that we get from Canada is not frozen, it is fresh.
It is impossible to ask for a license and hold the fresh tuna without
knowing whether the license is going to be granted or whether the
specific lot would fall under the quota or not.

Another reason is that a quota on fresh fish has never worked out.
The best example is the quota business on ground fish whereby neither
importer nor the Government ever haows who owes who and what
happens to the quota.

Furthermore the figures that were submitted in this report are not
quite correct. It says here in the figums that a 25-million-pound gure
would be equivalent to about 6 percent of the domestic ooanaptiSa.
According to my figuring it would not be quite 3 percent, because
25 million pounds----

Senator MILL rM . May I interrupt you? I want to get one part
of this picture quite clear. The fish that you bring in from Canada
comes in fresh?

Mr. VOOL. Mostly fresh; onbr in small amount frozen. Sometimes
they are caught near Halifax whereby they are frozen, but all of the
fish that come from the south shore of Nova Sootia are shipped fresh
from the fishing grounds to our plant.

Senator MILLIUm. With a quota system there would be some diffi-
culty in applyg it to fresh fish. If man homes with a boatload of
fish from up in Canada he has got to g them in, and if he finds that
the quota is full, unless he can sell it under the tariff rate, he is
in trouble, is he aot, beasuse his fsh re spoiling on him?
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Mr. VoGL. That is right.
Senator MILLIIN. And spoiled fish are not pleasant?
Mr. VOGL. I would say so.
Senator MILLIKIN. Does fresh fish come in in any quantities in

other parts of the United States so far as the tuna-fish business is
concerned?

Mr. BARR. Imported, no, sir.
Mr. VOGL. That is the exception, because we are really practically

in Canadian waters there.
Mr. CHAPMAN. In rather insignificant quantities there, actually.
Mr. VOGr. At the present time, at least.
I, as a canner, feel a great responsibility to the fishermen. They

lead a difficult and risky life in their occupation. There was so much
testimony about the needs of the fishermen of southern California.
As is quite apparent, the southern California fishermen have had a
heyday for the past 20 years. The overexpansion of the tuna fleet
was brought about by the fact that the heavy investments in tuna
clippers have been paid off within a very few years. This is not true
in any other fishery. Enlarged profits have led to extensive building
of a large and expensive fleet. I believe if your committee should look
into the conditions which exist in southern California, you would find
that two or three big companies own directly or indirectly substantial
parts of the tuna fleet of San Diego and are able to dictate the policies
of that fleet to a high degree. If I am properly informed, it is this part
of the fleet that has caused considerable hardship to the balance of
boat owners in southern California. When the application of the
California interests was filed with the Tariff Commission and when
the same interests sought help in Congress, it did appear that a pre-
carious situation prevailed in southern California. It now appears
since the fleet has sailed that the situation has been remedied. Every-
one's market is better, and the fleet is no longer in jeopardy. The
need for any emergency action has passed. If the Congress wishes to
study a long-range program for the tuna industry, it should first use
the tariff Commission.

My own opinion is that the American tuna market can be expanded.
There is no longer any alarm in California, and the eastern industry
should be permitted to have a healthy and normal growth without
interference from the California industry.

It is amazing that within 20 years, the California tuna industry
has grown from nothing to its present height. It would be against
the American tradition to take such drastic measures to impede the
progress of the tuna industry in other sections of the country. This is
exactly what the Senate would be doing if it adopts H. R. 5693 in its
present form or in a form which has been suggested by agencies of the
Federal Government.

The CHAIRMAN. Is the bluefin a large fish?
Mr. VoaL. The school fish is a pretty small fish. It goes up to

about 60 pounds. Besides that there are very large bluefin that are
mostly caught by sport fishermen. They go as large as 1,000 pounds.
We are not after that kind of tuna, because they do not work out well.

The CHAIRMAN. You do not go in for that big type?
Mr. VOOL. No, we go for the smaller type that is equivalent to the

yellowfin, caught in South American waters, of an excellent quality.
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The CHAIRMAN. That is the fish that you say is within the terri-
torial waters off of New England?

Mr. VOGL. Off of New England, yes.
The CHAIRMAN. And Canada?
Mr. VOGL. That is right.
The CHAIRMAN. Not the large type?
Mr. VOGL. The large type, too. Of course, the large bluefin does

not school. The huge schools consist mostly of the middle-sized tuna
that yield very nice light meat. As a matter of fact, I brought a few
cans a few years ago to the west coast, and the canners there were
amazed by the fine quality of this bluefin tuna.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any further questions?
If not we thank you very much for your appearance.
Mr. VooL. Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there a representative here of the Ross Davis

Co. of Albany, N. Y.?
(There was no response.)
The CHAIRMAN. I think that we had an indication that that con-

cern would be represented here, but perhaps they are sending down
a brief.

Mr. Heddock was listed as a witness and called, but did not respond.
Is he present in the room now?

(There was no response.)
The CHAIRMAN. If not, that concludes the hearing, that is, of the

witnesses for today.
There are some matters to go into the record which will be offered

at this time.
Congressman Cecil R. King, of California, is offering a brief state-

ment in behalf of the bill that will be incorporated in the record at
this point.

(The letter and statement of Hon. Cecil R. King, is as follows:)
CONGRoaEss OF THE UNITED STATES,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D. C., February 6, 1968.

Hon. WALTER F. GORaoe,
Chairman, Committee on Finance,

United States Senate, Washington, D. C.
DEAR SENATOR GEORGE: Due to the fact that my subcommittee is presently

holding hearings in San Francisco, I regret my inability to be personally present
at the hearings before your committee on H. R. 6693, and am therefore respect-
fully re uesting that the enclosed statement be made a part of the record.

Thanking you, I am
Very sincerely yours,

CECIL R. KING, M. C.

STATEMENT OF HON. CECIL R. IIN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Great United States industries are from time to time faced with problems which
cannot and should not be brought to Government for solution. Some prob-
lems, however, are of such interest to the national welfare and are without solu-
tion unless government lends its assistance, that relief must necessarily be sought
from and should be granted by Government. Such is the immediate and pressing
problem facing the United States tuna industry at the moment. Already this
industry has suffered heavily from the impact ofunrestricted fresh and frosen
tuna imports. The threat of further injury of an intensity sufficient to wipe
out the industry is imminent..

This problem is of concern to every fishing community on the Pacific coast
but I will address myself only to the effects of tuna imports on the economy of
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the district which I represent. The economic welfare of this area is intimately
geared to the prosperity of the fishing fleet based at San Pedro and Wilmington,
Calif. Dependent on the activities of this fleet are approximately 5,000 fisher-
men and boat owners and approximately 10,000 cannery workers. The business
produced by the income received by these people keeps the merchants' shops
open and provides further employment for thousands more in the necessary
supply trades on shore.

In 1950 the fishermen of this fleet produced $51,000,000 in raw fish. After
processing by the canneries in my district, this fish acquired a value of approxi-
mately $88,650,000. The loss of such income to an area vitally dependent on
it can be disastrous. Such a possibility is not exaggerated. The fishing fleet in
my district operates in part for sardines and mackerel and in part for tuna.
Since 1948 imports of bonito have driven this fleet out of the bonito business.
That business was an important part of the annual income of that fleet. Today
it is practically gone, since imports have taken nearly 85 percent of the United
States market of that product. While bonito is not up for consideration in the
pending bill, I cite this to show how in a few short years unrestricted or lightly
restricted imports can monopolize the market.

The sardine and mackerel fishery cannot be subject to any further fishing
effort. If these fishing vessels must forego their tuna activities and depend
entirely upon sardines and mackerel, the end of that fishery through overexploita-
tion is well within the realm of probability.

Rarely has the American fisherman gone to his Government for aid. He has
no subsidies and he has no fear of fair competition. Our Government has seen
fit to establish protective tariffs to preserve hundreds of American industries.
The American fisherman is not asking that tuna imports be completely pro-
hibited. He merely asks that in his present plight he be given the same
consideration by Government that has been given to other industries.

Your favorable consideration of the bill before you is urged.
The CHAIRMAN. The Association of Food Distributors, Inc. of

Washington, D. C., is filing a statement in opposition to the bill,
which is signed by Mr. D. J. Ward, and that will go into the record
at this point.

(The letter dated February 4, 1952, is as follows:)
AssoCIATION OF FOOD DISTRIBUTORS, INC.,

Washington 8, D. C., February 4, 1955e.
Hon. WALTER F. GEORGE,

Chairman, Committee on Finance,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR GEOROE: This statement is filed for the purpose of voicing our'
opposition to the provisions of the bill H. R. 5693, and we ask that it be included
in the record of the hearings.

Our primary concern is based on these conclusions:
1. The domestic tuna fishing industry does not need the tariff protection it

seeks. This point will be stressed in appropriate detail by others during the course
of the hearing.

2. If an effective rate of duty is imposed on imported frozen tuna, the domestic
canning industry in Oregon, Washington, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, and
North Carolina will lose their chief source of supply of raw fsh and will be forced
to curtail production below established requirements of consumption. This is
because the San Diego fishermen do not ship to these areas.

3. The imposition of a duty on frozen tuna will result in attempts to provide
compensatory rates on canned tuna fish, which, in turn, will have serious effects
on the economies of Japan, Peru, and Ecuador, the three leading producers.

4. The ultimate effect will mean higher prices to American consumers.
5. This legislation is predicated on fear rather than fact. Political pressures

by one small group for protection should not succeed at the expense of the general
industry, covering many States, and the public welfare.

6. This proposal to apply a duty first and investigate later is not in conformitywith established legislative and administrative procedure.
7. The volume of imports and the customs treatment of tuna fish in variousforms are not responsible for the imagined condition of the industry. The slightdecline in production last year was due primarily to the overproduction and over-buying in 1950 occasioned by the Korean affair, and by the advance notice pre-

ceding the cancellation of the Mexican trade agreement. Inventories have now
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been reduced to normal and the price trend is turning upward. Precipitous
action is not warranted. The tuna fleet has been idle before and other industries
have overcapacity and at times shut down to let demand catch up.

8. Passage of this bill could very well react to serious disadvantage of its pro-
ponents. The California tuna fleet is dependent for its bait on the willingness of
the Governments of several Latin-American countries bordering the Pacific to
license American boats to take bait from their territorial waters. Should we cut
off or reduce the ability of these countries to market their own catch in the United
States, it is reasonable to assume some retaliatory action, already openly threat-
ened, might be expected.

For the reasons stated above, we respectfully urpe that the committee postpone
any action on H. R. 5693, at least until a complete investigation of all factors of the
tuna problem can be conducted by appropriate administrative agencies and con-
elusion reached on facts rather than conjecture. There are international con-
siderations; foreign countries have an interest in this problem, because of bait
and the catching of tuna in their territorial waters, which makes unilateral action
by United States inconclusive. Such investigation should include consideration
of the modification of the rate of duty on canned tuna-in oil. The increase in the
rate of duty on this product from 22% to 45 percent ad valorem through the termi-
nation of the trade agreement with Mexico was responsible to a large degree for
the shift in the volume of imports of frozen tuna and tuna canned in brine. It is
our considered judgment that the lowering of the rate of duty on canned tuna in
oil to a more realistic figure would tend to level off the volume of imports of tuna
and related fish in their various forms, by reestablishing proper relative values.

Respectfully yours,
D. J. WARD.

The CHAIRMAN. Also, we have a resolution from the city of Los
Angeles Council in favor of the bill, and we will insert that in the
record at this point.

(The resolution dated October 16, 1951, is as follows:)
RESOLUTION

Whereas, the city of Los Angeles now has located at its harbor, a fishing industry
valued at $100 million and

Whereas, there is a SO million investment in canning plants in the Los Angeles
harbor with employment for some 20,000 persons; and

Whereas, the tuna industry alone is valued at $100 million with some 2,362
tuna clippers and purse seiners operating from the port of Los Angeles; and

Whereas, the welfare of the commercial fishing industry has already been
adversely affected by the importation of tuna produced by foreign countries; and

Whereas, tuna imports have grown to the point that foreign-produced tuna has
taken approximately 30 percent of the American tuna fishermen's market and
has-as a result, caused tuna fishing vessels to remain idle in port; and

Whereas, this imported fresh and frozen tuna is imported into the United States
without the payment of any duty whatsoever; and

Whereas, a reasonable protective tariff on tuna is necessary for the future
welfare of our tuna industry: Now, therefore, be it

Resoled, That the Los Angeles City Council go on record as commending the
action taken by the House of Representatives in passing H. R. 5963 which pro-
vides emergency legislation to halt the flood of imported tuna that is threatening
the domestic fishing industry in San Pedro; and be it further

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be immediately forwarded to the Senate
Finance Committee, Senators Knowland and Nixon, all California Congressmen,
the United States Tariff Commission and the Fish and Wildlife Commission.

I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the council of the
city of Los Angeles at its meeting of October 16, 1951.

WALTEB C. PETERSON, City Clerk,
By A. M. Moanrs, Assistant City Clerk.

The CHAIRMAN. The committee will recess until 10 o'clock to-
morrow morning.

(Whereupon, at 5 p. m., the committee recessed to reconvene at
10 a. m., on Thursday, February 7, 1952.)
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THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 7, 1952

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
UNITED STATES SENATE

Washington, b. C.
The committee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10 a. m., in room

312, Senate Office Building, Senator Walter F. George chairmana)
presiding.

Present: Senators George (chairman), Frear, Millikin, and Martin.
Also present: Elizabeth B. Springer, chief clerk.
The CHAIRMAN. The committee will please come to order.
The first offer for the record this morning is a statement by the

Grace Line, Inc., formally opposing the tariff on tuna, that is as in
the present bill.

(The statement above referred to is as follows:)
GRACE LINE, INC.,

New York 5, N. Y., February 5, 1968.
Re: Opposition of Grace Line, luc., to proposed tuna fish tariff.
Hon. WALTER F. GEORGE,

Chairman, Committee on Finance, United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

iMy DEAR SENATOR GzoRon: Grace Line, Inc., respectfully submits this state-
mernt in opposition to the passage of H. R. 5693, which proposes the imposition of
a tariff of $60 per short ton on imported fresh or frozen tuna fish.

Grace Line is an American-flag ocean carrier which for almost a century has
been engaged in the carriage of freight between United States ports and the west
and north coasts of South America and Central America. This includes regular
service to Chile, Peru, Bolivia, Ecuador, Colombia, Venesuela, Panama, Costa
Rica, and the other Central American countries.

The position of the Grace Line on this matter arises first, from a natural
aversion to any obstacles placed in the path of healthy, two-way free-flowing
and reciprocal inter-American trade, and secondly, from the prospective loss of
substantial freight earnings predicated on which a heavy investment in frozen
cargo space has been made in steamers presently operating on these routes. The
installation of this frozen. cargo-space was made to support a growing Latin-
American industry basic to the development of the economies of those countries
which have undertaken the establishment of a fresh- and frozen-fish industry
beneficial in many ways to the further economic development of these countries.

The committee, of course, is aware of the vast amount of North American
"know how" and investment that have gone into the creation of a fishing industry
in the Iatin American countries, particularly Peru. The refrigerated spse made
available by Grace Line to necommodate fresh- and frozen-fish shipments has been
a great contribution to the development of a new dollar producing industry in
these countries, consistent with the Grace Line policy of assisting our goodneighbors in every way possible in their constant endeavors to better their econ-
omy and dollar purchasing power.

It is the sincere conviction of Grace Line that establishment of the proposedtariff on tuna at this time could eliminate frozen tuna exports from these countries
to the United States. Should this development materialize, Peru, for example, acountry traditionally moat friendly to the United States, would be not only sd-vemely affected from the point of view of the employment of some 11,000 of her
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people presently engaged in the fishing industry and supporting some 40,000
family members, but would also have her economy and purchasing power in the
United States severely and adversely affected through the loss of dollar exchange.

Peru's fishing industry generates no small part of Peru's total foreign exchange
receipts and is, in fact, the second industry of Peru as regards its trade with the
United States. The prospective loss of dollar exchange by Peru at this time would
of necessity force curtailment of needed purchases from the United States and this,
in itself, would lead to still further unemployment and economic strain in direc-
tions other than the fish industry.

The committee, we are sure, will readily appreciate that the amount of fresh
and frozen tuna imported into the United States from these Latin American
countries is of very small consequence to the uge domestic market in the United
States which has recently attained a total of 200,000 tons. In actual fact imports
from Peru, the principal Latin American exporting country, were less than 7,000
tons in 1950 or 3% percent of this total market. Nevertheless, these 7,000 tons
are vital to the economy of a country such as Peru, from the point of view of her
employment and dollar exchange.

It is difficult to understand the logic whereby fresh tuna caught in international
waters off the coasts of these Latin American countries by their national flag
fishing boats and then imported into the United States on an American Flag
common carrier should be subject to tariff, whereas the same fish caught in the
same waters by American Flag fishing boats can be imported duty free. Fair and
equitable administration of such a discriminatory law would in itself appear most
difficult.

Up to the present time the fish canning industry has been concentrated on the
Pacific Coast of the United States but, based on the availability of steady supplies
of fresh and frozen tuna from Latin American countries, made possible by the
recent installation of frozen refrigeration facilities on American flag vessels,
several new canneries have been established on the United States Atlantic sea-
board, the first located in the area. The investments made in these canneries
would no doubt be jeopardized by the proposed tariff and prospective loss of an
economic supply.

The outstanding fallacy in this tariff controversy is, in the opinion of the Grace
Line, the misunderstanding that a tariff on imported fresh and frozen tuna would
represent a remedy to the ills of the United States domestic fishing industry which
already has in its hands 90 percent of the entire United States market; that is to
say all imports, including those from Japan, represent only 10 percent of the total.

The proposed tariff of 3 cents per pound or $60 per ton represents about one-
fourth of the sales price on fresh tuna today. A levy on an imported article which
is in such wide consumption in the United States would merely have the effect of
reducing our two-way foreign trade and at the same tjme increasing domestic
prices on a staple food of the American housewife.

The proposed legislation passed by the House of Representatives was, we be-
lieve, presented in considerable haste, indicating that full investigation of all
factors which should precede the enactment of a tariff has not been made. We
believe that the imposition of a tariff on imported tuna fish at this time is contrary
to the interests of the United States, and contrary to our general trade policies with
other friendly countries, particularly in Latin America. It is unnecessary and
unjustified.

We urge, therefore, that the Senate Finance Committee abstain from imposing
a tariff on imported fresh and frozen tuna fish from Latin-American countries and
respectfully request that this statement be incorporated as a part of the official
record.

Respectfully yours,
GRACE LINE, INC.
R. R. ADAMS, Preside.

The CHAIRMAN. Will you come around, please?
Mr. STRACKBEIN. Mr. Chairman, my name is Strackbein. I testi-

fied the other day.
The CHAIRMAN. Yes, I remember, Mr. Strackbein. You testified

Monday, I believe.
Mr. STRACKBEIN. I think that is correct. I have a telegram here

from Patriok McHugh who is secretary-treasurer of the Atlantic
Fishermen's Union, and I would like to read this telegram into the
record, if I may.
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The CHAIRMAN. Yes; you may do so.
Mr. STRACKBEIN (reading):
Am advised Senators Brewsterand Smith before Senate Finance Committee

testified against bill seeking protection of American tuna industry by tariff on
Japanese tuna. Senator Brewster has been active in securing sizable appropria-
tions for Fish and Wildlife Service to investigate possibilities for advancing
development of New England tuna fishing industry which is most commendable.

New England fishermen bewildered to learn of Senators' opposition to necessary
tariff on Japanese tuna and are fearful of its countereffect on native fishing
industry on both east and west coasts. Due to depletion of New England fishing
grounds, our fishermen have been looking forward hopefully to local tuna industry
to bolster our normal fishing, especially in view of forthcoming restrictions to be
imposed shortly as conversion measure by Northwest Atlantic Commission. If
New England fishermen are to compete with cheap Japanese tuna, we know that
hope is dead. How can New England hope to start a new industry when the
old-established west-coast industry finds itself being pushed to the wall?

Do you believe it is worth while to endanger the jobs of thousands of west-
coast working men and women and at the same time to subsidize a Maine tuna
fish cannery by permitting imports of cheap raw materials from Japan? Cur-
rently Maine wages average much less than $1 per hour, whereas west-coast
cannery wage averages approximately $1.50 per hour. Clearly Maine canneries
so subsidized can do a good job on American standards by this cheap labor and
cheap foreign imports, but we submit New England and Maine in particular
cannot build a healthy industry if based on such cheap standards.

The Senators must have testified because of bad misinformation as to the needs
and requirements of sound American industry. To us it all does not add up how
one can sponsor the development of a native New England tuna fishing operation
and at the same time oppose the old and strong west-coast industry now threatened
with destruction by cheap foreign competition.

We would like to obtain the formula by which a new industry can be started
when both it and the old industry is being exposed to financial instability and
ruin of the better American wage standard. We strongly support the position
of the west-coast tuna fishing industry.

PATRICK McHuon,
Secretary-Treasurer, Atlantic Fishermen's Union.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.
Mr. STRACKBEIN. Thank you very much.
The CHAIRMAN. Thatwill be included in the record.
Senator Butler desires to be heard this morning.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN M. BUTLER, UNITED STATES SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND

Senator BUTLER. Mr. Chairman, I thank you for this opportunity
of making a brief statement before the committee.

The CHAIRMAN. We shall be very glad to hear from you.
Senator BUTLER. If the chairman will recollect, when this bill was

passed by the House last October, I asked that hearings be held, and
I am very happy to see that they are now being held.

Mr. Chairman, Maryland has an infant tuna canning industry on
its Eastern Shore. Two are already in operation. In comparison
with the west coast tuna canneries, the Maryland firms are small.
However, if given the proper incentive, the eastern industries should

d make that possible, two things are necessary. First, the ex-
ploratory fishing for tuna being performed by the Fish and Wildlife
Service m the Atlantic should be continued. Initial tests have proven
that bluefin tuna is abundant enough along the east coast from
Maine to Florida to warrant the establishment of the commercial
fishery.
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Second, because of the short period in which tuna can be caught onthe east coast, imported tuna must be brought to our canneries duty-free to keep them operating.
I am told the tuna season extends from June to October in theAtlantic. Meanwhile supplies must be imported from Peru and

Japan.
At this point I should like to remind the committee that Peru is

closer to our Eastern Shore of Maryland than it is to San Diego.
Maryland, has a labor well which can be drawn upon; particularly Irefer to the small villages in the tidewater areas which are engaged in
the Chesapeake fishery. Tuna is particularly adaptable to our needs.
It can be stored in refrigerated space and taken from inventory for
canning in the slack season. Our employment situation is therefore
bettered.

Furthermore, since our plants are in the big consuming markets, no
transportation problem for the finished product exists. I am particu-
larly interested in the outcome of H. R. 5693. In its present form it
would penalize this relatively new industry in my State $60 per ton
for the raw product. Converted to the canned product, it means
roughly 3 cents on the 7-ounce consumer can.

If the quota proposal is adopted, our people would be hurt even
worse. Pacific coast canneries, I am informed, can store any quota of
frozen tuna which has been proposed, and therefore our plants in
Maryland would be without suplies. I know the powerful interests
in California, mostly spearheaded by boat owners, have put on a spec-
tacular show in Washington in order to put this bill through. How-
ever, I am informed the boats from San Diego are on the high seas
again in quest of tuna.

The Tariff Commission is considering the tuna in brine which all
canners, even the west coast ones, believe is the crux of the whole
import tuna problem. Wouldn't it be wise to wait and see how this
matter develops and what the findings of the Tariff Commission are
before the Congress acts?

I most heartily urge your committee to take that course and have
the report of the Tariff Commission before us before we take any steps
on this bill in the Senate.

The CHAIRMAN. The Commission has concluded its hearings and
it advised that it possibly will be 60 days before they have a report,
but they do hope to make one within something like 60 days.

Senator BUTLER. Mr. Chairman, I think that makes it even
stronger that we should wait and see what their recommendations
are before we destroy this industry, because if this bill goes through,
the $60 a ton will destroy our east coast industry.

Senator FREAR. Where are those canneries on the Eastern Shore?
Senator BUTLER. Nanticoke and all around through the tribu-

taries of the Shore, particularly in Wicomico and Somerset Counties.
Senator FREAR. I thought you mentioned two particular tuna

canneries. I misunderstood that, I guess.
Senator BUTLER. We have the representatives of both of them here.

They have already testified as to their location, Senator.
Senator FREAR. Thank you, Senator.
The CaiRMANx. Senator O'Conor also desires to file for the record

a statement and later he will return for a brief personal statement,
but his brief will be entered at this point in the record.
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(The prepared statement submitted by Senator O'Conor is as fol-
lows:)

A STATEMENT OF HON. HERBERT R. O'CONoa, A UNITED STATES SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND

On behalf of the budding tuna industry in the State of Maryland, I wish to
register opposition to H. R. 5693. Imposition of a $60 per ton duty on fresh
and frozen tuna, as is proposed in this bill, would cripple this new industry at this
time. In addition to the two canneries presently packing tuna in my State, I
am reliably informed that further moneys will be expended in Maryland, provided
no deterents such as this measure proposes are enacted into law.

Expansion of the tuna canning industry along the eastern seaboard is a logical
industrial development. In many of the smaller communities such as dot the
Eastern Shore of Maryland, there is available abundant labor to can tuna. In
the absence of large defense industries, this is most important, in that it will
furnish employment for many workers in small plants which have been unable
to secure defense contracts and, because of the restrictions on the use of strategic
materials, are unable to continue operations.

The market for the product in question likewise is here, almost at the very
doors of the canning plants. It would be most unfortunate, and distinctly at
variance with the foundational principles of our free enterprise system, if Congress
were to choke off this developing industry by what would be nothing more nor
less than a subsidy to the west coast tuna industry, at the expense of processors
along the Atlantic seaboard.

Only yesterday the press carried reports of a new determination by Govern-
ment authorities to see that defense contracts are distributed to a far greater
extent than hererofore. It is being realized finally that the smaller communities
which have no defense plants and areas where economic conditions have deteri-
orated because of the increasing swing from normal production to defense work
must be given consideration.

The area where tuna packing would be undertaken in the East is almost wholly
impracticable for heavy defense production and it is too far from any large opera-
tions even for warehousing of supplies or storage of finished products. I speak
from experience, for I have been trying vainly to secure for some of our Eastern
Shore communities any type of activity connected with defense.

Tuna packing will afford our people their long-sought opportunity to participate
in an activity that is important to the defense effort, and one that can be under-
taken without any great dislocation to the normal life of the area. There will
be no labor or housing troubles involved. Experienced workers are at hand,
ready and anxious to go to work. To deny them this opportunity would be to
condemn many of them to idleness, for in these smaller towns, when boat-building
or other plants are shut down for lack of materials, as is happening now and will
continue progressively as restrictions become more stringent, the opportunities
for securing a new job are practically nil. The only recourse is for those affected
to leave home and family and depart for one of the larger industrial areas.

Tuna packing is a "natural" for workers in our Maryland tidewater areas.
If this bill should unfottunately be enacted into law, they would be unjustly
deprived of opportunities to which they have just as much right as any other
citizens in any other areas, North, South, or West. I ask, and am confident, that
members of this committee will look at this question in its broader aspects, and
recognize that its implications go far beyond the economy of any one region.

Two final points appear to me to be worthy of mention. One is that while it
has been part of our tariff policy for many years to impose duties on products
from abroad, application of such levies to raw materials being brought here to be
processed seems somewhat unusual and restrictive.

Also, the suggestion injected by several of the Government agencies that there
be a quota set, limiting the amount of tuna that can be imported for canning,also would appear to be entirely out of order in that it could easily serve to
strengthen the monopoly the west coast has in this phase of fish processing,instead of affording the east coast packers a chance to broaden their lines and
stabilize their operations.

The tuna packing industry on the west coast is an established industry, with
plenty of money behind it. It would be a relatively simple technique, therefore,under such conditions, for any quota that might be set to he gobbled up by the
more firmly established west coast industry, at fancy prices if need be, so that
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there would be little or none left for processing in Maryland or elsewhere along
the Atlantic coast. "

The bill as introduced mentioned nothing whatsoever asout quotas. Let's
keep quotas out of it and decide the matter simply on the basis of whether Ameri-
cans in this section of the country are to be given the same opportunity to earn
a living that is now afforded to Americans in other sections.

The CHAIRMAN. Also there is offered for the record the followine
telegram:
Hon. WALTER F. GEOonac,

United States Senate Offics Building:
The I. A. of M. respectfully requests your support of H. R. 5693 now pending

decision by the Senate Finance:Committee. Enactment of this legislation will
relieve present unemployment and economic distress of our members in tuna
industry.

A. J. HAYES, International Pesident.
The first witness this morning who is a regularly scheduled witness

is Mr. F. D. Wyatt. Mr. Wyatt, will you please come around?
Mr. Wyatt, will you please identify yourself for the record and give
us your connections here and your residence.

STATEMENT OF F. D. WYATT, WILBURB-ELLIS CO., SAN FRANCISCO,
CALIF.

Mr. WYArr. My name is F. D. Wyatt. I represent Wilbur-Ellis
Co. with principal offices in San Francisco, Calif.

The American tuna industry, as you have heard from the witnesses
before this committee, is a highly complex industry subject to all of
the usual economic problems connected with manufacturing, in addi-
tion to problems peculiar to the fishing business. The raw material,
most of which is transported from fishing banks thousands of miles
from the United States, is subject to all the vagaries of nature. What
may appear to be sound judgment in January may look foolish in
June. For example, the industry generally agrees today that the
restoration of a 45-percent duty on tuna in oil, while of long-range
benefit, helped create the problems which beset the industry in 1951.
Happily, that problem is now behind us and the glut of imported
canned tuna in oil has disappeared. The domestic tuna industry
today has a lower inventory than existed a year ago, and, in addition,
an estimated 1 million cases of imported tuna in oil has moved into
consumption. The industry estimates average rhonthly turn-over at
700,000 cases. On this basis, there is about a 90-day supply in the
country today. This is a healthy position. Last October, when
the House passed this bill, a large part of the San Diego fleet was idle.
Today, a substantial number of these vessels are at sea and the rest
are expected to sail shortly. I mention this because the impression
is current that these vessels are not now operating.

I understand that of the approximately 225 vessels in the fleet,
that there are 136 now at sea, there are about 89 in port and of those
89, about 35 are tied up in a management policy dispute, which leaves
about 55 vessels in port including vessels just returned from the banks
and others loading sea stores for future voyages.

The demand for tuna canned in oil by the American industry con-
tinues to grow at an estimated rate of 10 percent annually. Action
to increase the tariff on tuna in brine seems assured. If this product
is eliminated, the domestic industry gains another 5 or 10 percent of



TUNA IMPORTS 347
the American market. The imports of tuna in oil have been decimated
as a result of increasing the tariff to 45 percent. In short, the
American tuna industry in 1952 is facing a totally different picture
than was the case a year ago or even 6 months ago. These bright
prospects are fully appreciated by the canners and, as I have said,
the fleet is now for the most part at sea.

Yesterday, Mr. Sandoz outlined the situation concerning imports
of frozen albacore and their relationship to American boats fishing for
albacore. My statement is addressed to the remaining principal
commercial species of tuna. I refer to yellowfin and skipjack tuna.
Our interest derives from substantial capital investments made by
associated companies in the fishing industry of Peru, which is a direct
outgrowth of suggestions made by the United States Government,
and which we carried out, during World War II. The investment
was made to increase food supplies for the United States and its allies.

Senator MILLIKIN. Mr. Chairman, I am not making any suggestion
about your motive in doing this or your propriety in doing it or your
wisdom in doing it, but you did it also to make money, did you not?

Mr. WYATT. That is correct; yes, sir.
Senator MILLIKIN. That is a very excellent motive.
Mr. WYATT. Thank you, sir.
The fishing vessels employed, fish the identical banks bften within

sight of the San Diego boats. One of the principal fishing grounds
for the American fleet, as well as our interests, are the banks off
Ecuador and Peru.

As regards marketing, the practice in the California industry is for
the canneries to negotiate so-called posted prices at the beginning of
each year with the boat owners very similar to the method in which
the major oil companies post prices on crude oil. This year the price
of yellowfin advanced $10 per ton to $320, and the price of skipjack
was reduced by $30 per ton, to $260. In other words, the fisherman
has his catch sold on contract before he sails. In the case of imported
frozen tuna, the custom is to sell prior to shipment from abroad at the
posted price, which'is the same price received by the California
fishermen. As a practical matter, no importer willingly introduces
foreign tuna into the American market without a sale prior to ship-
ment. The reason is simple. Margins of profit are low and costs of
storage are high. I should like to emphasize that fish are not brought
in here unsold and hawked around the market for whatever they will
bring.

The dominant fact about the San Diego fleet is not its overbuilt
size or its replacement cost or its recent idleness.

Senator MILLIKIN. Do the canners in the last analysis determine
the price of the fish?

Mr. WYATT. Yes, Senator.
Senator MILLIKIN. Don't they have some difficulty in setting that

price so far in advance? Can they anticipate the catch at the time of
making these contracts?

Mr. WYATT. There has been no difficulty, no great difficulty. The
prices have been extraordinarily stable. The prices are normally
fixed in December or January and have ruled for as long as a year at
a time.

Senator MILLIKIN. I am just wondering what were the practical
difficulties of that. The end point is that is the way it is.

4754--52--28
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Mr. WYATT. That is correct, yes, sir.
"Senator MILLIKIN. My inquiry is rather idle, I think.
Mr. WYATT. The most important fact here is that the San Diego

and San Pedro fleet bases solely in San Pedro, Calif.
As the statistics show, until lately it has been virtually the only

source of yellowfin and skipjack tuna for the American canner.
Its catch has been canned exclusively by plants in San Diego and

San Pedro. The fleet does not deliver to canneries located in other
areas of the United States. The hauling charges on frozen fish make
it commercially impossible to transport it to distantly located can-
neries, and still permit those canners to compete with San Diego or
San Pedro canneries. This fleet has grown large because of the con-
stantly expanding United States market for tuna. If the southern
California fleet was dispersed in 5 or 10 ports on both coasts, there
would be no import problem here for consideration. Unfortunately,
the entire catch of this fleet is delivered to southern California canners.
The southern California fleet has an unrivaled access to the only
market it is willing to serve. Historically, as long as there were no
canners in other areas of the United States who used tuna, almost the
entire American market was enjoyed largely by the San Diego fleet.

Senator MILLIKIN. I would like to quote a passage there, "The
San Diego has an unrivaled access to the only market it is willing to
serve."

What limitations on its market does it place? Let me put it
another way. Don't the San Diego products get pretty well all over
the whole country?

Mr. WYATT. Yes, but what I had in mind, Senator Millikin, was
that the boats themselves do not choose to discharge their fish at ports
other than San Diego or San Pedro. In other words, they do not, for
example, go north to Monterey, north to Astoria or to the east coast.

Senator MILLIKIN. YOU are speaking of the market for the raw fish
and not for the canned product?

Mr. WYATT. That is correct, yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. I suppose the cost of transporting it to Astoria, for

instance, becomes prohibitive and destroys competitive balance pic-
ture of the canners in that area as compared with the canners in the
Southern California area, is that correct?

Mr. WYATT. That is correct, yes, Senator.
The CHAIRMAN. Those boats never come around the east coast, do

they?
Mr. WYATT. I think there has been one occasion when one of the

tuna clippers has come to the east coast or to the Gulf coast.
The CHAIRMAN. TO the Gulf coast. All right.
Senator MILLIKIN. Would they not go anywhere where they can

market the fish if the canners elsewhere would buy the product?
Mr. WYATT. Historically the fact is, Senator Millikin, that they

have not done so.
Senator MILLIKIN. Have the canners historically offered to take

their fish?
Mr. WYATT. I believe in one case that there has been some nego-

tiation toward bringing a tuna clipper to the east coast. In other
words what happened this last season was that the boats tied up in
San Diego and did not seek other markets in other parts of the country.
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Senator MILLIKIN. I am taking the reverse. Do the canners in
other parts of the country try to get fish from them?

Mr. WYATT. I believe in one instance that I mentioned, that an
effort was made in that regard; yes, sir.

Senator MILLIKIN. Except for that one instance you are not pre-
pared to say?

Mr. WYATT. That is correct; yes, sir.
Senator MILLIKIN. I am trying to clear up my own mind on this.

They are in the business of catching fish and selling them. I am
wondering why they are not willing to sell, if they are not willing to
sell, in ports other than San Diego and their home ports.

Mr. WYATT. I think the possible explanation of that might be the
fact that their homes are in San Diego, When they are out to sea
they are gone for maybe a month, 2 months, 3 months at a time, and
when they return to port with their catch, they are interested in going
to their home port and not to, shall we say, Eastport, Maine.

Senator MILLIKIN. I concede that is a human reason for a part of
the whole policy, but after all, I repeat they are in the business of
selling fish, and if you folks in Maine will buy fish from them, I can't
understand why they wouldn't sell it to you.

Mr. WYATT. Well, there may be some other explanations too,
Senator .\illikin. I think, as I mention here a little later, the canners
have substantial interests in these boats, and they also in many cases
make loans or guarantee bank loans, so that they exercise a certain
amount of control as to where the vessel disposes of its catch.

Senator MILLIKIN. Would you say what percentage of California's
industry is affected by canner control?

Mr. WYATT. I have been told by a source which I consider reliable
that if you assume the replacement cost of the San Diego bait boat
fleet is $60 million, that the canners directly or indirectly as indi-
viduals have about $20 million of that, possibly up to $20 million.

Senator MILLIKIN. So there is a large investment there even as to
these larger boats that we might assume is independent, is that
correct?

Mr. WYATT. That is my understanding; yes, sir.
This helps to explain why tuna, fresh and frozen, appeared on the

free list in the tariff of 1922 and the tariff of 1930 with no complaint
from any source. During the past 30 years the American tuna can-
ning industry has grown and expanded in almost every year except
during World War II.

As the demand for tuna by the American public doubled and tripled,canners in other parts of the United States began to process one or
more species of tuna. Maine, Massachusetts, Maryland, South
Carolina as well as Oregon and Washington entered the business.
These new canneries could not economically transport frozen tuna
from San Diego by refrigerated public carriers and the tuna fleet
delivered its catch nowhere else. They, therefore, turned to im-
ported tuna as the sole available source of supply. Canners in the
East and projected canneries on the Gulf coast have no other prac-
ticable supply. The so-called basing point formulas, as in cement,or the Pittsburgh plus formula for steel, have never been adopted bythe San Diego fleet for tuna. Consequently, these new canners haveresorted to imports in order to obtain their raw material at the same
price as paid by the San Diego canners to their fishermen.
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The increase in imports, as you will readily see, reflects in part the
raw material requirements of a decentralizing industry. In a small
way, the canning has moved from the southern California area closer
to the large consuming areas in the Eastern States. Closer proximity
to principal market is a normal pattern and is sound economically.
To impose a quota would be to place a congressional limitation on the
growth of these existing canneries and a prohibition against new
canneries coming into the field. A tariff would likewise increase the
cost of the young decentralized industry and make it noncompetitive
with the old established southern California canners.

The question is not totally unlike the freight differentials which for
so long impeded the economic development of the South and South-
east. As I said a moment ago, if the San Diego tuna clippers were
based near, or would deliver to, canners located outside the San Diego-
San Pedro area, there would be no problem of imports. So long as
they persist in making their catch available only to the southern
California canners, then those in the industry elsewhere must find
raw material at prices comparable to those paid by the California
canners. No one will maintain that canners in Maine can transport
frozen tuna from San Diego across the continent and still compete.

Senator MILLIKiN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to suggest that the
California fishing people file a memorandum, if there is not going to
be any testimony on it, with direct attention to this particular matter,
to wit, that the California fishing fleet will not deliver except in Cali-
fornia. I think that is a very important element in the case.

The CHAIRMAN. You can file a reply to this. All right, you may
proceed.

(The information referred to follows:)
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION SUrMITTED BY F. D. WYATT, WILBU-ELLI Co.,

oN H. R. 5693, TUNA FISH TARIFF

This memorandum and the exhibits thereto are filed for the record, with the
permission of the committee, in support of certain statements made in my pre-
pared testimony.

These statements were, in effect:
1. That this is not a tariff problem nor is H. R. 5693 designed for tariff protec-

tion;
2. That the clipper fleet, the principal source of tuna (skipjack and yellowfin)

restricts its sales to southern California canneries because of long-termcontracts
with those canneries, which contracts preclude the sale of the catch to any other
purchaser;

3. That as a result of the inability of the tuna fleet to sell elsewhere than in
southern California, canneries in other parts of the United States must depend
on imported tuna for their raw material;

4. That under these restrictive contracts, the canneries cause the fleet to be
tied up periodically whenever they have an inventory surplus; and that such
periods of enforced idleness are the result of an overcapacity of the fleet and are
not caused by cut-rate imports of fresh or frozen fish;

5. That if the tuna fleet were decentralized as to its bases, it could make
deliveries to canneries in the various States and thereby supply the market now
dependent on imports;

6. That because of the tremendous increase in tuna consumption in the United
States, the tuna industry, historically concentrated in southern California, is
beginning to decentralize, and that the tariff would serve solely to increase the cost
of the raw material to these regional canneries by $60 a ton and hence make them
noncompetitive with the southern California canneries which control the feet;

7. That the small duty-free quota, recommended by the State Department,
would, in effect constitute a congressional determination of the extent of com-
petition to which the southern California canneries could be subjected; and that
either a quota or a tariff ill only result in killing the present decentralization
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movement to other States and thereby keep the industry permanently localised in
southern California-

8. That imported tuna has not been sold at cut-rate prices but is sold both in
California and on the east coast at prices competitive with those paid to the tuna
fleet fishermen;

9. That the study provided by the bill should be made by some Government
agency interested in the free interplay of commercial competition, such as the
Federal Trade Commission.

These contentions (with the possible exception of No. 9) were all traversed by
Dr. Chapman, speaking for the proponents of the tariff.

Substantiating first my statements on the captive position of the fleet and its
inability to sell to anyone other than the contracting southern California canneries,
let me turn to the record:

"Senator MILLIKIN. Let me ask you the same question I asked this witness a
while ago. Is there any influence operating out there than tends to confine the
selling of the California fishermen to west coast packers?

"Mr. CHAPMAN. No, there is not.
"Senator MILLIKIN. No canner interests?
"Mr. CHAPMAN. No. The canners' interest in the fleet is very small * * *"

(record, p. 477).
The proprietary interest of the canners in the fleet, the nature of the contractural

tie-in between the two, the portion of the fleets controlled by the three major
canneries, and the ability of the canners to keep the fleet in port, are described
in exhibit 1. This exhibit is an excerpt from a special report dated August 31,
1951, made by William R. Staats Co., Inc., leading Pacific coast investment
bankers. The report was designed as an over-all study of the industry for the
purpose of interesting investors, and a careful reading of this exhibit will con-
clusively demonstrate the accuracy of my statements. In addition to showing
that 156 boats (out of a total fleet of some 225 boats) are controlled by the three
major canneries, the report explains:

"FISHING FLEETS AND SUPPLY OF RAW FISH
"Fishing fleets have been of vital importance to the packers in order to assure

the production of fish in sufficient amounts for efficient operation of canneries and
production of the packs to fill the demands of customers. Because of this the
canneries built up fleets of vessels which if not owned in whole or in part by the
canneries would be covered by contracts for a term of years" (p. 4).

After reciting that the Westgate-Sun Harbor Co. fleet is composed of 42 of the
most modern clippers in the business, the report, in referring to the entire industry
fleet states:S* * the present fleet can produce more tuna than can be sold by the
canneries."

Describing the contracts between the canners and the boats, the report further
states:

"About 80 percent of the boats fishing for the company are under contract.
These contracts usually are set up on a 5-year basis and basically state that the
canner agrees to buy the production from the vessels at the current market
price, with the right to refuse to accept fish under certain conditions. A sample
of the general contracts used is attached as exhibit 1. (This paragraph was
inadvertetrty omitted in transcribing the complete text of exhibit 1.)"

The typical contract referred to in the above quotation, together with contracts
used by French Sardine Co., Westgate Sea Products Co. (now merged with
Westgate-Sun Harbor Co.), and Van Camp Sea Food Co., Inc., are set forth in
exhibit 2 hereof. These contracts provide that the boat shall fish for tuna and
will deliver its entire catch to the canner in San Diego, and will not deliver any
fish caught to any other purchaser.

"1. The fishermen agree that they will employ the tuna boat owned and
operated by them exclusively in fishing for the period hereinafter provided for,
and that until such date they will deliver the entire catch of said tuna boat to thecanner, and that they will not deliver any fish caught by them or by said tuna
boat (other than fresh market fish) to any other purchaser. Unless otherwise
agreed upon for any individual voyage, delivery shall be made at San Diego,Calif. (French Sardine Co. contract, exhibit 2)."

A similar provision appears in the Westgate-Sun Harbor contract:
"1. For the period commencing September 16, 1947, and ending September 16,1948, the Second Parties agree to fish the boat 'PATIA' for albacore, skipjack,
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yellowfin tuna, bluefin tuna, and other canning fishes, and subject to the terms and
provisions hereof to sell the same exclusively to the First Party during the afore-
said period. However, in the event Second Parties sell the boat 'PATRIa' prior to
September 16, 1948, Second Parties guarantee that as a consideration of such sale
that the buyers thereof will be obligated to deliver all said fish as specified above
to the First Parties up to September 16, 1948" (exhibit 2).

The "typical contract" set forth in the Staats report is of similar language,
while the Van Camp contract varies as to wording but is of similar import:

"3. Party of the first part shall have, and is hereby given, authority to sell all
fish which may be caught by the said vessel or by the parties of the second part, for
delivery by it or them at San Pedro or San Diego, California. Party of the first
part may purchase all or any part of the fish caught by said vessel or by the parties
of the second part, it being presently contemplated that said party of the first part
shall purchase all of the fish."

The duration of the contracts vary from 1 year, as in the French Sardine ('o
contract, to 5 years, as in the Westgate Sea Products Co. contract. In the typical
contract" in the Staats report, which contemplates a financial obligation to either
the canner or a bank, the duration of the contract is coextensive with the debt.
This provides:

"8. This agreement shall remain in effect as long as the fishing boat .......-.
owes money to the -,...- ..--.. Bank of .. . _ _ on a preferred mort-
gage on said vessel ------------- , or so long as the co-owners of the fishing boat
...._....___.. shall owe any money to the -------------- Packing Company
for the account of the vessel" (exhibit 2).

The contracts further provide that the canners, under abnormal conditions
(meaning when their inventories are high or their working capital inadequate),
can require the fishermen to lay up their boats provided the lay-up is general in the
southern California tuna-fishing industry. That the canners employ this pro-
vision, and its importance to them is illustrated by a statement in the annual
report for the year ending May 31, 1951, of the Van Camp Sea Food Co., Inc.,
dated August 14, 1951.

"Relief, however, is in sight * * . In addition, the tuna clippers of all the
important canneries are now being held in port or are operating on a rotation plan
which will curtail production substantially and in this manner reduce the inven-
tories of the industry to normal proportions."

The practice of laying up the fleet in order to curtail production of fish not
wanted by the contracting canneris is confirmed in the Stasts report. After
referring to the fact that the fleet can produce more tuna than can be sold by the
canneries, and to the increase in available tuna from foreign sources, the report
states:

"The result has been that for the past two seasons boat-fishing operations
have been curtailed several times and that at present there are ample boats
available to supply the industry's needs. The curtailment has taken the form of
either lay-up plars by packers or a refusal by packers to send their fleets to sea
for periods of time to adjust inventory levels" (p. 5).

Periodic tie-ups of the fleet will continue so long as the boats, by exclusive
contracts, obligate themselves to deliver all their fish to ofie cannery but with no
obligation on the part of the cannery to take all the fish that oontinuous fishing
would produce. The inexorable truth of this statement is illustrated in the
Starts report:

"The capacity of Westgate-Sun's fleet as noted is roughly 10 000 tons per trip;
the boats will average when operating without restrictions about 44 trips per
year. This means that the total production per year of the fleet for the company
is in the neighborhood of 50,000 tons. In view of the fact that about 40 cases on
an average is the yield from a ton of tuna, the company's total production on an
annual basis would be about 2 million cases. Experience has shown in the past
year and a half that the company's sales fall into the 1-million to 14-million-case
bracket (p. 5).

Admittedly, therefore, the capacity of the Westrate-Sun Harbor fleet, under
contract, is from 25 to 50 percent in excess of the ability of the company, based on
sales experience, to sell.

Despite Dr. Chapman's denials to the previous question, Senator Millikin
tightened his grip on the jugular vein of the entire'problem:

"Senator MILIxxN. Let me repeat the question. Is there any influence by
the banks or the canners or by anybody else, pressure of any kind that operates
to keep the sale of the fish caught by California fishermen, confine that sale to
the California canners or Pacific-coast canners?
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"Mr. (:HAPIMAN. The answer is categorically 'No.' * * *" (record, 479).
Whatever latitude of omission Dr. Chapman felt was permitted by the phrasing

of the Senator's first question was effectively eliminated by the second question.
If disclosure of the foregoing facts was not mandatory up to then, certainly some
disclosure appeared now in order. But Dr. Chapman's flight from the subject
on this second occasion was even more reckless. lie omitted any reference to a
general condition, illustrated in the published annual report, of Van Camp Sea
Food Co., Inc., the only major cannery, with a publicly held minority interest.
Those reports for the years ended May 31, 1940, 1950, and 1951, show:
May 31, 1949:

Loans to fishermen_ ........ ......................... -
Investments in wholly owned boats- ................. --
Investments in jointly owned boats .... .....--- -----

May 31, 1950:
Loans to fishermen -------------........ ........
Investments in jointly owned boats.------- .-- .-----

\Mlay 31, 1951:
Loans to fishermen (in part secured by mortgages and maritime

liens) ... - . . . .. . . .................
Invetments in jointly owned fishing boats_..--------------

$2, 6.59,
211.
930,

1, 904,
791,

1, 950,
674,

These investments, totaling $2,625,000 on May 31, 1951, appear sizable in
comparison to the total assets of the company of $16,597,691.

In exhibit 3, the financial assistance to boat owners is discussed in the Staats
report (pp. 25, 26):

"The packing companies with established sales programs and ample production
capacity require an adequate and reasonably dependable supply of fish which can
only be secured by having their own boats or exclusive contracts with other boat
owners. It has, therefore, been necessary for most of the companies to finance
boat owners in various manners.

"A boat owner or prospective boat owner may not have sufficient funds to pay
the full price for a boat, but with his funds or the funds of himself and associates
lie can pay a portion of the price and borrow a reasonable amount from'the bank.
The balance of the price may then be provided by a packing company which
takes an unsecured note or contract receivable payable over a term of years,
probably not exceeding 5 years.

"The companies also make advances to boat owners for supplies necessary to
stock vessels for extended voyages and for other expenses such as taxes, licenses,
fuel, equipment, repairs, and replacements.

"Loans of a boat owner may also be guaranteed in instances where he is unable
to make sufficient down-payment on a purchase.

"The companies may also have ownership interests in boats representing invest-
ment of their own funds.

"The experience of the companies has shown that it is necessary to have sub-
stantial funds invested in boats and in loans to boat owners and fishermen and to
provide adequate reserves for contingencies."

The degree of control over the fleet, concentrated in the
has increased since August 1951, when it was:

three major canneries,

Van Camp West Gate Farin Total

Roats ....................................... 7 42 41
Tonnage ...................................... 13,702 9,9 ,675

In February 1952 the comparable figures are:

California FrenchVan Camp Tuna Co. Sardine Total

Boats ...------------------------------------ 82 56 41 179Tonnage r----- -- 14,952 9,74 9,675 34.372

In February 1952, California Tuna Packing Co. merged with Westgate-Bun Harbor.
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It is generally agreed that the fleet contains about 225 boats in all, with an
aggregate carrying capacity of approximately 45,000 tons of tuna. The three
major canneries above account for 179 of the vessels with a capacity of 34,372
tons.

There is submitted, not for inclusion in the record but solely for the informa-
tion of the committee, photostatic copies of abstracts of title of all tuna vessels
over 50 net tens documented in the port of San Diego since 1946. The list is not
selective but all-inclusive and was forwarded by the collector of customs of San
Diego. Both the ownership of the boats and recorded liens or financial interests
are set forth. A quick survey, based upon limited knowledge of the names of
officers and their relatives and the corporate affiliates of the principal canneries,
shows such interests in 52 out of the 85 title abstracts. This is exclusive of fish-
ing contracts.

The Tariff Commission states:
"The fishing and canning industries, particularly of California, are thus closely

allied; some of the canneries have an invested interest in some of the tuna-fishing
vessels, and some of the vessel owners and operators own stock in the canneries."
(Summary of Tariff Information on Tuna Fish, Fresh.or Frozen. Revised, Jan-
uary 1952.)

At the hearings I maintained that the canneries located outside the southern
California area (both in northern California and the east coast) were dependent
on imports because they could not obtain frozen tuna from the San Diego fleet.
My statement was vigorously denied by Dr. Chapman with the assertion that the
San Diego clippers would deliver frozen tuna to any port city in the United
States where the boats could get to the dock (record, 474, 476).

Let the experience of some outside canneries, which have attempted unsuccess-
fully to obtain tuna from the San Diego fleet, answer (exhibit 4):

This exhibit shows:
1. Paragon Packing Co., Portland, Oreg., states that it has tried repeatedly for

3 years to obtain tuna from the clippers, without success. In addition, Paragon
states:

"We have been informed that the independent boats (and by 'independent' we
mean boats that are not controlled financially by cannerie') practically all must
submit to a long-term contract before the cannery will take them on and guarantee
to buy their fish.

"These independent boats are fearful, so they tell us, to make a trip for North-
west canneries unless they obtain consent from the canneries under whch they are
contracted before leaving on the trip to catch the fih.

"As you can perhaps well realize a situation of this type does not permit a
Northwest packer to lay any kind of packing program, and they have found that
in order to supply their markets they have had to rely upon foreign importations
to accomplish this and to keep their plants going."

2. H. B. Kennerly & Son, Inc., Nanticoke, Md., inquired about purchasing tuna
and received from San Diego a letter containing the following:

"As you probably know, the tuna clippers are presently tied up in San Diego
because, the canners claim, of an oversupply of fish.

"We have had inquiries from three canners on the east coast who are anxious to
get into the tuna business and would like to have some fish.

"Of cours, toe are not too anxious to put any canners in the tuna business, thus
giving us competition. [Italics supplied.]

This letter, together with Mr. Kennerly's letter of February 9, 1952, .stating
why tuna was never delivered, should be read together.

3. The President of Riviera Packing Co., Eastport, Maine, states that on two
trips to San Diego he attempted unsuccessfully to obtain a supply of tuna from
the clipper fleet. The reasons given were that all clippers were under contract
to the canneries, which could easily absorb the entire catch locally.

4. The Oxnard Canners, Inc., and Peninsula Packing Co., both of Monterey,
Calif. (approximately 400 miles north of San Diego), state:

I" *i * domestic tuna fleet over the years have refused to deliver tuna
Monterey except at premium or in times of bad markets when they could not
sell fish to southern California packers. * * *"

5. Monterey Peninsula Chamber of Commerce, in a statement dated January
80 1952, and filed with this committee, states:

'These investments were made with the thought that at last they had found a
permanent source of supply (imported frozen tuna) good over the years no matter
what the market conditions. These investments had been impossible before as
the domestic tuna fleet has only made fish available to them when it was unwanted
elsewhere or at a premium."
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6. This same chamber of commerce, in a telegram dated January 12, 1952, to
Senators Knowland and Nixon and to Governor Warren, states in part:

" * * * Monterey fishing industry, once largest in Nation, in imminent
danger complete financial collapse. Importation tuna almost only chance for
partial survival industry and staving off consequent further economic distress
entire community.'

The appearance before this committee of the proponents of the tariff was pro-
ceeded by a highly organized national letter-writing campaign to the Congress
(exhibit 5). The goal was 25,000 letters or post cards directed to st ress that cheap
imports of tuna were wiping out the domestic San Diego industry. In fairness to
the Senators who were being asked to vote in reliance on the truth of such state-
ment, they should have been supplied with at least one single instance of a sale at
a cut-rate price. Such evidence should have been readily available if the imports
were as large as alleged and causing the withering competition claimed. Yet.,
among the elaborate quantity of statistics presented by the proponents, there is
not one scintilla of such e\ idence. Perhaps is was hoped that the phrase "cheap
foreign imports" when reiterated to the Congress by 25,000 people would succeed
in diverting attention so that the absence of such evidence would go unnoticed.
But it was finally admitted in the closing minutes of the Senate hearings by Dr.
Chapman, spokesman for the tuna fleet, that imported tuna did not undersell
domestic tuna in the California market.

"Senator MI.IKI.r So that the foreign exporters to this country are going
along with the domestic price on the west coast, but they are cutting that price on
the Gulf coast and Atlantic coast, is that correct ?

"Mr. C(1 APMAN. Yes. * * *" (record, p. 475).
Dr. Chapman, after testifying that in a "slam-bang competition" with cut-rate

imports the American fishermen would lose the market on the Atlantic coast and
Gulf coast, stated:

"Senator MILLIKIN. So far as the Gulf coast and Atlantic coast companies are
concerned, you would lose.

"Mr. CHAPMAN. YeS.
"Senator MIL4LIKIN. Would that not be true on the west coast?
"Mr. CHAPMAN. Yes On the w,,st coast, yes.
"S nator MILLIKIN. If the importers so far had not respected the established

price?
"Mr. CHAPMAN: .Right * * *" (record, p. 476).
With r-,sp-et to price cutting on the east coast (there are currently only pro-

jected canneries on the Gulf coast), the evidence is equally illusory. Yet, in view
of the admission that, imports respected the domestic price on the west coast, it
would seem that price cutting on the east coast would be a vital point to prove.
But here is t he testimony:

"Senator MILLIKIN. Would you mind developing the price factor, what com-
petition you would b,- up against in the Gulf of Mexico country and the Atlantic
coast country as respects foreign-supplied fish?

"Mr. CHAPMAN. Of course, we do not know the actual business of our compet-
itors. We can't give you with any accurate detail what prices are.

"W? can only give you what we hear are the prices, and we h'ar that tuna is
offered, skipjack, for as low as $200 from Peru, yellowfin for as low as $275.

"Senator MILLIKIN. Are yon talking about the Gulf coast area?
"Mr. CHAPMAN. Delivered, and southern California also" (record, pp. 474 and

475).
It is entirely probable that Dr. Chapman did in fact hear that imported tuna

was selling at the very low prices he mentioned. The practice of circulating such
reports is not entirely unknown in the San Diego area, for they serve to beat
down prices to independent boat owners who return to port with unsold fish.

The most readily available documentary evidence of imported tuna prices on
the east coast appears in invoices to the Kennerly Co. (exhibit 6). These show
prices paid as follows: February 14, 1951, Peruvian yellowfin $300 per ton;
April 13, 1951, Peruvian yellowfin $295 per ton; March 1, 1951, Japanese alba-
core $390 per ton; March 5, 1951, Japanese albacore $409 per ton; March 22, 1951,
Japanese albacore $367.01 per ton, (c. i. f., New York).

These prices are f. o. b. New York and should be increased by approximately
$10.50 per ton for transportation from New York to the cannery. The posted
prices in southern California include delivery to the cannery door.

During the testimony the impression was conveyed that present prospects for
the future activity of the fleet, showed little improvement over the August tie-up.
The true facts are that on February 6, 1952, out of the total fleet of 225 boats of
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30 tons or over, 136 were at sea-of the remaining 89, 35 were tied up awaiting
the previously mentioned merger between Westgate-Sun Harbor and California
Tuna Packing Co. The remaining 59 includes boats that have recently returned
from fishing and some small obsolete boats that will never tuna fish again.

Since the close of the hearings on February 7. an additional 23 vessels have re-
ceived sailing orders and currently are putting to sea. In short, the sailing sched-
ules have returned to normal and no condition of emergency can be validly alleged.
This is confirmed by the San Diego press (exhibit 7).
Why the southern California canneries want the tariff

Canners stagger sailings in their fleets so that the returned catch will correspond
as nearly as possible with the estimates of their own needs. When confronted
with a sudden and unexpected demand for the product, canners meet this situa-
tion by resorting to imports, which can be made available in exactly the required
quantity within approximately 30 days.

The southern California canneries, as proponents of the tariff designed to stop
cheap imports, could certainly have proved, from their own records, evidence of
cut-rate purchases. But on this subject they were silent. As purchasers of a
large part of the imports, their position in advocating the tariff which would in-
crease their cost in the use of imports, might, at first blush, appear anomalous.
It might be thought that, as a pledge of good faith to their own fishermen, the\
wanted to be galvanized by law from yielding to the temptation of cheap tuna.
Another explanation could be that they wanted to preclude the recurrence of a
situation such as reflected in exhibit 8. This exhibit reports that a clipper,
under a 5-year contract with a cannery providing for continuous fishing, had been
held in port for 5 months. The overstocked condition of the cannery is the re-
ported reason. The clipper owner upon learning that while so tied up, his cannery
purchased imported tuna, ordered his boat to sea. However, the cannery is
reported as having no intention of purchasing the clipper tuna cargoes for the
present at least. The union stopped the sailing (exhibit 8).

However, a brief analysis of the incidence of the tariff will demonstrate that the
position of the southern California canneries is neither anomalous nor based on a
desire to have the temptation of imports removed, for the benefit of their boats.
The tariff on the small quantity of imports they use, in relation to their total
consumption from the fleet, would cause only a negligible increase in their over-
all average cost.. But to the competitive canneries, outside-of southern Cali-
fornia, which are dependent exclusively on imports, the tariff would fall on their
entire raw material and place them at a serious competitive disadvantage. This
is confirmed by exhibit 9.

Even Van Camp Sea Foods Co., Inc., recognized that the absence of a tariff
on frozen tuna did not cause the August tie-up of the fleet. In its annual report,
dated August 21, 1951, Van Camp says:

"The major cause for the disturbed conditions in the industry was the very
substantial imports of canned tuna from Japan during the calendar year 1950.
It now appears that the problem created by this flood of.lmports has been partially
solved by an increase from 22% to 45 percent in the ad valorem duty on foreign
tuna packed in oil which became effective on January 1, 1951."

F. D. WYATT.
The following excerpt is from a special report dated August 31, 1951, made by

William R. Stasts Co., Inc., generally regarded as the leading investment bankers
in southern California. This report was designed as an over-all study of the in-
dustry for the purpose of interesting investors. The excerpt is addressed solely
to the relationship of the clippers to Westgate-Sun Harbor and its chief competi-
tors, Van Camp Sea Food Co., Inc., and French Sardine Co., Inc. It is a candid
statement showing 156 of the clippers are owned, in whole or in part, or controlled
by the three largest southern California tuna canners.

"FISHING FLEETS AND SUPPLY OF RAW FISH

"Fishing fleets have been of vital importance to the packers in order to assure
the production of fish in sufficient amounts for efficient operation of canneries
and production of the packs to fill the demands of customers. Because of this
the canneries built up fleets of vessels which if not owned in whole or in part by
the canneries would be covered by contracts for a term of years. The tuna-boat
fleet of the Westgate-Sun Harbor Co. is formed from the two fleets that prior to
the merger of the two parent companies, i. e., the Westgate Sea Products Co.
and the Sun Harbor Packing Co., on January 1, 1950, fished for each company.
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At the advent of the merger, part of the agreement between the two companies
tated: 'Each of the parties hereto shall, in regard to fishing vessels controlled

through ownership, enter into fishing contracts for such vessels with Westgate-
Sun, such fishing contracts to be for a term of five (5) years and shall contain the
usual provisions customarily contained in fishing contracts heretofore used by
the parties hereto. Provided, however, in the event either party desires to dis-
pose of any vessel or interest therein free of the fishing contract, Westgate-Sun
shall be given fifteen (15) days within which to meet any bona fide offer which
has been submitted in writing. In regard to fishing vessels under contract to
the parties hereto, each of the parties will assign to Westgate-Sun their rights
under said contracts and Westgate-Sun will assume and agree to be bound by all
of the obligations contained in said contracts.'

"At the present writing the fleet fishing for Westgate-Sun Harbor Company
is composed of 42 tuna clippers of various sizes and i. as modern as anly competitive
fleet in the business.

"A summary of the vessels (all brine), and their tonnage capacity, by fleets, is
shown by the following tabulation:

December 1940-Sun December 1094-West- August 1951-Wet-
Harbor Packing Co. gate sea Product gate-Sun HIarbor

Number Number To ge Number Tonage
of boat Tonnage of boats of boats

Under 100 tons ............... 4 320 3 160 3 30
100 to 200 tons .......-------....... -------- 9 1, 345 7 900 13 1. 970
210 to 300 tons--.....- - -...- . 14 3, 478 1, 170 ]5 3.796
300 tons and o% er....... ------------- 8 2, 855 3 1, 120 11 3,

Total....---------......-------..--- 35 7.990 18 1 3, 410 42 9,966

"Because of the present size of the industry fleet, which has been materially
augmented by new tonnage since the end of World War II, the present fleet can
produce more tuna tnan can be sold by the canners. This condition has been
accentuated by increased foreign production, principally from Japan and Peru,which has been imported into this country.

"The result has been that for the past two seasons boat fishing operations have
been curtailed several times and that at present there are ample boats available
to supply the industry's needs. The curtailment has taken the form of either
lay-up plans by packers or a refusal by packers to send their fleets to sea for periods
of time to adjust inventory levels.

"The capacity of Westgate-Sun's fleet as noted is roughly 10,000 tons per trip;
the boats will average when operating without restrictions about 4% trips per
year. This means that the total production per year of the fleet for the Company
It in the neighborhood of 50,000 tons. In view of the fact that about 40 cases on
an average is the yield from a ton of tuna, the Company's total production on an
annual basis would be about 2 million case. Experience has shown in the past
year and a half that the Company's sales fall into the one million to one and a half
million case bracket.

"Listed below is a table showing the positions of these contracts with the
Company:

Number Option to NumberOption toYear of boats renew for Year o boat renew for
1 year 1 year

iRots Boaot
10- -...........__...... . 4 195 .. ........--.. 3 ..
192.......................... 6 1 As long as company has inter-
19.......3------------------------- 7 ----------- est .....................-------------------------. 2
1954--------------................--------........ 6 ........... As long s any ndebtedness
19 . ..................--- ---------- 3- ........... to bank or oompany....... I



358 TUNA IMPORTS

"Following is a comparison of the company's fleet with those of its two largest
competitors, Van Camp Sea Food Company, Inc., and French Sardine Company,
Inc., with its subsidiary High Seas Tuna Packing Company.

Tune fleets-August 1951

Freneh Sardine-
Tonnage cnpsty Westgate-Sun Harbor Van Camp HiFh Sne

Number of Number of Number of
boats Tonnage boats Tonnage boats Tonnsme

Under 100 tons.. ............ 3 230 18 1,162 3 185
100 to 20 tons ............... 13 1.970 25 3,6S) 12 1,895
200 to 300 tons..... ......... 15 3,795 17 4,170 16 3,840
300 tons and over...-- ........ 11 3, 00 13 4,720 10 3,76

Total .................. 42 9, 955 73 13, 702 41 9, 675

"The predecessor companies in the past while enlarging their fleets gave financial
assistance in various forms to boat owner' under contract to deliver fish to them.
The assistance now given by the company I, limited to adances to boat owners
for supplies, and guaranties of loans on tuna boats. In the firn instance the
company may advance funds, to be repaid at the end of a voyage, for taxes,
licenses, supplies, fuel, equipment, etc. The amount so advanced as of Mav 31,
1951, is showh on the balance sheet as 'Accounts receivable-fishermen' in the
amount of $110,888. In the second instance any such guaranties would be of
nominal amount only, probably not exceeding $25,000."

-0

EXHIBIT 1

TYPICAL FISHING CONTRACT

(Special report by William R. Staats Co., Inc.)
THIS AGREEMENT, made and entered into this -....day of,____---- 19 -

by and between -------........ ....... a corporation, hereinafter for con-
venience designated as "canner," and the owners of the tuna boat...............

-, _ _ _ _ _ hereinafter for convenience designated as "Fisherman";
WHEREAS the Canner, in its business of packing and selling tuna fish, requires a

continuous supply of fish, and in order to obtain the same is desirous of entering
into an agreement with boat owners in advance of the actual delivery of such fish;
and

WHEREAS the Fishermen are desirous of being assured of a market for their
catch upon arrival in port;

Now, THEREFORE, in consideration of the premises and the mutual covenants
and conditions hereinafter contained, it is agreed by and between the parties
hereto as follows:

1. The Fisherman agree that they will employ the tuna boat owned and operated
by them exclusively in fishing for the period hereinafter provided for, and that until
such date they will deliver the entire catch of said tuna boat to the Canner, and
that they will not deliver any fish caught by them or by said tuna boat (other than
fresh market fish) to any other purchaser.

2. The Canner agrees to pay to the Fishermen the prevailing market price for
all fish delivered to the Canner and which has been inspected and accepted by the
California State Board of Health Inspectors.

3. In the event of abnormal conditions the Canner is authorized from time to
time to require the Fisherman to lay up their tuna boat for such period or periods
of time as may be necessary under the circumstances, providing the lay-up is
general in the Southern California tuna fishing industry.

4. The Canner may limit the quantity of fish which it will accept from any
single voyage of said tuna boat, provided the Canner shall give notice to the
Fishermen of any such limitations or restrictions prior to the Fishermen's de-
parture on any fishing voyage where limitation is to be exercised, and provided
further that similar limitations are exercised with respect to other tuna vessels
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throughout the industry as a whole. The Canner agrees to accept and pay for,
except as otherwise herein provided, all tuna fish within the minimum and ilaxi-
mnum size limits established by the law of the State of California; provided,
however, that should the majority of tuna canners in the Southern California
area find it necessary to place a limitation upon the sie of tuna fish which they
will accept, then the Canner herein shall be privileged to exercise the sale
limitations with regard to the Fishermen herein, it being understood that notice
of any such limitations shall be given to the Fishermen prior to the Fishermen's
departure on any fishing voyage where said limitations are to be exercised.

5. In the event the Canner is unable to accept delil cry of fish by reason of
strikes, fire, labor difficulties, breakdowns, or any cause beyond the control of
the Canner, the Canner has the privilege of refusing to accept said deliveries
provided Canner shall immediately use due diligence in finding another Canner
or Canners who can and will accept immediate delis\ ry; otherwise, the Fishermen,
at their option, may make delivery of fish to such other canner or canners as
they desire, until such time as the Canner notifies the Fishermen that he is
ready and able to accept further deliveries.

6. All-deliveries of fish hereunder shall be subject to inspection and rejection
byhv the California State Board of Health, or by any other governmental authority,
and the Canner shall not be' dee ,ld to have accepted any fish until the same
shall have passed such inspection, at which time payment therefor shall be made
upon demand by the Fishermen.

7. The word, "catch" and "fish" when Ilued herein shall mean tuna fish and
include all species thereof.

S. This agreement shall remain in effect as long as the fishing boat _ .
.......----------------- owes money to the .....---------- Bank of

---------- -or - on a preferred mortgage on said vessel----------
...... or so long as the co-owners of the fishing boat......
-.--___-- shall owe any money to the .....................-.

Packing Company for the account of the vessel.
9. It is understood and agreed by and between the parties hereto that all

deliveries of fish shall be made at the Canncr.'s plant in Sall Diego, Calif., except
as herein otherwise provided for.

10. The Fishermen agree that all settlements for the catch of the vessel......
- -- - throughout the life of this contract may be made by

the Canner with the Managing Owner of the vessel, and shall be considered final
when so made.

11. It is understood and agreed upon by all parties hereto that this agreement
shall be binding upon the heirs, executors, administrators, and assigns of all parties
hereto.

PACKING COMPANY,
By , President,

Canner.
, Owners.

Fishermen.

FISHING CONTRACT

THIS AGREEMENT, made and entered into this . - _ _ day of .. ...........
1946, by and between FRENCH SARDINE COMPANY OF CALIFORNIA, INC., a Cali-
fornia Corporation, hereinafter for convenience designated as "Canner," and the
owners of the steel fishing vessel to be known as the ----................--.
or to be known by such other name as the Owners shall hereafter select, building
of which is about to commence by ........................---- --
said owners being hereinafter for convenience designated as "Fishermen."

AHEREAS the Canner, in its business of packing and selling tuna fish requires
a continuous supply of fish, and in order to obtain the same is desirous of entering
into an agreement with boat owners in advance of the actual delivery of such
fish. and

H'HEREAs the Fishermen are desirous of being assured of a market for theircatch upon arrival in port;
Now, THEREFORE, in consideration of the premises and the mutual covenants

and conditions hereinafter contained, it is agreed by and between the parties
hereto as follows:

1. The Fishermen agree that they will employ the tuna boat owned and oper-ated by them exclusively in fishing for the period hereinafter provided for, andthat until such date they will deliver the entire catch of said tuna boat to the
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Canner, and that they will not deliver any fish caught by them or by said tunaboat (other than fresh market fish) to any other purchaser. Unless otherwiseagree upon for any individual voyage, delivery shall be made at San Diego,
2. The Canner agress to pay to the Fishermen the prevailing market price forall fish delivered to the Canner and which has been inspected and accepted by theCalifornia State Board of Health inspectors.
3. In the event of abnormal conditions the Canner is authorized from time totime to require the Fishermen to lay up their tuna boat for such period or periods

of time as may be necessary under the circumstances, providing the lay-up i,
general in the Southern California tuna fishing industry.

4. The Canner may limit the quantity of fish which it will accept from any
single voyage of said tuna boat, provided the Canner shall give notice to theFishermen of any such limitations or restrictions prior to the Fishermen's de-
parture on any fishing voyage where limitation is to be exercised, and provided
further that similar limitations are exercised with respect to other tuna vessels
throughout the industry as a whole. The Canner agrees to accept and pay for,except as otherwise herein provided, rll tuna fish within the minimum and maxi-
mum size limits established by the law of the State of California; provided, how-
ever, that should the majority of tuna canners in the Southern California area find
it necessary to place a limitation upon the size of tuna fish which they will accept,then the Canner herein shall be privileged to exercise the same limitations with
regard to the Fishermen herein, it being understood that notice of any such
limitations shall be given to the Fishermen prior to the Fishermen's departure on
any fishing voyage where said limitations are to be exercised.

5. In the event the Canner is unable to accept delivery of fish by reason of
strikes, fire, labor difficulties, breakdowns, or any cause beyond the control of
the Canner, the Canner has the privilege of refusing to accept said deliveries
provided Canner shall immediately use due diligence in finding another Canner
or Canners who can and will accept immediate delivery; otherwise, the Fishermen,
at their option, may make delivery of fish to such other Canner or Canners as they
desire, until such time as the Canner notifies the Fishermen that he is ready and
able to accept further deliveries.

6. All deliveries of fish hereunder shall be subject to inspection and rejection
by the California State Board of Health, or by any other governmental authority,
and the Canner shall not be deemed to have accepted any fish until the same shall
have passed such inspection, at which time payment therefore shall be made upon
demand by the Fishermen.

7. The words "catch" and "fish" when used herein shall mean tuna fish and
include all species thereof.

8. This agreement shall remain in effect for five (5) years from and after date
of delivery of the fishing boat to the owners named below.

9. The Fishermen agree that all settlements for the catch of the vessel through-
out the life of this contract may be made by the Canner with the Managing
Owner of the vessel, and shall be considered final when so made.

10. It is understood and agreed upon by all parties hereto that this agreement
shall be binding upon the heirs, executors, administrators, and assigns of all
parties hereto.

THE FRENCH SARDINE COMPANY OF
CALIFORNIA, INC., A CORPORATION,

By , Canner.
, Owners.

FISHING AGREEMENT FOR O/S VESSEL "PATRIA"

THIS AGREEMENT, entered into this 16th day of September 1947, between
WESTGATE SEA PRODUCTS Co., a corporation, organized under the laws of the
State of California, with its principal place of business in the City of San Diego, in
said State hereinafter referred to as "FirstParty" and Manuel M. Medina,
Frank Medina, and Fernando Medina hereinafter referred to as "Second Parties,"
coowners of the American O/S Vessel "PATRIA," Official No. 227-930, of the home
port of San Diego, California.

WITNESSETH:
WHEREAS the First Party is engaged in the business of packing fish and operates

a plant for such purpose on San Diego Bay in the said City of San Diego, Cali-
fornia, and depends for its supply of raw fish from purchases thereof from fisher-
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men and other parties engaged in the catching of fish, and incidental to such activi-
ties the First Party assists in the financing of the fishermen and the building and/or
purchasing of boats and/or equipment therefor and the operation of such boats;
and

WHEREAS the Second Parties are now the owners of a fishing vessel named
"PATRIA" which is equipped for the purpose of catching fish for the commercial
canning market and other kindred purposes, and the home port of the vessel is
the City of San Diego California, and

WHEREAs the First Party has agreed to purchase a certain Fifty Percent (50%)
interest in the American Diesel Vessel "MANAMA" Official No. 249880, owned by
Manuel M. Medina, one of the parties of the Second Part, and at the latter's
request to purchase also the other Fifty Percent (50%) interest in said vessel
"MANAMA" owned by one Manuel S. Monise, the total consideration for the entire
vessel being $25,000.00.

Now, THEREFORE, in consideration of the matters contained in the foregoing
recitals and in consideration of the mutual promises and covenants contained

.hereinafter, and in further consideration of advances which may be made by the
First Party to the Second Parties in the future, it is agreed between the parties
hereto as follows:

1. For the period commencing September 16, 1947 and ending September 16,
1950, the Second Parties agree to fish the boat "PATRIA" for albacore, skipjack,
yellowfin tuna, bluefin tuna, and other canning fishes, and subject to the terms
and provisions hereof to sell the same exclusively to the First Party during the
aforesaid period. However, in the event Second Parties sell the boat "PATRIA"
prior to September 16, 1948, Second Parties guarantee that as a consideration of
such sale that the buyers thereof will be obligated to deliver all said fish as speci-
fled above to the First Parties up to September 16, 1948.

2. The Second Parties agree that during the whole of said term they will devote
their best energy and efforts to the management of said boat and the fulfillment
of this contract, and that all fish caught by the Second Parties during said term
shall be delivered exclusively to the First Party, either at its cannery, barge or
tender designated by the First Party, at Second Parties' expense.

3. The Second Parties agree to deliver the fish to the First Party in good con-
dition, sweet, sound and cold. and to keep the same at all times well protected
from heat and sun. Delivery of said fish shall be made promptly so that the
same shall be in good condition and acceptable to the First Party. In the event
that the First Party accepts delivery at some other place than the First Party's
plant, delivery shall be made soon enough to permit the transportation and arrival
of said fish at the plant in good condition and acceptable to the First Party.

4. All fish accepted by the First Party hereunder are to be measured and weighed
in accordance with the regulations of the Fish and Game Commission and/or the
Sealer of Weights and Measures of the State of California. Upon acceptance
of the fish, First Party agrees to issue to the Second Parties, or their agents, a
memorandum or receipt evidencing the weight of the fish received by the First
Party and the name of the vessel from which delivery is made. The acceptance
and receipt by the Second Partie-, or their agent, shall make the same final and
binding between the parties as to the quantity of fish to be paid for by the First
Party; provided, however, that such fish as shall be rejected by the First Party
andlor the California State Board of Health or any other governmental authority,shall be charged back against said receipt.

5. First Party agrees to pay to the Second Parties as and for the purchase price
of such fish accepted by the First Party and for the catching, drawing, caring for
and delivery of the same, and for all of the Second Parties' acts respecting the same
hereunder, the prevailing market price paid by commercial canners of fish at the
port where delivery is made, it being expressly understood that said price is
the total price and compensation to be paid by the First Party hereunder, pro-
vided, however, that should said market price be excessive in the opinion the
First Party (it to be the sole judge thereof), then the First Party may, at its
election, give notice to the Second Parties that it will no longer accept any proffered
deliveries of fish hereunder, and in that event the Second Parties shall then be atliberty to dispose of the same elsewhere until notified by the First Party that theFirst Party is willing to pay the then market price of fish, in which event the
Second Parties shall immediately resume deliveries of fish caught by them and
their vessel to the First Party.

6. The Second Parties declare and warrant to the First Party that they have noother fishing contract, and will not make any other fishing contract covering any
part of the term of this contract, and that the Second Parties are not, and will not
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become, indebted to any other packer or any other person on account of a fishing
contract.

7. In case of fire or breakdown in the plant of the First Party, or the shortage of
cans or other necessary materials, which First Party, by the exercise of reasonable
diligence could not have prevented, or in the event of strikes interfering with the
operation of First Party's plant, or if from any cause beyond the reasonable
control of the First Party, it is unable at any time to accept or pack the fish so
caught by the Second Parties, then in any such event the Second Parties may sell
and deliver fish to other parties during such period or periods, but upon receiving
notice from the First Party of its ability and desire to resume the acceptance of
fish hereunder, the Second Parties shall immediately resume the delivery of fish
to the First Party under the terms of this agreement.

8. Should the Second Parties fail or neglect to perform any of the terms and/or
provisions of this contract, then, or at any time thereafter, the First Party ma.,
at its option, declare any amounts then owing to it by the Second Parties on
account of loans or advances, or otherwise, to be immediately due and payable.
and in such event or events the First Party may, upon its option, then or at any
time thereafter exercised, terminate this contract, but shall not be obligated so to
do; this provision being alternative and/or cumulative of any other legal or
equitable right or remedy prescribed by law for its benefit.

9. Should any portion of this contract be declared null and void or fail for lack
of consideration or want of mutuality, it shall not affect any other portion of said
contract and the remaining of said contract shall be considered in full force and
effect and valid for all purposes.

10. In the event of any dispute arising between the parties of this contract the
dispute shall be referred to three arbitrators, whose decision shall be binding and
final on all parties concerned. One arbitrator is to be appointed by the First
Party, one arbitrator is to be appointed by the Second Parties, and the third
arbitrator shall be appointed by the presiding judge of the Superior Court of
San Diego, California.

11. Time is of the essence of this agreement in all particulars.
12. This contract shall be binding upon their heirs, executors, administrators,

successors and assigns of the parties hereto.
13. If during the life of this contract the vessel "PATRIA" should be sold to

new owners the sale of said vessel shall terminate this contract upon the filing
of the Bill of Sale in the office of the Collector of Customs of the Port of said vessel,
with the exception of that provision set forth in Section 1, Page 2, of this agree-
ment obligating the new owners to continue to deliver fish to the First Parties
until September 16, 1948.

IN WrrNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this instrument in
duplicate the day and year first above written.

WESTOATE SEA PRODUCTS Co.,
By W. WADE AMBROSE, President.
By C. A. EDWARDS, Secret P .First Party.
MANUEL M. MEDINA, Operating Mgr.,
FRANK MEDINA,
FERNANDO MEDINA

Second Parties.

OPERATING AGREEMENT

THIS AREEMENT, made and entered into this 25th day of April 1944, by and
between VAN CAMP SEA FOOD COMPANY, INC., a corporation, hereinafter referred
to as Party of the First Part, and FRANCIS W. DESILVA, MfANUEL F. SERPA.
RALPH F. ~ILVA, ANTHONY S. CHI4PPE, ANGELO J. CHIAPPE, J. J. CAMILLO and
JOAQUIN PEDRO, all of San Diego, California, hereinafter referred to as Parties of
the Second Part;

WrITNESSETH:
WIHEREAS the parties hereto entered into a contract on the 30th day of March,

1944, with Al Larson Boat Shop wherein the parties hereto were named as owners
of a 105 foot tuna clipper to be built by Al Larson.Boat Shop, party of the first
part to own an undivided 1/5 interest in said vessel, Joaquin Pedro to own an un-
divided 1/5 interest in said vessel and the other parties of the second part to own
an undivided 1/10 interest each in said vessel; and
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WHEREAS the party of the first part is engaged in the canning and processing of

tuna and other classes and varieties of fish and is making this contract for the pur-
pose of obtaining for itself a supply of fish as its raw material in its packing opera-
tions; and

WHEREAS Joaquin Pedro is and has been for many years last past engaged in
the fishing bu-iness and is an experienced fisherman and expects to operate and
fish on said vessel and to have full charge of the fishing operations thereof during
the time the said vessel is at sea; and

WHEREAS it is the desire of the parties hereto to operate Said xe.el to their
mutual profit and advantage:

Now, THEREFORE, it is agreed:
1. The ownership of said vessel shall be between the parties hereto as tenants

in common; that they are not nor shall they ever be part ners nor joint adventurers:
that their rights and liabilities between each ot her and otherwise 'hall be as tenants
in common and not as copartners or joint advent urers.

2. Parties of the second part agree that they will repay to the party of the
first part any money which party of the first part may advance for the operation
of the vessel or to make payments upon obligations owed by either of the parties
hereto, to the extent of 4/5 of said advancements which may be made by party of
the first part; that said repayments will be made upon demand by the first party
and said advancements will bear interest at the rate of 6 percent per annum.

3. Party of the first part shall have, and is hereby given, authority to sell all
fish which may be caught by the said vessel or by the parties of the second part,for delivery by it or them at San Pedro or San Diego, California. Party of the
first part may purchase all or any part of the fish caught by said vessel or by
the parties of the second part, it being presently contemplated that said party of
the first part shall purchase all of the fish. Party of the first part shall pay for
all fish which it purchases from the said vessel or the parties of the second part
and which are accepted by it as suitable for canning after inspection as hereinafter
'et forth, the price agreed upon between the canners and the boat owners of San

Diego or San Pedro, California, for the kind and variety caught and sold, or in the
event there is no such agreement, or in the event for any other reason it is impossi-
ble to fix the price to be paid by the party of the first part for fish, then the partyof the first part shall pay the reasonable market price for the kind and variety of
fish delivered to it; sales of fish to the party of the first part shall be subject to pack:
that is to say, shall not be accepted or paid for by the party of the first part until
and unless it shall have been packed in cans and inspected and approved as fitfor canning and shipment as canned food by the Department of Health of theState of California, or by such other governmental authority as may be chargedwith the duty of inspecting raw or canned fish; it is understood and agreed that theboat shall not depart upon a fishing voyage unless and until arrangements havebeen made for the sale of any catch which may be taken upon such voyage, eitherto the party of the first part or to some other person or corporation.

4. It is contemplated that Joaquin Pedro, one of t he parties of the second part,shall fish on the vessel and act as master thereof. So long as he fishes on saidvessel and acts as master thereof he shall receive in full for his services in con-nection with the operation of said vessel a share in the catch based upon thedivision of shares customary in the port of San Diego and shall receive no otheror further compensation in connection with his services rendered and to berendered to the vessel or to the parties hereto, in connection with the manage-Inent, operation or control of said vessel. During such time as he may not ],serving as master or member of the crew he shall receive no compensation, exceptby the express agreement of the parties hereto, other than his share of the earningsof the vessel derived from his ownership of a 2/5 interest therein. The party
of the first part shall receive no compensation for any services which it shallrender to the vessel or to the parties hereto.

5. The party of the first part shall at all times keep true and accurate books ofaccount in which shall be entered all of the transactions concerning the said boat.and said party of the first part shall render to the parties of the second part atstated intervals, which shall be approximately at the end of each fishing voyage,a true and correct statement of said account showing the earnings and expensesof the said vessel. The party of the first part shall have general direction andsupervision of the kind, variety, type and size of fish to be caught by and throughthe use of the said vessel, but shall have no control over the actual fishing opera-tions or the catching or taking of fish. The parties of the second part shall havefull control over the employment and management of the crew of the vessel,including all officers thereof.
9475-2---24
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6. It is understood and agreed that each party shall bear and pay the expenses
in connection with the operation of said vessel in proportion to their ownership,
and the net earnings thereof, after payment of all expenses, shall be divided in
proportion to the ownership. The party of the first part shall be and act as
agent for the vessel and owners and is hereby given full power and authority to
act as such agent, and in that connection to make such contracts, arrangements,
agreements or otherwise for and on behalf of the parties hereto, and said vessel,
with any and all persons, for the repair, operation or maintenance of the said
vessel, or for any other purpose in connection with the ownership and operation
thereof, except as herein otherwise agreed. Party of the first part shall, so far
as it is able, endeavor to keep said vessel insured by a marine insurance policy
against loss by perils of the sea and shall endeavor to obtain for the owners and
the said vessel insurance coverage by protection and indemnity policy, if such a
policy is reasonably obtainable. In the event of a partial loss, then the insurance
received shall be applied to the repair of the vessel. In the event of' a total loss
the insurance received, after the payment of the indebtedness and bills against
the said vessel, shall be divided between the parties as their interest may appear.

7. Neither of the parties of the second part shall sell all or any part of his interest
in and to said vessel until he shall have complied with the following provision:

Such person desiring to sell shall first make an offer to each of the other parties
of thq seoond part and to the party of the first part to sell his interest or some desig-
nated part thereof in and to said vessel at a price to be named for such interest
in said written offer. Each of the other parties of the second part shall have the
option to purchase the interest so offered at the price so named for a period of ten
(10) days after the service of said written offer. The party of the first part shall,
in the event none of the other parties of the second part shall have accepted said
offer within said 10-day period, have the option to purchase the interest so offered
at the price so named for a period of 10 days thereafter, provided that a copy of
said written offer shall have been served upon the party of the first part at the
same time it is served on the other parties of the second part, otherwise 10 days
after service upon it of said written offer. The party desiring to accept said offer
shall indicate his or its intention so to do by written acceptance mail to the offerer
by United States mail, postage prepaid. directed to the offerer at the address set
forth in said written offer. Said acceptance must be mailed within said 10 days.
In the event more than one party of the second part shall accept said offer, then
the part offered shall be divided equally between those accepting said offer. In
the event none of the parties accept said offer in the manner and within the time
herein specified, then the party making the offer may sell the interest designated
therein at the price therein stated at any time within three (3) months after the
expiration of the period for acceptance.

In the event the party of the first part desires to sell its interest or any part
thereof, it shall first offer to sell such interest or part thereof to the parties of the
second part by a written offer naming the price at which and the terms upon which
it desires to sell, and the parties of the second part shall have thirty (30) days
within which to accept or reject said offer and evidence of the acceptance by parties
of the second part shall be by written acceptance mailed to the party of the first
part at its office. In the event the party of the first part does not receive such
written acceptance mailed to it by United States mail, postage prepaid, within said
30 days after it has been made, and addressed to it at its offices in Terminal Island,
California, then party of the first part shall be free to sell its interest in said vessel
to any person at the price and upon the terms set forth in the written offer herein
referred to, for the term of three (3) months after the expiration of said 30 days.
in the event said party of the first part does not dispose of its interest in said vessel
within said 3 months it shall, if it still desires to sell its interest, again make the
written offer as though no previous offer had been made. This provision shall
apply so long as any of the parties hereto have any interest in or to the said vessel.
Any sale made or attempted to be made without compliance with the provisions
of this paragraph shall be void and convey no title.

In witness whereof, the parties hereto have hereunto set their hands this 25th
day of April 1944.

VAN CAMP SEA FOOD COMPANY, INC.,
By HENRY OLSEN.

JOAQUIN PZDRO.
RALPH F. SILVA
MANUEL F. SERPA.
FRANCrS W. DESILVA.
JOSEPH J. CAMILLO.
ANTHONY S. CaIOPPa.
AN-ELO J. CHIOPPE.
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Excaarrs Faou SPECIAL REPORT RY WILLIAM R. STAATS CO., INC.
The high-seas bait-boat fleet in December 1941 was comprised of approximately

100 vessels, with a total carrying capacity of 15,500 tons. It is estimated that
the high-seas bait-boat fleet now numbers more than 225 vessels, with a total
carrying capacity of approximately 45,000 tons. The fleet, therefore, has more
than doubled in number of vessels and has nearly tripled in carrying capacity
during the past decade (p. 10).

CONTRACTS WITH BOAT OWNERS

The tuna boats are generally owned by independent contractors, although a
tuna canner sometimes will advance a portion of the cost of the boat, which may
be in the form of a loan or for which it will obtain an interest in the boat. Some
canners also guarantee repayment of a bank loan on the boat. It is probable
that the larger portion of the fleet has been financed through bank loans under-
written by packers rather than by direct loans from packers. A canner may have
a contract with the boat owners which extends for a 5-year period during which
the ve.sel will be employed exclusively in catching fish and delivering the'catch
to the canner. The canner agrees to pay the owner the market price prevailing
at the port for the kinds and arieties of fish that shall be delivered to and accepted
by the canner.

In California all fish delivered under the contract are inspected, measured, and
weighed in accordance with regulations of the Division of Fish and Garne of the
State of California, to make certain of compliance with the State laws and regu-
lations. The prices paid for raw fish are established by direct negotiations be-
tween the canner individually and his boat owners, with approval of such prices
by the union controlling the cre s. If for any reason a canner is unwilling to
pay the prevailing price for raw fish to boat owners under contract or regularly
supplyi.ig fish to him, the boat owner is free to sell elsewhere. Some contracts
have a provisional arrangement whereby veMels may be released for the period of
time that the canner is unwilling or unable to pay the prevailing prices; which
in effect meats that the vessel is required to resume deliveries of fish to its con-
tract canner at such time as he is willing to pay the prevailing prices (p. 12).

FINANCIAL

This industry has rarely sought funds from the public, its necessary financing
having been handled largely by the commercial banks and insurance companies.
Expansion and growth have been rapid, paid for from the earnings of the business,with several companies having assets of millions of dollars.

The packing companies with established sales programs and ample production
capacity require an adequate and reasonably dependable supply of fish whichcan only be secured by having their own boats or exclusive contracts with otherboat owners. It has, therefore, been necessary for most of the companies to
finance boat owners in various manners.

A boat owner or prospective boat owner may not have sufficient funds to paythe full price for a boat but with his funds or the funds of himself and associateshe can pay a portion of the price and borrow a reasonable amount from the bank.The balance of the price may then be provided by a packing company whichtakes an unsecured note or contract receivable payable over a term of years,probably not exceeding 5 years.
The companies also make advances to boat owners for supplies necessary tostock vessels for extended voyages and for other expenses, such as taxes, licenses,fuel, equipment, repairs, and replacements.
Loans of a boat owner may also be guaranteed in instances where he is unableto make sufficient down payment on a purchase.
The companies may also have ownership interests in boats representing invest-ment of their own funds.
The experience of the companies has shown that it is necessary to have sub-stantial funds invested in boats and in loans to boat owners and fishermen andto provide adequate reserves for contingencies (pp. 25, 26).
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PARAGON PACKING CO.,
Portland, Oreg., February 8, 1952.

Mr. F. D. WYATT,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR MR. WYATT: It has come to our attention that in the hearings before the
Senate Finance Committee on House bill 5693, testimony has been given to the
effect that the American Tuna Boat Association stands ready and willing to deliver
on the west coast at any time, at any port.

We have tried repeatedly for the past 3 years to obtain tuna from the clippers
operating out of the California area and we have found that the only time that
we were able to accomplish this was when the California canneries were not re-
ceiving fish and then it was only from an occasional independent boat that first
required a release from the cannery for whom they had been fishing before they
could deliver a trip to the Pacific Northwest.

We have been informed that the independent boats (and by "independent"
we mean boats that are not controlled financially by canneries) practically all
must submit to a long-term contract before the cannery will take them on and
guarantee to buy their fish.

These independent boats are fearful, so they tell us, to make a trip for North-
west canneries unless they obtain consent from the canneries under which they are
contracted before leaving on the trip to catch the fish.

As you can perhaps well realize, a situation of this type does not permit a North-
west packer to lay any kind of a packing program and they have found that in
order to supply their markets they have had to rely upon foreign importations to
accomplish this and to keep their plant- going.

I am sorry that I was unable to attend these hearings; however, I believe for the
sale of the record that the whole story should be told.

Kindest regards,
Yours very truly,

PARAGON PACKING Co.
W. F. HENNINGSEN, Jr.,

President.

BIRCHFIELD BOILER, INC.,
San Diego, Calif., October 3S, 1949.

Mr. HAROLD KENNERLY,
H. B. Kennerly & Sons,

Nanticoke, Md.
DEAR HAROLD: As you probably know the tuna clippers are presently tied up

in San Diego because, the canners claim, of an oversupply of fish.
We have had inquiries from three canners on the east coast who are anxious to

get into the tuna business and would like to have some fish.
Of course we are not too anxious to put any canners in the tuna business, thus

giving us competition.,
When you were out here some time ago you saw first hand how you must handle

a tuna clipper. Al was wondering if you put in a second line if you could handle
one or two loads of about 250 tons each. With a second line how many tons could
you can in 1 day? Also how much could you unload from our clipper in 1 day?

We could begin a trip in about 2 weeks and make delivery to you some time in
January. Please give this serious thought and let us know as soon as possible if
you could handle it.

Contact us here at 3663 Strandway, San Diego, Calif.; telephone Humboldt
8-6783. We will be here until this coming Friday. After that we will be in San
Pedro for a week, so we should hear from you before we leave.

Yours very truly, Exa NORTHSTROM.
[Handwritten] 12-15 tons per day.
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H. B. KENNERLY & SON, INC.,

.'anticoke, Md., February 9, 195.
Mr. F. D. WYATT,

Washington, D. C.
DEAR MR. WYATT: Enclosed you will find correspondence which our firm had

in regards to a tuna clipper coming to the east coast.
Our answer to the Birchfield Boiler (All in T. Davies) offer was "Yes." This

can be attested to by our wire advising the amount of tuua we could unload daily
and copies of our letters to a ship broker in Baltimore in which we made arrange-
ments for the handling of customs, etc.

This proposed tuna clipper shipment did not materialize. It was very suddenly
dropped. We understand that the only reason an offer was originally made was
because of a threatened strike in San hiego which would have tied up all tuna
clippers that came into that port.

Very truly yours,
HAROLD B. KENNERLY, Jr.

RIVIERA PACRINO CO.,
East port, lMaine, February 8, 1952.

lion. Senator W4LTER F. GEORCE,
Chairman, Senate Fngqnre Comnmittee,

Washington, ). C.
DEAR SENATOR: Regarding the proposed tariff on frozen and fresh tuna fish as

proposed in H. R. 5608, I wish to refute certain statements made in the hearing
to the effect that the California tuna clippers were willing to supply the east coast
market with frozen tuna.

On two occasions, during the years 1948 to 1950, when I visited southern Cali-
fornia, I personally approached officials of the American Tuna Boat Association
in San Diego. I stre,,ed III need, for a supply of frozen tuna and asked then
whether it was possible to get a supply of frozen tuna by California tuna clippers.
The officials told me that th, would be quite difficult, because practically all
California tuna clippers are under contract with California tuna canneries, and
that the California tuna canneries absorb easily the whole supply caught by the
San Diego tuna clipper fleet. Nevertheless, the officials introduced me to various
owners of tuna clippers. In my talks with these owners I couldn't get anywhere
because no tuna clipper was willing to take trips to the east coast. Everybody' in
San Diego emphasized that they have enough market for their tuna in southern
California and that they'd rather land their tuna in their home port instead of
taking trips to the east coast.

I also supplement my statement at the hearing to the effect that I have private
cold-storage facilities in Eastport, Maine, to store about 2,000,000 pounds of
frozen tuna. I constructed this cold-storage warehouse for the express purpose
of storing frozen tuna. This warehouse enables me to store full loads of California
tuna clippers.

I was gratified to hear statements by officials of the American Tuna Boat
Association at the hearing that they are now willing to supply me with frozen
tuna by their clippers. I do hope that the present willingness will not cease as
soon as the situation in southern California improves. I have already invited
offerings from tuna-boat owners to supply me with boatloads at the prevailing
prices in San Diego.

It will take some time, probably a few years, before tuna fishing on the Atlantic
coast will be developed to such an extent as to supply my needs. Until that time,I am forced to get supplies of frozen tuna elsewhere to keep my plant in operation.

Respectfully,
RIVIERA PACKING Co.,
ARNOLD VOOL, P eaident.

JANUARY 30, 1952.
Gov. EARL WARREN, Senator RICHARD M. NIxON, and Senator WILLIAM F.

KNOWLAND:
Local paper reports you endorsing frozen tuna tariff as proposed in H. R. 5693.

We greatly distressed as Monterey tuna packers that our own Governor and
Senators would take position directly contrary our interests. Monterey fishing
industry in danger financial collapse due to failure sardine fishery; entire Monterey
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Peninsula communities greatly dependent on fish industry for economic well-
being. Several Monterey packers have during last year spent large sums installing
modern tuna-packing plants predicated on reliable source of imported tuna, this
necessary as domestic tuna fleet over the years have refused to deliver tuna
Monterey except at premium or in times of bad markets when they could not sell
fish to southern California packers. We presumed presentation our statement
next week at hearing sufficient to protect our interests. Prehearing statements by
our own representatives certain to weaken our case. We sincerely believe tariff
on frozen tuna will preclude our remaining in business, if your statement as
reported your action tantamount to helping push us to bankruptcy.

OXNARD CANNERS, INC.
PENINSULA PACKING CO.

MONTEREY, CALIF., January 1952.
Hon. WILLIAM F. KNOWLAND,
Hen. RICHARD NIXON,

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.
Gov. EARL WARREN,

State Capitol, Sacramento Calif.:
Cannot understand your reported endorsement H. R. 5693 for benefit southern

California, detriment Monterey fish industry. This chamber forwarding state-
ment fully endorsing position Monterey canners in opposition proposed tariff.

Monterey fishing industry which once largest in Nation, in imminent danger
complete financial collapse. Importation tuna almost only chance for partial
survival industry and staving off consequent further economic distress entire
community.

MONTEREY PENINSULA IIAMBER or COMMERCE.

[From the San Pedro News Pilot, December 1I, 1951]

1,800 LETTERS OPEN TUNA TARIFF DaRIV

The harbor's tuna industry emergency committee started off its letters-to-
Washington campaign yesterday with a total of 1,800 names which had been
turned into headquarters by harbor residents.

The flood of names included both leaders and post cards from harbor residents
to Senators William Knowland and Richard Nixon and lists of out-of-State
residents who will write Washington backing the fishing industry. The goal is
25 000 names.

The committee asks that letters be sent both locally and throughout the
United States urging:

"We want you to support passage of the bill calling for a 3-centsa-pound
tariff on tuna imports."

Mrs. Helen Xitco, a committee representative, stated that response from the
residential areas has been fine to date but that only a few businessmen have
responded.

It is essential, she stated, that the businessmen of the harbor write their
Washington representatives on business and firm letterheads to augment the
appeal of other harbor residents.

The letter campaign has been launched to speed up Government action on a
tariff on Japanese and other tuna imports which are threatening to wipe out the
harbor's tuna fishing industry. Harbor fishermen and canners say they cannot
hope to compete with the low-priced imports.

Anyone who has addresses of friends or relatives outside the State who will
send a letter to Washington urging establishment of the tariff are asked to send
the information to campaign headquarters at 1144 Pacific Avenue.

4,000 LETTERS READIED FOR TUNA FIO.HT

The harbor's tuna industry emergency committee today was ready to place
4,000 more letters in the mail to out-of-State residents asking that they write
Senators William Knowland and Richard Nixon in behalf of the port industry.

All that is needed, Helen Xitoo, committee chairman reported, is for out-of-
State friends of harbor residents to send a post card or note asking:

"We want you to support passage of the bill calling for a Scents-a-pound
tariff on tuna imports."
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WANT 25,000
Goal of the committee is 25,000 post cards and letters.
Response to date is 7,000.
"We realize," Mrs. Xitco said, "that the Christmas season has cut into the

potential harbor response-but now that shopping worries are over-we are
appealing to port residents to supply headquarters, 1144 Pacific Avenue, with
the names and addresses of out-of-State people sympathetic with our problems."

The fishing industry, the life's blood of the harbor s economy she said, is being
drained away through foreign competition. Unless harbor residents rally to the
aid of the industry, the greatest fishing fleet in the world faces crippling.

MERCHANT SUPPORT SOUGHT

She stressed that American fishermen and cannery workers on American wage
scales cannot reduce the price of fish to that possible through inexpensive foreign
labor.

Mrs. Xitco also urged businessmen to write on business letterheads to augment
the appeal of other harbor residents. One merchant, she said, despite the presto
of Christmas business, has provided the committee with 150 letters.

She added that it is essential that harbor residents act now to safeguard the
industry.

[Accompani ing photograph not reproducible]
Letters, to Congremen, Senators, iasemlbly line [e -wne, of fishermen help mates with m espLge

demanding tariffs, quota
[From the San D)lego Evening Tribune, Septelmber 27, 1951

WOMAN HEADS SAN DIEGO DRIVE FOR TUNA TARIFF, QUOTA-GROUP PENS
LETTERS TO CONGRESSMEN

While legislation is considered in Washington on protective tariffs and quotas
on imported tuna, a San Diego organization continues to flood the Nation with
appeals for support of the congressional proposals.

The group is the tuna industry emergency committee, headed by Mrs. Mary
Rogers, of 1020 Evergreen Street. Her husband, Joe; father, two brothers and
two brothers-in-law are fishermen.

40,000 SIGNATURES

The committee has obtained more than 40,000 signatures on petitions directed
to Congressmen and Senators of nearly every State.

In addition the group has written or inspired more than 20,000 letters to
legislators and national figures in support of the legislation.

Through friends of fishermen in the Armed Forces, the 300 women comprising
the committee have sparked petitions which have been mailed to Washington
from the war zone.

VOLUNTEERS SOUGHT

Mrs. Rogers urged San Diegans to volunteer to expand the committee's opera-
tion.

" We need more women who can give a few hours each week to help write letters
to bring pressure on Congress," Mrs. Rogers said today.

Each letter explains how the frozen-tuna imports have brought stagnation to
the tuna fleet and urges support of the Federal measures, she said. Further,each letter is signed by the wife of a boat owner or crewman from an idle tuna
boat.

COUNCIL AID ASKED
Mrs. Rogers took the lead in organizing the committee less than a month ago

when she headed a group before city council asking help in solving the importproblem. At the suggestion of Assemblyman Frank Luckel, the letter-writing
and petition-cir.,ula:ing campaign was adopted.

At the stsrt the women, none of whom is paid, taxed themselves to pay for
postage, stationery, envelopes and supplies. Later ship repair yards, boat-
builders, grocers and other suppliers of the tuna fleet joined in financing theoperation.

"We feel we've done a lot," Mrs. Rogers said, "but there is much more to do.We must mail a thousand more letters. We need the help of everyone who canspare a few hours "
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SOUTH AMERICAN FISH DISTRIBUTORS, INC.

321-A GREENWICH STREET

New York 13, N. Y.

Sold to: H. B. KENNERLY & SON, INC.,
Nanticoke, Maryland.

Invoice No. 1041

FEBRUARY 14, 1951.

Lot #338, 1,769 pieces yellow fin tuna, 42,815 pounds, at $300 per ton_ $6, 422 25
107. 04

6, 529. 29Paid, SN 2423, February 24, 1951.
ex SS. Santa Luisa.

SOUTH AMERICAN FISH DISTRIBUTORS, INC.

120 WALL STREET

New York 5, N. Y.

Sold to: H. B. KENNERLY & SON, INC.,
Nanticoke, Maryland.

Invoice No. 1088

FEBRUARY 27, 1951.

Lot 342, 3,045 pieces frozen yellow fin tuna, 45,680 pounds, at $300
per ton....................... ------------------------------------------------ $6, 852. 00

114. 20

6, 966 20
Paid, SN #2444, February 3, 1951.
ex 88. Santa Maria.

WILBUR-ELLIS COMPANY

334 California Street
SAN FRANCISCO 4, CALIFORNIA

Corrected invoice
Sold to: H. B. KENNERLY & SON

Nanticoke, AMaryland.
Date: April 13, 1951.
Inv. No.: FF-NY-624.
Shipped ex: See below.

Terms: Net 10 days.
Round frozen tuna fish, weighing 45,020 pounds ex. Santa Barbara 2/22-22.51

short tons-Ultramar-Peru Pac.
Price: $295.00 per short ton.
Amount: $6,640.45.
Total: $6,640.45. Pmo
Peru Pac....------------------------------------------------..... 21,380
Ultramar---------------------------------------------------23, 640

Total------------------ ------------------------------- 45, 020
H. B. K.: We owe.

Paid April 30, 1951. Check No. 2566.
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Form 1-12A - 0-20M CP
H. B. KENNERLY & SON, INC.

Aanticoke, Md.
67 WALL STREET,

Aew York 5, March 1, 1951.
Inv. No.: JM-2462

DRS. TO BALFOUR, GUTRRIE & CO., LIMITED

Terms: Net cash after release by F. S. A., documents to be released to buyers.
Due date: Under trust receipt for the purpose of effecting customs entry.
Payable in New York City Funds.

Japanese frozen albacore ex: S. S. "Grete Marrsk"
Frozen tuna Sky export standard product of occupied Japan:

2,709 pieces of Japanese frozen albacore weighing 50,000 pounds-25
e/tons, at $390.00 per ton, C. I. F., New York........--------------89, 750.00

Att: Ocean B/L No. NO, 3/3 dated Shimisu, Japan, February 13, 1951.
Consular Invoice
Inspection Certificate
Packing List

E. & O. E.
Contract No. and date: gn--SS-122, January 12, 1951.
Lot No. Amount 8-5179.
Rate

Form 1-12A 9--S20M CP
67 WA . STREET,

New York 6, March 5th, 1961.
Inv. No. JM-2464

H. B. KENNERLY & SON, INC.,
Nanticoke, Md.

DRs. TO BALFOUR, GUTHRIE & CO., LIMITED

Terms: Net cash after passing documents to be released under trust receipt.
Payable in New York City funds.

Japanese frozen albacore per: M. S. "Texas"
3,130 pieces of Japanese frozen albacore, net weight: 60,000 pounds=30 s/tons,at $409.00 per ton, C. I. F., New York ------------------------- $12,270.00

Att: Ocean B/L # N-10, 3/3 dated Shimizu, Japan, 2/13/51
Consular Invoice
Inspection Certificate
Packing List

E. & O. E.
Contract No. and date: gn-L/8-231-January 25, 1951 as of January 29, 1951.
Lot No. Amount 8-5180.

INTERNATIONAL FISIERIES CORPORATION,
March 5b, 1951.

H. B. KENNERLY & SON, INC.,
Nanticoke, Md.

Preliminary cost sheet

Shipment per S. 8. Texas, 1,406 pieces frozen albacore, 28,000 pounds net:
Freight......---------------------------- ------------------ $1,023. 00
Cost of Fish: 14 tons at $290.00 ton---......--...........------------------- 4, 060. 00
Consular invoice ---------------------------------------- . 2. 50
Custom Brokerage..................... -----------------------------------------...... 10. 50
Bank charges-------------------------- ------------------- 16. 29

$5, 112. 29
1 cost due to I. F. C------------------------- --------------.. $2, 556. 14
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[Forn the San Diego Union, Thursday morning, January 31, 1952]

PORT ONCE AGAIN ACTIVE; CLIPPERS PREPARE TO SAIL
(By Howard Morin)

Events in the San Diego tuna industry have moved so swiftly in the last few
days that cannery executives, boat owners and fishermen are wondering what is
going to happen next. The port once again is bristling with activity.

The unusual spectacle of tuna clippers being yanked out of repair yards and
rushed to the docks and Embarcadero to load fuel and sea stores and then sail
for the fishing banks was one of yesterday's developments.

Indicative of the changing trend in the fortunes of the industry was the reopen-
Ing yesterday of the California Tuna Canning Co.'s cannery here. The plant has
been shut down since last November. Cannery workers were called to the plant
to process 275 tons of fish from the clipper Sea Farer.

Three fundamental reasons are given for the rapid change in the seafood-
canning picture. They are:

(1) Canneries have had to take drastic steps to replenish their inventories
because of the terrific amount of canned tuna that has been flowing into the
markets since the holidays. Four local canneries are still inoperative.

(2) Skippers of tuna clippers operating in Latin-American and Mexican waters
are frantic over their inability to obtain good catches. Some of the local tuna
boats have been at sea 2 months and have only caught 10 tons of fish.

(3) Japan and Peruvian fish imports have dropped to a new low with the obvious
object of impressing Congress that a stiff tariff duty is not necessary to protect the
California fishing fleet.

Eight more clippers were authorized to sail yesterday bringing the total number
since Tuesday to loin the active fleet to 30. They include the Cape Beverly, Sun
Jason, Mariner, Corsair, Trojan, Sunset, Sea Lion, and Northern Light.

Negotiations for the purchase of Westgate-Sun Harbor Co.'s San Diego and
Monterey canneries are rapidly approaching a climax, it was learned yesterday.

[January 1 1962]

TUNABOATS SAIL TO BEAT PRICE TIEUP

(By Howard Morin)
A stream of tuna clippers sailed out of the harbor late Sunday and yesterday to

avoid any possible tieup as a result of indecision over prices for yellowfin and
other species of tuna.

Among the clippers leaving port were the Ecuador, starting on its maiden
voyage with Eugene Cabral as skipper. Other vessels heading south for the
fishing banks included the Antoinette B, Mary 8, Sea Buoy, Crusader, Miss
California, Mary Lou, Olympic, Judy 8, Mauritania, and the American Lady.
The Joan of Arc was scheduled to sail and may get away today.

Homeward bound are the clippers Leona C., which probably will arrive to spend
New Year's in port; Anna M, Virginia, North American and Trojan.

All canneries were closed yesterday, as were virtually all the shipping and
customs brokers offices along the waterfront.

MEETING SET THURSDAY ON PRICE ACCORD PLAN

The AFL Cannery Workers and Fishermen's Union has scheduled a meeting
for Thursday to consider a proposed price agreement on prices of fish between
the canneries and boat owners.

Under terms of the fishermen's contract with boat owners, the union has the
right to review the fish-price contract and cancel its own contract with boat
owners if it does not approve of the price agreement. The fishermen share in
the proceeds of the catch.



T'_A IMPORTS

(From the News-Pilot, Ban Pedro, Calif., Wednesday, December 10. 19511

CLIPPER TO TEST No-FIsHINo RULE
SAN DIEoo.-Joe Medina, owner of the tuna clipper Queen Mary, discl sed

he is sending the vessel fishing to test a contract with a San Diego cannery.
Medina seid he has a 5-year contract with the Westgate-Sun Harbor Co.,

which he contends calls for continuous fishing by the clipper.
The Queen Mary has been tied up for 5 months due to slowdown of canning

operations by plants here, on the ground they were overstocked.
Medina said he had accepted the cannery s explanation until he found it was

buying Japanese tuna.

BOAT OWNERt MAY FIGHT IN CorwT ON TUNA SALE

(By Howard Morin)
Joe Medina owner of the big tuna clipper Queen Mary, yesterday declared he

will go to court, if necessary, to force the Westgate-Sun Harbor Co. to I uy every
pound of tuna brought to port by the clipper at the prevailing price until his con-
tract with the company expires next September.

Obviously angered over the purchase of Japanese albacore and tuna by the
cannery, Medina ordered the Queen Mary to leave port Saturday after being idle
for 5 months. It ha. a capacity of 400 tons.

CLASHES OVER PACT

The boat ownel clashed with Jack Crivello, Westgate-Sun Harbor executive
over interpretation of the 5-year contract covering operations of the clipper.

"The contract governing operations of the Queen Mary specifically provided
for continuous operation.for 5 years exclusively for Westgate-Sun Harbor," said
Medina. "I contend that the company has violated this contract. At the time
the Queen Mary was laid up 5 months ago I took no action because I felt that
conditions at that time justified following the policies of the other canneries and
boat owners.

FISHING RESUMED

"However, when I discovered that the Westgate-Sun Harbor Co. was purchasing
Japanesetunaand intended to continue to do so the Queen Mary was ordered to
resume fishing."

Medina stressed that Capt. Fernando Medina was instructed not to bring any
skipjack because none of the canneries are buying this species of seafood.

ALBACORE QUESTION

Indications that the courts eventually may have to determine the issue were
seen in a statement by Crivello that Medina's contract is void because "there
is no market price locally in existence today for yellowfin tuna." Crivello declared
that Medina will have to prove that such a price exists.

Crivedo acknowledged that Westgate-Sun Harbor purchased albacore from
Japan and that "albacore is not mentioned in the Medina contract." Further-
more Crivello asserts that Medina "is not producing albacore with the Queen
Mary, which further rmllifies the contract." None of the big clippers engage in
albacore fishing.

AWAITS PRICES

Declaring that Medina "has the sole responsibility for sailing the Oueen Mary
under an open ticket," Crivello intimated that Westgate-Sun Harbor has no
intention of purchasing the clipper's tuna cargoes for the present at least.

Crivello further revealed that the local cannery, which has been shut down for
some time and with its entire fishing fleet idle, will not discuss 1952 sailing plans
with the boat owners until tuna prices have been determined, following completion
of negotiations nowr under way between boat owners and the canneries. This
means that Westgate-Sun Harbor cannot possibly resume operations on a normal
scale until March. Meanwhile the company's Monterey plant is canning sardines.
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[From the San Diego Union, January 10. 1952]

FISH UNION HALTS SAILING OF CLIPPER-TROUBLE STARTS WHEN MAY QUEEN
TRIES To LEAVE

(By Howard Morin)
Presaging a bitter clash between the Cannery Workers and Fishermen's Union

(AFL), San Diego's five canneries and boat owners the union yesterday pre-
emptorily stopped the sailings of the tuna clipper May Queen. Virtually the
entire San Diego clipper fleet may be affected by the union's stand.

The trouble started when Capt. Carl Medina, of the May Queen, endeavored
to leave port to fish exclusively for skipjack at the new price of $260 a ton for
the French Sardine Co., of San Pedro.

"STARVE TO DEATH"

Lester Balinger, secretary of the fishermen's union, stopped Medina.
"No boats are going to sail any more from San Diego exclusively for one species

of tuna," said Balinger. "We have had the experience of having tuna boats
fishing for more than 100 days for just one tuna species because the canneries
refuse to purchase any other kind. If this condition continues, the fishermen will
starve to death."

Asked if he would take drastic steps to prevent union fishermen from going to
sea on the May Queen, Balinger replied: 'We sure will."

"DICTATION" BLASTED
Don Loker, president of the High Seas Tuna Co., of Roseville, and general

manager of French Sardine, informed of Balinger's action at his Terminal Island
office declared:

"The French Sardine Co. will send any of its boats to sea to fish for anything
it wishes and no union is going to dictate whether we fish for one or a dozen species.
This is a critical time to begin tying up the fleet, just when we are sending a bigdelegation to Washington to plead for protection from foreign tuna imports.

Loker joined with Westgate-Sun Harbor Co. in criticizing the recent action of
the Van Camp Sea Food Co. in establishing a 1952 price of $320 a ton for yellowfin
and $260 for skipjack. "The condition of the tuna industry does not warrant
increasing the price of yellowfin from $310 to $320," said Loker.

SAIL UNDER AGREEMENT

Wade Ambrose, president of Westgate-Sun Harbor, expressed similar views.
"We have no intention of paying any such price to our fishing boats," said
Ambrose.

This means that neither the California Tuna Canning Co. or the West Coast
Packing Co.'s local canneries will follow Van Camp, as officials of these plants
asserted they would await a decision by French Sardine.

Difficulties arose in mid-December when the canneries restricted to yellowfin
catches the clippers released to resume fishing after months of idleness. No
skipjack was to be accepted. All clippers given clearance and sailing for the
fishing banks sailed under an agreement that 1951 prices would prevail for their
catches-$310 a ton for yellow 4, The fishermen's union deemed the restrictions
unreasonable although both this union and the machinist lodge of tuna-boat
engineers approved the tonnage scale of the Van Camp Co. for yellowfin and
skipjack.

WORKING ON SHIP

Medina and his 14-man crew were working yesterday on the May Queen at the
National Steel & Shipbuilding Co.'s yards. "I would like to go to sea to fish for
skipjack but I certainly can't handle the vessel alone," said Medina. "We will
take aboard sea stores only when we are assured we will have no trouble with the
fishermen's union."

Sam Crivello, president of the American Tunaboat Association, apprised of the
May Queen incident, said: "If it isn't one thing in the tuna industry it's another.
There is nothing we can do but discuss it with the canneries." Jerry Driscoll,
legal representative of the association, said he heard of the incident only yesterday
and was not prepared to announce what legal action, if any, could be taken to
restrain the fishermen's union.
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Dr. W. M. Chapman, research director of the tunaboat association, declared
that the May Queen affair is a direct outcome "of the jitters that affect every phase
of the local tuna industry."

"We are experiencing tough timt right now but if Congress fails to enact tariff
legislation restricting tuna imports the industry is headed for serious trouble,"
said Chapman.

PERU INVITED TO TALKS ON TUNA TARIFF PLAN
(Copley Press Leased Wire)

WASHINGTON, January 9 (Special)-Peru has been invited by the State Depart-
ment to discuss international fisheries including the proposal for a 3-cents-a-pound
tariff on imported fresh and frozen tuna under a protest submitted by the Peruvian
Government.
But William C. Herrington, special State Department assistant for fisheries,

said the conversations would have no bearing on suggestions that United States
representatives meet with Latin-American representatives to work out an import
quota system.

A conference has been arranged for tomorrow on the touchy fisheries situation
between Herrington, Harold Cary, manager-secretary of the American Tunaboat
Association, of San Diego, and Representative ('linton D. McKinnon.

[From the Seattle Times, January 27, 10521

WORLD TRADE CLUB OPPOSES DUTY ON TUNA

The World Trade Club, an organization of about 200 businessmen engaged in
importing, exporting and allied activities, has adopted a resolution urging defeat
of a bill to place a duty on fresh and frozen tuna, the club announced yesterday.

The measure, which has been passed by the House and is before the Senate,
would impose a duty of 3 cents a pound on fresh and frozen tuna.

MONOPOLY FORESEEN

"The bill would result in high consumer prices and place in the hands of the
American Tunaboat Association (representing the owners of the 230 vessels in the
American tuna fleet, and the principal.supporter of the bill) virtually complete
control of raw-fish supplies to American canners," the club said in an explanatory
statement. "The association already controls 75 percent of all tuna landed in the
United States."

The proposed tariff also would have a damaging effect on the economy of Japan
"and invite additional demands on American taxes for more economic assistance.
to this country which is vitally needed as a strong ally at this time," the statement
said.

Overexpansion of the American tuna fleet, and not imports from foreign coun-
tries, is responsible for the tuna-fishing industry's present problems, the statement
added.

Pointing out that the American fleet had expanded from 61 vessels in 1941 to 191
veesels in 1951, the statement said:

"The average capacity of these vessels has increased from less than 100 tons
of fish 10 years ago to an average of 250 tons and the larger crafts of 500 to 600
tons."

EXPANSION UNWARRANTED

In 1946 the domestic fleet landed 110,000 tons of tuna, and in 1950 the expanded
fleet landed 200,000 tons. This is a growth of 80 percent in 4 years. The United
States market for tuna did not warrant this type of expansion.

"It seems obvious that imports did not create the present problem, and even
total elimination of these imports would not solve it."

Mr. WYATT. A growing part of the imports go to canners in other
parts of the country and the balance goes entirely to the members
of the California Fish Canners Association who are here asking for a
tariff. This apparent anomaly is explained by their desire to place
their competitors under handicaps by either a quota or a tariff.
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They, themselves, would remain untouched since they, and they
alone, have access to the catch from the southern California fleet.
The southern California canners through individual personal interests
have part ownership in a great many of the vessels in the San Diego
fleet. Loans or guaranties of bank loans convert another portion of
the fleet into vessels which are subject to their control.

This problem is not novel in American history. Other industries
exist which, for some historic reason or accident, were originally cen-
tralized in a specific locality. When the economic, climatic or labor
conditions were more favorable in other parts of the country, these
industries have also migrated and decentralized. This, of course,
arouses the concern of the original community. The appeal of com-
munity or regional patriotism, buttressed by freight-rate differentials
artificially maintained, has been insufficient in many cases to long
prevent either the migration of the industry or its foundation com-
petitively elsewhere, for example, the textile industry of New England
and its southward migration.

The issue is clear-whether to impose a tariff or quota in order to
keep the industry localized in southern California or to permit the
movement toward decentralization already well under way. This
may answer the question posed by Senator Millikin as to whether a
tariff at this time would create a vested interest for a few, and thereby
prevent, or render meaningless, the removal of the tariff at a later
date. '

The imports do not necessarily deprive the southern California
fleet of their market-they merely supply American canneries in com-
petition with those local canners who absorb the catch of the southern
California fleet. As this United States tuna industry expands, the
question is whether, by a tariff or quota, to build the southern Cali-
fornia canneries bigger and bigger as the sole source of Ameri-
can canned tuna, or to permit the industry to decentralize and be
competitive.

This problem seems to us to require not so much a statistical study
by the Tariff Commission, but rather as study by those Government
agencies interested in the free interplay of commercial competition,
such as the Federal Trade Commission.

It should be apparent now why the conflict as to the size of the
quota between the various departments. Each is trying to estimate
how much decentralized competition the southern California fish in-
dustry should be subjected to. That is the reason persons not in the
fish business are alert to reassure this committee that the tariff will
not exclude all imports-because there has always been a small per-
centage come in and possibly always will.

Senator MILLIKIN. Might I put this to you, please. Mr. Strack-
bein read into the record a strong telegram from the Maine fishing
industry supporting the proposed duty on tuna and expressing great
surprise at the stand of the Maine Senators. They want to develop
their own east coast fleet. What have you to say about that?

Mr. WYATT. The history of tuna fishing on the Atlantic coast goes
back over many years. There have been many attempts to can tuna
on the east coast. I believe particularly at Gloucester before the
war one company there tried unsuccessfully to can the large bluefin
tuna. It is an enormous fish. It weighs up to maybe 900 or 1,000
pounds. The texture of the meat is not suitable to canning.
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The Fish and Wildlife Service last year undertook some experimental
fishing to determine if a sufficient quantity of small bluefin una
could be taken to support an industry. The prefminjnary results appear
to be rather encouraging. That., however, is not, the answer to the
problem of an east coast canner.

The season in the first place is very short. It runs June to October,
or that is the present understanding.

Secondly, the tonnages which have been taken are not sufficient
to keep a cannery running for even a 2-week period. There may be
some development of that., and of course that would find a ready
welcome from the east coast canners who are not in the business.

It, however, does not answer the problem of working around the
year or obtaining a sufficient quantity of raw material to make it a

business.
Senator MILLIKIN. If the California fleet, taking it as you have

stated it, were willing to deliver tuna to the east coast, what objection
would remain?

Mr. WYATT. If the conditions were competitive, the prices were
competitive with the west coast and the tonnages were sufficient,
frankly I can think of no good reason.

Senator MILLIKIN. The end point is you have to get it out of the
boat. If it comes from a boat based at San Diego, I do not see why
that fish, assuming the factors which you have mentioned, would not
be just as good a fish as if it came from some other boat.

Mr. WYATT. That is correct. That is my understanding.
The CHAIRMAN. It costs more to deliver to the east coast, does it

not?
Mr. WYATT. Actually, Senator-George, I think the distances from

the fishing banks off the northern part of South- America are less, for
example, to New Orleans or say Pascagoula, Miss., than they are to
San Diego.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, they are less even to Baltimore, as far up
the coast as Baltimore, perhaps. The distance from Peru, the Grace
Line does deliver tuna from Peru now-

Mr. WYATT. That is correct.
The CHAIRMAN. To the canners. The canning industry has devel-

oped to some extent on the east coast as far down as South Carolina,
not as a complete canning operation, but supplementing the canning
of other sea food.

I myself have fished for tuna off the New England coast, but
generally for the large bluefin variety. I think it is a mistake to say
that even the large bluefin cannot be canned successfully, because
I have a very good friend up at Falmouth, Mass., Capt. John Peterson,
with whom I fished and who has been canning his own fish for the
Cape Codder and other hotels which he operates through the year,
but the canneries are depending upon the smaller type fish which
are largely all the way down from the Canadian coast, New England
waters, down perhaps to Florida, and maybe in the Gulf. I don't
know. I have never seen them taken in the Gulf.

Mr. WYATT. I think there is an opportunity there for future
exploitation.

The CHAIRMAN. There may be a tunalike fish in the Gulf, but 1
have never seen a tuna taken, off Mexico, I mean.
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Mr. WYATT. I think the Fish and Wildlife is making some investi-
gations in the Gulf of Mexico too.

The CHAIRMAN. I wanted to ask you specifically what is the volume
of the supply of the light fish, light tuna in the San Diego or southern
California markets, skipjack and the bluefin? How much of that
comes into southern California?

Mr. WYATT. In recent years, Senator George, the catch of bluefin
has diminished.

The CHAIRMAN. It has diminished?
Mr. WYATT. It is no longer commercially very important. It is

more or less insignificant. I think in 1951 there was something less
than 2,000 tons of bluefin landed. The other tunalike fishes, bonito
and yellowtail, the landings of that type of fish have decreased.

The CHAIRMAN. So the main type of fish that comes into the
southern California ports is what?

Mr. WYATT. Yellowfin and skipjack. Yellowfin is the commercially
desirable species and is really the backbone of the so-called light meat.
As Mr. Sandoz said yesterday, five-sixths of the tuna canned in oil
in this country is the light-meat tuna, and the one-sixth is the albacore
or white meat.

Mr. CHAIRMAN. Yes; that is what I wanted to get.
Senator MILLIKIN. The supply for those on the east coast would

come from roughly the same water as those that supply the San
Diego fleet, is that correct?

Mr. WYATT. The identical water, Senator Millikin.
Actually, what will happen is that the present migratory or decen-

tralization movement if this bill becomes law will have been killed
and the historic grip of. the southern California industry will have
congressional protection against any renewal of the present compet-
itive challenge.

In conclusion, it is our feeling that there is room for all in this
rapidly growing industry. Proponents have stated that they regard
imports from Latin America as negligible. Competition from Latin
America will not destroy the California fleet and is not responsible
for the difficulties encountered in 1951. No one seriously suggests
that any one or any group of Central or South American countries
can or will build a long-range tuna fleet. Fishing is conducted only
off their own shores by small boats of limited capacity.

We, therefore, respectfully urge this committee to refer H. R. 5693
to an appropriate agency for a complete study and finding of the
facts before any legislation is adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Wyatt. Any further
questions?

Senator MILLIKN. No questions. Thank you very much.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Ward A. Miller.
Mr. Miller, you may be seated. Please identify yourself for the

record.

STATEMENT OF WARD A. MILLER, PRESIDENT, PERUVIAN-
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION, INC., NEW YORK CITY

Mr. MILLER. My name is Ward A. Miller. I appear before your
committee in my capacity as president of the Peruvian-American
Association, Inc., with headquarters at 11 Broadway, New York,
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N. Y. I am vice president and a member of the board of directors
of Vanadium Corp. of America, 420 Lexington Avenue, New York,
N. Y., which is a member of the Peruvian-American Association, but
I am not appearing here today on behalf of that corporation except
insofar as it is a member of that association.

The Peruvian-American Association is opposed to the proposed
tariff on imported tuna fish.

The association is made up of firms and individuals who have an
interest in maintaining and improving trade and cultural relations
between the United States and the Republic of Peru. Since the
greater part of the membership is represented by persons engaged in
business between the two countries it is fair to say that the interest
in trade relations predominates, although the cultural aspects are
not overlooked. A list of the officers, directors, and members of this
association is attached to this prepared statement.

The Peruvian-American Association has noted with great satisfac-
tion the accomplishments of the Republic of Peru in the past 3 years
in the direction of improving the climate for foreign investment in
that country. Peru was the first nation in the Western Hemisphere
and the second in the world, to abolish exchange controls after World
War II. Peru operates on the basis of free exchange. Peru virtually
has completed the adjustment of its foreign debt to the satisfaction
of all parties concerned. The President of Peru recently has sub-
mitted to the Congress a petroleum code which, if adopted, will be
one under which that industry can operate satisfactorily, and which
offers to United States investors facilities to enter that country with
the full assurance that their right to operate under their concessions
and to remit their profits will not be abridged.

Peru has earned fairly a reputation for giving a square deal to
American enterprises which have come to her shores to invest capital
and exercise their special skills. An officer of one of our member
corporations which does business in Peru recently had occasion to
declare that his organization during almost a century of life in Peru
had never lost a cent of money or a square foot of land through
expropriations or illegal government actions of any character.

Peruvian capital, Peruvian labor, and the Peruvian Government
have striven earnestly in these postwar years to bring about a balance
in the country's foreign exchange requirements. They have worked
hard to increase production of all possible exportable materials.
They have given every possible encouragement to measures which
would increase exports to compensate for the ever-growing demand
for United States goods, brought about by the remarkably rising
standard of living of the Peruvian worker. They have explored all
possible new sources of dollar exchange.

In doing so they achieved perhaps their most significant success
in the creation of an entirely new export industry-the fishing in-
dustry. This was brought about by a combination of Peruvian and
United States risk capital and Peruvian labor plus American technical
know-how. Peruvians imported canning machinery fishing craft
and equipment, and freezing installations from the United States.
The principal American flag steamship carrier invested substantial
amounts in the installation of refrigerated compartments to carry
the frozen fish to United States markets. United States marketing
firms, collaborating with the Peruvian fishing industry, have spent

94754-52----2
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$500,000 during the past 3 years in advertising the Peruvian product
in the United States and in educating the American housewife in its
use.

Today, onlly 8 years after the beginning of what I like to call a
practical point 4 program, the fishing industry is the fifth in all of
Peru in the earning of foreign exchange and is now second to minerals
in relation to exports to the United States. It is a monument to old-
fashioned risk-taking, hard work, and mutual trust. It was sup-
ported by the good American principle of two-way reciprocal trade.

Now gentlemen, I regret to say that the new Peruvian industry
stands in danger of receiving a blow from this Congress which may be
mortal. The repercussions are enough to cause concern to all Ameri-
can firms operating in the friendly land of Peru.

This association cannot help but view with concern the tremendous
resentment which this tariff proposal has touched off in Peru. The
newspapers are commenting critically and making open suggestions
of retaliation. This is natural because the sudden loss of an important
source of export earnings to a country causes cumulative trade restric-
tions with their adverse economic and social consequences. Such
national resentment engenders retaliatory measures which cannot be
localized against the one industry causing the loss but are spread
quickly to and directed against other fields of American investment
in that country.

More than 200,000 tons of tuna fish were marketed in the United
States during 1950, of which less than 10 percent were represented by
imports. Only 7,000 tons, or 3% percent, were imported from Peru.
This association does not believe that the imposition of a tariff on the
relatively small percentage of foreign-caught tuna will have the
effect desired by the proponents of a tariff, but will simply unneces-
sarily injure good neighbor relations with friendly countries. The
association therefore urges that no tariff be placed upon frozen tuna.

The CHAIRMAN. Any questions, Senator?
Senator MILLIKIN. I am delighted to know that the gentleman is

interested not only in Peru but also in Colorado.
Mr. MILLER. We certainly are. Colorado, Utah, Arizona-
Senator MILLIKIN. Now don't go too far.
Mr. MILLER. We will stick to Colorado, Senator Millikin. Thank

you very much.
Senator MILLIKIN. I would like to ask one question before you

leave. Has the Peruvian fleet expanded since World War II?
Mr. MILLER. I think so. I don't know how large that fleet is as

such, but there has been some expansion I understand, and most of
it since World War II has come into real being. Their biggest
progress I believe has been made in the last 5 or 6 years.

Senator MILLIKIN. Do you think that the expansion has been
comparably the same as our southern California fleet?

Mr. MILLER. I would imagine the growth, being a new industry,
starting from more or less scratch, is probably a larger percentage
from the basic fleet.

Senator MILLIKIN. Thank you.
(List of members of the Peruvian-American Association, Inc.,

submitted by Mr. Miller, is as follows:)
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MEMBERS OF THE PERUVIAN-AMERICAN AssoCIATION, INC.

Mr. E. J. Van der Leur, vice president, Louis Watjen, Inc., 60 Beaver St., New
York 4, N. Y.

Mr. J. F. Cannon Jr., assistant vice president, The National City Bank of New
York, 55 Wall Atreet, New York 5, N. Y.

Mr. A. B. Shea, first vice president, W. R. Grace & Co., 7 Hanover Square,
New York, N. Y.

Mr. James S. Carson, vice chairman of board, Colonial Trust Co., 1230 Avenue of
the Americas New York 20, N. Y.

Mr. Otto T. kreuser, vice president, Chase National Bank, 18 Pine Street,
New York N. Y.

Mr. Ralph E. Kimpel, second vice president, Guaranty Trust Co. of New York,
140 Broadway, New York 7, N. Y.

Mr. J. T. Kirby, vice president, W. R. Grace & Co., 7 Hanover Square, New
York, N. Y.

Mr. Harry O. Ware, secretary and treasurer, Frederick Snare Corp., 233 Broad-
way, New York, N. Y.

Mr. Robert D. Merrill, vice president, All America Cables & Radio Inc., 67 Broad
Street New York, N. Y.

Mr. P. F. Shannon, executive development division director, Standard Oil Co.
(N. J.), 30 Rockefeller Plaza, New York 20, N. Y.

Mr. C.R. Dewey, president, Grace National Bank of New York, Hanover Square,
New York N. Y.

Mr. J. T. Wilson, chairman, executive committee IBM World Trade Corp.,
20 East Fifty-seventh Street, New York 22, N. Y.

Mr. George P. Harrington, General Motors Overseas Operations, 1775 Broadway,
New York 19, N. Y.

Mr. Frank F. Russell chairman of board, Cerro De Pasco Copper Corp., 40 Wall
Street, New York g, N. Y.

Mr. John T. Shannon vice president, Pan American-Grace Airways, Inc.,
135 East Forty-second Street, New York, N. Y.

Mr. R. F. Goodwin vice president, American Smelting & Refining Co., 120 Broad-
way New York 5, N. Y.

Mr. George A. Meckes, United States Steel Export Co., 30 Church Street
New York N. Y.

Mr. John E. Lockwood, Curtis, Mallet-Prevost, Colt & Mosle, Room 5136,
30 Rockefeller Plaza, New York 20, N. Y.

Mr. William S. Swingle, president, National Foreign Trade Council, Inc.,
111 Broadway, New York, N. Y.

Mr. Ward A. Miller vice president, Vanadium Corp. of America, 420 Lexington
Avenue, New York, N. Y.

Mr. C. F. Storms, assistant manager, New York division, International General
Electric, 570 Lexington Avenue, New York 22, N. Y.

Mr. Godfrey Macdonald, vice president, Grace Line, Inc., 10 Hanover Square,
New York 5, N. Y.

Mr. Wendel R. Swint, director, foreign relations department, E. I. du Pont de
Nemours & Co Wilmington, Del.

Mr. Leonard B. Hough, export sales manager, The Collins Co. Collinsville, Conn.
Mr. D. A. Del Rio, vice president, Central Hanover Bank & Trust Co., 70 Broad-

way, New York 4, N. Y.
Mr. R. F. Straub, president, Bunge Corp., 42 Broadway, New York 4, N. Y.
Mr. Merton G. Kennedy, vice president, Morrison Knudsen Co., Inc., 122 East

Forty-second Street, New York 17, N. Y.
Mr. Frank Luria, Luria Steel & Trading Corp., 500 Fifth Avenue, New York, N. Y.
Mr. W. S. Reid, director, International Petroleum Co., Ltd., 434 University

Avenue, Toronto, Ont., Canada.
Mr. Eugene F. Saber IBM World Trade Corp., 20 East Fifty-seventh Street,

New York 22, N. Y.
Mr. J. E. Magner, vice president, Grace Line, Inc., 10 Hanover Square, New

York, N. Y.
Mr. G. C. Doubleday, general sales manager, Ingersoll-Rand Co., 11 Broadway,

New-York 4, N. Y.
Mr. Jack Estee The Estes Co., 175 Fifth Avenue, New York, N. Y.
Mr. J. A. Wollheim, export division, Combustion Engineering-Superheater, Ine.,200 Madison Avenue, New York 16. N. Y.
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Mr. James A. Farley, The Coca-Cola Export Sales Co., 515 Madison Avenue,
New York, N. Y.

Mr. Harry Burros, president, Burros Bag Co., Inc., 135 Plymouth Street,
Brooklyn 1, N. Y.

Mr. C. W. McCann Asiatic Petroleum Corp., 50 West Fiftieth Street, New
York 20, N. Y.

Mr. Albert J. Turner, treasurer, Maywood Chemical Works, Maywood, N. J.
Mr. Thomas J. Watson, chairman of board, IBM Corp., 590 Madison Avenue,New York 22, N. Y.
Mr. L. P. Pennel, treasurer, IBM World Trade Corp., 20 East Fifty-seventh Street,

New York 22, N. Y.
Mr. E. S. Yocum, managing director, General Motors Inter-American Corp.,1775 Broadway, New York 19, N. Y.
Mr. George P. Seeley, president, Frederick Snare Corp., 233 Broadway New

York, N. Y.
Mr. Walter Niklaus, agent, Credit Suisse New York Agency, 25 Pine Street,

New York 5, N. Y.
Mr. Ward Van Alstyne, president, Aluminum Import Corp., 630 Fifth Avenue,

New York 20, N. Y.
Mr. Brayton Wilbur, Wilbur-Ellis Co., 334 California Street, San Francisco 4, Calif.
Mr. John D. J. Moore, Jr., assistant vice president, W. R. Grace & Co., 914

Fifteenth Street NW., Washington, D. C.
Mr. R. Ranney Adams, vice president W. R. Grace & Co. 7 Hanover Square,

New York 5, N. Y.
Mr. W. V. Harloe, general manager, freight and passenger departments, United

Fruit Co., Pier 3, North River, New York, N. Y.
Mr. H. I. Fry, manager South American operations, Sooony-Vacuum Oil Co.,

26 Broadway New York 4, N. Y.
Mr. Orrie John Mills, assistant to the president, The Sandy Hill Iron & Brass

Works, 27 Allen Street, Hudson Falls, N. Y.
Mr. A. P. L. Prest, Price, Waterhouse & Co., 56 Pine Street, New York 5, N. Y.
Mr. Arthur W. Buttenheim, chairman of the board, Frederick Snare Corp.,

233 Broadway, New York, N. Y.
Mr. Simon Kern, assistant vice president, Bunge Corp., 42 Broadway, New York

4, N. Y.
Mr. A. K. Watson, vice president, IBM World Trade Corp., 20 East Fifty-seventh

Street, New York 22, N. Y.
Mr. James H. Stebbins, vice president, W. R. Grace & Co., 914 Fifteenth Street

NW., Washington 5, D. C.
Mr. W. G. Holloway, chairman of the board, W. R. Grace & Co., 7 Hanover Square

New York, N. Y.
Mr. Alfred Boedtker, president and general manager, Volkart Bros., Inc., 60

Beaver Street, New York 4, N. Y.
Mr. Sylvan I. Stroock, chairman of the board, S. Stroock & Co., Inc., 404 Fifth

Avenue, New York, N. Y.
Mr. L. K. Hanson, director-foreign operations Shellman Products Corp., Mount

Vernon, Ohio
Mr. L. R. Deutekom, general manager, Royal Netherlands Steamship Co., 25

Broadway New York 4, N. Y.
Mr. A. G. Cameron, vice president, The Goodyear Tire & Rubber Export Co.,

1144 East Market Street, Akron, Ohio
Mr. Oscar Von Kohorn, president, Oscar Kohorn & Co. Ltd., 501 Fifth Avenue,

New York 17, N. Y.
Mr. Guy D. Johnson, president, National Paper & Type Co., 120 Wall Street,

New York 5, N. Y.
Mr. Eugene Leytess, vice president, Mercantile Metal & Ore Corp., 60 Wall Street,

New York 5, N. Y.
Mr. A. E. Rebollo, vice president, Johnson & Johnson International, New Bruns-

wick, N. J.
Mr. L. P. Maler, International Petroleum Co. Inc., 396 Alhambra Circle, Coral

Gables Fla.
Mr. C. B. Thomas, president export'division Chrysler Corp., Detroit, Mich.
Mr. Albert L. Schomp, president, American Bank Note Co., 70 Broad Street,

New York N. Y.
Mr. M. J. Pasch chairman, Associated Latin American Freight Conference

11 Broadway, New York 4, N. Y.
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Mr. F. L. McClure, manager, E. I, du Pont de Nemours & Co., room 5450,
Nemours Building, Wilmington 98, Del.

Mr. R. M. Hummel, president, Lone Star Cement Corp. 100 Park Avenue, New
York 17, N. Y.

Mr. Douglas H. Allen, president, Astoria Pan-Americana, Inc., 222 Eleventh
Avenue, New York, N. Y.

Mr. John M. Keene, Jr., vice president, Latin American Division Merck (North
America) Inc., 161 Avenue of the Americas, New York, 13, N. Y.

Mr. Lincoln Johnson, vice president, Manufacturers Trust Co., 55 Broad Street
New York, N. Y

Mr. G. A. Ogilvie International Telephone & Telegraph Corp., 67 Broad Street,
New York N. t

Mr. J. L. Camp, director general, Latin American operations, International
Harvester Co., 180 North Michigan Avenue, Chicago 1 I. ll

Mr. Arthur Hays Sulzberger publisher, The New York Times, 229 West Forty-
third Street, New York, N.Y.

Mr. Otto Schoenrich, Curtis, Mallet-Prevost, Colt & Mosle, 63 Wall Street,
New York N. Y.

Mr. Joshua i. Powers, president, Joshua B. Powers, Inc., 345 Madison Avenue,
New York, N. Y.

Mr. Jose O'Neill, vice president, Astoria Pan-Americana, Inc., 222 Eleventh
Avenue New York 1, N. Y.

Mr. Roy . Jones, export manager, Link-Belt Co., 233 Broadway, New York 7,
N. Y.

Mr. F. E. Hasler, chairman of advisory board, Chemical Bank & Trust Co., 30
Broad Street, New York, N. Y.

Mr. Emilio A. Godoy, president, E. A. Godoy & Co., Inc., 25 Broadway, New
York 4, N. Y.

Mr. H. D. Arneson, vice president, Abbott Laboratories International, 919 North
Michigan Avenue Chicago 11, Ill.

Mr. Alfred H. Anderson president, James Motley & Co., Inc., 114 Liberty
Street, New York, N. Y.

Mr. H. J. Seesselberg, president, Wessel Duval & Co., Inc., 67 Broad Street,
New York, N. Y.

Mr. W. H. Loerpabel, manager mining department, American Smelting & Refining
Co., 120 Broadway, New York 5, N. Y.

Admiral William H. Halsey, chairman of the board, All America Cables and
Radio Inc., 67 Broad Street, New York, N. Y.

Mr. J. C. Emson, vice president, American Smelting & Refining Co., 120 Broad-
way, New York N. Y.

Mr. L. Aguirre Edwards vice president, Grace National Bank of New York,Hanover Square, New York N. Y.
Mr. Ricardo Madueno, Avenida Arequipa 1396, Lima, Peru
Mr. William T. Genth, Amsinck, Sonne & Co., 96 Wall Street New York, N. Y.
Mr. Dudley B. Bonsal, Curtis, Mallet-Prevost, Colt & Mosle, 63 Wall Street,

New York 5, N. Y.
Mr. Manuel Arias, H. A. Astlett & Co., 27 William Street, New York 5, N. Y.
Mr. R. W. Straus chairman of the board, American Smelting & Refining Co.,120 Broadway, New York, N. Y.
Mr. William 8. Morrison, vice president, United States Steel Export Co., 30

Church Street, New York, N. Y.
Mr. J. Peter Grace, Jr., president, W. R. Grace & Co., 7 Hanover Square, New

York, N. Y.
Mr. G. H. Caffrey secretary and treasurer, Pedro Martinto, Inc., 90 West Street,

New York. N. Y.
Mr. Arthur C. Ness, president, Duncan, Fox & Co., Inc., 60 Beaver Street, New

York, N. Y.
Mr. Aurelio Garcia Sayan, Banco Wiese Ltdo., Edificio San Pedro 220, Lima,Peru
Mr. Hernando de Lavalle, Azangaro 430-301, Lime, Peru
Gildemeisater & Co., Casilla Correo 678 Lima Peru
Mr. German Aguirre U., c/o A. y F. Wiese S. A., Lima, Peru
Mr. Abel Carriquiry, A. y F. Wise, Carabaya 501 Lima, Peru
Mr. Eduardo Dabos, Cia. Goodyear del Peru, Av. Wilson 1870, Lima, PeruMr. Rafael de Obregozo, Gerente del Banco Wiese Ltd., Nunez 250, Lima, PeruMr. Carlos A. Vidal Ocona 180 Lima, Peru
Empress Agricola Cicama, Ltd., Casilla Correo 678, Lima, Peru



384 TUNA IMPORTS

Messrs. F. H. de Chopites e Hijos, Negociacion Azucarera Laredo Ltda., Casilla
de Correo 678, Lima, Peru

Mr. Alberto Alexander Rosenthal, Av. Nicolas de Pierola No. 625, Lima PeruMr. Gustavo Berckemeyer, manager, G. Berckemeyer & Co., Villalta 164-266,Lima, Peru
Mr. Enrique Montero Muelle, Intl. Petroleum Co., Ltd., Carabays 831, Lima,Peru
Mr. Carlos Velarde C., W. R. Grace & Co., Liron Lamps, Lima, Peru
Mr. Elmer J. Faucett managing director, Cia. de Aviacion "Faucett" S. A.,Casilla 1429, Lima, Peru

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Roth.
Mr. Roth, please identify yourself for the record.

STATEMENT OF ISIDOR ROTH, SOUTH AMERICAN FISH
DISTRIBUTORS, INC., NEW YORK, N. Y.

Mr. ROTA. My name is Isidor Roth. My permanent residence and
place of business is in New York City. I am the president of South
American Fish Distributors, Inc., which is engaged in the importation
of frozen fish from Peru. The bulk of our tonnage consists of frozen
yellowfin tuna.

The fish we handle is caught by Peruvian fishermen in Peruvian
boats. The fish are brought to mother ships where they are frozen
and exported to the west coast and east coast canneries in the United
States. The fishing boats are not the clipper type, such as comprise
the southern California tuna fleet. They are small seiners and operate
in inshore waters, without live bait and pole. They are not strong
enough, large enough, or so equipped as to go out far from shore where
the California clippers fish.

Senator MILLIKIN. May I interrupt, Mr. Chairman. As I under-
stand the testimony, we have some very small operators who are
citizens of this country. Have you made any comparison between
the cost of their operations and the costs of the Peruvian small opera-
tion of the type you describe?

Mr. ROTH. No, I haven't.
Senator MILLIKIN. Would you say that the Peruvian costs would

be less?
Mr. ROTH. Probably their costs might be less.
Senator MILLIKIN. Has anybody made a study of that?
(There was no response.)
Senator MILLIKIN. Thank you.
Mr. ROTH. I have recently returned from Peru where I spent

several months. It was during my stay in Peru that news came of
the hasty passage of H. R. 5693 by our House of Representatives. It
caused quite a furor.

During the past year, large numbers of California clippers fished
off the coast of Peru, within 25 or 30 miles of shore. It is estimated
in Peru that fully 40,000 tons of tuna were captured by the United
States clippers. toward the latter part of 1951. There were times
when there were as many as 40 clippers fishing there at one time. The
information as to their tonnage was obtained from the clippers them-
selves who were in constant communication with each other, exchang-
ing information as to fishing conditions, their daily catch, et cetera,
by radio telephone, which in formation was also picked up by the
Peruvian fishing interests as well as the local authorities.
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Senator MILLIKIN. How far does Peru claim her offshore land?
Mr. ROTH. They claim the same as we do, as I understand, about

200 miles.
Senator MILLIKIN. So that this fishing, except for the small opera-

tions that you have described indulged in by the Peruvians, is in
international waters, is that correct?

Mr. ROTH. No.
Senator MILLIKIN. You said they fished 25 miles offshore.
Mr. ROTH. They claim 200 miles as their territorial waters.
Senator MILLIKIN. That is what I was trying to get at.
Mr. ROTH. So according to their view their territorial waters

extend 200 miles at sea.
Senator MILLIKIN. I see.
Mr. ROTH. The first popular reaction to the news of the passage of

H. R. 5693 by the House of Representatives was to exclude United
States ships from fishing in Peruvian territorial waters. This reaction
was not official, although according to the statutes, foreign vessels
fish illegally in those waters, since Peru also claims as being within its
territorial jurisdiction those waters extending to 200 miles from its
coast. The Republic of Peru has thus far not enforced this law.

The attitude among the fishing industry in Peru is that while the
United States has every right to legislate in accordance with our own
desires, and for the protection of our industries, there is a special case
in the matter of tuna, particularly the raw material. Here is an
industry of world-wide scope, whose raw material is found in their
home waters and is therefore of their natural resources-while a very
small proportion of the total supply which is consumed here in the
United States is found in waters adjacent to the United States coast.
To some extent, they feel that they are entitled to share in this in-
dustry. They consider it unjust that the same fish, caught in their
waters by their boats, should be discriminated against alongside of
those caught by United States boats. It is different in the case of the
manufactured article, namely, the canned tuna, where United States
labor and industry have an exclusive interest. But not quite so with
the raw material.

There are no currency restrictions in Peru. Capital can be invested
and withdrawn at will. The import and export taxes are the main
sources of Government revenue. While export taxes are contrary to
our way of doing business, it is nevertheless being done in all South
American countries, I believe.

May I thank you for the privilege of appearing before this com-
mittee to express my views in opposition to H. R. 5693.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, sir, very much for your appearance.
Any questions?
Senator MILLIKIN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to know, to whom

do you sell the fish that you get from Peru?
Mr. ROTH. We sell it to canners on both coasts.
Senator MILLIKIN. On both coasts?
Mr. ROTH. Yes, sir. That is governed largely by the availability

of shipping space at the source of production. Sometimes we have
more refrigerated space available to the west coast than we do to the
east coast, so we ship to the west coast.

Senator MILLIKIN. Are you able to capture any market because of
the lower costs of your operation?
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Mr. ROTH. We are able to operate at a fair profit. Is that what you
mean?

Senator MILLIKIN. I am glad to hear that. I want everybody to
operate at a profit, but what I was getting at was assuming that you
have a lower cost of production, since you operate under Peruvian
charters and Peruvian labor, does that give you some advantage over
the domestic producer, over the domestic fishermen?

Mr. ROTH. We don't directly engage in fishing operations. We
have a contract with a company in Peru whose output we handle on a
certain basis fixed by prices here in this country. Now this situation
would be very adversely affected if the tariff were imposed on the tuna.

Senator MILLIKIN. Do you feel that the 3-cent tariff would exclude
you from our market?

Mr. ROTH. Yes, sir.
Senator MILLIKIN. You do not think that any substantial amount

would get through?
Mr. RoTH. I don't think that we would have any. I am sure it

would wipe out every possibility of a profit for the operation.
Senator MILLIKIN. Have you made any demonstration of that by

figures, cost figures?
Mr. ROTH. Based on our cost, on our arrangements with this com-

pany in Peru, there would be no margin left for us. I wish to point
out also, Senator Millikin, that there is a great deal of American
capital already invested in Peru.

While we do not perform our own operation there, we have quite
an investment in having improved the facilities of the company with
whom we trade. It was on that basis that our contract was made,
and our investment would be very much affected by any such tariff,
whether it be a tariff of 3 cents a pound or a quota.

Senator MILLIKN. You are not prepared to present any estimates
of cost from which you could demonstrate that the 3-cent tariff
would exclude you or exclude a very substantial part of your imports
to this country?

Mr. ROTH. I am not prepared to deliver any statistics, but I do
know from our own situation, from our own contract in Peru, that we
would be completely eliminated from the picture.

The CHAIRMAN. If there was added a 3-cent tariff, you would not
be able to take the fish and bring them into this country?

Mr. ROTH. That is right. Our contract did not visualize any
tariff, and it was based entirely on an f. o. b. price in Peru, based upon
the price levels existing in this country, and therefore we just would
not be able to stay there at all.

Senator MILLIKIN. I think to test that we would have to know
about the nature of your own contracts, and I have no desire to probe
into that.

Mr. ROTH. I see. Well, that nevertheless is a fact, Senator.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Roth, for your

appearance.
Mr. Davenport? You may be seated. Please identify yourself

for the record.
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STATEMENT OF ORMUS W. DAVENPORT, DAVENPORT-WEBB, INC.,
BUFFALO, N. Y.

Mr. DAVENPORT. My name is Ormus W. Davenport of Buffalo,
N. Y. I am engaged m the food brokerage business. I am not a
canner, but I consider myself an expert in the merchandising of tuna
fish at the trade levels of the wholesale grocers and chain stores.

The CHAIRMAN. You may proceed.
Mr. DAVENPORT. My interest in this or any legislation affecting

tuna fish is that nothing should be done by law to hinder present or
future expansion of American packing on the eastern seaboard or
Gulf States.

I head, as president, the food brokerage corporation known as
Davenport-Webb, Inc., of Buffalo, N. Y. For 19 years I have been
active in the sales, promotion and merchandising of tuna fish and
particularly since 1949, I know that our company is not only a factor
but one of the leading such in western New York.

When H. R. 5693 was passed by the House of Representatives by a
voice vote, I was surprised at the speed and evident lack of careful
consideration of said passing and its being sent to the Senate Finance
Committee. I sent for a copy, and my first reaction upon reading it
was that the House handled it much as the legendary Irishman deals
with one from whom he expects an argument: "Knock him down and
then ask the questions afterwards." Those who framed this proposed
tariff act were certainly not subtle: they want the Congress to impose
a $60 per ton duty on "imported" fresh and frozen tuna and then
take a year and more to ask the questions and see, as is mentioned in
lines 20 and 21 on page 2, "what change, if any, shall be made in
such rate of duty."

I deplore that a duty be imposed before it is even known whether
one is necessary or desirable; before the possible far-reaching effects
of such a duty can be weighed pro and con. Personally, I can see no
argument why the United States Tariff Commission should not in-
vestigate the entire tuna industry in all its aspects under its jurisdic-
tion nor why the Secretary of the Interior shall not make a compre-
hensive study of the long-range position of the domestic tuna industry.
But certainly, let not the Congress of the United States become the
cat's paw to a handful of tuna packers in California and do, perhaps,
irreparable damage to many others with foresight and fortitude to
set up operations on the east coast and to others of the tuna industry,
than the mere canning of the tuna.

Being qualified to claim that I am an expert on the marketing of
tuna fish in one of the largest per capita tuna consuming areas of the
United States-western New York-I represent to your committee
that the east coast should be entitled to develop tuna packing in the
same manner as has been the good fortune of those on the west coast.

Currently, I am merchandising H. B. Kennerly & Son, Inc. of
Maryland, Pacific-caught tuna-packed in their Maryland plant.
This is a most logical evolution. Let the American market be free
to all American capital. Let the west coast tuna packers take a page
from the books of the California Packing Corp. and also Hunt Foods,Inc. which have bought several eastern plants in order to stabilize
their prices as against hauling the same type of products all the way
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from California at ever-incressing freight rates so that their products
will not be priced out of the market.

The fish is subjected to freezing in the same manner as is done in
the California tuna clippers and brought to our eastern shore instead
of the western shore and packed in an American cannery by Americans.

I submit that you Senators and Representatives of the people of the
Northern, seaboard, Southern, and Midwestern States owe it to your
constituents to assist them in securing their American-packed tuna
fish at the lowest possible cost consistent with good economy-
reasonable profit, et cetera. Surely, you from the eastern seaboard
and Gulf States-I refer to the Senators and Representatives thereof-
should keep the door wide open to encourage packing plants and
industries for your constituents. Why should this handful of monop-
olistic southern California tuna packers be protected against the
common interests of the American investor? Why do we have anti-
trust laws?

The end result of the tuna packed in Maryland is indistinguishable
from that packed in California for the simple reason that it is the same
in species, handling, and packaging. I respectfully submit that I
believe the greatest weakness in the presentation of this proposed act
is that tuna fish brought in through the Panama Canal is automatically
labeled as an imported product. The whole concept is built on the
false premise that if the fish is not brought into port in a California
tuna clipper it must be foreign in origin. Nothing is further from the
truth.

Senator MILLIKIN. I can see that you are not the secretary of the
Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce.

Mr. DAVENPORT. I will probably not be very popular with them
either in the future as a food broker, but we must face these things as
they are.

During the past 2 weeks, I have interrogated many buyers of the
trade. I mean by that buyers who purchase for the corporate chains
and wholesale grocers the distributors to the independent retailers.

Senator MILLIKIN. Do you know whether any of the packers on
the eastern and southern coasts have tried to buy the raw material
from California fisheries?

Mr. DAVENPORT. I do not know.
The composite reaction is that they wish to buy their supplies

competitively; therefore, this bill is not good for the trade and that
it can benefit only a very few packers in California.

I would like to expand a little bit on what I mean by they would
like to buy competitively. If this room were full of food brokers,
I would get a good laugh on this, but the buyers are very anxious to
shop the market. They resent the prospect of this market becoming
lessened and funneled into a fewer principals from whom they can
buy. They much prefer a larger number of packers, of course, so
that they can bargain and get the best horse trade, the best prices
they can. That is their function, and rightly so.

During this very month of February 1952, as we enter Lent and
the big tuna-cons mng summer months, there is a shortage of
desirable quality yellow tuna fish on the west coast.

I should like to state the reason I make that statement here is
because in talking to many brokers who represent California tuna
packers, it seems that there is a tendency on the part of these packers
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to want to sell skipjack. They tell the brokers that there is not
enough supply of yellowfin and they must move the skipjack because
they want to get their capital unfrozen from those stocks.

Senator MILLIKIN. With reference to your point that the food
brokers would like to shop around-

Mr. DAVENPORT. The buyers, Senator Millikin, not the food
brokers. The buyers want to shop around.

Senator MILLIKIN. Well, the buyer buys from the food broker; does
he not? The food broker sells the stuff that the buyer buys; does he
not?

Mr. DAVENPORT. The food broker is very much restricted to repre-
sent one packer. He can't shop around.

Senator MILLIKIN. I gladly accept the correction. The end point
is that the food broker wants to shop around among the packers;
isn't that correct?

Mr. DAVENPORT. For accounts; yes.
Senator MILLIKIN. It all comes down to making the best deal that

is possible by the particular food broker operating under the circum-
stances which govern him; isn't that correct?

Mr. DAVENPORT. That is correct.
Senator MILLIKIN. There is nothing wrong about that. There is

nothing wrong about the fisherman trying to improve his own lot by
his own species of bargaining, which he apparently contemplates
includes a tariff, so you have the usual conflict of interests which
prevails in all these tariff matters.

As was said yesterday the importer always wants to import cheap,
but he is always scrupulous about wanting to keep the tariff on his
manufactured product. That is all normal and natural, too. Some
place along there is a point of balance, good sense, if we can reach it.
That is what we have to look for.

Mr. DAVENPORT. I submit that investigation will prove that there
is no real surplus at this very moment. Investigation will prove that
it is not the 20,000 or 30,000 tons of so-called "imported" tuna that
worries and frets the California tuna industry but instead their own
overdevelopment of tuna clippers, the training of an overabundant
number of fishermen and the building of too many huge plants
equipped with speed machines that could pack enough tuna fish to
supply the world but because of too concentrated an area-not
economically.

Senator MILLIKIN. We have had a lot of testimony here that the
imported fish from foreign fisheries does not tend to lessen the market,
or at least lower the market price. How do you reconcile that fact
with your own arguments?

Mr. DAVENPORT. Well, the price of tuna is pretty well established
both at the shelf level for the housewife and in the buyer's mind.
Quality for quality, of course, there is a lot of cutting done, you know.
I heard some questions put to the gentleman just before me in regard
to the advisability of packing. You showed some interest, too,
Senator George, the advisability of packing Atlantic tuna fish.

Believe me, when you cut those cans before the discriminating and
experienced buyer, he rejects the dark red color of the bluefin, the
strong gamey odor. He wants yellowfin principally, and when it
comes to price where he wants to sell the product, say, for 25 cents a
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can, wants to run a feature, four cans for 99 cents then he will accept
shipjack, but he will put up a fight for yellowfin first.

Senator MILLIKIN. Albacore, if he can get it at the same price?
Mr. DAVENPORT. Oh, yes; but that is pretty hard to do.
Senator MARTIN. May I ask a question, Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes, Senator Martin.
Senator MARTIN. Getting back to the statements there that the

trouble is because of too many plants with speed machines, and so
forth, isn't that what made America?

We have improved a lot of the textile business which is now going
to the South. They have installed better machinery than we have
in the old settled places of the textile industry. We are improving
the methods by which we make steel. It is not going to be very long
until we are going to have more steel plants than we will have cus-
tomers for steel.

We have improved the methods of mining coal. We have machines
now that one man can do the work of ten, but isn't that what has
made America?

Mr. DAVENPORT. Yes, and I am all for it, providing we can get a
little distribution, gentlemen, geographically for freight and distribu-
tional reasons. I have nothing against the tuna industry in California
as such.

Senator MARTIN. What I am getting at, it has been the American
practice to encourage improvements which in the long run gives us
better quality and at a lesser cost to the consumer.

Mr. DAVENPORT. Yes. When I was in San Diego in 1950 they were
just installing some Caruthers machines to pack the stuff fast, and
they were threatened then with a strike because it was going to throw
3,000 women out of work, but those are the growing pains that we have
togo through anyway, and it adjusts itself eventually.

That is why I think the Secretary of the Interior is going to find
insurmountable difficulties when the time comes to "recommend such
measures as may be appropriate to promote necessary adjustments,
that the industry may achieve and maintain a sound position in a
domestic economy" if this wording applies per se to the California
industry only. I hope it does not, I hope it applies to the over-all
industry.

Some way will have to be found to regulate the number of boats,
fishermen and plants, perhaps licensing or permitting certain months
for fishing as in the case of the salmon industry. The tuna giants have
already put out of business and absorbed many plants of the small
packers. I think that is a matter of record right here during this
investigation, is it not, Senator George or Senator Millikin?

The CmMAum. It has been covered in certain briefs; yes.
Senator MILLIKN. Hints of monopolistic practice.
Mr. DAVENPORT. It has now become the battle of the giants and at

this very moment there is a messy situation within the tuna industry
in California brought about by trying to wrest markets from one
another and definitely not because of imported raw material. I have
been in the whirlpool of that situation myself. They have brought
these things upon themselves and there they must be solved.

I was one of those in the forefront who advised with our State
Department regarding restrictions being written into the recently
proposed Japanese treaty to keep Japanese salmon fishermen out of
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our Alaskan waters. To me that makes sense and Mr. Dulles sent me
a copy of the letter he received from the Japanese Prime Minister
assuring the United States Government they would respect such
Government restrictions. Nevertheless, I do not recommend this duty
on the Japanese frozen tuna product for the reason that the west
coast packers all the way from Astoria to San Diego have occasion and
need for the Japanese raw product especially in regard to albacore.

I feel that I speak for most of the food brokers of America, of which
there are about 4,000, as well as the buyers of the trade when I state
that this bill to be ill-advised, confuses the issues and should be killed
in this committee. We need more-not less-packers to represent in
our great and growing Nation. Tuna consumption grows about 10
percent each year.

The CHAIRMAN. Any further questions? Thank you very much,
Mr. Davenport.

Are there any other witnesses that wish to be heard? I believe that
completes the list of scheduled witnesses for the day.

Mr. REAL. Mr. Chairman, if you will recall, the other day I asked
the committee whether or not they would like to hear from one of the
boat owners on one of the larger tuna clippers for a few minutes and
perhaps ask him some questions as to the actual fishing operation.

I also called your attention to the fact that we have a movie which
will be here in Washington and which you. may see at any time, by
merely requesting it from us. We do have the president of the Ameri-
can Tunaboat Association here, who is a boat owner and a-fisherman
and he does have a short statement, if you care to listen to it.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes; you may come around at this time. Please
identify yourself for the record. You have not testified, have you?

Mr. CRIVELLO. No, sir; I have not.
The CHAIRMAN. Please identify yourself for the record.

STATEMENT OF SAM CRIVELLO, PRESIDENT OF THE AMERICAN
TUNABOAT ASSOCIATION

Mr. CRIVELLO. My name is Sam Crivello. I am part owner and
master of the fishing boat San Europa. I would also like to insert
here that I am also a part owner of another boat, the Sun Voyager.

I heard the good news in this room this morning that most of the
fleet is out and that things look bright, but these two boats of mine are
still in, and as far as I am concerned, dark clouds are still hanging over
my head.

Senator MILLIKIN. Mr. Chairman, might I make a suggestion.
We have had a number of references to the fact that the situation is
radically changed within the past year. If we could have a supple-
mental memorandum going directly to that point, I think it would be
useful.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. Anyone who wishes to supply a supplemental
memorandum on that point might insert it in the record. Furnish it
to the clerk of the committee and it will be inserted.

May I ask you about your ownership of the boats. How are your
boats owned? You say you are part owner.

Mr. CRIVELLO. The boats are owned by a number of partners.
Some boats have as many as 15, 16, 17 partners. Some of them are

94754-52----26
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owned within the family, brothers, father, so on, that started up from
small boats and just gradually kept building up.

The CHAIRMAN. Do the canners own any interests in these boats
directly or indirectly?

Mr. CRIVELLO. They own small interests in some of them.
The CHAIRMAN. They underwrite the interest in some of the boats,do they, guarantors of funds that go into the construction of boats?
Mr. CRIVELLO. Yes; they do on some of them.
The CHAIRMAn. Not on yours?
Mr. CRIVELLo. No; not on mine.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, you may proceed.
Senator MILLIKIN. How much does that canner interest amount to?
Mr. CRIVELLO. Well, it varies some times. They may start out,

the cannery may start out owning a half interest in the boat, and
then as the owners work the boat and pay off their half interest, the
cannery gives them an option to keep buying more into the boat and
eventually maybe some day they may own it all themselves.

Senator MILLIKIN. Is anyone prepared to give us a memorandum
on that subject? Is it in the record already?

Mr. REAL. It is not in the record.
Senator MILLIKIN. I think it would be useful, Mr. Chairman, if

we had a memorandum dealing directly with that subject.
The CHAIRMAN. Yes; to what extent the canners or the others who

deal with the fish after it is brought in are interested in the boat.
(The information referred to appears in a supplemental memo-

randum at p. 398.)
Senator MILLIKIN. Might I ask another question, too, Mr. Chair-

man. With reference to this posting price system, just what are the
mechanics preliminary to posting a price? Do the fishermen sit down
with the canners and discuss the thing, or how is that price posted?

Mr. CARY. It changes its pattern from time to time, but basically
it is the same. The boat owners have a particular cannery enter into
negotiations with that cannery which are usually, as one gentleman
mentioned this morning, on an annual basis, I think dependent upon
the canner's market experience as he encounters difficulties in sales or
other things.

Senator MILLIKIN. Do you say that the fishermen have an effective
voice in setting the price posted by the canners?

Mr. CARY. It is the boat owner who does the negotiating, Senator
Millikin, and whether it is effective or not I don't know. He has a
voice, and I think the effectiveness of that voice is more dependent,
upon the times, the supply and demand situation.

Senator MILLIKIN. Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, you may proceed with your statement.
Mr. CRIVELLO. I am also president of the American Tuna boat

Association.
The record on the tuna industry which has been given would not

be complete without some mention of the tuna clipper fleet. The
history of that fleet is the history of the tuna business and how it grew.

In the early days of the business which were of limited range and
carried no refrigeration, we were like many local fisheries in other
places and could only fish seasonally. As our trips grew longer we
used crushed ice to refrigerate fish the same as is done in many other
ports today.
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The tuna business began to grow and we had to have a sure supply

of fish for the canners.
Senator MILLIKIN. May I ask you with reference to these contracts

between the boat owners and the canner, does the cannery agree to
take all of the fish supplied by the boat owner?

Mr. CRIVELLO. Yes.
Senator MILLIKIN. I got the idea that there was a period of a large

surplus of fish that piled up there in California. Was that out of the
hide of the boat owner or out of the hide of the canner?

Mr. CRIVELLO. I don't quite understand.
Senator MILLIKIN. Did the canner take all that fish? He ob-

viously did not, or it would not have piled up.
Mr. CRIVELLO. Yes, they did. They took all the fish.
In 1926 the first long-range tuna clipper, the Atlantic, was built.

This was a 100-foot boat. Everyone in the business considered this
a very great gamble. It was, however, the beginning of the finest
fleet of fishing vessels in the country.

The vessels which followed contained other new features. The size
as large or larger but refrigeration was improved as ammonia coils
were added to preserve the ice.
Senator MILLIKIN. I hate to bother you again, but we have to

learn a lot of things as we go along that are well known to you folks.
I want to ask you again, does the canner agree to take all of the fish
which is supplied by the boat owner?

Mr. CRIVELLO. Yes, they do.
Senator MILLIKIN. Under the contract which we have been talking

about?
Mr. CRIVELLO. They do.
Senator MILLIKIN. )O they sometimes make a contract for a cer-

tain amount of fish if that is produced, as distinguished from taking all
of the fish brought in by the boat owner?

Mr. CRIVELLO. To my knowledge there is no contract as to the
amount of fish.

Senator MILLIKIN. I thought I heard some testimony here that for
a period of time when the market was rather demoralized, the boat
owners were selling their fish at the docks to anybody that came in
to buy them.

Mr. CRIVELLO. I think that was referring to the smaller fleet the
albacore fleet, but the tuna clippers are under a contract, and the
canneries had to take their fish, but there is a clause in the contract
that protects a cannery, that if they are filled up due to high inventory,
they advise the boat to stay in like they have been doing in the last
year.

Senator MILLIKIN. Thank you very much.
Mr. CRIVELLO. Shortly after the larger vessels demonstrated that

they were practical and could find tuna wherever it was, the newer
vessels were built with what we called a raised deck. This improve-
ment was necessary to provide for the safety of the ship as the farther
we went the more chance we ran of finding bad sailing weather. The
improvement was also necessary because we needed more machinery,ice machines, larger generators and other items. This meant more
room was needed for the crew and so the raised deck vessel filled this
need too. The raised deck vessel added a lot to our construction costs.
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I might add these large vessels that were started at that time were
still working with crushed ice. Before they left port they would fill
their hold with crushed ice and then when they got on the fishing
grounds and the fish were caught, they would fish all day and some-
times work all night because this fish would have to be put away; that
is, you would not work all day fishing. You would work 2 or 3 hours
and maybe catch a limited amount of fish, and then you would have
to stop your fishing operations and put that fish away. Otherwise
the hot weather would spoil it.

Senator MILLIKIN. Are they packed whole?
Mr. CRIVELLO. Yes; they are.
Senator MILLIKIN. They are packed whole?
Mr. CRIVELLO. Yes.
Senator MILLIKIN. In the boat?
Mr. CRIVELLO. That is right. The work was not confined just to

the daytime. There were times when we worked until 1, 2, 3 o'clock
in the morning putting these fish away. Then just getting a couple
hours' sleep and back on the job at daybreak.

For a period of 4 or 5 ears we experimented with brine refrigera-
tion. This costs hundreds of thousands of dollars and before it was
perfected cost a lot more in lost fish. This major improvement was
engineered and financed entirely by those of us working right in the
fishing end of the business.

Like I just explained, on those larger vessels it was hard work catch-
ing this fish and then putting it away in crushed ice, and as we kept
going farther and farther south, we ran into tropical weather and we
saw that something had to be done in order to work more effectively,
so that is when we started experimenting with brine.

It was hard work, and when we would come in from a trip, why, we
would spend practically all of our time working on these boats trying
to perfect them and see if we could not get a fishing boat where the
fish could be brought in in A-i condition, but during this 4 or 5 years,
why, there were a lot of mistakes made, and naturally it ran into
money, but we had a lot of faith in what we were doing.

We did not know at the time just where we were going to land, but
we had faith in it and finally we got to the place where we are at today.
We have in my estimation one of the most efficient boats in the world.
, The CHAIRMAN. How far out do you fish from port, generally

speaking?
Mr. CRIVELLO. Well, we go as far south as over 3,000 miles, and

fish 200 to 250 miles off the coast line.
In about 1937 the first brine-refrigerated boat was built. Since

that time every major size boat has been built as a brine boat. This
has meant the addition of many thousands of dollars of additional
equipment for ammonia compressors, brine pumps, generators, and
other items.

In 1937, that was about the time when we just about had the brine
situation licked, and I think my views are also expressed by the rest
of the boys in the tuna fleet. We feel that we worked very hard and
brought this brine system into being and perfected it to the point
where it is today, and these very methods and the system that we
have today is being copied by others now, and we feel like we are being
put out of business with something that we created.

The CHAIRMAN. What is the size of your tuna fleet?
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Mr. CRIVELLO. You mean the size of the vessels individually?
The CHAIRMAN. No, no; the number.
Mr. CRIVELLO. I heard it is a little over 200, but that is about all

I know of it.
Senator MILLIKIN. DO you get bait in Peru?
Mr. CRIVELLO. No; we don't.
Senator MILLIKIN. Why not?
Mr. CRIVELLO. Well, in the first place the Peruvians do not allow

you to go near their coast, and we have not had any opportunity to
go there for bait. We have been getting our bait elsewhere, in
Panama.

Senator MILLIKIN. Can you get serviced in Peru?
Mr. CRIVELLO. Well, I have never been in there myself personally.

I know of one boat that went in there, and I would not call the service
they got very good.

Another thing meant by the construction of larger, more compli-
cated vessels is greater repair costs. These vessels after leaving port
go on trips which average for all vessels over 50 days. Very often
they double the average. The machinery operates almost con-
tinuously. It is not hard to see what this does in making heavy
repair and maintenance costs necessary.

After the war improvements came in perfecting refrigeration, adding
more bait capacity, greater horsepower for engines and generator
sets and in adding radar and airplanes. Most vessels carry sounding
devices and many carry gyrocompasses and other aids to operation
and navigation.

Due to this fact, after the war larger engines were added, we got
faster ships, and naturally we kept going further and further south.

Senator MILLIKIN. Have you achieved economies per pound of fish?
Mr. CRIVELLO. I think we have, Senator.
It is hard to put into words the work that is done on board a vessel

and the working conditions. We are out long periods of time. We
work a very long workday and in many cases work nights also.
Some of our bait operations are done at night. Even on days when
fishing is light or traveling to a fishing bank is done, we have watches
to stand.

The afterdeck of the vessel is awash most of the time as it is necessary
for us in pole fishing to work at water or sea level. When we run into
bad weather, which is fairly often, it is a dangerous business. A lot is
said about heavy investments or big values of these boats. There are
lots of times when we settle for 50 cents just to get on shore safely.
We have our hurricane season from the middle of June to the end of
October and other storms at other times.

That is the worst part of the season, from June to October. It is the
hurricane season along the Mexican coast, and these boats have to
travel at all times. When they are leaving port going to the fishing
banks, they are loaded with Diesel fuel and bait and their wells are full
with bait, so the deck is at sea level at all times, so that when you run
into a hurricane there is nothing you can do but just ride it out and
hope for the best. It is very hazardous.

We are fishermen and do not complain as it is our living and our
whole training but it is not the easiest job in the world to stick with
year after year.
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Safety requirements are very high but so are the risks. Earnings
may be considered high from time to time. On an hourly basis they
are not as high as other skilled work and the hazard of loss and the
danger is greater than most.

The fleet has grown, then, by the determination of a number of
fishermen to establish a year around fishing business so that the
canners could have a steady supply. This has meant building a fleet
of the finest vessels that could be found anywhere. We are criticized
for building a fleet. We are proud of building something that no one
else has equaled. We have not only invested our time but reinvested
our earnings in the business and grown with it. It was not done by
talk and criticism but by hard work and saving.

One of the biggest things that has been done in building this fleet
is to open up the fisheries of our part of the eastern Pacific Ocean. It
took a number of pioneers to do it but the fact remains that this group
of fishermen from San Diego and San Pedro, and I'm proud to be one
of them, opened up almost a million square miles of fishing area. We
don't want to own it, we just want a chance to stay in it on a basis that
we can keep an industry built in the United States in this country so
far as we can.

In closing, I would like to say that we are in serious trouble, and if
we do not get relief immediately I do not know what the outcome is
going to be.

Senator MILLIKIN. You say a couple of your boats are idle. How
many boats do you have?

Mr. CRIVELLO. Just the two.
Senator MILLIKIN. And they are idle at the present time?
Mr. CRIVELLO. Yes, sir. One of them has been in 7 months and

the other 5% months.
Senator MILLIKIN. That is because of lack of markets?
Mr. CRIvELLO. That is right.
Senator MILLIKIN. You are in the business and you have the power

of skilled observation in the business. What is the situation as to
the rest of the fleet in California?

Mr. CRIVELLO. Well, they are practically in the same position that
my boats are in. It is true that some of them are out, but they have
been in for months and months, and they have got to get out sometime,
and all those that are out now, there is no guaranty that when they
come back they will be able to go out again. They just don't know.

Senator MILLIKIN. Let me ask you this: Have Atlantic seaboard or
Gulf coast canneries tried to get the California fishermen to supply
them with fish?

Mr. CRIVELLO. I don't know if they have or not. I do know this,
though, that there have been some boat owners in southern California
who have contacted some canners in other parts of the country, and
I do not know what answer they got, but I do know that they did not
go out. They are still tied up, but they did try to deliver their fish.

Senator MILLKIN. Is there any influence out there that would pre-
vent you, for example, from supplying any coast canner, assuming
price and other conditions were favorable?

Mr. CRIVELLO. No; there is no influence to stop them.
Senator MILLIKIN. Would you supply east coast and Gulf of Mexico

companies, Gulf of Mexico coast canners, if you could make a good
deal out of it?
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Mr. CRIVELLO. If I could get the same price that I can get in San

Diego, I would.
Senator MILLIKIN. There is no influence that limits your operation

so far as the supply of your fish to canners is concerned, to southern
California; is that right?

Mr. CRIVELLO. That is right; there is no influence.
Senator MILLIKIN. Would you then say that the reason you have

not been supplying these other canners on other coast lines is that they
have not tried to do business with you or that they have not hung up a
price that will enable you to survive?

Mr. CRIVELLO. I don't think they have tried very hard to get fish
from the southern California fleet, because I have two boats and I
know I have never been contacted.

Senator MILLIKIN. If they hung up the same price, if the Gulf of
Mexico canners and the Atlantic coast canners hung up the same price
that the Pacific coast canners do, would you supply them with your
fish?

Mr. CRIVELLO. I think they would get all the fish they wanted.
Senator MILLIKIN. Why then do you figure that the canners in the

Gulf of Mexico coast and the Atlantic coast do not make a more
vigorous effort to get fish from you folks?

Mr. CRIVELLO. I really don't know why they don't do it. It may
be they are getting cheaper fish some place else.

Senator MILLIKIN. That is what I am driving at. That is exactly
what I am driving at. Do you believe that is the reason?

Mr. CRIVELLO. I think it is.
Senator MILLIKIN. Do you believe that you cannot compete with

the foreign fishermen?
Mr. CRIVELLO. We cannot compete, no.
Senator MILLIKIN. On even terms I mean.
Mr. CRIVELLO. On even terms, we can.
Senator MILLIKIN. I don't think I put the question to you correctly.

Do they have lower costs than you have?
Mr. CRIVELLO. Oh, yes, very much lower.
Senator MILLIKIN. Why is that?
Mr. CRIVELLO. Well, they have cheaper labor, very cheap. I

understand in Japan it is 30 cents a day.
Senator MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, might I ask, is that the big

difference in cost, the cost of labor?
Mr. CRIVELLO. That is one of the big differences.
Senator MILLIKIN. Do they get their supplies cheaper?
Mr. CRIVELLO. YOU mean in Japan?
Senator MILLIKIN. Take Japan, take South American fishermen.
Mr. CRIVELLO. I really don't know, Senator Millikin. I operate

my boats and my whole time and my whole interest is in the boats,
and while I hear a little here and there from the outside, I really am
not qualified to answer that. I really would not know.

Senator MILLIKIN. There has been a lot of testimony here that
these foreign imports of fish do not cut your posted price, do not sell
under that, and I am somewhat surprised, at least I have not seen
cost data in this hearing at all that would indicate how far below that
posted price they could come in here if they wanted to.

Mr. CRIVELLO. Senator, I am not much on statistics and numbers,
but I am sure that imports cut our price. They cut it in this way:
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One of my boats has made one trip last year. That is all she could
make. She is in the hold. She just can't operate on one trip. The
other one has made two trips.

Now if it was not for the imports, those boats could have made
more trips, so by making one trip, that is really cutting the price
down on the fish. We just can't operate.

Senator MILLIKIN. In other words, as far as you have gone now it
is a matter of sheer quantity. The quantity that they put in here
is such that it renders idle a part of our own domestic fleet; is that
correct?

Mr. CRIVELLO. That is correct, and to the fishermen that is cutting
the price.

Senator MILLIKIN. And so far have you had a test of price as to
whether they can if they want to, foreign fishermen, bring their
product in here cheaper than we can?

Mr. CRIVELLO. I really don't know. I am not qualified to answer
that, but I imagine they can do a lot of things, being that they have
cheap labor there.

Senator MILLIKIN. The main cause of your trouble is in terms of
quantity of imports at the present time?

Mr. CRIVELLO. That is correct.
Senator MILLIKIN. We have asked for a supplemental memoranda

but is anyone here prepared to give us anything with any teeth in it
as to the efforts of Gulf coast and Atlantic coast canners to buy fish
from the California fishermen?

(The following supplemental memorandum was subsequently sup-
plied for the record:)

AMERICAN TUNABOAT AesOCIATION,
San Diego 1, Calif., February 11, 1968.

Hon. WALTER F. GEORaoGE
Senate Committee on Finance

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.
MT DEIA SENATOR GEoRGE: In the recently concluded hearings held in respect

to H. R. 5693 requests were made for additional information to be placed in
the record. This letter will supply the major part of the information requested.

I. OWNERSHIP OF VESSELS

Subsequent to testimony that two or three canneries owned the majority of
vessels fishing for tuna in southern California, we were asked to provide data on
cannery ownership.

The American Tunaboat Association analysed the ownership of 155 vessels
on which information was immediately available of the total of 212 high seas bait
boat fleet and found the following:

1. Direct ownership by canneries or processing organizations totaled 1.98
percent of the ownership of the vessels surveyed.

2. Direct ownership by major officials of canneries or processing organizations
totaled 0.51 percent of the ownership of the vessels surveyed.

3. Direct ownership by corporations other than canneries or processing organi-
zations wherein it is known that cannery officials are major stockholders totaled
3.03 percent of the ownership of the vessels surveyed. Prior to completion of
this report, however, one major canner severed his connection with the American
processing industry, thus reducing this percentage to 1.94 percent.

Exact data on ownership by canneries in purse seme vessels was not immediately
available but known to be of minor consequence. The same condition obtains in
respect to the local fleets of albacore vessels.

A further report on boat ownership will be furnished to the committee.
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II. CONTRACTUAL RELATIONSHIPS

A question was raised in regard to what degree of control was exercised by
canners over fishing vessels by means of formal contracts to sell and buy fish

An inquiry was made of each canner requesting information on the number of
vessels fishing for that canner, the number under formal contract, and the number
fishing independent of contract.

Replies received covered 208 of the 212 bait boats in the fleet and are analyzed
as follows: Vessels fishing under contract, 132; vessels independent of contract, 76.

Replies were received covering 99 of the more than 100 purse seine vessels fishing
tuna on a full-time or part-time basis and are analysed as follows: Vessels fishing
under contract, 36; vessels independent of contract, 63.

The general practice in respect to the very numerous, small capacity albacore
fleet is to fish without formal contract.

The contract system is common in the canned fish industry as it is through this
means of assuring supply that a canner can regulate his production.

Contracts in general bind the vessel owner to deliver fish to a particular canner
but do not require the canner to buy a specific quantity of fish. Vessels sail under
orders each trip and thus have an assured market upon return.

A contract form recently issued by one canner reads as follows:

FISHING CONTRACT

The undersigned fisherman, _---------, owner of the boat ..............
hereby agrees to fish with said boat exclusively for ----------------- for a
period of ...... years from and after the date of this contract and to deliver
all fish caught by him that are suitable for canning, and of the variety or varieties
canned by said cannery, to _.----- at its plant at -.--------- , or at its
plant in _---------, as directed by the canner.

---..... agrees to pay the going market price for all fish accepted by it.
The company shall not be obligated to accept or pay for any fish which is not
in condition suitable for canning or which fails to pass final inspection of the
department of health of the State of California, or any other governmental body
charged with the duty of determining whether or not canned fish is suitable for
sale for human consumption, nor will it be required to accept or pay for any fish
which it is unable to can or use for the reason that its packing operations are
stopped or interrupted by market conditions, an excessive supply of fish, an
excessive inventory of canned goods, strikes, lockouts, fires, earthquakes, shortage
of material, whole or partial shutdown of the plant or plants of the company,or any other cause or condition beyond the reasonable control of the company.
During such time as the company may be refusing to accept fish from the fisherman
he shall be at liberty to dispose of his fish elsewhere, but shall resume delivery to,the company in the event and as soon as the company notifies the fisherman that
it is again willing and able to accept his fish.

This contract shall continue in force from year to year hereafter unless one
party gives to the other written notice of cancellation 30 days prior to expiration
of this contract.

III. MORTGAGES

A question was raised in regard to what degree of control was exercised by
canners over fishing vessels by means of mortgages held by canneries.

A survey was made of the 159 vessels under enrollment and license at the
United States Customs, San Diego: Number of vessels surveyed, 159; number of
vessels mortgaged, 77; full value of mortgages, $9,323,000.

Number of mortgages held by canners, 10; full value of those mortgages,
$862,000.

Data on mortgages held on purse seine vessels has not yet been received.

IV. BALES OF FISH OR OFFERS TO SELL OUTSIDE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

Subsequent to testimony that the yellowfin and skipjack catch has "been
canned exclusively by plants in San Diego and San Pedro," and that, "The fleet
does not deliver to canneries located in other areas of the United States," we were
asked to provide data on this subject.

A quick survey among our owners developed these typical recent eases:
1. An owner consummated an arrangement with a packer in Hoaquim Wash.,and fish was recently delivered to that cannery. Another owner within a San

Diego based vessel was also able to deliver a load to another packer in the same
area.
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2. An owner offered fish to a large packer in Astoria, Oreg. A number of other
offers are known to have been made with no business resulting because of adequacy
of supply. A further offer of a long-term contract to assure supply was rejected
by the canner.

3. An owner offered fish to a packing firm in the San Francisco area but was
unable to effect a sale because of no demand.

4. An owner offered fish to a canner in the Gulf area but was unable to effect
a sale because of no demand due to lack of canning facilities.

5. An owner offered fish to a Maryland canner who advised he had just bought
a small amount of fish and was not interested in buying more at the present time.
The same owner offered fish to a Maine canner no business being consummated,
but a promise was made by the canner to advise regarding requirements and
conditions.

6. An owner, who also has interests in the Gulf area, offered fish to a canner in
Maine, no business being consummated. Fish was offered to a Massachusetts
canner and declined with the statement that four west coast sources had also
offered fish for sale. Fish was offered to a canner in South Carolina which canner
purchased a small amount. Fish was also offered in Maryland with no immediate
business resulting.

In regard to the situation of fishing on the east coast and offering fish for sale
in that area, we are appending a letter from Mr. Hervey A. Petrich setting forth
his experience (exhibit A).

These are random examples of offers to sell fish in other areas. Another note-
worthy example is the action of the San Pedro purse seine vessels in fishing for
mother ships operated by a canner in the Northwest. This operation provided
fish for that area until the vessels were withdrawn. These mother ships were
later used to transport imported fish into the United States.

The matter of offers to sell fish outside southern California can be supported by
sworn statements.

Efforts of canners in other parts of the United States to purchase fish from the
southern California fleet do not appear to have been at all vigorous. One eastern
canner called on west coast owners approximately 2 years ago to arrange a supply.
The price offer was well below the price prevailing at that time.

One of our boat owners was recently called and asked if he would require a
premium price to deliver fish to the east coast. The caller was advised that
fish would be delivered at no premium. However, no offer to buy was forth-
coming. It is know that some fish has been sold in the East at below the generally
prevailing price.

Based on the United States Fish and Wildlife estimate of pack in 1950 of 88,000
cases on the east coast (no estimate available for 1951), requirements for the
whole area would approximate something just over 2,000 tons of fish. This
would be the annual landings of three medium sized tuna clippers.

In the matter of alleged exclusive delivery of yellowfin and skipjack to southern
California canners, it is noteworthy that a load of fish brought in by a leading
importer on his own vessel this fall was offered to southern California packers.
This fish was later stored and canned in Monterey. It is clear that if demand
did exist this fish could have been sold in any area of the United States.

V. PRESENT CONDITIONS IN THE INDUSTRY

As of February 8, data was obtained on the status of operations of 201 high
seas bait boats and all of the purse seine fleet which normally fishes for tuna.
Vessels at sea:

Bait boats....------ - ---------------------------------------- 112
Purse saine vessels.....-------------------------------------------- 11

Time at sea: Bait boats:
Sailed prior to November- .....------------------------------------ 2
Sailed in November----........------------------------------------ 26
Sailed in December------------------------------------------ 32
Sailed in .Tanuary.....-----...-------------------------------------33
Sailed in February---.......-------------------------------------- 19
Days spent in port prior to departure (average per vessel)-.....------ 96 7

Vessels in port: Bait boats ...---------------------------------------- 89
1 cannery released 13 vessels as of Feb. 8 with S additional vessels

acted pled to sail Feb. 20. Vessels from other canneries were being
released for sailing on a rotation basis or, in come cases, on an out-
right basis.

Days spent in port to Feb. 8 (average per vessel) -----.......-------- -- 114. 3
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Cannery operation.-Production of canned tuna in January 1952 approximated
35 percent of prdduction in January 1951.

Production was confined to the San Pedro area. No operations were resumed
by canneries in San Diego in January of 1952.

Cannery production schedules: We have been advised that departures of
vessels are on the basis of a calculated risk. One major canner has advised
that production for 1952 is being based on an 80 percent of 1951 production.
These plans are tied to developments in respect to tariffs.

Price and operating conditions: Vessels sailing in 1952 have sailed on an
adjusted price of 16 cents per pound for yellowfin tuna and 13 cents per pound
for skipjack tuna. On the basis of average catch of this exclusively yellowfin-
skipjack fishery the average opening price per pound is 14.65 cents. This repre-
sents a decline from the average 1951 price of 15.05 cents per pound.

Meanwhile costs of vessel operation were increased by two major changes
during January: first, the increase in marine insurance applicable to wood vessels
of 10 percent; and second, the increase in shipyard repair rates by reason of
wages increases which increases in cost to the boat owner are estimated to range
from 9 to 10 percent.

Concurrently one major canner announced a new set of operating conditions
for fishing vessels as follows:

"DEAR SIR: In order to permit the subject tuna clipper to make one trip, we
propose the following agreement:

"On or after February 8, 1952, the tuna clipper may leave for one fishing trip
under the following conditions:

"1. Vessel will catch for cannery, and cannery will accept as specified above
the species of tuna known as yellowfin and skipjack.

"2. Upon return of vessel to port the fish will be kept properly refrigerated
until the vessel is advised of an unloading date.

"3. Cannery will pay $320 per ton for all yellowfin tuna and $260 per ton for
all skipjack delivered and accepted, such purchase price to be paid as follows:

"(A) Full payment of crew's share will be paid when fish are processed.
"(B) Balance over and above crew's share will be paid in equal installments

or 30, 60, and 90 days after fish are processed.
"4. No advances shall be made by cannery for trip expenses.
"This agreement, when accepted by managing owner, shall be binding upon

both parties until vessel has delivered and received payment for yellowfin tuna
and skipjack caught on the first trip succeeding the date of this agreement and
shall supersede for such period as portions of any existing contracts oral or written
which are in conflict herewith."

VI. SIZE OF BAIT BOAT FLEET

A question was raised regarding the size of the bait boat fleet.
The American tuna fishing fleet consists of vessels of the .bait boat (tuna

clipper) type, purse seine vessels and the local albacore vessels. The majority
of tuna landings is made by the bait boats. A consistent claim has been advanced
that it is the overbuilding of this fleet that has caused the present difficulty.
No documentation has been provided to support these claims. The following
data illustrates that the bait boat fleet has increased but that its increase has been
consistent with market growth. As a matter of record it should be noted that
its relationship to the market is less percentagewise than it was for the period
1945 through 1949.

The tuna bait boat fleet
I. CONSTRUCTION OF THE FLEET

Increase over previous year

Year ending- Veels Capacity
Number TonnageIncrease

Dee. 31. 1945------ ------ -- 102 13,00 ..............
Dec. 31 1946. .............................----------------- 140 24,325 38 10,425
De. 31.1947......--------------------------------........................... 161 29165 21 4,840
Dec.31, 1948.......--...........---------..... 189 6,625 2 7,40Dec. 31, 1949................................... I 38, 370 4 74

D e. 31,1950----.~~................ .. ------... 199 40,430 4 2 060
De. 1, 1951.................................. 212 44,30 13 395
Under construction 192............------------------------...... 214 45095 700

n Includes repurchase of vessel used in Government service during World War II plus purchases of
Navy-built tuna vessels.
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The tuna bait boat fleet-Continued
II. UNITED STATES MARKET IN TERMS OF SUPPLY IN TONS COMPARED WITH

FLEET SIZE

Year ending- Supply in Year Fleet tons Percent of
tone ending- supply

Dec. 31, 1945 .................................. 10R, 400 Dec. 31,1946 24 t.3 22.44
Dec. 31, 1946 .................................. 1& 400 Dec. 31,1947 29,165 25,72
Dec. 31,1947 .................................. 142,00 Dec. 31,1948 36,625 26.76
Dec. 31, 1948 ................................ 170,500 Dec. 31,1940 38,370 22.50
DOe. 31, 1949................................ 177,500 Dec. 31, 190 40,430 22.78
Dee. 31, 190 .................................. 22,700 Dec. 31, 191 44,396 17.57
Dec. 31,1051 .................................. 206100 Dec. 31, 192 145,095 21. 8

I Based on estimated known construction.

III. INDEX OF ACTIVITY

(Total landings by fleet divided by capacity of all vessels for 1 full trip]

Year Vessels Potential Actual Activity
surveyed tonnage landings index

1946...........................................
1947....................................
1948............................................
1949............................................
1960------------- -----.-........................19 1. .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .L11.

IV. UNITED STATES MARKET IN TERMS OF SUPPLY IN TONS COMPARED WITH
FLEET SIZE AND ACTIVITY INDEX

194.............................
1948 ........ .............
1947------------------. ...............-.....
1949...........................19498 ----------------------o1949 ........ ...............
190...........................
1961...........................

Supply
in tons Year Capacltytons

1946 24.325
1947 29,16$
1948 36,625
1949 38,370
190 40, 430
1951 44,395
1952 45,095

Index

3.70
a32

3.32
3.32
3, 32
3.32
3.32

Potential
tonnage

121 595
127.388
134.229
147,301
149,715

Percent of
supply

83.0
85.4
86.5
74.7
75. 6
"8.3
72.6

NoTE.-Indet used for 1946 is actual index and so used because of lower average carrying capacity of vessels
In use. Index used for subsequent years is highest annual index of activity; i. e. 19

V. COMPUTATION OF INDEX OF ACTIVITY TO DETERMINE RELATIVE ACCURACY
BY USING STATE OF CALIFORNIA REPORT ON POTENTIAL TONNAGE OF BAIT
BOATS AND PURSE-SEINE VESSELS AND LANDINGS OF THESE VESSELS (REPORT
OF JANUARY 1952)

Capacity of Associationat bCat Resultant AuocionYear Catch indo bsitYear and puns- index at
seine vessels boatsonly

1945 .................... ...................... 15,914 50.200 3.72 5 14
194 .............. ... .-- .-- 27,618 82,900 3.00 .70
1947------.......................---------...-------- 34,827 9, 800 2.86 3.02
1948..............------- --- -------------------- 41,416 128,500 2. 3.28
19--------------------------................................... ---....... 42,796 126,000 2.96 2.83
1950.............---- .........-------------------------- - 47, 113 1, 700 3. 21 . 32
-year average ...........................-------------------- ------------ 3 07 3.27

Information to develop more complete answers to the questions asked will be
filed with you as additional data is obtained.

Respectfully submitted.
AMERICAN TI-NAROAT ASSOCIATION,
HAROLD F. CAR, General Manager.
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EXHIBIT A
WESTERN BOAT BUILDING CO.,

Tacoma, Wash., February 8, 1952.
Mir. HAROLD CARY

Dupont-Plaza hotel, Washington, D. C.
DEAR MR. CARY: We understand you are having a'bitter fight in Washington

in protecting the American tuna industry against the ruinous effect of imported
foreign tuna, both canned and raw. You have our sincere wishes for a successful
conclusion of your hearings and we hope results will be a protective tariff to the
American fishing industry.

It has come to our attention that statements have been made whereby your
opposition is maintaining that southern California has a monopoly on the tuna
canning industry. We all know this is untrue. The only reason the industry
has concentrated in southern California is because of the natural facilities, close-
ness to fishing grounds and a venturesome group of canners who have cooperated
with fishermen in building up a large industry in southern California. This does
not preclude however that the tuna Industry i. limited to southern California only.

To prove this fact, I wish to relate our experiences in 10938 in which we built
and operated a tuna boat named the Western Eplorer out of Gloucester, Mass.
Our fish was caught off New England and delivered to Gorton-Pow Fisheries in
Gloucester. As far as a source of supply was concerned, this venture was a
success; however, the operators in this area were constantly trying to reduce the
price of raw fish, instead of helping and assisting pioneers in an industry that
would have been helpful to their community. Noting this lack of cooperation
we concluded our venture by the sale of the Weslern Ezplorer to Newfoundland
interests.

An interesting sidelight on this particular venture is the fact that in 1051 the
Fish and Wildlife Service chartered and operated this same vessel in the same trade
we engaged in 13 years ago and used the taxpayers money to do this. Still the
east coast operators continued to obtain the raw product at a price far below the
market price on the west coast. The enclosed article from the Marine Digest
explains more fully the attitude of east coast operators in attempting to purchase
raw materials at a price below that which is necessary to build up a strong and
effective fishing fleet.

To further disprove the fact that southern California has a monopoly on the
tuna industry, we wish to bring to your attention our recent endeavor to combat
foreign imports of tuna. It was found many packers in the Pacific Northwest
were importing Japanese tuna and, of course, underselling the American market.
We prevailed upon a packer to use American tuna from American fishing vessels
and, in order to prove to them that American fishing vessels could supply the
raw product, we delivered a load on our fishing vessel, St. Francis, to the Crown
Packing Co. in Hoquiam, Wash., on December 20, 1951. It is my understanding
another American fishing vessel named the Commander, which normally operates
out of San Diego, has also delivered a load to the Pacific Northwest at the Paragon
Packing Co. in Hoquiam, Wash., on February 5, 1952. These actual cases
definitely preclude any statement that southern California is the only place
American tuna is delivered.

I further wish to state that we are managing owners in a total of nine tuna
fishing vessels, whose total carrying capacity, refrigerated tuna is 3 000 tons. In
not one of these vessels are we under contract or compelled to deliver tuna to a
southern California cannery. The fact we do deliver to California is by choice
only, because the best conditions and the best prices are found in this area. At
the same time, we are at liberty to deliver our catch to other areas of the country
such as the Pacific Northwest or the eastern seaboard.

At the present time we are corresponding with a prominent tuna packer on the
east coast, stating we would be very happy to deliver tuna to them from our
vessels, providing he would maintain the market price we are able to get in Call-
fornia. In fact, it would be a shorter distance to deliver to Gulf ports and eastern
seaboards from fishing areas around Panama than it would be to deliver to south-
ern California ports. I wish to point out the fact that Panama to Los Angeles is
approximately 2,300 miles, while the distance from Panama to Gulf ports is only
1,200 miles.

In addition to our own fishing fleet, I can safely say, other fishermen on at least
100 vessels are in a position to fish tuna and are not limited to delivering this tuna
to southern California.
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I would be very glad to supply you with any lgrtinent infoqpation that mayassist you in your present work.
Very truly yours,

WESTERN BOAT BUILDING Co.,HEavar M. PETRICH, Partner.
The article from the Marine Digest referred to in paragraph 4 of the aboveletter follows:

[From the Marine Digest, Tacoma News Section, August 4, 1951
AFTER 13 YEARS, "WESTERN EXPLORER" AGAIN EXPLOREs ATLANTIC TUNa

FISHING ARE

(By Ed Garrison, Marine Digest correspondent)
A little over 13 years ago, an 81-foot purse seiner sailed out of Tacoma and

Puget Sound, bound for New England to show eastern fishing circles what was
being done in the way of western boat building-and what could be done with a
western yard's product.

Prior to the war, beginning with her arrival in Gloucester, Mass., in early July
1938 the seiner made the old-time fishermen the up and take notice. Shes still
doing just that but in a different way.

1938 role: The boat is the Western Ezplorer, built by the Western Boat Build-
ing Co. of Tacoma. In 1938, her role, when she was taken to the east coast by
Hervey Petrich and Martin Petrick, Jr., of the Tacoma firm, was to develop
tuna fishing out of New England ports.

She succeeded without difficulty, except for the time spent in shooing off
sightseers who hadn't seen, for example, a crow's nest on a fishing vessel, or ship-
to-shore radio on anything smaller than a North Atlantic passenger ship. The
Western Explorer, it might be added, showed them both, plus many other features
which were taken as pretty much routine on the Pacific coast, but were only
worthy of yachts on the Atlantic.

But when she could get away from port, she caught her tuna-via nets, which
was something else new back there-and managed to encourage a considerable
tuna industry in North Atlantic waters.

Sold to Newfoundland: Shortly before America's entry into World War II, the
Western Explorer was sold to the Newfoundland Government. Little.is known
of her history in the Northland, except that she was used by the British Navy
during the war as a patrol boat and saw action at Dunkerque and in various
patrols throughout the Atlantic.

Now the eastern boat-built craft is back in the news. The United States Fish
and Wildlife Service, according to reports, chartered the Western Explorer in
Newfoundland, using a portion of an $80,000 congressional appropriation. Pur-
pose of the charter? To attempt another development program for tuna fishing
out of New England ports.

She has made two trips to date, it is reported. On the first voyage, it is under-
stood she returned with 2,100 pounds of tuna which were sold at 6 cents per
pound-little more than a third of the going rate for tuna in San Diego and less
than half of what is being paid for frozen Japanese tuna imported by Pacific coast
canneries.

On she second voyage, the Western Er explorer returned with a little more than
11 tons which were sold to Davis Bros. Fisheries Co. at the Gloucester Mass.
State fish pier for the same rate. The fish and Wildlife Service reports that the
boat sold her third catch of 13,730 pounds on Tuesday morning, July 31, for 7
cents a pound.

From reports the l'estern Explorer is finding more success in her search for
25- to 50-pound bluefin tuna, going farther to sea than she did before the war.
In prewar days, the Western Explorer went as little as 10 miles to sea where she
found many larger tuna.

The current skipper is Capt. Sam Braco of San Pedro, former owner of the ill-
fated Spartan, which was built by the J. M. Maritinac Shipbuilding Corp. of
Tacoma. Also aboard are three crew members from San Pedro who are ex-
perienced in Pacific coast tuna fishing methods.
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STATEMENT OF W. M. CHAPMAN, AMERICAN TUNABOAT

ASSOCIATION
Mr. CHAPMAN. I am W. M. Chapman, American Tunaboat Asso-

ciation.
As Mr. Crivello has noted, several of the boat owners have been out

trying to solicit markets elsewhere. For instance, one large Astoria
canner has been offered vessels on a 3-year contract. His comnlaint
was that he could not be assured, if he got a load of fish now, of that
supply, and so vessels have been offered to him on a 3-year contract
to settle his mind on that thing.

Our vessels are perfectly capable of delivering fish to any port city
of the United States wherever located. They are fine vessels and can
go any place, and we are, as you mentioned, in the business of catching
and selling fish. We want markets for our fish. We have not had
that market in the last 6 or 8 months, and we are looking for the mar-
kets.

Senator MILLIKIN. Would you mind developing the price factor,what competition you would be up against in the Gulf of Mexico
country and the Atlantic coast country as respects foreign-supplied
fish?

Mr. CHAPMAN. Of course we do not know the actual business of
our competitors. We can't give you with any accurate detail what the
prices are.

We can only give you what we hear are the prices, and we hear that
tuna is offered, skipjack, for as low as $200 from Peru, yellowfin for
as low as $275.

Senator MILLIKIN. Are you talking about the Gulf coast area?
Mr. CHAPMAN. Delivered. And southern California also.
Senator M ILLIKIN. At the same tirne what does that sell for in

California?
Mr. CHAPMAN. $320 for yellowfin and the price is $310 and $320

for yellowfin and $260, and as low as $240, I understand nov, for
skipjack in California.

Senator MILLIKIN. sO that the foreign exporters to this country
are going along with the domestic price on the west coast, but they
are cutting that price on the Gulf coast and Atlantic coast, is that
correct?

Mr. CHAPMAN. Yes. In Peru I believe the figure of $80 a ton for
yellowfin is a pretty fair figure, if you buy fish right from the fishermen.It will cost you about $80 a ton, somewhere between $60 and $100 a
ton anyway.

Now the difference between that price the fisherman gets for his
fish delivered in Peru and the $310 a ton that we get in California is
the difference in price. The export tax in Peru takes up a section of
that. I am not sure how much. The State Department told me
1,380 sol. I don't know what a sol is. There are costs of transpor-
tation involved too, brokerage fees, and so forth.

I don't know exactly what they are, but between the figure of $300
a ton and $310 a ton, our price, there is a considerable spread, you see,and we believe that while they are under a little bit now, if we go
down some more they can get under still more, and we are getting
into a position with our rising cost of operation where we cannot go
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much lower in our price and operate these vessels under the cost pro-
duction situation that we have at the present time.

Senator MILLIKIN. Then you feel that in a slam-bang competi-
tion--

Mr. CHAPMAN. We lose.
Senator MILLIxIN. So far as the Gulf coast and Atlantic coast

companies are concerned you would lose.
Mr. CHAPMAN. Yes.
Senator MILLIKIN. Would that not be true on the west coast?
Mr. CHAPMAN. Yes. On the west coast, yes.
Senator MILLIKIN. If the importers so far had not respected the

established price?
Mr. CHAPMAN. Right. As far as we are concerned the United

States is one market area, we can deliver fish any place in the United
States where we can get our boats to the dock. It is all one market
area.

The CHAIRMAN. You do not maintain any lines to the east coast,
though, do you?

Mr. CHAPMAN. No. We have not been offered-we have no
market on the east coast.

Senator MILLIKIN. Have you solicited a market on the east coast?
Mr. CHAPMAN. Some of our boat operators have. We have not

done so as an association. We don't do that thing as an association.
The individual boat owners who are members of our association con-
duct their own business affairs completely separately and thay do not
tell each other or the association how they are doing it.

All we hear is the scuttlebut going on in the association, and we
know from that there have been contacts made without, so far as we
know, any result.

We also know that situation with respect to Astoria, and there has
been no result as yet.

Senator MILLIKIN. Let me ask you the same question I asked this
witness a while ago. Is there any influence operating out there that
tends to confine the selling of the California fishermen to west coast
packers?

Mr. CHAPMAN. No; there is not.
Senator MILLIKIN. No canner interests?
Mr. CHAPMAN. No. The canners' interest in the fleet is very

small. Mr. Cary's supplemental memorandum will give you the
actual details of the ownership of the fleet, which will show you
precisely what the ownership is by the canners and what it is by the
individual cannery men themselves as private investment, and it is
minor.

Actually the canners have established that policy very deliberately.
They do not want ownership of the vessels. The only reason they
have any vessels at all are the poor vessels that have come back on
them. They have had to take them over.

Immediately when a vessel does that, when they have to take over
a vessel for poor debts or something like that, they seek out another
young man as a skipper who will be able to take part share who will
be able to work the vessel out.

The reason they have established that policy is that they have
found over the years in the growth of this industry that a vessel
operates efficiently when it is being operated by its owner. It does
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not operate efficiently when it is being operated on a price basis for
a canner.

Senator MILLIKIN. Is there anything connected with the loan that
has a string on where the fishermen, the boat owner, shall sell his
product?

Mr. CHAPMAN. Ordinarily when a canner has a mortgage on a boat,
it is accompanied by a contract, but actually most of our financing is
done by the banks, local banks.

All of the banks in the San Diego area and most of them in the
San Pedro area are the ones who do the financing of the fleet. The
canners do so only incidentally when, for instance, they have given
to one of their fishermen an advance on supplies.

If he has had poor trips for a while, they help him out for a while
and then comes a point where they have got to decide pretty soon to
either cut off that credit and take over the boat or give thefellow
extended credit, and once in a while they have to take over a boat
in that way.

Now the banks have the same difficulty, and that is one reason the
banks have been so eagerly supporting us, because if we do not get
some attention, the bank's are going to own a lot of clippers pretty
soon and their feeling in the matter is that fishermen cannot make a
living out of those clippers, that the bank cannot either.

Senator MILLIKIN. Banks I assume also finance canners?
Mr. CHAPMAN. Yes. I think by and large-I am not too sure-
Senator MILLIKIN. Let me repeat the question. Is there any

influence by the banks or the canners or by anybody else, pressure of
any kind, that operates to keep the sale of the fish caught by Cali-
fornia fishermen, confine that sale, to the California canners or
Pacific coast canners?

Mr. CHAPMAN. The answer is categorically "No." In fact I know
to my own knowledge that there has been considerable pressure on
some boat owners by at least one bank to my knowledge to get them
to seek markets elsewhere.

Senator MILLIKIN. It has been suggested that the natural liking
of the boat owner to operate out of his home port and where his
home is might prevent him from trying to enlarge his markets else-
where. Is there anything to that?

Mr. CHAPMAN. No; there is not. I prefer to live in San Diego as
do pretty near all of the people that live there, but we could still
live there and deliver fish to any place in the United States.

We are close to the fishing area. We have a special economic
advantage over all the rest of the country by being the closest section,
the closest port, in the United States to the fishing grounds. Naturally
an economic advantage falls from that, and it is not only the climate
but the economic advantage of San Diego.

Senator MILLIKIN. I would like to ask now Mr. Chairman, if
there is anyone present here who is opposed to tis bill who has any
definite evidence that there is a pressure or an influence of the type
we have been discussing.

Mr. WYATT. Mr. Chairman, we will be glad to submit a statement
to bear out the evidence which we gave in testimony.

I might mention as to the question of costs, I understand that the
State Department circulated a questionnaire, and I believe that they

94754-62-27
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can futnish'you with the reply as to that questionnaire regarding costs
in the various countries.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, sir. If you will prepare the statement,why we will be glad to incorporate it in the record.
Mr. VOGL. My name is Arnold Vogl. I am an Eastport, Maine,tuna canner and have previously testified.
I just want to rectify one statement here, that Eastport canners

have never approached the San Diego fleet to bring tuna to the east
coast. I myself was at least two or three times at San Diego in the
futile attempt to get San Diego clippers to come to Eastport and
bring us tuna.

At that time they told me that they had contracts with canneries
and were not able to divert any tuna elsewhere than in San Diego or
San Pedro. Now of course the tuna canners in southern California
do not have enough markets for their tuna and so the situation has
changed.

It is very gratifying to hear now that the San Diego fleet is willing
to go to the east coast, and I hope that they will be willing to come
there also in the future when the situation in southern California is
more favorable than now.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Vogl.
Senator MILLIKIN. Are the east-coast canners prepared to make

contracts with California fishermen?
Mr. VOGL. Sure; any time.
Mr. REAL. Mr. Chairman, along that line may I say something.

For about 3 years from 1947 to 1950 the purse-seine fleet out of San
Pedro, which I represent, that is a group of our vessels, did fish from
mother ships owned by the Columbia River Packers Association which
was represented here by Mr. Thomas Sandoz. That fish was put
aboard these mother ships and transported to Astoria, Oreg.

This will be more fully developed in a memorandum which will be
prepared, but I want to say this: That we were not the ones that quit
delivering to those boats. Columbia River packers took those boats
and used them to transport fish from Japan to Astoria, so I say we
did not quit-they quit.

I don't know that the reason they quit was that it was not profitable
or that it was more profitable in Japan. I merely say for the record
that that actually happened.

We have offered the fish to other people. I myself have asked Mr.
Vogl to present to us some sort of a proposition so that we could fish
for him. I saw Mr. Vogl a little over a year ago. He did not ask me
then about getting any fish out here. the reason we have not been
delivering fish out here, I think, is because there have not been can-
ners with the capacity that could take the amount we could deliver.

The CHAIRMAN. We will have to go to the floor this mdrning. I
believe there is nothing else unless someone else wants to supply data
or factual information which you would like to have in the record, on
either side of this issue. If not, this will bring to a close the hearing
in the case.

(The following were subsequently supplied for the record:)
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FavDUART 7, 1958.

Re H. R. 5693, to impose 3-percent duty on frozen tuna.
Hon. WALTER F. Gnoaos,

Chairman, Senate Finance Committee,
Senate Ofice Building, Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR GEORGE: My name is Banjamin M. Ichiyasu, retired from the
United States Army with the rank of first lieutenant as of September 1951. I
now reside in Torrance, Calif. I was an owner and operator of a tuna purse-seine
vessel in California for 5 years prior to World War II, and volunteered for military
duty in 1943. Following the termination of hostilities in the Pacific, I was Chief
of Marine Products Export Section of ESS, general headquarters, SCAP, Tokyo,
Japan, for 25 years. During my assignment with SCAP, I was privileged to
acquire considerable knowledge of the difficult conditions under which the tuna-
export trade must operate.

Because of my experience and knowledge of actual conditions prevailing in both
the California and Japanese tuna-export industries, I feel it is my duty as an
American to lay the cards on the table and let the chips fall where they may-
irrespective of whether it hurts the opponents or proponents of the tuna bill.

This seemingly innocuous bill, H. R. 5693, to state it mildly, carries a serious
international significance for the United States, Japan, and other Latin American
countries. It is my firm conviction that the tuna bill under consideration by your
Senate Finance Committee is loaded with psychological and economic dynamite.
Furthermore, to handle this tuna bill carelessly or hastily would constitute, in my
opinion, a dereliction of duty on the part of the elected Members of Congress.

A small but purposeful and powerful clique in southern California is determined
to ram this tuna bill through the Senate without permitting prudent consideration
of its far-reaching effects by the American people, and by Congress, and by
appropriate Government agencies. This clique in California has organized a
concerted movement involving the bringing of scores of people, directly and
indirectly related to the tuna industry, into Washington to exert all the pressure
and influence possible in an effort to realize quick, undisputed passage of this bill.

As has been their technique on many previous occasions, the California clique,while vigorously waving the American flag, demand immediate Government
action to protect an American industry from destruction. Their vicious propa-
ganda campaign in California at tacks any and all who may voice a protest against
an unscrupulous, unfair method of evolving a change in the Government tariff
regulations.

The dramatics are reminiscent of Hollywood's class B productions. The extrem-
ists plecd, beg, and implore the Gov ernment to take immediate action to st op the
flood of cheap (?) tuna imports produced by cheap slave labor. They completely
falsify and ditort many indisputable evill.dences and conditions. Using C('on-
munit-propaganda tactics, the California agitators are attempting to drown out
the truth by constant and blatant repetition of fact dlistortiollns, half-truths, and
outright lies. I submit that they completely ignore the following indisputable
facts:

I. Japanese frozen tuna (albacore) have always commanded a higher price than
the domestic c'tch.

2. Total im-nrts of Japanese tuna products have actually decreased by almost
35 percent during the last year.

3. For ign t inma imports are being used as a scapegoat to hide the colossal
business misma ieg'inent by the California tuna industry during the last few years.

4. The temporary slack (3 months) in the southern California tuna industry
has pl-ead\v eb'ted. Year-end canned-tuna inventory is below normal. Southern
Californi- tuni ca nmers voluntarily agreed to pay higher prices to tuna fishermen
for tuna fish. The majority of the tuna canneries and tuna vessels are now in
full o n- ation.

5. The ultimate objective of the proponent of the tuna bills is to build a tariff
wall around the southern California tuna industry and create an airtight monopoly.

It appears srange to nme that the leading proponents of the tuna bills should
quiver e.nd quake at the slightest reference to the antitrust law. If the old adage
"Where there ii smoke there is fire" has any basis of wisdom, the recently organized
Tuna Research Foundation Terminal Island, Calif., supposedly founded to attain
noble objectives such as to investigate the love life of the tunas, effective advertis-
ing, better public relations, etc., may be of more than passing interest to the
Department of Justice.

I contend it would be a serious mistake for Congress to ignore the detrimental
psychological effect the passage of this bill will have on the 83 million people in
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Japan. Long forgotten by most Americans is the flamboyant, ruthless campaign
conducted by California jingoists back in the years 1938-84 when the California
alien-land law was passed. The Japanese Government considered the law as
expressions of ill will but said little. The following year the immigration law was
passed, barring even a handful of Japanese from immigrating to the United States.
The Japanese considered this law as an insult, and to this day they still are offended
by the vicious tactics the California jingoists used in agitating for passage of the
law. There appears to be a striking similarity between conditions prevailing
then and now.

Just 10 years ago California agitators again stampeded the Government into
taking an action that our country will find extremely difficult to live down for
years to come; 120,000 American citizens and legal residents were herded into
barbed-wire concentration camps, private property was confiscated, ruthless
physical attacks against law-abiding citizens were condoned, and judicial pro-
ceedings available even to murderers were denied to these innocent victims.
This disgraceful episode, planned and executed by flag-waving California super-
patriots, proved to be a $130,000,000 bonanza in the form of confiscated farm
land, real estate, business and industrial properties, fishing vessels, etc., for the
instigators of the Government exclusion order. The Government now is proces-
sing thousands of recognized claims to compensate the innocent victims. In
other words, by spending a few thousand dollars to conduct a propaganda cam-
paign, the agitators were lucratively inundated by a profit of over $130,000,000.
One should thus readily understand that the Californian'. flair for propaganda
campaigns and unscrupulous agitations is driven by selfish motives.

Now we see the same type of people from California again besieging Washington
with the high expectation that their propaganda campaign and the high-pressure
squeeze-play tactics that have been used so successfully heretofore will again
pay off, and now in the form of a tariff wall around the southern California tuna
industry. Should the Members of the Senate be swayed by the woeful pleadings
of the California tuna industry or submit to expediencies enhancing their im-
mediate political standings, the future welfare of millions of teen-age American
youths will be mortgaged for the sole benefit of a handful of individuals comprising
this clique in California.

The passage of the tuna bill at the present time will have irreparable adverse
psychological effect on the Japanese, and the creditable accomplishments attained
during the last 6 years by the United States occupation authorities will have
been nullified. With all due respect to the United States military authorities
in their commendable task of democratizing the Japanese, it is wishful thinking
to expect them to fully comprehend, in the comparatively short period of 6 years,
both the democratic principles and the actual operation of our form of Government.

Therefore, unfortunately, the Japanese mind, trained along a set pattern of
mental deduction for hundreds of years, can derive but one conclusion to the
passage of the tuna bill. The Japanese people, as they did when the United
States immigration law was passed in 1934, will harbor and perpetuate in their
own minds their conviction that the United States preaches but does not practice
democracy. They will furthermore conclude that the United States has no
intention of conducting free trade but intends to develop a one-way trade-all
selling and no buying. They will be inclined to believe that the United States
plans to keep their country in perpetual poverty and bondage by imposing
restrictive tariff barriers, and have no sincere intentions of fostering friendly
relations.

Being a sensitive race of people, they will be thrown into a serious psychological
upheaval if a Japanese export product should be the first to have the duty increased
through congressional action. I have no doubts that the Japanese will deeply
resent the tariff action more so from a purely psychological viewpoint than
from the crippling effect on their tuna-export industry.

Under such circumstances, the United States must of necessity be prepared to
sit apprehensively on a dormant volcano and await its eruption, or more appro-
priately in my opinion, conduct a thorough investigation of the entire tuna
problem. Otherwise, it is my fear that Japan will have to be crossed off the list
of friendly nations in the comparatively near future.

Japan can be compared to an unwelcomed mother-in-law. Her idiosyncracies
may tax our souls no end, but for the time being we must live with her. There-
fore, I sincerely hope that Congress will recommend an immediate, unbiased
investigation of all phases of the.complex tuna problem before taking any hasty
action.
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Under present living conditions in Japan, where the average earnings amount to
but a little more than 50 cents a day, it is the height of nalvet4 to believe that
social unrest is nonexistent. It is again wishful thinking to expect Prime Minister
Yoshida of Japan to hew to the recently announced 100 percent pro-American
policy if tariff barriers on Japanese export products are systematically raised
whenever a minority group with a flair for blatant propaganda grinds out a
torrent of distorted facts, half truths, and exerts political pressure on Congressmen
and Government agencies.

It must be borne in mind that fishermen, regardless of nationality, are more
inclined to be radical in their thinking because of the comparatively hazardous
nature of their occupation. The Russians know the Japanese fishermen are a
fertile field for sowing Communist propaganda and are shrewdly confiscating
several Japanes fishing boats and crews daily off the rugged northern tip of
Hokkaido, Japan, and releasing them after several weeks of Communist indoc-
trination. Should the southern California clique once again succeed in stamped-
ing the Government into acting without conducting a detailed investigation of all
phases of the tuna problem, they will have served the purposes of the Kremlin
more effectively than if a hundred thousand Soviet spies and agitators were
admitted into Japan.

It should be of importance to mention that a GHQ SCAP official who has
studied fishing conditions in Japan for the last 6 years (an official whose name I
shall be happy to provide if you so desire), has stated unequivocally that the
selfish interests in the southern California tuna industry are jeopardizing the
welfare of the United States.

In conclusion, let me express an appeal and a conviction. Think of your son,
or of your friends' sons. Giving uppermost consideration to their future welfare,
please bear in mind the conviction of this former American soldier that whether
we have 83 million allies in the future depends to a large extent on the decision
you make on the tuna bill.

To my regret, I was unable to appear before your committee conducting the
hearing on the tuna tariff. I shall greatly appreciate receiving an appointment
with you whenever it is to your convenience.

I also request that my letter be incorporated in the record of the hearing.
With sincere personal regards, I remain,

Very truly yours,
BENJAMIN M. ICHIYASU.

TORRANCE, CALIF.

[Spanish Translation]
LIMA, PERU, February 2, 1952.

CHAIRMAN OF THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE,
Washington, D. C.

Request you to take note of the following cablegram addressed today to the
Secretary of State of the United States, Dean Acheson, Department of State,
Washington, D. C. Informed Peruvian defense of proposed bill, H. R. 5693
seeking to raise duty on tuna or establishment of import quotas. Will be heard
in meetings of the Finance Committee of the Senate via the Department of State.
I am taking the liberty of addressing you, invoking the friendship Initiated through
Bretton Woods [agreement] when I had the honor of presiding over Committee
IV, Commission I, of the Conference, where you so brilliantly represented your
country. I am approaching you unofficially, as Senator and President of the
Peruvian-North American Cultural Institute, to express to you that I am confi-
dent that the Peruvian thesis [sic-probably "position"] will be duly presented
to the public opinion which is so important in decisions of the North American
Congress [and that the latter] will halt the proposed measures ruinous for the
Peruvian economy and for those working in its native fishing industry for the
purpose of cooperating in the defense of the democracies.

My conviction is supported by my personal memory of the opinions expressed
by authorized representatives of the United States as to the feelings of your people
upon the following occasions: First, Monetary and Financial Conference of the
United Nations at Bretton Woods, principle maintained by the Secretary of the
Treasury to the effect that the prosperity of the underdeveloped nations is indis-

ensable for the prosperity of the others because prosperity as well as world peace
is indivisible; second, at the same Conference, support given by North American
to Peruvian delegation in its statement that freedom of trade and distribution
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of goods are essential, particularly, that of the products of economically weaker
countries is essential for economic stability, the basis of other stability; third,
Inter-American Conference on Problems of War and Peace, North American
support given to Mexico in resolutions concerning economic readjustment in the
hemisphere during period of transition, stating that attention must be paid to
problems which would emerge as a consequence of the war, particularly in coun-
tries whose economic life is based on exportation of certain determined products
and resolving that during period of transition as well as at the present time,
consequences adverse to those countries be reduced to a minimum, and that when
necessary legislative authorization be requested to achieve those plans and
fourth, International Conference on Trade and Employment which established
Charter of Habana, decided North American intervention for final approval of
realization of objectives of the United Nations Charter, especially, with a view
to a higher standard of living, permanent [full] employment for all, and progressive
conditions, and economic and social development, signatories pledging themselves
to assure increase in production, exchange of goods, to give impulse to countries,
whose industrial development is in a state of beginning development, to reduce
tariffs and other trade barriers as well as to cancel treaty discriminatory with a
view to international trade.

Very truly,
Senator MANUEL B. LLGA.

LIMA, PERU, January 21, 195.
Hon. WALTER GEORGE,

Chairman Finance Committee, United States Senate,
Washington, D. C., United States of America.

Mr DEAR SENATOR GEORGE: I have been informed that the House bill pro-
viding for a $60 a ton import duty on frozen tuna fish has been referred to your
committee for appropriate action.

As a 10-year United States resident of Peru, who was formerly the acting chief
representative of the Board of Economic Warfare and one engaged in various
lines of business in this country, I feel that it may prove of value to the members
of your committee if I point out some facts in connection with the above.

Por many years now it has been the policy of the Government of the United
States under the point 4 program to help in the development of some of the
economically more backward countries in Latin America and elsewhere. Amiongst
these is Peru. One of the projects fostered and encouraged by the United States
under point 4 program has been the development of the fishing industry in this
country with the threeford view of increasing supplies of edible fish for local con-
sumption, for supplying additional fish for export in order to provide the nation
with more dollars so as to encourage and make possible their purchase of United
States manufactured goods such as automobiles, refrigerators, etc., and lastly in
order to provide additional sources of edible fish for consumption in the United
States.

Under the policy of the point 4 program the United States Government has
spent considerable money in achieving the above desirable results. In addition
to Government participation several private fishing firms in the United States
have invested several millions of dollars in this country in an effort to increase the
fish catch. The advances in this respect has been encouraging and in the year
1950 about 6,500 tons of frozen fish were shipped to the United States. as a result
of the combined effort of the United States Government and the private United
States and Peruvian capital.

The proposed $60 a ton tax, if approved, will result in a paralyzation of this new
industry in Peru and also in serious financial losses and as is natural will cause and
is now causing, in anticipation, a great deal of unfriendly feelings toward the
United States in Peru. It seems highly illogical to me for us on one hand to
improve the development of an industry and then to kill that industry.

The entire imports of frozen tuna fish into the United States averages approxi-
mately 20,000 tons a year. A small percentage compared to our domestic catch.
So small in fact that it can have but slight effect upon prices. It appears to me
that the west coast fishermen have highly exaggerated the detrimental results of
the tuna imports. By the imposition of this tax they are in fact cresting a monop-
oly for themselves. The Peruvian portion of the tuna import is leis than 50 per-
cent of the total foreign tuna import and about 3 percent of the local United
States catch, but it represents 100 percent loss to Peru. It seem further that the
interests of the United States consumer has been disregarded in this projected law
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and will result only in an increase in the cost of living which seems high enough
today. Tuna fish is one of the richest sources of some scarce vitamins so badly
needed.

I should recommend as an alternative, should your committee decide that the
Pacific coast fishermen need some protection, that further hearings be held with a
view to establishing a fair quota system for the various supplying countries but
that the $60 a ton duty on imported frozen tuna fish be denied. I would further
suggest that your committee call upon Mr. John R. Neal who has been selected as
the Director of point 4 program in Peru. I am sure that his testimony will be
most informative and useful.

Sincerely yours,
BAMUEL E. GIUDICI.

RIVIERA PACKING CO.,
Eastport, Maine, February 8, 1952.

Hen. Senator WALTER F. GEORGE,
Chairman, Senate Finance Committee,

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.
DEAR SENATOR: Regarding the proposed tariff on frozen and fresh tuna fish as

proposed in H. R. 56093, I wish to refute certain statements made in the hearing to
the effect that the California tuna clippers were willing to supply the east coast
market with frozen tuna.

On two occasions, during the years 1948 to 1950, when I visited southern
California, I personally approached officials of the American Tuna Boat Associa-
tion in San Diego. I stressed my needs for a supply of frozen tuna and asked
them whether it was possible to get a supply of frozen tuna by California tuna
clippers. The officials told me that this would he quite difficult, because practi-
cslly all California tuna clippers are under contract with California tuna canneries,
and that the California tuna canneries absorb easily the whole supply caught by
the San Diego tuna clipper fleet. Nevertheless, the officials introduced me to
various owners of tuna clippers. In my talks with these owners I couldn't get
anywhere because no tuna chipper was willing to take trips to the east coast.
Everybody in San Diego emphasized that they have enough market for their tuna
in southern California and that they'd rather land their tuna in their home port
instead of taking trips to the east coast.

I also supplement my statement at the hearing to the effect that I have private
cold storage facilities in Eastport, Maine, to store about 2,000,000 pounds of
frozen tuna. I constructed this cold-storage warehouse for the express purpose
of storing frozen tuna. This warehouse enables me to store full loads of Cali-
fornia tuna clinpers.

I was gratified to hear statements by officials of the American Tuna Boat
Association at the hearing that they are now willing to supply me with frozen tuna
by their clippers. I do hope that the present willingness will not cease as soon as
the situation in suthern California improves. I have already invited offerings
from tuna boat owners to supply me with boat loads at the prevailing prices in
San Diego.

It will take some time, probably a few years, before tuna fishing on the Atlantic
coast will be developed to such an extent as to supply my needs. Until that time,
I am forced to get supplies of frozen tuna elsewhere to keep my plant in operation.

Respectfully,
. ARNOLD VOOL,

President, Riviera Packing Co.
STATE or NEw YOaR,

County of New York, as:
Subscribed and sworn to before me this 8th day of February 1952.
[B AL] MABEL OTTERSON,

Notary Public.
Commission expires March 30, 1953.
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CAVALIER AND MCDONALD,
Washington 6, D. C., February It, 1952.

Hon. WALTER F. GEOoRGE
United States Senate, *Washington, D. C.

MY DEAR SENATOR GEORGE: I shall be greatly obliged if you will accept and
receive for filing of record in the proceedings involving H. R. 5693 now before your
Committee on Finance, the attached memorandum, which I wish to submit on
behalf of Sun-Pacific, Inc., of San Diego, Calif.

This memorandum is filed in opposition to the bill under consideration.
I sincerely regret the lateness of this filing. The memorandum required some

very recent preparation due to recent developments in San Diego which necessitated
the preparation of the document only a few days ago and following the formal
closing of your hearings last Thursday, the 7th instant.

If you or any other member of the sub-committee in charge wishes any amplifi-
cation or explanation of any of the contents of the memorandum I shall be very
happy to try to supply such desired data.

Respectfully,
H. STEWART MCDONALD.

MEMORANDUM IN CONNECTION WITH HEARINGS ON H. R. 5693 S MITTrrED IN
BEHALF OF SUN-PACIFIC INC., or SAN DIEGO CALIF., BY H. STEWART
McDONALD, ArToaRN , WASHINGTON, D. C.

Sun-Pacific, Inc., is a California corporation, formerly named Sun Harbor
Packing Co. This company has been in the tuna canning business in San Diego,
Calif., since 1924. Between 1946 and 1948 this company was one of the top pro-
ducers of canned tuna. Until recently the company owned 50 percent of the
stock of Westgate-Sun Harbor Co., which is also engaged in the canning of tuna
in San Diego.

Sun-Pacific, Inc., has an investment of approximately $1,000,000 in tuna fishing
vessels and at the present time the company owns or has substantial interests in
vessels fishing out of the port of San Diego, namely, the Santa Barbara, Sun Victoria,
Sun Dawn, and Sun Splendor which vessels have a combined carrying capacity of
approximately 1,000 tons. The company also owns three vessels operating under
the American flag out of the port of Paita, Peru, the Sun Beam, Sun Streak, and
Sun Harbor. These vessels have a combined carrying capacity of approximately
450 tons. The Sun Beam has been fishing in Peruvian waters for approximately
4 months and the other two vessels for about a month. These vessels have
American officers on board and are manned by Peruvian crews.

In the early part of 1951, after an extensive survey by Mr. Jack Crivello, the
president of the company, the board of directors of the company decided to invest
in a Peruvian fishing venture. The action of the board of directors was based
primarily upon the premise that it was impossible to broaden the base for the sale
of canned tuna due to its high cost of production and resulting high cost to con-
sumers, the high price of the canned tuna being primarily caused by the price of
raw tuna supplied by the domestic fleet. The price of raw tuna is not controlled
by supply and demand but is arbitrarily fixed as a result of negotiation between
canners, boat owners, and fishermen, usually at the commencement of each calen-
dar year. In accordance with the action of the board of directors the company has
invested approximately $750,000 in a Peruvian fishing venture and has joined
hands with a Peruvian corporation named Compania Peruana de Productos del
Mar, S. A. A freezing plant has been constructed at Paita, Peru, and in addition
to this the company has purchased six fishing vessels and a reefer ship to transport
the raw fish from Peru to the United States. To date, no fish has been shipped
but there is on hand in the freezing plant approximately 500 tons which have been
caught in Peruvian waters by Peruvian vessels and the American-flag vessels of
the company.

As is stated, the company's investment in American tuna vessels is in excess of
the investment in the Peruvian enterprise. However, the company takes the
pltition that a tariff on raw tuna fish is neither desirable nor warranted. It is
felt that in event a tariff is placed upon raw tuna there will be actions taken by the
South and Central American countries which could be ruinous to the southern
California fishing fleet. As the committee is no doubt aware, 90 percent of the
tuna caught by American vessels is caught off the coasts of Central America,
Ecuador, and Peru. In order to fish in the waters off these areas it is necessary
for vessels to catch bait in in-shore waters over which the countries involved have
absolute control. In event the countries involved should close off the areas from
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which bait is taken, it would be impossible for the domestic fleet to fish in southern
waters. This would be far more harmful to the domestic fleet than the lack of
a tariff on raw fish.

It is the company's view that the present price of $320 per ton for yellowfin
tuna and $260 per ton for skipjack is an unrealistic price. The company has
made a study of the cost of operations of vessels and it is felt that a properly
managed vessel can make a fair return upon the investment at a price of approx-
imately $250 per ton for yellowfin and $200 per tonl for skipjack. It is felt that
the fishermen abroad the vessels would, at this price scale, make a very fair wage.
If the price of raw tuna were reduced to about the above figure there would be no
necessity for a tatiff and the canned tuna market could be expanded to take care
of production of a greatly enlarged tuna fleet. Further, the consuming public
would be greatly benefited.

CALIFORNIA SEA FOOD CORP.,
Long Beach 18, Calif., February 11, 195e.

Senator WALTER F. GEOROE,
Chairman Senate Finance Committee,

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.
DEAR SIR: We have been cognizant for many months of the build-up promoted

by some of the tuna fish canneries, boat owners and associations to induce the
Congress to impose an import duty of three cents per pound on frozen tuna
imported into this country principally from Japan and Peru. We have also noted
the reports eminating from Washington covering the hearings still in progress.
We would like to enter our protest against this proposed duty.

In 1940, we entered the tuna fish packing business and are thoroughly familiar
with the problems of canning and selling the finished products in all parts of the
United States. Following the termination of ceiling prices in 1946, there was a
rapid return to the balance of supply and demand and a gradual downward trend
in prices which the consumer was willing to pay for canned tuna. On the other
hand, there was a very apparent overexpansion in the building of many large and
expensive tuna-clippers, yet the boat owners and fishermen refused to accept
reasonable prices for the raw fish from the canneries. In our opinion, this was
not entirely their resistance to lower prices as such, but was also due to the fact
that most of these large tuna-clippers were heavily financed by the large canneries.
The result was that the canneries, in order to liquidate their investments, in
many cases coupled with partial ownership interest, have found it desirable to
pay abnormally high prices for the raw fish to enable the boat owners to pay off
their obligations at an unduly rapid rate.

In our opinion, the whole situation has resulted in a type of a monopoly which
makes it impossible, except for the large operators, to continue under the existing
conditions. Faced with these conditions, we discontinued our operations in early
1949 all of which occurred before the so called dire threat of frozen tuna imports
flooding the domestic market. Where is this imported frozen tuna going but to
the smaller canneries who are only trying to find a way to stay in business? Only
the substantially financed packers were able to contract for the large loads brought
in by the large tuna-clippers which they did by long term contracts and financial
dealings. The present result is that free competition has caught up with them
to the extent that an investment of $300,000 to $500,000 in tuna-clipper now
cannot be, as previously, liquidated within a couple of years.

Respectfully yours,
G. R. KARSTE, Secretary- TreasurAr.

WASHINOTON, D. C., February 5, 1952.
Senator WALTER F. GEOxoE,

Chairman, Senate Finance Committee,
United States Capitol.

Congress of Industrial Organizations suggest that no tariff be imposed on fresh
and frozen tuna. Employment of large numbers of men in American canneries
depend on supply of such tuna.

ANTHONY W. SMITH,
BEecutie Secretary, CIO Committee on Regional Development and

Conservation, Washington, D. C.
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, February 11, 195$.

Hon. WALTER F. GEORGE,
Chairman, Committee on Finance,

United States Senate.
MY DEAR SENATOR GEORGE: As a further supplement to the material which

the Department of State has submitted in regard to H. R. 5693, the proposed
tariff on fresh or frozen tuna, I enclose herewith a recent dispatch received from
Tokyo which outlines the Japanese reaction to the proposed tuna tariff.

Sincerely yours,
JACK K. MCFALL,

Assistant Secretary.

PROPOSED UNITED STATES TARIFF ON IMPORTS OF FRESH AND FROZEN TUNA
AND TUNA CANNED IN BRINE

Mission's despatch 988 dated January 8, 1952, under reference, is a summary
study of the Japanese tuna industry made on a factual and statistical basis to
provide current data for background information. This despatch will summarize
pertinent economic and political arguments used by the Japanese Government
and industry in opposition to the tuna tariff bill, H. R. 5693 which would impose
a duty of 3 cents per pound on fresh and frozen tuna, and to the proposed bill
seeking to increase the tariff from 12% percent to 45 percent on tuna canned in
brine.

It is feared that enactment of increased duties would result in the virtual
elimination of Japanese tuna exports and as a consequence force the unemploy-
ment of thousands of fishermen and processors causing severe hardship to them
and their families. Approximately 250,000 persons would be directly affected.
It would be difficult for displaced tuna fishermen to find employment in coastal
fishing which is known to be already overcrowded. Operators of tuna fleets and
processors in Japan would be faced with considerable financial difficulties in view
of the large postwar capital investment made in this industry-made with the
encouragement of the United States Government and with assistance from
GARIOA and counterpart funds.

The loss of this export trade would cause Japan to lose foreign exchange valued-
at about $11,000,000 and would be certain to have an adverse effect upon its
economy already in a critical position. This effect on Japan's dollar earnings is
emphasized by the large imports from the dollar area and large exports to the
sterling area. With an additional loss in dollar earnings as a result of restricted
tuna exports to the U. S. A., Japan's ability to pay for dollar imports of essential
raw materials--such as coking coal, iron ore, and raw cotton-would be adversely
affected. This in turn would operate to undermine the self-supporting economy
of Japan and eventually result in a greater need for United States assistance.

A need for additional United States assistance caused by limiting legitimate
Japanese exports would tax Japanese comprehension. The Japanese deeply
appreciate the economic assistance that has been extended by the United States
during the postwar years, yet find it difficult to understand how a country that
dispenses aid can impose barriers against legitimate trade, especially when the
need is so great. Enactment of increased duties at this time will raise grave
doubts in Japanese Government and business circles regarding the sincerity of
the United States toward any Japanese-United States program of economic
cooperation. The Japanese express concern regarding the dependability of an
ally that would stifle trade at the first indication cf increased volume.

The United States is in a position to capitalize upon the feeling of trust that
has been inspired as a result of a benevolent occupation. United States leader-
ship is now followed almost without question. Controls placed upon Japan's
exports of strategic and critical materials have been accepted, despite Japan's
knowledge that trade with neighboring Communist countries would be profitable.
The United States could forfeit that spirit of cooperation, if Japan should lose its
second most important single export to the United States. The United States
Government's postwar policy in Japan has emphasized the importance of develop-
ing the viability of Japan's economy and fishing Is one of Japan's most important
industries.

Political effects arising from such United States tariff action might indeed
be more important than the economic aspects, especially at this time as Japan
approaches sovereignty. Many Japanese Government officials and leaders sup-
port the principle of close cooperation with the United States, believing that the
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economic difficulties arising from severance of trade relations with Communist
China and the U. S. S. R. would be mitigated by such cooperation. Political
opponents stand ready to attack the trade policies of the Japanese Government
in the coming session of the Diet. Proponents of trade with iron curtain countries,represented by Osaka businessmen, the Socialist left-wing faction, and the Com-
munists, wonld be greatly reinforced by the proposed tariff action on the part of
the United States. Rumor is current that the U. S. S. R. might be willing to
purchase large quantities of Japan's excess canned fish which would then be stored
for emergency uses.

The Japanese seamen's union has voiced fear that economic pressures resulting
from loss in foreign trade would operate to place greater economic power in the
hands of industry and thus weaken the position of organized labor in Japan.

Passage of this bill, it is felt, will establish a precedent for pressure groups in
the United States to seek similar protective tariffs on other Japanese commodities
which are judged to compete with American products. It is also possible that
other countries, such as the United Kingdom, might find this example an incentive
to erect tariff barriers against competitive Japanese commodities.

The tuna tariff proposals now before the Congress have been the cause of deep
concern to the Japanese tuna industry, the press, and Government officials.
Representatives of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs who meet with the mission's
economic counselor weekly have raised this problem and have indicated Japan's
desire that some arrangement other than prohibitive duties might be made to
insure the continued stability of the industry. The Government recently decreed
that exports of tuna must be licensed, and contracts are being carefully screened to
control volume and avoid price cutting.

Several organizations have been formed to assist the Government with the
controls and coordinate Japanese opposition to the United States tariff proposals.
Among the most prominent of these organizations are the Council on Tuna
Fxports and the Conference on Countermeasures for Export of Tuna to the
United States. Together with other fisheries associations they are sponsoring
modification of the Japanese antimonopoly and trade-association laws to enable
more effective control of exports of tuna and thereby avoid charges of dumpingon the United States market.

Petitions have been submitted to United States Government officials which
present Japan's case. Editorials and news articles opposing the duties have
appeared and continue to appear in the local press, several of which are enclosed.

On January 9, 1952, the Council on Tuna Exports sponsored a national con-vention on tuna exnnrts which was attended by about 700 persons. The conven-tion adopted a petition that expresses its concern regarding the proposed dutiesand states its willingness to cooperate with the tuna industry in the United Statesto find an equitable solution to the entire problem. A copy of this resolution isattached. In its effort to effect a solution, the Council on Tuna Exports hasdesignated a delegation of three and a secretarv-interpreter to represent itsinterests in the United States. The mission reported the names of the delegationmembers in dispatch No. 1038 dated January 21, 1952.
Other steps might well be considered before the imposition of a new duty. Anacceptable plan might be devised that would he beneficial to the Japanese tunaindustry and at the same time afford protection to the United States tuna interests.The Japanese Government has already taken steps to control tuna exports to theUnited States and the Japanese tuna industry has also indicated its willingness tohave limitations imposed on exports that would not cause undue hardship inJapan, and yet afford protection to the American industry.
Recnvnizinq the undesirability of regulation by industry, and assuming theprobability of legislative action in the United States. consideration might be givento the imposition of a duty-free quota with imports in excess thereof subject toduty.
For the political adviser:

DUDLEY G. SINnER, Commercial Attache.
(Article from the Nippon Times, January 11, 1952, Tokyo]

TUNA Dury BILL SIOCKws JAPANERE-PETITION TO UNITED STATES ADOPTED
BY FISHERMEN, PACKERS, AND EXPORTERS

WAs1NGTEN, January 10.-A bill to increase the duty on tuna packed inbrine from 12% to 45 percent ad valorem has been Introduced in the new sessionof Congress. The new hill was introduced by Congressman Russell Mack,Washington State Republican.
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Trade circles here were shocked by the latest foreign report from Washington
that a United States Congressman had proposed a slowdown of imports of brine-
packed tuna, reports Kyodo.

The foreign dispatch said Russell Mack, Republican, told reporters Tuesday
that he had prepared a bill to increase the duty on the product from 12.5 to
45-percent.

These circles said a similar duty on oiled tuna was upped from 22.5 to 45 percent
a year ago.

In addition, they said, United States Congressmen are attempting to enforce a
plan to levy a 3-percent duty on frozen tuna.

Under such circumstances, they said if the higher duty plan passes Congre.s,
it would mean a virtual shut-out of Japanese tuna products from America.

Representatives of the tuna fishermen, packers, and exporters Wednesday
adopted a petition to the Uhited States to withdraw a bill now in its Congress
for new import duties on raw and frozen tuna.

The petition will be sent to Gen. Matthew B. Ridgway, President of the Senate
Alben W. Barkley, and Ambassador John Foster Dulles.

It was adopted at a national convention of the Council on the United States
Import Duties on Tuna held Wednesday morning in the Yomiuri Hall at Yurak-
ucho in downtown Tokyo.

Some 700 representatives of the tuna fishermen, packers, and exporters and
the Japan Seamen's Union attended it.

[Article from the Nippon Times, January 11, 1952, Tokyo]

THE TUNA PROBLEM
The question of tariff walls being erected by the United States against Japanese

tuna exports is not a new problem, for nations have always reserved the right to
penalize foreign products in order to protect their domestic industry. The action
taken and being contemplated against Japan's tuna exports to the United States,
however, is a sign that. the Japanese are making a come-back into the sphere of
international competition. But the issue is of particular importance to the
Japanese exporters because it may set the future pattern for American-Japanese
trade relations in those Japanese export items which compete with American
products.

The position of the California tuna fishermen, of course, is wholly understand-
able. The recovery of the Japanese have practically beached their 1,000-boat
tuna fleet. Japanese frozen tuna is being delivered for about $350 a ton whereas
the California fishermen claim they need a price of at least $500 a ton. At the
same time the American fishing fleet has registered tremendous growth during
the past 10 years in which Japanese supplies of tuna were cut off.

On the other hand, the Japanese contentions, as revealed in the recent petition
forwarded to American leaders, are also not without foundation. Tuna exports
ranked only second to raw silk as a dollar earner and is extremely important to
the maintenance of the national economy. The livelihood of several hundred
thousand people depend upon the tuna industry.

The problem presented is of course, difficult to solve. But it is not impossible
to find the right answer. The raising of high tariff walls is plainly not a real or
final solution. With the Japanese economy having reached its present position
only through generous American aid, a major blow against Japan's economic
structure would not be in the best interests of the United States herself. At the
same time, however, the United States could not support Japanese industry at the
expense of her own industry.

The request for a conference with American tuna interests made by Japanese
tuna exporters seems a logical first step for a solution which might be started off
with voluntary controls by the Japanese industry itself to limit tuna exports to
the United States. But the most logical answer to the present situation it seems
would lie in joint American-Japanese efforts to find new markets for tuna and
tuna products on a world-wide scale. Canned tuna, cheap for the food values it
contains, could become the staple for millions of people in all parts of the world.
An American-Japanese advertising campaign to push tuna products throughout
the world is something to which we should look forward.
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[Article from the Nippon Times, January 13, 1952, Tokyo]

UNITED STATES TUNA TARIFF PROBLEM

(By N. Tatsukawa, president, International Marine Products Co.)
Nearly 1.000 people representing fishermen, packers, freezers, and shippers

of tuna gathered at a national assembly held at Yomiuri Hall on January 9 to
protest the United States H. R. 5693 which aimed at imposing a new tariff of 3
cents per pound of imported tuna fish. The assembly was sponsored by Taibei
Maguro Yushitsu Kyogikai, or Council of Tuna Export to America of which Mr.
T. Takasaki is president.

The bill in question was introduced to Congress in Washington and was passed
by the House of Representatives quietly on October 19 last year. However
subsequently the bill caused agitation in many Latin-American nations and
Japan and cables and letters of appeal poured in to Congress or the State Depart-
ment from them, as well as from sections of consumers and packers in the United
States. As a result the Senate postponed action on the bill and decided further
consideration before taking final action. We appreciate this decision of the
Senate and hope it will show its usual wisdom when it acts on the tariff bill which
has such a great international significance.

As anyone who has lived in America will testify, tuna is one of the most impor-
tant daily food in that country. Nearly 8,000,000 cases of canned tuna, each case
containing 48 tins of 7-ounce weight, are consumed annually.

To cater to this, packers in America used about 200,000 tons of tuna. Of this
total requirement, America imports about 20,000 tons from abroad. Not includ-
ing imports of fish caught by American tuna boats operating in Latin-American
waters having bases in Latin-American ports and with licenses from these countries
which are to be exempted from the proposed tariff, about 19,500 tons were
imported in 1950. In the same year Japan shipped to the United States about
10,000 tons of frozen tuna, and 16,000 tons in 1951. The breakdown of the 1951
figure into species was albacore, 13,500 tons; yellowfin, 1,500 tons; and skipjack,
1,000 tons. In 1950 1,500 000 cases of canned tuna corresponding to 45,000 tons
of raw fish were shipped trom Japan to America but this figure was practically
reduced to nothing next year by the prohibitive tariff of 46 percent ad valorem
imposed effective January 1, 1951.

As mentioned above, Japan shipped about 16,000 tons of frozen tuna to the
United States last year. This means that the tuna trade with United States was
valued at 85,000,000. Therefore the industry is still regarded as one of the major
sources of dollar income although large-scale canned-tuna business was ruined
last year due to the new tariff mentioned above. Now the H. R. 5693, a further
threat to what is left of our tuna industry.

The question is, will the imposition of a new tariff and the practical exclusion of
frozen tuna from Japan as well as for Latin-American nations save the American
tuna fishing industry from its present peril?

Statistics from American sources show that the Nation expanded its tuna fleet
by over 80 percent in the past 4 years, from 1947 to 1950. It now has
230 specialized tuna-fishing boats thoroughly modernized and equipped with
radar and sonar, sometimes even carrying seaplanes or helicopters as part of their
standard equipment. Under this condition the normal fishing capacity of the
entire fleet is estimated at over 300,000 tons.

This expansion of the tuna fleet in America is remarkable, but the trouble is
that it was overexpansion led on by temporary profits of tuna ventures in the
past few years, and not based on a thorough study of market conditions. Con-
trary to the above-mentioned capacity of tuna-fishing boats, the annual require-
ment for tuna in the United States is 200,000 tons as has been pointed out already.

Therefore, the crux of the difficulties which United States tuna fishermen are
facing at present is the overexpansion of their fleet. One solution may be the
education of consumers to eat more tuna products. However, it is well-nigh
impossible to solve the problem by cutting off the supply of foreign tuna which
amounts to less than 10 percent of the total annual requirements. It must be
added that this limited supply of foreign fish has its own merits because of the
types of the fishes and seasonal differences in catch, etc. We are sure that if
frankly asked some packers will tgptify that supply of these foreign varieties
is indispensable for them to maintain their brands and to assure continuous
operation of their plants.

It is regrettable that hasty action has been taken to get H. R. 5693 through
Congress. The valuable results of the huge visible and invisible investments
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the United States taxpayers have so generously made in Japan in the past few
years to make this land self-supporting and therefore a strong ally of America in
the Orient will be greatly missed if the tariff bill goes through. This is even
truer in the face of the fact that quite recently Japanese fishermen accepted the
American and Canadian proposal to refrain from salmon fishing in the northern
Pacific and therefore feel that they were assured a continuation of established
trade on tuna caught in nearby and southern waters.

JANUARY 9, 1952.
The Honorable JOHN FOSTrn DULLES,

Department of State, Washington, D. C.
PETITION

DEAR SIE: We express to you our sincere thanks and appreciation for the great
efforts you have made toward the conclusion of the treaty of peace-a peace
founded upon a spirit of reconciliation and trust never before known in history.

We also wish to say that the people of Japan are united in their deep sense of
gratitude for the generous aid they have received from your country.

If Japan is to maintain her independence as a free democratic nation and serve
as an effective bulwark of the democracies in the Far East, it is essential that she
first of all attain economic independence. Indeed, it was for this purpose that
the United States has given us aid in abundance and all our people, supported by
that aid, have made prodigious efforts in the face of many difficulties to bring
about their economic recovery.

The facts are too evident to need pointing out that our sole means of survival
within the confines of our limited territory is foreign trade. Because of the great
paucity of natural resources, the fisheries industry commands a position of major
importance in our export trade with the tuna industry topping the field.

Such being the situation in Japan, the question of imposing customs duties on
the Japanese tuna industry is a cause for deep concern, not only because it will
be a great blow to the industry itself, but also because of the adverse effects it will
have on the general livelihood of the Japanese people and thereby retard our
efforts to establish a self-sustaining national economy. It wowud be a cause for
great disappointment to the people of our country who are now titled with grati-
tude for generous American aid if an impression should be created by any action
which appears to be contrary to the spirit of the aid.

To maintain the genuine good will that now exists between the peoples of the
United States and Japan and to develop it further for the mutual interests of both
countries, we are fully prepared to coordinate the efforts of the canning, freezing,
tuna, and tuna-export industries of Japan and to meet with the tuna industry of
your country in a friendly and cooperative effort to seek an amicable and mutually
satisfactory solution of the causes which have given rise to the tuna-tariff question.
This being our great desire, it is our wish to solicit your kind consideration and
assistance in helping to bring about such a meeting as we propose and to have
legislative action deferred pending a mutual effort of our industries to find a
solution.

NATIONAL CONVENTION ON TUNA EXPOrTs,
TATSUNOSUKE TAKASARI, Chairman.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, February 11, 196:.

The Honorable WALTER F. GEORGE,
Chairman, Committee on Finance, United States Senate.

MY DEAR SENATOR GEORGE: There is enclosed, for the files of the Seniat*
Committee on Finance, a copy of a memorandum sent to the Department of State
by the Mexican Government on December 7, 1951, stating that imposition of a
tariff of 3 cents a pound on fresh or frozen tuna would seriously harm the fishing
industry of Mexico. This will complete the committee's file of protests received
from foreign governments with respect to H. R. 5693.

Sincerely yours,
• JACK K. McFALL,

. Assistant Secretary
(For the Secretary of State).
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EMBASSY OF MEXICO

MEMORANDUM

The projected imposition of a tariff of 3 cents per pound on fresh or frozen tuna,
which is now admitted free of duty, will seriously hurt the fishing industry of
Mexico which depends on its United States markets for survival, and which
represents an important source of dollars to the Mexican economy. The signifi-
cance of this industry to the foreign trade of Mexico may be appreciated frm
the fact that fish (with thle Edception of shrimp) ranks fourth in implrtancq of
exports to the United States.

The good offices of the State Department are respectfully requested, considering
the damage which the imposition of said duty would cause the fishing industry of
Mexico and the Mexican economy.

WASHINCTON, D. C., December 7, 1951. No. 4644.

KETCHIKAN, ALASKA, February 18, 196.
Alaska Delegate BARTI.ETT,

Washington, D. C.:
We are in favor of House bill H. R. 5693 to provide a tariff of 3 cents a pound

on imported fresh and frozen tuna.
INTERNATIONAL LONGSHOREMEN'S AND WAREHOUBBMEN'S UNION,

LOCAL 61, KETCHIAN, ALASKA,
WILLIAM IHLY, President.

(The following letters were subsequently supplied for the record:)
TOKYo BIBLE CENTER,

Tokyo, Japan, February 12, 1956.
Senator WALTER F. GEORGE

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.
DEAR SENATOR GEORCE: In yesterday's Nippon Times, published here in

Tokyo, Japan I notice an article which states that a Mr. Tatsunosuke Takasaki,
chairman of the council on tuna exports, has sent, you a telegram opposing the
proposed import duty on tuna fish by the United States Government.

From the article it in my understanding that Mr. Takasaki is opposing the
proposed import tax on tuna fish in the name of freedom of trade.

I do not know enough about the issue involved to say a tax on tuna fish is
unnecessary but I hope it will be possible to avoid such a tax against Japanese
and other tuna fish. However, it would seem n ise since the issue has now come
to the fore and Japan has also sent a delegation to the United States to oppose
this proposed tax to ask the Japanese Government about prohibitive taxes against
free trade.

At this time in Japan the Government has put a 40 percent import duty on
American automobiles and on top of that a 30 percent commodity tax. The
import tax is also taxed so that it comes out to 82 percent. For instance a car
valued at $1,000 is taxed $820. Four hundred dollars import duty and then that
added to the thousand dollars value of the car, 30 percent of the $1,400 is charged
in commodity tax.

Five years ago when I returned to Japan I brought with me a jeep and it was
passed through customs of the occupation. Now the Japanese Government is
demanding retroactive customs on that jeep. Is it not time to ask Japan some
questions about taxes that restrain free trade?

In view of Japanese strong protests to our proposfrd 3 cent a pound tax on tuna
fish would it not be advantageous to ask the Japanese Government why they have
to place an 82 percent tax on automobiles coming into Japan?

Very sincerely,
REV. TIMOTHY PIETSCH.
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INTERNATIONAL AssOCIATION Or MACHINISTS,
DISTRICr LODGE No. 14.

Carlsbad, N. Mex., February 7, 1952.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,

Washington, D. C.
DsAR Sin: Since the time last fall when the tuna industry brought its problems

to the attention of the Congress the situation of the industry has gone from bad
to worse.

All of the tuna canneries in San Diego are closed down. Most of the canneries
in San Pedro are operating at only partial capacity. The albacore fishery has come
to the end of a disastrous season. The clipper fleet has been operating at only 10
to 20 percent of capacity since July and has now been notified by the canners that
there will be no more sailings for an indefinite time in the future.

The Japanese tuna industry is driving us out of business. The United States
tuna industry, affecting thousands of United States citizens, is grinding slowly
to a halt, strangled by imports.

We have asked your support for Mr. Camp's bill, H. R. 5693, a bill to give tem-
porary protection on frozen tuna imports. This was passed by the House and is
now ppncling before the Senate Finance Committee. Will you please push this
bill through as rapidly as possible and give us that small amount of protection?

We are going to ask the Congress for similar help on canned tuna in brine at the
beginning of this session of Congress. The Japanese have discovered a loophole
in our tariff law through which they can ship canned tuna here at 12% percent tariff
instead of at the 45 percent tariff provided by Congress. They do tns by putting
the tuna in brine instead of in oil. We have to get this loophole plugged or the
United States tuna industry will be defunct.

I am attaching a copy of the bill we need to protect us from tuna in brine and
we need your help. Will you give it to us?

Sincerely yours,
O. H. 8TocxwsLL.,

Sqcredary-Treasurer, International Association of Machinists, District
Lodge 14.

(Whereupon, at 12:05 p. m., the hearing was concluded.)


