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U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,

Washington, D.C., November 10, 1967.
Hon. RUSSELL B. LONG,
Chairman, Committee on Finance,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: On July 28, 1966, the committee instructed

the staff to undertake a study of the problems confronting the domestic
steel industry as a result of the sharp expansion of imports of steel
mill products since 1959. The attached report embodies the staff
study.

In the preparation of this report the staff was fortunate to obtain
the services of Dr. Robert M. Weidenhammer, professor of economics
at the Graduate School of Business, University of Pittsburgh. Dr.
Weidenhammer' brought to the study an academician's under-
standing of the intricacies of the worldwide steel industry and a
pragmatic awareness of the practical importance of the work the staff
was undertaking that was without parallel. He has worked tirelessly
for many months drawing together the information and data neces-
sary to make this report a worthwhile contribution to the proper
resolution of the issue to which it is directed. If the staff's work
should attract a studied consideration by those persons around this
earth whose decisions-both political and industrial-direct the
destiny of world steel it will have been successful.

There are some observations with respect to steel which I \would like
to call to the committee's attention. First, the U.S.tindustry not only
has lost a large part of its domestic market to foreign steel, but also
it has suffered the loss of most of its commercial export trade as
more and more foreign countries have entered the ranks of steel-
producing nations. In many instances, U.S. foreign aid helped finance
the foreign steel mills which today more than satisfy the steel needs
of countries we once looked on as our customers. U.S. exports of steel
mill products now are largely tied to our foreign aid grants and loans.

t Dr. Robert M. Weidenhammer, on leave from the Graduate School of Business, University of Pittsburgh,
had been in investment banking, and president of a coal mining company until hP Joined the U.S. Govern.
ment service in 1941 through 1953. In 1946, at the request of Senator oseph . O'Mahoney, chairman of the
War Contracts Subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Military Afairs, he prepared a study "War
Plants Disposal: Iron and Steel Plants" (Government Printing Office, June 194). In 1947, 1949, and 1962
he was one of two U.S. Government delegates sent by the U.S. Department of State to attend meetings of
the Iron and Steel Committee of the International Labor Office, Geneva, 8witterland.
While at the University of Pittsburgh, he served as a consultant to the U.S. Departments of Commerce

and Labor, In 1960, he was responsible for the chapters on "Steel Technology, Markets, and Financial
Asect," o"Collective Bargaining in the Basic Steel Industry," U.S. Department of Labor (Government
Printing Office, January 1961) Hie was a consultant on steel demand In the year 2000 to Resources for the
Future, Inc., a subsidiary of the Ford Foundation, and on steel technology to the Patent and Trademark
Foundation of George Waahington University.
For the academic years 19-59, and 19G2-43, he was awarded Fulbright professorships at the University

of Munich, Germany. He lectured at other German, French, Austrian, and Italian universities, and before
the Oerman Steel Industry Federation; as a result, he was Invited to visit steel plants in Germany, the
Netherlands, and Italy, to lecture to groups of company officials.
With the cooperation of Prof. William B. Kanla, of the California State College, he has nearly completed

a book on the world steel industry to be published by the University of Pittsburgh Press.
III
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It is an ironic twist that this aid program is now used to subsidize
steel exports in competition with the products of foreign mills it
helped create.

Second, nontariff barriers and regional and preferential trading
blocs are being used more and more in different parts of the world to
hinder U.S. exports. Cartel-like arrangements in some areas are con-
trolling domestic prices and markets in order to support steel sales
abroad-in many instances in the United States-at prices which
may not cover costs of production. This country has lagged in its
resourcefulness to cope with these unfavorable practices and trends
with tile result that today our market is perhaps less fettered by non-
tariff barriers than any major trading nation on earth. To phrase it
differently, our trade agreements may have brought less than full reci-
procity from other countries for the concessions we granted.

Third, there is little question but that wage disputes contributed to
today's trends in steel imports. The 1959 steel strike sparked a rise
in foreign participation in the U.S. steel markets-a rise that has
accelerated with each subsequent threat of labor-management diffi-
culties. No doubt the great variation in U.S. and foreign wage rates
would eventually have led to foreign intervention in American steel
markets even if there had been no domestic difficulties, but perhaps
it would have begun later and progressed more slowly if the fear of
shortages growing out of work stoppages had not stimulated U.S.
fabricators to seek alternative sources of supply to satisfy rising
demands for their own products.

Folurth, while the study points out that the financial condition of
the domestic steel industry is vastly better than that of foreign steel,
I should like to stress that steel in large measure is used as an instru-
ment of Government.policy in foreign lands. Even if they fail finan-
cially there would likely be no cutback in the output of foreign steel-
rather, the companies probably would be nationalized or more heavily
subsidized by their governments and would continue to export steel
to this country at prices far below ours.

I\would like to say that in the l)rel)aration of tils study the com-
mittee staff worked with U.S. industry and labor representatives, the
U.S. importers of foreign steel mill products, the U.S. independent
service centers, the U.S. iron and steel scrap exporters, the U.S.
exporters of coal to foreign steel producers, the iron ore exporters, the
U.S. and international finance agencies financing new steel industries
in developing collntries, and the steel industry federations of the
United Kingdom, of the six member countries of tile Common Market,
and of Japan.

In each case the staff exercised its judgment in selection, cross-
checking, correcting, and in some cases refusing to use the dalta
presented. If conclusions drawn fromsutch' data by the staff differed
from those of the interested parties, tleir contributions were clearly
marked as such.
Of tile Government agencies which proved to be very helpful in

providing material, tle Departlment of Labor and the Department of
Commerce sliould be mentioned initially. Other departments which
assisted are the Department of State, the Office of Special Repre-sentative forrI rade Negotiations, the Office of Emergency Planning,
the De)partnent of Defense, and the Department of Justice.

Sincerely,
0TM VAIL,
Chief Counsel.

IV
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GLOSSARY

AISI-American Iron & Steel Institute.
BDSA-Business and Defense Services Administration, U.S. Depart-
ment of Commerce.

BISF--British Iron and Steel Federation.
BLS-Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor.
BOF-Basic oxygen furnace.
CIF-Cost, insurance, freight; cost to buyer at port of entry, but

excluding duty.
ECE-United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (Geneva).
ECSC-Europe Coal and Steel Community (Brussels).
EF-Electric furnace.
FAS-Freight alongside ship.
FOB-Free-on-board usually at mill or at port.
FTC-Federal Trade Commission.
GATT-General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade.
Home Scrap-Waste material generated in steel mill operations and

returned to furnace.
IADB-Inter-American Development Bank.
IBRD-International Bank for Reconstruction Development.
IFC-International Finance Corporation.
ILO-International Labor Office.
Ingot-Raw steel before finishing operations are begun. The AISI
changed this term to "raw steel" in 1967 because, with the advent
of continuous casting, ingots no longer constitute the state between
hot metal and the finishing process. The ECE uses the term "crude
steel" for raw steel.

Metric Tons-2204.6 pounds.
Net Tons-2,000 U.S. pounds.
Obsolete Scrap-Scrap originating from old end-uses; i.e., demolished

buildings or wrecked automobiles.
OECD-Organization for, Economic Cooperation and Development

(Paris).
OH-Open hearth.
Prompt Scrap-Waste steel originating from manufacturing operation

of steel-consuming industries.
iEC-Securities an Exchange Commission.
SWIC-Standard industrial classification.
Steel Mill Products-Ingot, semifinished (blooms, billets, and slabs)

and all rolled and drawn products normally made by steel mills.
Other Steel Products-Fabricated and miscellaneous steel products

beyond rolled and drawn products such as, fabricated plates and
structural shapes; bolts, nuts, screws, rivets, washers, wire cable,
rope, strands, springs, containers, steel castings, forgings, chains,
and pipe fittings.

Iron Products and Ferroalloys-Pig iron, iron castings, cast-iron pipe
and fittings, and ferroalloys.
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EXPLANATION OF STEELMAKING PROCESSES

Steel is made, as shown in figure 1, from scrap and/or hot metal'
(liquid iron) in either open hearth furnaces (OH), electric furnaces.
(EF), or the basic oxygen furnace (BOF). The standard ratios of scrap
and iron may vary depending on the relative price of scrap or iron but
they are usually 50 percent scrap for the OH, 30 percent for the BOF
and 99 percent for the EF. The oldest type of steel furnace is the
Bessemer which is now practically extinct in this country, but still
much used in Europe.

Iron is made in the blast furnace, which uses iron ore, limestone, and
coke as raw materials. It is then transferred to a steel furnace as hot
metal, or made into pigs which are sold to foundries which make iron
castings.
From the steel furnaces the liquid steel is poured into ingot molds,

or if continuous casting is used, directly into shapes for the rolling
mills. Because continuous casting is now coming increasingly into
use, the AISI decided in 1967 to use the expression "raw steel" instead
of "ingots." The top of the ingot, the shearings in the finishing mills,
and all rejects, stay in the mill as home scrap to be returned to the
steel furnaces. Finished steel mill products leaving the mill, therefore,
are only some 68 percent of the ingot tonnage produced. As far as
continuous casting is to be used, home scrap from this process would
decline to 20-25 percent of raw steel. Figure 2 is a flow chart for 1966
showing the tons of raw materials (coke iron ore, limestone, home
scrap, and purchased scrap) used in producing 134.1 million tons of
raw steel. Of this, 46.6 million tons went back to the furnaces as
home scrap. Shipments of finished steel mill products were 90 million
tons, 1.7 for exports and 88.3 for domestic consumption. Imports.
were 10.8 million tons, for a total of domestic consumption of 99.1.
million tons.
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INTRODUCTION

The Nation has become accustomed to periodic bouts between
major steel producers and the executive branch of the Federal Gov-
ernment. From President Truman's threat in 1949 to expand steel
capacity by constructing Government-owned plants to President
Kennedy's confrontation with the industry, forcing a price rollback
in 1962, we have witnessed numerous charges and countercharges
between the two parties. Tempers have been lost on both sides, and
emotional statements have added fuel to the fire of the disputes.
Most often the friction has arisen over decisions by the steel indus-

try to raise prices. The Federal Government has been and is concerned
with the overall inflationary effect of an increase in the price of "our
single most important industrial material." The industry, concerned
with maintaining reasonable profits and its need to finance the
modernization of facilities in the face of rising costs, has felt justified
in its decisions to increase prices.
A relatively new but related problem has arisen for the steel in-

dustry-the problem of maintaining competitiveness in the face of a
growing volume of imports and substitutes, while at the same time
preserving a reasonable profit level. This is the problem to which this
study is addressed.
The steel import problem (as it is referred to in this study) is

complex, intertwined not only with the economic and technological
trends in our own industry and economy, but also with economic,
managerial, and sometimes Government-directed political factors
abroad. The problem is related to a determination bv a host of newly
emerging nations to establish steel industries of their own and to
policy decisions by aid-giving governments and financial institutions to
assist in their establishment. Trade and taxation policies, by other
countries, aimed at subsidizing production and exports while restrict-
ing imports have also aggravated the steel import problem.
A study of so complex but highly important a subject as this

requires an objective analysis of facts-facts on foreign and domestic
costs, prices, trade practices, and financial conditions, none of which
are easily obtainable. This difficulty was highlighted by Secretary of
Commerce Alexander Trowbridge, -who testified before the Senate
Finance Committee on June 2, 1966, that:

The hard core of the facts needed to judge this situation-those on foreign and
domestic product costs and pricing-are not now available and probably are
difficult to obtain. Without, at least, some data of this kind, however, a study
would be inconclusive.

After a careful but mostly fruitless investigation of all sources of
public information available, it was decided to seek information on
worldwide costs and prices from all available private sources and
through careful scrutiny of the balance sheets and profit and loss
statements of major steel producers at home and abroad. This effort
revealed sufficient "bargain basement pricing" by some foreign
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producers to conclude that comparable costs alone were by no means
the basic issue.
World overcapacity of steelmaking facilities has caused some foreign

steel industries to unload their surplus production on the U.S. market
at prices at or below cost. In some countries they have been abetted by
governments through the remission of taxes and through subsidies.
In contrast, the U.S. steel industry has been unable to maintain its
exports, in part because of a multitude of nontariff barriers encountered
abroad, and of the lack of U.S. export incentives.
Unused capacity for steel also exists in this country. The steel

industry management argues that such excess capacity is needed to
meet cyclical and seasonal peaks of demand, and for national emer-
gencies. It subscribes to the philosophy of adjusting output to demand
rather than producing at, rates in excess of demand and unloading the
surplus on foreign markets.

T'he U.S. steel industry-is concerned about the steadily expanding
volume of foreign imports. If foreign steel-producing industries were
run like prudent private enterprise in this country, the problem of
the U.S. steel industry would be less troublesome. Unfortunately,
however, foreign steel industries have thrown steel on the world
market, especially the largest and least restricted by nontariff barriers,
i.e., the U.S. market. As the High Authority of the European Coal and
Steel Commission (ECSC) stated in its official report for 1966:
The rapid expansion of new world steelmaking capacity and the slow scrapping

of older plants caused prices to collapse.
Moreover, as stated in a recent report of the British Government

(August 1967):
Severe competition, induced by the surplus, has weakened prices to the point

where much of the international trade is unprofitable and in many cases does not
even cover full production costs.

In July 1967, the ECSC published its formal estimate that between
1966 and 1970 world steel capacity would expand by some 33 million
tons a year (to 738 million tons by 1970), a-figure which substantially
exceeds foreseeable world demand. There is, therefore, reason to fear
that foreign steel industries will not act prudently and adjust outl)llt
and prices to levels permitting a reasonable return on sales and invest-
mient. The concern is that foreign producers, facing further deteriora-
tion of their financial status, will continue to sell increasing quantities
of steel in the United States at prices which do not reflect their full
direct and indirect costs, with ttle collaboration of their respective
governenll ts.

,Forty-two percent of the world's-steel capacity is government
owned.1 Moreover, cartel-like associations and subsidies are already at
work and full or partial government ownership or control may lurk
at the end of the road for many foreign steel industries, as a result of
their recent financial difficulties.

It was not until the 1950's that the domestic steel industry faced
the competition of substitutes and not until 1959 that imports
became a challenge. Generally speaking, the industry, while less
dynamic in reacting to shifting trends than some other industries.
has been run by prudent mnanagemffent as is evident in its sound financial

I In the "free world," not Including the United States, 28 percent of steelmaking capacity Is government
owned.
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condition today. It faces no insurmountable problems except for the
prospect that continually rising imports from lower cost or subsidized
producers abroad could seriously weaken its market position.
A prudent businessman in a good financial position can usually

outlast his competitors who sell at or below cost, because their dayswill be numbered. But no private enterprise industry can, in the long
run, survive in competition with foreign industries that have become
"instruments of government," unless its own government lends
assistance against subsidized imports and against obstacles to exports.

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS
If the trends indicated above persist, the Nation must be prepared

to see steel imports ultimately reach such high percentages of the
markets for certain steel products as to render them unprofitable for
the domestic industry to make.

It would be unrealistic to expect an uninterrupted flow of imports
when this country might most need them, i.e., in case of a majornational emergency. Even in times of peace, steel imports may be
interrupted for any number of reasons. Japan might choose to export
only to its Asiatic neighbors, and Western Europe may concentrate on
supplying Eastern Europe. It means courting a possible future/
national ordeal if such a highly strategic industry as steel should be
permitted to drift into even partial decay. After all, it is the strategic
importance of steel in other countries that has brought about most of
the problems tca-tbeset our steel industry today.
This study identifies the basic issue of the steel import problem by

analyzing it in the framework of the world steel industry where
capacity has (and continues to) outrun demand, causing a world steel
surplus. In developing countries, new steel industries are being financed
through foreign aid often motivated by the political rivalries between
the United States and the U.S.S.R. In contrast, the traditional steel-
producing countries are installing new capacity precisely because the
world surplus of steel has depressed world steel prices. therefore, the
availability of radically new and cost-cutting technology promises
relief from low-profit margins or losses, but it also increases still
further: debt, fixed charges, and overcapacity; the latter because of a
hesitation to scrap facilities still using the old techniques.
At present, the financial structure of the U.S. steel industry is sound

relative to that of its major competitors, but recent trends indicate
danger ahead.

Aside from the basic issue, the world surplus of steel, the study has
analyzed the domestic record of the U.S. steel industry. While finances
were prudently managed, the industry's unit labor costs and capital
output ratios show trends that compare somewhat unfavorably with
other U.S. industries, especially in the last decade. There can be no
doubt that the periodical poker game atmosphere preceding wage
agreement expiration dates, and the roller-coaster cycle of inventory
accumulation and liquidation has damaged the competitive stance of
the industry. It has exposed the steel industry to invasion of its
markets by imports and substitutes, and has left lasting damages to
the industry's output, employment, and profits.
An important managerial problem facing the U.S. steel industry

today is how to overcome the lower wage rates abroad, especially in
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*Japan, by heavy investment in new technology. Aside from the fact
that foreign producers are also modernizing their facilities, often with
assistance from their governments, these investments are greatly
increasing the fixed charges of the domestic industry. Unless the out-
put of the U.S. steel industry increases by some 2 to 2Y2 percent a
year, such fixed charges can only mean higher, rather than reduced,
costs per ton of output, and, therefore, smaller rather than higher
profits.' This would result in less funds being available from retained
earnings and the capital market for investment in research and modern
facilities.

Specialty steels are constantly being developed through research
for national defense and space projects. Quite aside from defense, the
viability of the domestic steel industry is a problem of national wel-
fare. Steel is still the backbone of any industrialized economy. In the
United States it still accounts for 95 percent of the weight of all
metals and the bulk of all processed materials used in manufacturing.
If in certain product-lines imports exceed, say, 60 percent of domestic
consumption, domestic facilities might be scrapped, and labor shifted
to other industries. Any cessation of imports at that stage, for whatever
reason, would constitute a major problem to uninterrupted output
of the steel-consuming civilian economy.

It is by no means clear, however, whether such specific recommenda-
tions as a temporary levy on imports or a rollback quota would, at
this time, be in the best long-term interest of the country or even of
the industry. However, some responsible, short-term measure along
these lines may be the prod needed to cause the steel producing nations
of the world to join together in an effort to solve problems of world
steel in a manner calculated to serve the best interests of all of them.
The United States singly, or in agreement with the U.S.S.R.,

might deemphasize the financing of steel-producing facilities in fas-or
of financing steel-consuming industries in developing countries. This
would ease the overcapacity problem which contributes to our import
difficulties. In addition, a world conference of the governments of
major steel-producing countries to discuss common interests in adjust-
ing the pace of steel capacity expansion to the pace of world steel
demand would be beneficial. The chances for the lasting success of
this conference would be greatly enhanced if the sympathetic interest
of the U.S. Government in safeguarding the industry is recognized by
the countries now enjoying a market for their steel exports to this
country.
A world conference may eventually restore prosperity to the world

steel industry and thereby solve the problems that now concern the
domestic industry. The U.S. GGovernment should participate in such
a conference with a full understanding of all the implications of the
somewhat ominous trends that imperil the U.S. steel industry's future.
There is also an urgent need for fairer rules in international steel

trade.. Today, our steel industry must compete in the face of foreign
export subsidies favoring steel imports into this country and nontariff
barriers frustrating U.S. steel exports. European and Japanese steel
cartels also may be contributing to unfair trade practices abroad. If fair
rules of international steel trade can be achieved, the industry should
PIlEvidence of this was provided in the first half of 1967 when a 7-percent decline in shipments was accom-
panied by a 28-percent drop in profits
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be able to expand both its domestic and foreign markets. Plastics and
other substitutes still would be a constant challenge to make better
steels at lower costs and to clad them with aluminum or plastic, if
feasible. The steel industry's great and fully intact capital resources,
its highly trained engineers and labor force, and its competent man-

-agement and emerging research staffs should be able to preserve and
develop further this important and strategic industry.

SUMMARY OF FACTUAL FINDINGS

(1) U.S. steel production has fallen from 61 percent of world output
in 1945 to 26 percent in 1966, and will probably drop to 21 percent in
1975. Between 1947 and 1966 Japan's share of world steel output has
increased tenfold, Italy's tripled, the U.S.S.R.'s doubled, and Red
China produced more steel in 1966 than any country had in 1947, with
the exception of the United States and the U.S.S.R.

(2) Annual growth rates of steel production since 1900 have pro-
gressively declined in the United States and increased in the rest of
the world, as shown below:

(In percent]

Year United States Rest of world,

1900-18- -- ----- --- ------------------------ 7.4 4.4
1920-45- ---- -------- 3.2 3.7
1950-.---------------------- ---- --.----- 1.4 8.3

(3) World steel capacity on January 1, 1966, has been estimated
as 590 to 600 million tons (MT) compared to world output in 1966
of 520 MT, leaving a surplus capacity of 70-80 MT. An official estimate
of the ECSC published in June 1967 projects annual increases of 33
MT in world capacity to 1970. This study estimates increases in world
demand of only 20-25 MT, indicating a progressive aggravation of
the world steel surplus problem.

(4) Because the U.S. steel industry promptly adjusts output to
orders and in the Communist countries output and capacity are
about equal, the rest of the free world has a surplus capacity of some
45-55 MT.

(5) The Kennedy round will result in a five-stage reduction of
U.S. steel tariffs, from a weighted average of 7.44- percent in 1966
to 6.5 percent in 1972. Other major countries reduced their tariffs
on steel generally by more than the United States, with the result
that steel tariffs are now more closely harmonized among major
countries. This does not, however, take into account the very high
and rising nontariff barriers, which foreign countries use to their
advantage.

(6) In 1966, the balance of trade in steel was:

Million In billions
tons of dollars

i I

Imports .-_- ..-.....- ............-- -- ----------------.- -.. --.. .. 10.8 1.313.
Exports -.-..--.-.- - --........ ....------.---.- . 1.7 .63.5
Net imports . ..-...---. ------.-...-- 9.1 .678
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Imports were 12 percent of domestic shipments (90 MT) and 10.7
percent of domestic consumption (104.4 MT).
Excluding AID financed exports, the deficit was $899 million.

When end-use products (machinery, trucks, etc.) are included, the
deficit was reduced to $496 million. Adjusted further to include net
trade in steelmaking raw materials (iron ore, coal, scrap) the deficit
was $499 million.

(7) Overvaluation of the dollar cannot be considered a cause of
increasing steel imports. The general price level between 1957 and
1965 rose faster abroad than in this country.

(8) On the basis of research and development (R. & D.) as a per-
centage of sales, the steel industry ranked among the lowest of 19
major U.S. industries. The largest export industries in relation to
sales, were shown by those with the highest ratios of i. & D. to sales.

(9) Steel imports are not yet a dominating factor in the regional
growth of domestic steel production. Regional population shifts and
relative growth rates of steel-consuming industries are more relevant
factors at present.

(10) Between 1947 and 1966, the steel industry has decreased
somewhat its relative standing among major industries in sales,
profits, Federal income taxes, cash dividends, total assets, total
employment, and total payroll, but has increased in capital expendi-
ture and value added.

(11) Steel demand actually declined in this country between 1957
and 1963 due to these factors:

(a) A shift in GNP from durables to services.
(b) Long-term downward trend of certain steel-consuming

industries such as railroads and oil-well drilling.
(c) Stronger, lighter gage steels and a trend toward lighter

functional designs.
(d) Corrosion resistant steels increase life expectancy of products

made from steel.
(e) Increase of competition from substitutes (plastics, alumi-

num, and other light weight nonferrous metals, etc.).
(12) Steel prices rose between 1946 and 1957 by 132.5 percent com-

pared to 60.8 percent for all industrial commodities. This was caused
by managerial decisions to obtain funds internally rather than through
the capital markets in order to increase capacity and to find new
sources of iron ore. Unfortunately, these higher prices resulted in
greater competition from imports and substitutes thus thwarting the
objective for which they were imposed. From 1957 to 1966, steel
prices rose by 7.7 percent while prices of all industrial commodities
rose by an average of 5.5 percent. However, steels were of improved
quality by 1966 and the yield of finished steel products from raw
steel had declined from 75 (1959) to 67 percent, accounting in part for
the steel price increases.

(13) In 1966, the steel industry ranked in 39th place out of 41 major
industries in the ratio of net profit after taxes to net worth. As a
result, steel equities sold at 81 percent of hook value compared to
196 percent for all industries, and at only 9.5 times earnings compared
to 15.2 for all industries.

(14) For the years 1956-66, capital expenditures exceeded cash flow
(depreciation, depletion, amortization, and retained earnings) by $1.2
billion. As a result, long-term debt as a percentage of net worth and
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debt rose from 15 to 24 percent. Interest costs as a percentage of
sales rose from 0.4 to 1 percent. Working capital was still satisfactory
at 225 percent of current liabilities, but the liquidity of working
capital as measured by the percentage of cash and securities had fallen
from 72 to 49 percent.

(15) An analysis of the financial statements of U.S. and foreign
steel producers shows the following salient facts:

(a) Current ratio.-Standard U.S. managerial practice requires
that current assets should be, at least, double current liabilities. With
the exception of the British and Dutch companies, none of the West
European or Japanese industries approach this standard. For Japan,
current assets are only 117 percent of current liabilities, and for
Italy, only 77 percent.

(b) Profits after taxes as a percentage of total assets.-U.S. profits
ranked 39th out of 41 major U.S. industries in 1966, but they were
5.7 percent compared to 0.5 percent for Belgium, 1.5 percent for
Germany, 0.3 percent for France, 1 percent for Italy, and 2 percent
for Japan.

(c) Total debt as a percentage of total assets.-For the United States,
debt as a percent of total assets was, in 1965, 34 percent as compared
to 60 percent for Germany, 65 percent for France, 73 percent for
Italy, and 69 percent for Japan. The German steel industry reported
that for most producers long-term debt is about 180 percent of equity,
which means that creditors own about two-thirds of the German
steel producers.

(16) The decline in European profit margins and future profit
expectations is clearly reflected in the nearly 50-percent reduction
in investment between 1963 and 1965, while the United States showed
almost a 50-percent increase. Data for 1966 would show a continu-
ation of these diverse trends.

Annual capital investment per annual tonnage of raw steel output

Year United Japan EC8C United
States Kingdom

1966.........$................... ...............$1.2 $2 3 $10.9 $.1
1964 ........-- ----------------- ..................--. 18. 9 .9
193----........-....--..-....--------.. 10.5 14.6 20.1 9.4

(17) By investing at an annual rate of $2 to $2.5 billion for the
next 5 years, the industry expects to lower its cost of making carbon
steel by about $5 a ton, assuming other costs remain constant. Even
if we assume annual plant and equipment outlays of only $2 billion,
depreciation charges alone in 5 years would be higher by $0.4 billion
or by about $4 a ton. Unless output increases by at least 2 to 2.5
million tons annually and at prices fully compensating for all cost
increases, the industry cannot expect to improve its stance in compe-
tition with foreign imports.

(18) The price differential for domestic buyers between domestic
steel and imported steel appear to be in a range of $20 to $25.

(19) To gage the present competitive position of U.S. steel products
in the home market, an attempt was made to compare domestic
prices and average costs with average costs of Japanese and Western
European steel producers. Because costs vary greatly between Western
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European countries, and in each country between companies and even
individual plants of the same companies, and because they depend on
accounting practices, it cannot be emphasized too strongly that the
data given below are merely for benchmark purposes.
Average cost at mill and delivered to U.S. customer for a ton of carbon steel products

United Japan Western
States Europe

Average production costs at mill ..-...................... $133 $100 $116
Average cost delivered to U.S. customer ............. 163 127 143
Differential between U,S. and foreign delivered costs...-- 36 20

On the basis of the producer's average cost of carbon steel products
delivered to U.S. customers and a price differential of $20 to $25, the
Europeans appear to sell here at cost or below, while the Japanese
steel industry would still make a profit of from $16 to $20 a ton if it
sold at a differential of $20 to $25 a ton.
These profit margins still have to be qualified in two ways:
(a) While Japanese mill costs are below Western European mill

costs, and while cost of entry (transport from mill to port, ocean
freight, tariff, and U.S. freight from port of entry to U.S. customer) are
roughly equal, the average prices f.o.b. foreign ports in 1966 actually
-were as follows:
ECSC------------------.-------.:-------..----------,---------- $99
Japan------------------------------------- 112
United Kingdom ----------------------------------------------- 114
The reason is found in the much higher grade product mix (cold-

rolled sheet and strip) of Japanese and United Kingdom imports than
of ECSC imports. Profit margins, however,- would still be determined
basically by costs at the mill.

(b) Indicated profit margins would exist only insofar as foreign
steel mills were to sell directly to U.S. customers. If mills sell through
Japanese trading companies, which may charge as high as 30 percent
commission, their profit margins would be decreased in proportion.
If Western European mills sell through domestic importers, their
margins of profit or loss would be changed in proportion to the im-
porters' commission.

(20) Charts (and tables published in the statistical appendix) show
imports of foreign steel have been stimulated by the periodical fear of
steel shortages resulting from expected or actual steel strikes.

(21) For the years 1947-66 the average annual rate of increase in
unit labor costs for all manufacturing industries compared with the
steel industry were:

[In percent]

All manu- Steel
facturing Industry
Industries

Output ..--- ...---- -.- -.-------- .. ..-. .- 3.0 1.7
Total compensation per man-hour-- ...--- ..-----------.--- . 0 5.7
Output per man-hour...-----..........-----.-- 2.9 1.7
Unit labor cost -- ---- ----- ........---.------------.... 2. 0 3.9
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(22) The capital-output ratio measures the dollar amount of capital
needed to produce a dollar of value added, and thereby indicates the
productivity of the invested capital. When this ratio and the unit
labor cost ratio discussed above rise, profits are squeezed; when they
fall profits improve. For the domestic steel industry gross (undepre-
ciated), plant and equipment per dollar of value added had doubled
between 1947 and 1966 from $1.26 to $2.52, which, compares with a
decline from $0.95 to $0.86 for all manufacturing industries (1947-55;
1966 data not yet available). This evidence is probably unexpected
because of the new technology, such as the basic oxygen furnance
(BOF) and continuous casting, greatly reduce investment per ton of
output. Competition on a quality basis, however, has forced the
domestic steel industry to invest even more in new, costlier finishing
facilities than in cost-saving BOF's.

(23) Hourly steel labor costs in 1966 were $4.63 in this country
compared with $1.87 in West Germany, $1.76 in Italy, $1.53 in France,
and $1.10 in Japan. It is quite true that between 1960 and 1964 these
hourly labor costs had increased by 61.2 percent in Italy, 41.9 percent
in Japan, 40 percent in France, and 32.2 percent in West Germany as
compared to only by 14'.1 percent in the United States. But even if one
were to assume that hourly labor costs here and abroad were to rise
from 1964 at the same rates as shown above for 1960-64, it would still
take the following number of years for foreign wages to catch up
with U.S. rates:

Years Years
Italy--------------------- - 11 Japan-------------------- - 26
France-------------------- - 21 United Kingdom-----._ -- .-- :i9
Western Germany-------------- 25 Luxembourg------------------- 54

It is true that output per man-hour abroad today is still below ours,
but it has been rising faster abroad. According to an official but.
unpublished British calculation, outpult per man-hour in the United
States increased by 15 percent for all employees and by 20 Ipercent
for production workers between 1955 and 1965, while Japan (for all
employees) it increased 250 percent.

(24) Seven domestic steel facilities have been dismantled or idled
as a result of rising imports. The iml)act on employment is difficult
to gage, however, because during the years 1964-66 the United
States experienced increased domestic production of steel despite
sharply rising imports.

(25) Despite higher prices, Federal income taxes )paid by steel
companies in years 1958-66 average less than 70 percent of those paid
in 1951 and 1955-57, due primarily to lower profits. '

(26) Steel imports during the first half of 1967 approached 13
percent of domestic shipments and were over 40 percent for certain
specific products.

(27) The adverse effects of a reduction in output by 7 percent on
Uosts per ton, caused in part by heavy fixed costs (depreciation,
maintenance, interest, and property taxes), were again shown in the
first half of 1967 when, compared to the first half of 1966, profits
declined by 28 percent. During the comparable periods, imports liad
risen from 4.6 million tons to 5.2 million tons.
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CHAPTER I
THE WORLD STEEL INDUSTRY: PAST, PRESENT,

AND PROSPECTS
Steel's Role in the Emergence of U.S. Industrial Supremacy

The history of world steel production has been characterized by
important shifts in the relative positions of the foremost steel producingcountries. During most of the 19th century, the United Kingdom
ranked as the world's foremost steel producer. Between 1893 and 1913,however, United Kingdom steel production increased by only 136
percent compared with 622 percent in Germany, and 715 percent in
the United States. By 1910 the United Kingdom s production was onlyhalf that of Germany's and a quarter of U.S. production. These
three countries accounted for 77 percent of the world steel productionwith only France and Russia contributing another 6 percent each,and the remainder widely distributed, as shown on table A-l.1
There was only one significant change in relative ranks between the

two world wars, namely, the U.S.S.R. rose to third place by outpacingthe United Kingdom. In 1966 the United States still ranked first, but
its percentage had fallen to 26 percent of world total from 44 percentin 1910, 59 percent in 1920, and 61 percent in 1946. The U.S.S.R. had
risen to 21 percent, and the combined Red bloc (U.S.S.R., Eastern
Europe, China, North Korea, and North Vietnam) exceeded the
United States. The fastest growth, however, had been shown by Japanwhere production had increased from 2.6 million net tons in 1930 to
8.2 million net tons in 1940, back to 1 million net tons in 1947, and upto 53 million net tons in 1966. (See charts 1, 2, and 3.)

1 See appendix for all tables prefaced by a letter.
1
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The rapid expansion of the U.S. steel industry between 1890 and
1930, was based on the low-cost, high-quality iron ore deposits of the
Mesabi, and the world's best coking coal deposits near Pittsburgh
with the waterway of the Great Lakes-an inexpensive means of
transportation. These nature-given advantages when added to the
entrepreneurial drive of a people having the first continent-size free
market and being without traditional bonds of social classes and with a
broadly based educational system, was bound to outdistance the
standard of living of the Old World. These factors helped attract im-
migrants, and build an industrial economy without peer. Steel was the
foundation of this economy and has remained its backbone. Even
today, steel in terms of tonnage accounts for about 95 percent of all
metals used in this country.

In this century, the average annual rise in world production and
consumption of steel has accelerated rather steadily in the rest of the
world. After rising steadily in the United States for most of the first
half of the century, U.S. steel production declined between 1957 and
1963, recovering only during the capital goods boom of 1964-66.
About 9 billion tons of steel have been produced worldwide since

1871. It took three-fourths of the time to produce half of this tonnage,the remaining 4/ billion tons were produced three times as fast, with
the most rapid expansion occurring during the last two decades.

2
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Popular theories of economic development have stressed industrial
investment. It also appears that many people were influenced by the
success of the U.S.S.R. in becoming a major economic power in a rela-
tively short time by concentrating on building up its steel and other
heavy industries. One ironic result of this concentration on steel
rather than on agriculture, education, and the exploitation of domestic
raw materials is that the world is now facing a food shortage in Asia
and South America, simultaneous with a surplus of steelmaking
capacities.
The century old dominance of the United States and northern

Europe in the world steel economy was based on the industrial revo-
lution of the 19th-century, propinquity to iron ore, coking grade coal,
and technical ability of their populations.
The world steel industry today is characterized by the emergence of

two new giants, the U.S.S.R. and Japan, and of some 36 new, small
steel producing countries. The expected early exhaustion of the high-
grade direct shipping iron ore deposits of the Mesabi sent U.S. geolo-
gists all over the world in search of other iron ore deposits. The suc-
cess of these missions, as shown on map 1, led countries like Can-
ada, Mexico, Venezuela, Brazil, and Australia to build up their steel
industries using the newly discovered native ores. Furthermore,
new low-cost transportation by boats, in the range of 50 to 150,000
tons, combined with lower investment costs for steelmaking facilities,
from the use of the basic oxygen converter process and continuous
casting, have given other countries the chance to build up their own
steelmaking facilities. Some of these new industries have already
achieved sizable capacities, such as, Italy (15 million tons) and India
(12 million tons), while some 30 others are still too small to operate
profitably.

20-479 0-68-3
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The traditional steel exporting countries, the United States and

northern Europe are now faced with the loss of their old export
markets in the formerly nonindustrial countries, at the same time
when they face overcapacity for two other reasons. One stems from
the fact that the cost-reducing new technology is resulting in the
rapid construction of new facilities, while the older facilities are not
being scrapped because they were built in the fifties and are, therefore
not yet written off the books. The other factor is that in the United
States and northern Europe three trends are reducing the demand
for steel; namely, the shift, at higher levels of standards of living, from
goods to services, the competition from plastics, aluminum, and other
substitutes, and modern design, using stronger and, therefore, lighter
steels.
During the transition period before underdeveloped nations enter

a period of industrialization, the world growth rate of demand for
steel may decline to somewhat less than the 5.7 percent annual gains
experienced so far in the 1960's. This is because the mature economies
appear to have entered a period of slower annual growth in steel
demand.
World production of raw steel has increased more than 17 times

since the turn of the century. The rate of growth for the world steel
production was 3.6 percent annually, which, if growth had been even,
would have doubled output every 20 years. The growth rates for the
United States alone, and for the rest of the world, were 3 percent
and 4.4 percent, respectively. Growth rates of raw steel production
during selected periods (1900-66) were as follows:

Growth rates of raw steel production,' selected periods, 1900-66
[In percent]

Year United Rest of
tates world

190-18........................................................7. 4.
1920-45 ........ . ......... . .. .. ....... ..... ... .. 3.2 3. 7
19 0-66 ...........................................-. .......4...........14 8.

IThe least squares technique, which averages out the actual volume figures In a given period, indicates
the trend or direction of growth fitted to a straight line. The least squares method normalizes the abnormal
fluctuations.

Some 80 percent of the steel produced in the world is used by only
30 percent of the population. Steel consumption in 1964 was 1,353
pounds per capita in the United States, compared to 1,273 in
West Germany; 932 in East Germanyi 783 in France; 963 in the
United Kingdom; 35 in India; and four in Indonesia. Japan had 712,
Italy 486, Mexico 143, Brazil 94, U.S.S.R. 781, and China 39.
Many underdeveloped nations struggling to take their first steps

toward industrialization, or to, expand existing industries, appear to
be afire with the belief that the basis for a machine economy is the
manufacture of one's own iron and steel. In this respect, although
they may possess adequate iron ore deposits and other raw materials
to support a local steel industry, they may be putting the cart before
the horse. Industrialization, even on a small scale, requires diversified
steel products; such as, plates, sheets, pipes, tubes, bars, rods, girders,

9.869604064
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and wire not only for a manufacturing plant and the products it makes
but also for other buildings, roads, bridges, pipes, and conduits for
various purposes including auxiliary structures and equipment.
The demand for these products, in a nation of small industries, is onl
for small quantities, and it is not economical to produce them in such
quantities. Efficient production requires a sufficiently large domestic
market which does not as yet exist in many underdeveloped countries.
Other obstacles to the growth of an iron and steel industry in under-

developed nations are:
(1) The absence in some countries of iron ore or of coal suitable for

coking;
(2) The lack of trained personnel on both the managerial and plant

levels; and
(3) The lack of capital and foreign exchange.
In spite of these disadvantages, many underdeveloped nations are

progressing in setting up their own iron and steel works. Their efforts
have been aided through technical knowledge imparted by experts
from the United States, Europe, Japan, or the U.S.S.R., and through
various forms of educational and especially financial assistance, as
shown in chapter III.
Table A-2 and charts 2 and 3 show raw steel production of major

steel producing countries for selected years. 1910-6& A compari-
son between 1947 and 1966 highlights the reasons for the decline
in the percentage of U.S. production of world total output. Japan's
percentage had increased tenfold; Italy's had tripled; and "all others"
had doubled; U.S.S.R. had nearly doubled; and Red China produced
more steel than any country hadin 1947, with the exception of only
the United States and U.S.S.R.

STEEL INGOT PRODUCTION - SPECIFIC AREAS
mliion net tons

196

CHART 2

200
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CHART 3

The U.S. share of world raw steel production was 37 percent in 1900,as shown in table A-1 and chart 3, and reached a peak of 61 percent in
1945. In 1966 this had fallen to 26 percent, and it is expected to fall to
21 percent in 1975 (chart 5).1

In the output of the-principal steelmaking raw materials in 1965, the
U.S.S.R. produced nearly double the tonnage of iron ore (measured byFe; i.e., iron content of iron ore) than the United States, and nearly as
much coal.

TABLE 4.-World output of iron ore and coal, 1966 versus 1936-38
(Percentage]

1965 1936-38

Iron ore I Coal Iron ore Coal

U.S.S.R . ................................. 28.3 19.7 18.2 8.7Western Europe . ... ................ . 6.2 19, 7 34.7 38.
European Coal and Steel Community only . ... 7.3 10. 1 18.4 18.6United States, Canada, and Latin America ...---..-.-.--.---. 33.3 22. 3 34.2 34.6
United States only..-16...........-;..... - - ......... e2 21. 6 31.7 33.3
Asia.............................. 11.9 27.0 4 9.4
Africa -....................................... 7. 2. 5 3.7 1.4Australia.-----.--------------...----.................- .3 1. 4 1.1..Others ........ .......-.............-- ... 1.6 7.4 1.3 6.8

1 Fe content.
Source: Elsen und Stahlstatisk, Statlsche Bundesamt, Dusseldorf.

I The estimate for 1975 was made by 11. 8. Harrison, president of Cleveland Cliffs Iron Co., in "MiningCongress Journal," December 1966.
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During the post-World War II period, the number of steel producing
countries increased from 30 to 66, as listed in the appendix.

Together, these 36 postwar newcomers produced 5.9 million tons
of raw steel in 1966 or about 1 percent of total world steel production.
The impact of these newcomers is greater than the percentage indi-
cates, however, as many of them, unable to consume their total
output, are from time to time exporting their surplus steel into world
markets, including significant tonnages to the United States.

World Production Trends

World production of raw steel has shown remarkable growth in the
66 years since the turn of the century, having increased more than
seventeenfold by the end of 1966 to a record 520 million tons. The rate
of growth over this entire period was 3.6 percent annually, resulting
in a doubling of steel production every 20 years, on the average.

It isevident that starting from 1950, when the reconstruction phase
in the steel industries of Europe and Japan had been about completed,
world steel production has grown at an unusually fast rate.

U.S. Production of raw steel has, likewise, shown considerable
growth since 1900, but at a lesser rate. As a result, the position of the

8
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United States as a steel producer haw deteriorated compared to the
rest of the world-from a share of the world total of some 40 to 50
percent in the earlier years of the century, to only 26 percent in
recent years.
The gains in world steel production that have occurred over the

past 36 years have been shared by each of the economic blocs, regions
and, for that matter, all of the countries in the world, as is indicated
in the tables A-3, A-4, A-5 and chart 6.

U.S. AND WORLD RAW STEEL PRODUCTION
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Of the five broad economic blocs, the largest relative increase in
production between 1950 and 1966 was experienced by the less
developed countries, whose total production increased 6.3 times in
the 15-year period. The production increases in the other-blocs over
this period were, as follows: Red bloc (4 times), free world excluding
the United States (3.2 times), the developed areas (3.1 times), and
the United States (1.4 times).
The relative position of each of these blocs in total world steel

production also underwent substantial change over the 16 years.
The Red bloc accounted for 30 percent of world steel production in
1966, compared with only 19 percent in 1950, with the free world's
share dropping commensurately. From 47 percent of the world total
in 1950, the U.S. share dropped to 26 percent-the only one of the
blocs showing a drop in position. The developed areas advanced from
33 percent of the total to 41 percent, the less developed areas from 2
to 4 percent.
Of the major steel producing regions, Japan unquestionably,

among the major producers, registered the largest relative gain in
output between-1950 and 1966. Japanese output expanded almost
10 times, more than twice as much as any other major producing
region. Significant increases were also recorded by Latin America
(7.2 times), Red China (14 times), Indiar(4.6 times), South Africa
and other Eastern Europe (4.3 times each), other Western Europe
(4.2 times). Smallest relative gains in output occurred in the devel-
oped areas in the West, although the absolute gains were, of course,
larger.

World Steel Export Trends
World steel exports, as illustrated in chart 7 and table A-7, have

also shown substantial growth during this century, although not as
much as raw steel production. Exports have increased about fivefold-
from 13 million tons in 1913 to 65 million tons in 1965 and an esti-
mated 62 million tons in 1966. It will be noted that most of the
expansion has occurred since 1950, due, in no small measure, to the
phenomenal growth in trade between the members of the European
Coal and Steel Community, and, though to a lesser extent, the
members of the European Red bloc. Even excluding such intrabloc
trade, however, the increase in world exports since 1950 has about
tripled.
The U.S. participation in total world steel exports, whether including

or excluding intrabloc trade, has declined drastically in the past 16
years, from 16 percent in 1950 to 3 percent in 1966 of total world
exports, from 20 to 4 percent of world exports excluding intrabloc
trade.
Former U.S. steel export markets in Canada, Mexico, Brazil, and

other Western Hemisphere countries have been displaced by native
steel production. Likewise, the former Northern European steel centers
are now facing competition in the world market, and even in their
domestic markets from such newcomers as Italy and the Netherlands,
both enjoying the great advantage of tidewater locations, which
allow for direct unloading of imported iron ore, scrap, and coking coal
as well as the loading of steel for exports.
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The pressure to export in the other Common Market countries,
such as Belgium, Luxembourg, France, and West Germany, which,
for a century, had been the main contributors of steel exports to the
world market, has been aggravated by managerial policies opposed to
prompt adjustments of output to demand, by government full employ-
ment policies, a desire to obtain foreign exchange, and by the rising
imports into these countries of the Communist-bloc nations, and from
Japan, Austria, Sweden, Spain, and Yugoslavia.

Ironically enough, the construction of the St. Lawrence Seaway, by
making the industrial heartland of the United States adjacent to the
Great Lakes available to ocean traffic, appears to have fostered steel
imports rather than steel exports.
The Red bloc and the free world outside the United States accounted

for all the increase in world steel exports, whether starting with 1929
or 1950 as a base. U.S. exports in 1965 were less than in 1950 and
about on a par with 1929. (See table A-8.)

In the process, the U.S. share of world steel exports declined from
16 percent in 1950 to 4 percent in 1965, while the share of the rest of
the free world rose from 77 to 80 percent, and of the Red bloc from
7 to 16 percent. (See table A-7.)
From the regional view, we find that Japan is the leader in export

growth as it is in output expansion. Japanese exports advanced from
some 600,000 tons in 1950 to 10.7 million tons in 1965. (See table
A-9.)
ECSC exports have also advanced sharply, from 9.6 million tons

in 1950 to 33 million tons in 1965, including intracommunity trade.
Among the other major exporting regions-the U.S.S.R., the United
Kingdom, other Eastern Europe, and other Western Europe-export
expansion was considerable, roughly eight times for the U.S.S.R., 10
times for other Eastern and Western Europe, and 1 2 times for the
United Kingdom.
Of the regions shown, only the United States, the United Kingdom,

and the ECSC have lost position in world exports since 1950. The
ECSC share of world exports dropped the least-from 55 to 50 percent;
the United Kingdom from 15 to 7 percent. The Japanese share in-
creased from 3 to 16 percent, the Eastern Europe share from 7 to 16
percent. (See table A-9 for the world steel exports by major producing
countries since-1929 and chart 8.)
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World Steel Import Trends
Since world steel exports and imports are synonymous, the com-

ments relative to the trends in overall world export trade are ap-
plicable for total imports as well.
Note should be taken, however, of the unusually large increase in

the amount of steel moving in world trade that is absorbed by the
U.S. market. The U.S. absorption rate (i.e., the U.S. share of total
world imports) has advanced from 1 percent in 1913, to 7 percent in
1950 and 17 percent in 1966-inclusive of intrabloc trade. Exclusive
of intrabloc trade, the U.S. absorption rate increased from 9 percent
in 1950 to 26 percent in 1966- giving the United States the unenviable
position of being the largest single steel importing nation in the
world. (See table A-11.)
The bulk of-world steel imports is absorbed by the free world-85

percent of the world total in 1965 versus 15 percent by the Red bloc.
(See table A-12.) This compares with the free world's share of world
production of 71 percent versus 29 percent for the Red bloc.
The United States absorbed in 1965, 18 percent of total free world

imports, compared with 58 percent by the other developed countries
and 24 percent by the less developed countries. The growth in U.S.
imports between 1950 and 1965 was ninefold. Imports into the other
developed areas increased by four times and imports into the less
developed areas by about two times.
The developed regions-United States, ECSC, other Western

Europe, Canada-accounted for close to two-thirds of the total
increase in world imports between 1950 and 1965. Excluding intra-
ECSC trade, the United States absorbed about one-quarter of the
increase. (See table A-13.)

Imports into the less developed regions show a surprisingly low
rate of increase compared to the developed areas, which substantiates
the growing impact of interpenetration of markets within the developed
regions. (See table A-14.)

Trade between the United States, Japan, the ECSC and the
United Kingdom-principal free world steel producers-has, in
fact, grown in importance in recent years. It accounted for 16 percent
of total world trade in 1965, compared with only around 10 percent
in 1950, 1955 and 1960. As will be seen in table A-14 the United
States has suffered the brunt of this interpenetration trade, absorbing
89 percent of the total of such steel shipments in 1965, compared
with 58 percent in 1960, and 23 percent in 1955. The Japanese were
the least affected by such trade.
For selected years between 1913 and 1965, chart 9 compares, in

terms of tons of steel, imports into major importing areas. Between
1960 and 1965, imports into the U.S. (solid black column) increased
from 2.7 to 10.2 million tons, while the imports into Western Europe
rose only from 9.8 to 14 million tons, provided intracommunity trade
is excluded.

13
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World Steel Consumption
The apparent consumption of raw steel in the world, in the United

States, and U.S. consumption as a percentage of world consumption,
is shown in table A-15. The peak year for the United States was 1925,
and the low years were 1958 and 1960. The long upward trend in the
business cycle in the United States since 1961 has improved the per-
centage of world consumption from 25 percent to 28 percent, but a
part of this growing U.S. demand has been supplied by imports.
As in the case of production, the Red bloc has advanced its position

as a steel consumer at the expense of the free world, due principally
to the declining position of the United States, as shown in table A-16
and table A-17.
The rest of the free world has gained in position-about eight points

(to 43 percent of the world total in 1965), of which six by the devel-
oped areas, two by the less-developed areas.
The greatest relative increase in consumption between 1950 and

1965 occurred-in the Asia/Far East region-a more than fivefold
increase, derived primarily from the great growth in steel consumption
by Japan and also by the Asiatic Red bloc nations.
Consumption about tripled in this period in Canada, Latin America,

the ECSC, the U.S.S.R. and increased between three and four times
in other Eastern and other Western Europe, South Africa, India
and other Asia/Far East.

Lowest growth rates (less than threefold increase), were experienced
by the United States, the United Kingdom, other Africa/Middle
East, and Australia.

STEEL IMPORTS TO MAJOR IMPORTING AREAS
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Summary
The United States share of world steel production has fallen from

61 percent in 1945 to 26 percent in 1966, and is expected to fall further-
to 21 percent in 1975. Today, the traditional steel exporting countries.
United States and Northern Europe, are not only faced with the loss
of their former export markets, but also with overcapacity problems.
This is due to three basic reasons: (1) New steel producing countries,
Japan, Italy, The Netherlands, and even some of the underdevelopedcountries, are exporting into the traditional steel producing countries.
(2) The competition from plastics, aluminum, and other substitutes
as well as modern design, using stronger but thinner gage steel,
reduces the domestic demand for steel. (3) The resulting cutthroat
competition and the reduced rate of use of capacity have caused
profits of North European steel producers to decline to the vanishing
point, and this in turn makes investment in new cost-reducing tech-
nology look attractive, even if the older facilities are not being scrapped
because they are not yet written off.





CHAPTER II

WORLD EXCESS CAPACITY

There are two basic causes for the rising tide of net steel imports
into the United States. One cause relates to lower wage rates, export
incentives, subsidies, and nontariff barriers abroad, all of which are
dealt with in the study. The other relates to excess world steel
capacity, in comparison with world steel demand, combined with
foreign price policies to sell steel at lower prices abroad than in the
home market. Foreign pricing practices, whether by cartels or by
individual companies, often have been satisfied with the recovery
of variable costs, and with only partial recovery of fixed charges.
Such selling at, or below, cost is bound to result ultimately in financial
trouble for foreign producers, but foreign governments have viewed
their steel industries as "instruments of government" which must be
assisted even at the taxpayers' expense.
A discussion of steel capacity, United States as well as world, is

relevant to the steel import problem for these reasons:
(1) World capacity versus world steel demand provides a measure

of world steel surplus. Assuming that the United States is not subject
to the questionable managerial decision to throw such surplus on the
world market, and since the published capacity data for the Red
bloc are the same as its production, it is more accurate to define
world steel surplus as the difference between world capacity and
_world demand by excluding the Red bloc and the United States.

(2) U.S. capacity in recent years has been sufficient compared to
U.S. demand to make it obvious that the steel import problem is
not due to the lack of capacity of the U.S. steel industry to supply
any and all steel products required, except perhaps during strikes or
periods of frantic inventory buying by steel-consuming industries in
periods preceding strikes.

(3) If imports, especially of certain specific steel products, continue
to expand and thereby to aggravate their adverse effect on U.S. steel
industry profits, the industry may be forced to dismantle the capacity
to produce certain kinds of steel products. If at a later date imports
should cease, workers formerly employed in such finishing operations
as well as the specialized equipment would then no longer be available.
Such cessation of imports might be due to demand abroad reaching
capacity, strikes, realinement of commercial relations; e.g., Japan
with China or West Europe with the Red bloc, or interference with
ocean traffic by hostile countries. In each case, an emergency would
ensue until production could come on stream with new capacity and
newly trained workers.

Capacity Estimates
Raw steel capacity has traditionally been measured in tons of the

output capabilities of furnaces after allowance for necessary mainte-
nance and repairs.
A detailed study of world capacity for 1965 and 1970 published by

ECSC on June 1, 1967, gave these estimates: 1965, 573 million net
tons; 1970, 738 million net tons.

17
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Steel capacity outside of the United States, in the postwar period,
increased 3.7 times in the Communist bloc compared to 3.4 times in
the free world. For the developing countries, there was a sixfold
increase compared to only a 3.3 fold increase for the developed
countries.

In 1965, the Red bloc owned 36 percent of world (excluding United
States) steel capacity; the free world (excluding United States)
owned 64 percent. This compares with 34 percent and 66 percent,
respectively, in 1950.
Among major producing regions, Japan led the way in capacity

growth-from 7.7 million tons in 1950 to 55.1 million in 1965. ECSC
capacity tripled, U.S.S.R. capacity increased 3% times, United King-
dom capacity 1.8 times.
Among smaller producing regions, significant growth occurred in

Latin America, other Western Europe, other Eastern Europe, India,
Australia, and Canada.
While official data for 1966 are not yet available, the total world

steel capacity in short tons for the years 1955-66 has been estimated
as follows:

Worml World
steel teel

Year: capacity Year-Continued capact"
1966------------------- 589. 7 1960.---------------___. 431.4
1965--- ------------.--- - 566 4 1959.._-----.----------. . 401.7
1964--------._----------- 522.5 1958------------------.- 473.6
1963 ---------------- -- 497. 1 1957-------------....... 350. 0
1962 -------------------- 470.9 1956-------------------- 326.4
1961.---------- -------- 452.9 1955------------------.- 299.4

Source: Economic Commission for Europe (ECE).

During the early postwar period the U.S. delegates to international
conferences of the ECE, ILO, and other international agencies had
urged other countries to compile annual raw steel capacity data for
their respective steel industries. With the growing use of oxygen and
for other reasons, however, the AISI decided in 1960 to discontinue the
compilation of annual capacity data. Since that date, the U.S. steel
industry has consistently refused to acknowledge the possibility of
making capacity estimates. Nevertheless, the ECE has compiled such
data for every year since 1960 for the world; obviously they used a
capacity figure for the United States based on their best estimates,
which is shown in the table below.

TABLE 10.-U.S. steel industry raw steel capacity estimates
[Tn millions of net tons]

Year beginning Jan. 1- AISI ECE I ECSC Iron Age Wall treet
Journal

1960 ........ ......... ...... ........... 148.6.
1961 .....- ...-- ....-- .....-- .........................I148.8 ............-............-I'
1964..........--........ ....-......--....-1.............15.
19.--..-.....-....-1...--......---.......... ......-- 174
1967............................-..--.. I----.- ..-. 184
1970---....8-..-...-.-----.--.-...-..-.---..-.-----.....2....2..178.2... ----...

I Source: Estimates of the U.N., ECE annual steel market reviews.
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Chart 11 and table B-i' on capacity, use of capacity, and net
annual changes in capacity supplied for the committee's staff by
OBE, U.S. Department of Commerce, are based on "Wall Street
Journal" estimates, which the U.S. steel industry regards as too high.
STEEL CAPACITY, PRODUCTION, AND CAPACITY UTILIZATION

Million TOM (ratio scale)

501

Steel Ingot Capacity

I I I. I I I_ L_ I ! I ..1 I1 1I 1

1947 48 49 50 52 54 56 58 60 62 64 66

ANNUAL CHANGE IN STEEL CAPACITY

1947 49 51 53 55 57 59 61 63 65 67
Data: AISI & Conmerce

U.S. Department of Commerce, Office of Business Economics

CHART 11

A See appendix for all tables prefaced by a letter.
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The BOF (basic oxygen furnace) constitutes the outstanding
example of new cost-saving technology in a century of steelmaking,
saving more than half of the investment cost and about half of the
operating cost. The U.S. industry has been accused of having been
slow in adopting this process; reasons explaining the industry's
attitude are given in chapter VIII. Table 12 gives the record of BOF
production in the United States, 1955-66, and table 13 shows the major
steelmaking processes in the 6 leading steel producing countries.
TABLE 12.-Total production of raw steel versus basic oxygen

in the United States, 1956-66
furnace production

[In millions of net tons]

BOF as a
Year Total BOF percent of

total

19660.-...........-.................. 134.1 33.9 25. 3
1965 .................................................... 131.5 22.9 17.4
1964 ... ... ........................--.- -- 127.1 15.4 12.1
1963 .............. ............. ................. ... 109.3 8.5 7.8
1902-98.3 5.6 5.719612. ....................................... ............. 98. 5. 6 6. 7
1961--.....-......,,---.-..--.-.-....-- ..----- 98.0 4.0 4.1
1960-.... .............................................. 99.3 3.3 3.3
1959 .-................................. ......... 93.4 1.9 - .2.0
1958.-.................................................... 8. 3 13
1957-.....................-..... -... 112.7 .8 .5
19570 .. .........-..................... ....... 115.2 .5 .4
1955.......... .........-...-............. ..........-. 117.0 .3 .3

Source: AISI annual statistical reports.

TABLE 13.-R1aw steel production by process used in 1966
[In percent of total output]

Open Bessemer Electric BOF
hearth furnace

United States.-.-..6..---------.....-.-....---.-63.4 --.. 11,1 25.3
Japan ---....------------.----.----.. 18.0 .--.. 19.3 62.7
France........-------------- ---.----------- 22.9 52. 4 8.5 14.4
Germany ..----..--..-----------..------.---------- 39.2 27.8 8.7 24.3
United Kingdom-............--.------.. 59.1 5.3 13.8 21.9
U.8.8.R ............... . .84.3 -.....-.. 9.2 3.8..-~i--.i
Table B-2 shows the world's largest BOF installations.
Total finishing capacity-estimates have always been much more

difficult, if not impossible, to make because the capacity to make rails
cannot be added to the capacity to make sheet; it all depends on the
product mix of any given period.The only method by which total finishing capacity can be estimated
is by taking recent quarterly peak of shipments. According to table 14
"Shipments of Steel Products" by quarters, 1950-66, the two recent
quarterly records were the second quarter of 1959 and the second
quarter of 1965.

9.869604064

Table: Table 12.--Total production of raw steel versus basic oxygen furnace production in the United States, 1955-66
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TABLE 14.-Shipments of steel products

1950:
I--
II-
III_---

Year--
1951:
I-

I----------
1952:
I-

I----------

II
III----
IV ---
Year---

1953:
I--
II --------
III-
IV------

Year----
1954:

I------
II-------
III--
IV --

Year---.
1955:

I--------
II-----
III-
IV------
Year-.

1956:
I-
II-.
III.
IV------
Year-..

1957:
I-..
II-
III-
IV
Year-.

1958:
I-
II_

16. 34
1& 22
18. 15
18. 98
72. 23

19. 79
20 22
18. 96
19. 76
78. 93

19. 84
13. 12
14. 26
20. 92
68 00

21. 04
21. 32
19. 48
18. 31
80. 15

16. 67
16. 60
14. 17
15. 73
63. 15

19. 40
22. 59
20. 68
22. 05
84.72

23. 32
23. 62
13. 89
22. 42
83. 25

22. 70
21. 60
18. 28
17. 25
79. 89

13. 93
14. 77

[In millions of tons)

1958-Continued
III-
IV--
Year---

1959:
I- --
II-
III---
IV----

Year-.--
1960:

I------
II-
III--------
IV--------
Year---.

1961:
I
II----
III
IV.
Year--.

1962:

IV
Year-...

1963:
I----
II-
III-
IV

Year---.
1964:

I----------
II .
III .
IV -

Year---.
1965:

I---
II-
III
IV-----

Year---.
1966:
I.
II---
III--
IV----
Year ..

14. 31
16. 92
59. 91

20. 83
27. 05
6.75 (28)

14. 47 (61)
69. 38

23.98 (100)
18.93 (79)
14. 76 (62)
13. 58 (57
71. 15

13. 94 (58
17.31 (72
17. 32 (72
17.63 (72
66.13

21.21 (89)
18.33 (77)
15.03 (63)
16.08 67)
70. 55

18 02 (75
22. 74 (95
17.81 (75
17. 08 (71
75. 56

21.69 (91
21.20 (89
22. 35 (94)
84.94

25. 44
25. 82
22. 99 (89)
18.42 (71)
92. 67

21. 59 (83)
24. 40 (95)
22.64 (88)
21.36 (83)
90. 00

NoTE.-Figures in parentheses are percentages of peak quarterly shipments: successive peaks are under-
lined. --

Size of Plants and Companies
The fiercely growing competition between world steel'producers is

being carried on in the frontline on the basis of prices, quality, credit,
and promptness of delivery. This frontline battle is being backed up
by large capital expenditures for the installation of the newest available
technology, by the trend toward concentration of production in fewer
large plants, by mergers, and by the organization of sales-cartels.

9.869604064

Table: Table 14.--Shipments of steel products
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The advantages of size apply to both the individual steel works; i.e.,
production units, as well as to the size of companies, i.e., the com-
mercial-financial units. Large blast furnaces, triple tandem large
BOF's and large rolling mills benefit from the increased productivity
of mere size of facilities, while large multiplant companies enjoy such
cost savings as scheduling orders for long production runs and the
ability to offer to customers a full line of products.

Foes of bigness in business and advocates of advantages of small
steel plants for geographical regions at great distances from major
steel centers, and for the developing countries, have greeted with
enthusiasm any new technology encouraging small scale steel produc-
tion. The new spray steelmaking process now in experimental use in
the United Kingdom may appear, at first glance, to offer another step
toward small scale-wide proliferation of steel output. But the optimum
size of steel works is set by the minimum effective size of the largest
indivisible unit anywhere along the chain of production, with all else
being balanced up to it. Thus, even if a small spray steelmaking unit
were to displace a BOF, the optimum size of the whole plant would
still be determined by whatever is the next largest indivisible unit of
plant, such as, the most efficient size rolling mill.
A study made by the British Iron and Steel Federation and pub-

lished in Steel Review, October 1966, shows for the: United Kingdom,
ECSC, United States, and Japan, in tables 15 and 16 the number
of works of various sizes, and the percentage of capacity in works of
various sizes. Tables 17 and 18 give the number of companies of various
sizes, and the percentage of capacity in companies of various sizes.
These tables clearly illustrate the advantages enjoyed by the American
steel industry in relation to both size of companies and size of individ-
ual steel works. While the Department of Justice did not permit
the merger of Bethlehem and Youngstown in the fifties, there seems
to be no objection to the ultimate merger of Pittsburgh Steel and
Wheeling Steel, and even of these two with a third company. Mean-
while the unsatisfactory financial position of steel companies in
Europe has been a spur to achieve higher productivity through
mergers, or through a return to cartel-like organizations.

TABLE 15.-Number of works of various sizes

Over 4,000,000 3,000,000 2,000,000 1,000,000 Below
4,000,000 to 3,000,000 to 2,000,000 to 1,000,000 to 500,000 500,000 Total

tons tolls tons tons tons tons

United
Kingdom.....-. -..-..--- 1 2 9 9 20 41

European Coal
and Steel
Community.. . 1 1 11 16 31 46 106

United States - 7 7 16 17 15 32 94
Japan.... 2 3 2 7 4 31 49

TABLE 16.-Percent of national capacity in works of various sizes

Over 4,000,000 3,000,000 2,000,000 1,000,000 Below
4,000,000 to 3,000,000 to 2,000,000 to 1,000,000 to 600,000 500,000

tons tons tons tons tons tons

United Kingdom ..--... ... .--------... . 10 14 40 19.7 21.0
European Coal and Steel
Community ............. 5 4 24 21 21.2 23.1

United States ..--- ........ 23 11 14 19 7. 2 8.4
Japan....-...---- 11 15 16 17 6.5 14.7~~:i ~~~~;i~~~~~·
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Table: Table 15.--Number of works of various sizes
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TABLE 17.--Number of companies of various sizes

Over 4,000,000 3,000,000 2,000,000 1,000,000 Below
4,000,000 to to to to 600,000 Total

toils 3,000,000 2,000,000 1,000,000 500,000 tons
tons tons tons tons

United Kingdom 4 .4 3 3 6 20
ECSC --...-...,--........-4 3 10 10 15 21 63
United States..-........_;---.; 8 2 4 8 9 22 53Japan ----.. -----......-... -........_ i 1 4 20 31

TABLE 18.-Percent of national capacity in companies of various sizes

Over 4,000,000 to 3,000,000 to 2,000,000 to 1,000 000 to Below
4, 000,000 3,000,000 2,000,000 1,000, 000 00,000 500, 000tons tons tons tons tons tons

United Kingdom -.....-.-.......--.... 44.3 28.4 12.9 7.1 7.3
European Coal and Steel
Community -..------.----.26.0 10.2 24.8 14.1 10. 2 14.7

United States -----..--.....- 72.2 4.3 6. 0 6.5 4.5 6.5
Japan-....-......---- ---.. 74.8 .--6.0 2.3 6.2 10.7

A list of steel company mergers within the Common Market au-
thorized by the High Authority during the years 1962-65 is providedin the appendix. It was in 1966, however, that the really important
mergers took place; Arbed acquired Pont-a-Mousson, Thyssen merged-with Phoenix-Rheinrohr, and Hoesch merged with the Dortmund-
Horder-Huttenunion. The latter had been controlled financially by
the Koninklijke Nederlandse Hoogovens which heretofore never had
interfered with the production program of Dortmund-Horder, until
they worked out a long-range plan whereby the Dutch company
would concentrate on ingots and semifinished products, while the two
German producers would emphasize the finishing operations.

Later in 1966, Lorraine-Escaut-Usinor et Longwy-Denain
Nord-Est merged and Thyssen acquired Staahlwerke Bochum;

Aside from these mergers the German steel industry decided to
organize itself into four sales agencies (Kontore), to channel orders
received by each agency to the steel works best suited for the job;because these agencies are to have additional functions, such as the
decision over future plant expansions, they appear to resemble rather
closely some types of prewar cartels, even if this description is care-
fully avoided. Recently, the High Authority has given its approval of
the formation of these agencies.

A Note on Production Costs of Foreign Steel Producers
Calculations of the cost of steel production abroad is an extremely

difficult job. It will have to be done separately for each country,
if possible for the different major companies and for the different
kinds of finished steel products that are primarily imported into the
United States. Finally, there have been significant changes upward,
both in hourly wage rates and in labor productivity in recent years,
both rates having risen faster abroad than in the United States.
Costs are traditionally calculated under three classifications; namely,

labor, materials, and overhead. Generally speaking, labor costs abroad
are lower than in the United States, but raw materials, fuel and elec-
tric power are higher.

9.869604064

Table: Table 17.--Number of companies of various sizes
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The BLS indexes of wholesale prices (1957-59 equals 100) for 1966
for U.S. steelmaking raw materials were-
Pig iron and ferroalloys----------------------- 80. 2
Iron ore ----------------.-----.-----.-------..-------------------- 90. 5
Scrap iron and steel--------..---..---------.-------..-- .. 77. 3

Foreign prices of raw materials also had fallen during this period
but remained higher than in the United States.
Overhead is higher on account of more debt, higher interest costs

and less ability to deduct interest cost from profit taxes paid. On the
other hand, overhead is also lower because of less depreciation charges
due to lower costs for plant and equipment.
The composite price for a ton of U.S. carbon steel mill products was

$152.80 on August 23, 1967, as reported in Steel Magazine dated
August 28, 1967. The average delivered price was $163.

T'he delivered price paid by U.S. customers for imported steel,
according to answers to the committee staff's questionnaire, as shown
in chapter VII, were lower than domestic delivered prices in a wide
range, but most frequently in the $20 to $25 bracket.
The degree of fierce competition, motivated by overcapacity of

steelmaking facilities in the world, may be gaged by comparing U.S.
steel producer prices and costs with those of Japanese and Western
European producers. Because costs vary among individual plants,
companies, and countries and accounting practices and procedures
differ, the data presented below should be used only for benchmark
purposes:
Average cost at mill and delivered price to U.S. customer for a ton of carbon steel products

United Japan Western
States Europe

Average cost at mill:...-.---- ....--- ..-- .....- $133 $100 $116
U.S. freight average -----.-------.------ ..--- .-------...- 10 5 5
Ocean freight average ----------------------- ---------------.. ---- 15 15
Tariff average..--------- ------- --- ------.-----. 7

Average cost delivered to customer ----------------- 143 127 143
Average delivered price -------------------- ...--- . 163 1143 143

Pretax profit -------..------..----------.-.........- 20 16 0

i The $143 average delivered price is set at $20 below the U.S. delivered price.

The above analysis implies that West European steel producers are
selling in the U.S. market at a price equal to costs, or, because we use
averages, are often not even fully covering their fixed overhead costs.
The Japanese would have a-profit margin of $16. If the price differen-
tial between domestic and imported steel should be wider than $20, the
pretax profit or the loss changes proportionately.
The above-indicated profit margin for Japanese steel sold in the

U.S. market requires qualification in two ways:
(1) Even though Japanese mill costs are below West European mill

costs, and the cost of entry (transportation from mill to port, ocean
freight, tariff, and U.S. freight from port of entry to the customer) are
roughly equal, the average declared price per ton (f.o.b. foreign ports)
in 1966 was generally higher as reported below:

24
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Table: [No Caption]


Table: Average cost at mill and delivered price to U.S. customer for a ton of carbon steel products
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Belgium-Luxembourg; --------,------- ---_ $96.48
France----------------- 100.04
West Germany------------------------------------,--.--.--.-_- 100.47
Italy--- -----------------. 106.37
Japan----------------------------------------------------------- 112.29
United Kingdom------------------------- - 114.07
The Netherlands---------------------- --115.88
European Economic Community------------------ 99.27
Average---------------------------------------- 112.31
The difference between the declared price per ton f.o.b. foreign port

and the average cost at the mill presented m the table above is ac-
counted for, in addition to markup, by the product mix. The Japanese
and the United Kingdom export a much higher grade of steel (cold
rolled sheet and strip) to the United States than the Common Market
nations. Profit margins, however, are still determined basically by
costs at the mill level.

(2) The indicated profit margin for Japanese steel sold- in the
United States exist only insofar as the producers sell directly to their
U.S. customers. If these producers sell through Japanese trading
companies, their profits would decrease by an amount equal to the
commission charged.

If West European producers sell through domestic importers, they
would incur a loss proportionate to the importers' commissions.

Unused Capacity Exerts Pressure to Export
Because of heavy fixed overhead costs, typical of the steel industry,

especially abroad, foreign producers have a tradition of cutting export
prices below total costs rather than to restrict operations. Prewar
cartels have a long history of this type of managerial policies.
Table 19 gives the percentages of their capacities for which the

major steel producing countries were depending on exports in 1965.
TABLE 19.-Steel exports as percentages of raw steel production Percent

Belgium-Luxembourg-----.-__.--_---__---_____ 90. 0
France----------------------------------------------- 47. 0
West Germany -------------------------- 36. 1
Japan------------------- 32. 4
United Kingdom---------------------------------- 18. 0
United States----------------------- -- --- 2. 8
The strain of uncovered fixed costs inherent in unused capacity

has caused frantic efforts to increase exports.
Until about a decade ago, the countries having steel capacity in

excess of domestic demand exported either to countries with no steel
production of their own, or to countries where domestic steel demand
exceeded domestic capacity, usually because the country lacked iron
ore or cooking coal.. Italy might have been mentioned as a typical
example, having but little and poor grade iron ore and almost no coal.
Japan, likewise, was considered as a poor location for a native steel
industry, but it had begun to import iron ore and coal from Manchuria,
which it controlled until World War II.
The present world trends in steel trade are characterized by the

following changes in this tradition: many countries which formerly
imported steel because they_ had no production of their own, have
become steel producers, often in excess of their present domestic
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demands. The number of countries producing their own steel has
more than doubled since the end of World War II, having increased
from 30 countries to 66 in 1966.

Highly industrialized countries like Italy, Japan, and the Nether-
lands, which formerly considered themselves poor locations for steel
industries, now are among the lowest cost-producers because theyimport, in large boats, a grade of iron ore and coking coal -which is
superior and less expensive than most of the iron ore or coking coal
domestically available to traditional steel producing countries, such
as the United Kingdom, France, Germany, Belgium, and Luxem-
bourg.

Especially disconcerting for the future is a review of the known
plans for expanding steel capacity in each country against the esti-
mated future domestic-demand trends, indicating a steadily widening
surplus.
The U.S. steel industry had not only always adjusted its output

promptly, if domestic demand fell for cyclical reasons, but also it has
tried to keep capacity in line with long-term future demand trends
by dismantling obsolete facilities if the discrepancy between expected
domestic demand and new facilities appeared too wide.
But in many countries, like France and Japan, capacity expansion

plans are based on the declared managerial decision of expanding the
gap between future capacity and estimated future domestic demand.
An example of how any surplus capacity abroad is not regarded as

welcome standby facilities for boom times, but as an obligation to
export, is illustrated in the official French document: "The Fifth
Plan, 1966-70," where it is stated on page 20: "In 1970, France will
consume 22 million metric tons of steel and produce 24 million; its
steel industry must therefore export 2 million tons. To maintain
its annual growth target of 4.6 percent, most of the investments for steel-
a total of $1.5 billion for the 6 years-will go to raise productivity.
Simultaneously, the best equipped mills will be used more extensively and
the less competitive ones closed down." (From pamphlet published by
Ambassade de France, Service de Presse et d'Information, 972 Fifth
Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10021, April 1967.) (Emphasis added.)
The concern with the apparent trend of the increasing discrepancy

between world capacity and demand has caused the High Authority
(ECSC) to publish in July 1967 a tabulation of world raw steel
capacity for 1965, and expected capacity for 1970. A study of expected
world steel demand for 1970 may be compiled at a later date.
The following table shows world capacity for 1965 and expected

world capacity in 1970 as well as the expected average annual in-
creases in capacity 1965-70:

26



27STEEL IMPORT STUDY

TABLE 20.-World capacity, 1965, and estimated 1970
[in millions of net tons]

Common Market- -- -.-------------------..
United Kingdom ..-------------------------
United States.----..-----------.--
Japan.-----.--..... .. ..-----

Other Western countries I- ..--. -------------------
Traditional Western Importers 2 .....--__-------.---. --.--.
U.S.S.R.---..-------------------....
Eastern Europe.-.---------------------- --------------
Red China, North Korea, North Vietnam.-----

Total, world...-. .....-----

World capacity

1965 1970

112.2 133.0
34.7 40.7
162.8 178.2
50.5 78.1
33.3 44.4
30.8 55.2
100.1 139.2
31.5 43.0
16 8 27.2

573.1 738.1

' Atstria, Norway, Sweden, Yugoslavia, Australia, Canada, South Africa.
All other Western countries not included above,

This projection of world capacity expansion by 33 million net tons
a year threatens to aggravate the present world surplus capacity which
is discussed below.

The Basic Issue: World Steel Surplus Capacity
This study is concerned with the extent and the causes of the steel

import problem. It is submitted that one of the most basic causes is
the world surplus of steelmaking capacity compared to the world's
demand for steel. To measure this world steel surplus the next two
tables have been prepared:

TABLE 21.-World excess capacity including United States and Red bloc

World
capacity World Ratio Surplus
available Imports of col. to (thousand

Year for exports (thousand col. 2 net tons)
(thousand net tons)
net tons)

(1) (2) (3) (4)

1960------------------123.6 58.3 2.1:1 65.3
1961 .------ --- ------------- --------- 129.1 57.6 2.2:1 71.5
1962---- -------------- 1427 62.9 2.3:1 79.8
19 ------------- 142.1 66.8 2.1:1 75 3
1964 --------....--------------.----- 132.7 77.4 1.7:1 553
1965------------- - ----------------- 15. 7 886 1.7:1 65. 1
196 ---.---..-----------------. ( ) ( ) ) .9

I Not available.

Table 21 shows the world steel surplus calculated by deducting
total domestic production plus imports in all countries from world
capacity. For the world as a whole total imports equal total exports.
The surplus indicates the tonnage of raw steel that is neither consumed
at home nor exported, and therefore constitutes at least a potential
threat to the world market steel prices.
Because the U.S. steel industry promptly adjusted production to

orders that can be obtained at a reasonable profit margin, its gap
between capacity and production does not constitute a threat to

Average
annual
tonnage

Increase In
capacity
1965-70

4.0
1.2
3.1
5.5
2.2
5.0
7.8
2.3
2.1

33.1

I ·

·I
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world market prices. As far as the Red bloc is concerned, their reportedcapacity is close to output. In table 22, therefore, the world excess
capacity is reduced from 70 to 50 million tons, but this 50 MTs
represent the potent source of steel sales in the world market at, or
below, costs.

TABLE 22.-World exess capacity, excluding United States and Red bloc

World
capacity World SurplusYear available for Imports Ratio (thousand
exports (thousand net tons)

(thousand net tons)
net tons)

19 ......................................... 62.7 45.1 1.4:1 17.6
1961 ...................... ........ .67.9 44.8 1.5:1 2.1
192 .. .......................................... 79.1 4.3 1.7:1 32.8
19............................................ 84.9 49.2 1.7:1 5.7
1964............................................ 90.2 58.2 1.6:1 32.0
1966-.......................... . 110.6 61.6 1.8:1 49.0
19 ........................................... () () () ()

i Not available.

In July 1967, the High Authority (ECSC) published its official
estimates of world steel capacity in 1970 as shown in table 20, indi-
cating average annual increases by 33 MT. Because the study assumes
increases of world demand only at an annual rate of 20-25 MT, the
present world surplus capacity is bound to grow each year.
The figures on unused production capacities should be interpreted

with care. It has not been possible to determine the percentage of
outdated equipment which still exists. In addition, it should be re-
membered that a certain surplus is necessary for periods during which
steel consumption is above average. However, present unused pro-
duction capacities are well above this level. The pressure of supplywhich has been felt since the beginning of the sixties and the low level
of prices on the world steel market are clear signs of the existence of
too great a. supply reserve.
The presently known definite plans for raw steel capacity expansions

for the free world, excluding the United States, indicate an increase
from 270 million net tons to 348 million net tons. Because it is unlikely
that the free world, excluding the United States, demand will increase
by 78 million tons between 1966 and 1970, it must be assumed that
the pressures on the world steel market will greatly increase during
the next 4 years.
Why this uneconomic race to increase capacity? Because, first,

new countries that never made steel before are still appearing on the
stage. Other steel producing countries are expanding their steel ca-
paclties for either of two reasons: (1) they may be overoptimistic in
their estimates of future domestic demand and of their export poten-
tial; and (2) they may be pessimistic about their ability to compete
in the world market or even at home, and this results in frantic efforts
to lower costs by building more efficient facilities which are, however,
bound to increase capacity further.

In the appendix to this chapter (app. B) there is a compilation of
forecasts for the years 1970, 1975, and 1977, differing widely in rates of
growth in demand in the United States and the rest of the world.
Domestic production will equal domestic demand, minus net im-
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ports. This study assumes a rate of growth of U.S. demand for steel
by 2 to 23 percent compounded, and 4 to 5 percent for the rest of the
world. It is also assumed that imports into the United States will rise
faster than U.S. demand, unless certain factors discussed in the
"Introduction" and "Summary of conclusions" differ from the presentstate of affairs.
Later in the study, it will be shown that for the period 1967-75

due to the "Battle of the Materials" the rate of growth in demand
will be as follows for steel, aluminum, and plastics:

Percent
Steel--------.-.-.--------------..-.._.... - ...---.- ........ 17-22
Aluminum------..---------.----.-----.-.--.._. 100
Plastics---------------------------.. - 200

Summary
This section has given a rather wide range of forecasts'; it should

therefore be reiterated that this study assumes 2-2% percent com-
pounded for the U.S. and 4-5 percent for the rest of the world.

NOTE ON STEEL AND ARMAMENTS
In estimating the future demand for steel, the role of wars, the arms

race, and possible disarmament agreements are bound to be raised.
In the years between the two World Wars there was considerable

sentiment that not only had the steel industries profited from World
War I, but also that they somehow had been and were still assumed
to be "war mongers" to stimulate the demand for steel. The leftish
party line implied that armaments meant profit for the capitalists.
This opinion is still implied in a recent U.S.S.R. publication, Roit-
burd, L. N., "Outline of the Economics of Ferrous Metallurgy,"
Moscow, 1960, page 15:

During the past 40 years, the leading capitalist countries-the United States
of Amerca, England Germany France, and Japan-produced approximately
3.5 billion tons of steel. About half of all this huge mass of metal went for military
purposes (manufacturing of arms, ammunition construction of military bases).
In addition a great deal of the metal was used indirectly for war purposes (building
of industrial enterprises, transport facilities for the movement of military person-
nel, and arms).
The assumption that armaments and wars increase directly the

demand for steel hardly holds true today. It is true that in May 1967
the backlog of defense orders for durable goods was $33.3 billion out
of total backlog of. durable goods orders of $75 billion, but only a
small fraction of this was for steel. The steel demand increase since
1964 is more a reflection of the boom in plant and equipment outlays
and in sales of consumer durables because of the high rate of employ-
ment than it is a result of defense orders.
The end of hostilities and any era of reduction in defense expendi-

tures would mean a substantial increase in steel demand after a brief
period of adjustment. This conclusion is based on the fact that modern
armaments require less steel per dollar spent.
As discussed later in the concludng chapter national security

requires a viable steel industry which is financially able to support
its research into the new types of steel needed for modern weapons.
The emphasis on the vital national security aspects of a healthy
steel industry is in no way contradicted by the contention made
1See pp. B.
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here, that overall steel requirements would rise if an equal amount
of Government spending would be converted from defense to non-
defense appropriations.
World defense expenditures today are estimated at over $160

billion annually. World disarmament would not necessarily mean an
economic saving of this amount because considerable security ex-
penditures would continue under any conceivable disarmament
agreement. These would include expenditures for some defense,
inspection, police, and deterrent forces, amounting to perhaps as
much as 50 percent of the current total or almost $80 billion annually.
However, this would release the other $80 billion, $40 billion in the
United States alone, for other uses. These savings in disarmament
expenditures could be used in a multitude of ways, mainly in three
areas: the reduction of taxes; increases in Government spending for
goods and services; and increases in foreign aid with emphasis on the
developing nations.
A reduction of taxes would result in an increase in consumer dis-

posable income. It is safe to assume that the consumer will spend a
substantial portion of his "windfall," for durable goods made of steel.
This increase in consumer demand, even for nondurables and services
can be expected, in turn, to call for a higher rate of private investment.
In the event that the consumer should temporarily, at least, withhold
a large portion of his "windfall" in the form of savings, Government
would likely increase its expenditures in order to maintain economic
growth until the consumer again fulfills his role as a demand factor.
An increase in nondefense Government expenditures would result

in increased demands for steel. The curtailment of armament research
and development expenditures would channel these funds to steel-
consuming projects such as super highways, slum clearing, hospitals,
schools, flood control projects, and other such activity that requires
far more steel than armaments in dollars spent.

Increases in the foreign investment and aid programs would perhaps
offer the greatest boost to the world steel demand. Assuming that as
much as one-third, or one-quarter, of total disarmament savings
would be used to increase foreign aid, it becomes apparent that the
impact on the steel demand would be substantial. Developing nations
are in great need of a wide variety of imported steel products for
building up their economic infrastructure-industrial plants, trans-
portation and communication facilities, pipelines, powerplants, etc.
In addition, the need for steel in durable goods for consumer consump-
tion is almost unlimited. For example, in 1966 the U.S. consumption
was 1,454 pounds per capita of raw steel, while in the rest of the world,
excluding the United States, it is estimated at slightly more than 241
pounds per capita.
Any period of lessened tensions, heightened confidence, less defense

spending, and more investment and aid for the developing nations
would increase demand for steel in a multiplier fashion.
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CHAPTER III

AGGRAVATING POLICIES OF GOVERNMENTS

Foreign Aid Increases World Overcapacity
Since World War II, U.S. Government and international agencies'

have advanced substantial funds for the construction of steel-produc-ing facilities abroad. For the years 1947-66 the total amount has
been calculated for this study to have been $2.165 billion. This amount,which includes both grants and loans, is arranged in two tables. Table
C-l gives the amounts for each country by year and table C-2 givesthe amounts for each year by country. These outlays do not include
counterpart funds generated by these grants which may have been
used to finance local currency expenditures.
To these $2.165 billion must be added approximately $900 million

supplied by the U.S.S.R. for the construction of steel mills in India,
the United Arab Republic, Algeria, Ceylon, and Iran. The U.S.S.R. aid
usually calls for repayment over a period of 12 years at 2.5 percent
interest, interest and principal payable in local commodities, with
payments to begin 1 year after completion of these steel plants. These
plants are scheduled for later capacity expansions, as listed below,
also to be financed by U.S.S.R. funds: In India, the Bhilai plant with
a capacity of 1 million tons of steel annually (an expansion of its ca-
pacity to 2.5 million tons per year is currently underway), and a
plant in Bokaro with a capacity of 1.5 .to 2 million tons per year with
a potential expansion of up to 4 million tons annually are prime ex-
amples. In the United Arab Republic, a plant at Helwan is beingexpanded from 300,000 tons to 1.5 million tons of steel per year. In
Algeria, a steel plant at Annaba with a capacity of 300,000-350,000
tons of rolled metal per year is in existence. In Ceylon, a plant with a
capacity of 60,000 tons of rolled steel per year also has been financed
by the Soviets. And in Iran, the first stage of a steel plant with a
capacity of 500,000-600,000 tons of steel per year is a Soviet-assisted
project.
Some of these funds to build steel mills in less developed countries

may have been granted because the requesting country may have
stated that the U.S.S.R. might oblige if the United States did not,
and vice versa.
The increase in the number of steel-producing countries in the post-

war period from 1946 to 1966 is based, in part, on their economic need
and aspirations. However, to an even greater extent it is a reflection of
the emotional spirit of nationalism in the less developed countries. A
national flag, a national anthem, a national airline, and a steel plant-
these seem to be among the first fervent aspirations of any nation.

I Namely the Eximbank-Export-Import Bank of Washinton; IBRD-International Bank for Recon-
struction and Development (World Bank); IADB-Inter-Amerlcan Development Bank; IFC-Inter.
national Finance Corporation; and AID-Agency for International Development.

t See appendix for all tables prefaced by a letter.
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This proliferation of steel production, aside from usually being so
high cost that the country would be able to import steel much more
cheaply rather than to make it, has helped to create a world surplus
of capacity. It has also decreased the chances of the traditional steel
exporting countries to find markets in the developing countries.

Therefore, future financial, technical, and educational aid should
probably be concentrated on assisting these countries to develop their
steel-consuming rather than their steel-producing facilities.

U.S. GOVERNMENT AND INTERNATIONAL AGENCY FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO
FOREIGN STEEL INDUSTRIES

Summary by countries
Country

Argentina ---------------

Australia--------
Austria ..-,-----------.--
Belgium---------------..-
Braail--------------
Canada.------------------
Chile---------------------
Colombia------------------
France--------------------
Germany------------------
India.--------------
Italy--------------------
Jamaica.----------------
Japan.-------.---.------
Korea---------------------
Liberia -------------------

Mexico--------------------
Netherlands ------------_-

Year:
1947.-----------------
1948------.--------.-
1949----.-----------
1950------------------
1951.-----------...--
1952--....-----.--.--
1953------------------
1954------------------
1955 .----------------
1956-....- .........--
1957------------------

MWinom
$111.26

13.35
56. 42
20.44

140. 01
5.70

113.87
33. 95
83. 74
10.00

211.92
220. 48

.50
294.09

2.23
45. 63

153. 38
14.94

Summary
Mfltonu
$28.29

7.20
203.87
45.70
66.07
42. 11
11.20

111.59
88.32
221.76
145.79

Cou
Pakist
Peru-.
Philipl
Portuj

Spain.
Turke
Unite(
Urugu
Venezl
Yugos
Europi
Con

Latin
Stee

tryW MilUion
an--------$0.63
..---.--------------- 42.00
pines-------------- 67.76
gal-

. .....85dlic of China .... 70
----------------126.31

by--------------- 164.05
d Kingdom----------- 27.22
ay------------------ 2.58
jela----------------- 13.64
lavia - ..------ 87.92
ean Coal and Steel
imunity----. 100.00
American Iron and
1 Institute----- .05

Total--------------2,165.62

y by years
Year-

1i
1iIs
19
19
19
IC

19C

19-Continued MiUom
)58 .---------------- $120.58
}59---------------- 195.72
}60------------ -- 123.66
161----------------- 175.25
162---------------- 114.48
163------------- -- 110.21
164---------------- 192.91
165------------------ 71.74
66------------------ 89.19

Total --------------2,165.62

Government Ownership and Control of Free World Sieel Producers
There are at least 84 steel-producing companies of the free world in

which the respective governments-national, state, municipal, and
entities thereof, such as, banks, institutes, economic commissions, etc.,
have an equity interest or direct control. These are listed in the ap-
pendix which also shows the latest annual raw steel output (generally
1965) of each company, where available, and the percentage that such
output represents of total national production.
While the individual companies operating within the European and

Asian Red bloc countries are not covered in the survey, they are
included en masse in the summary table below in order that a meas-
urement of the impact of direct government participation in steel can
be made on a worldwide basis.

9.869604064
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Production
195 raw steel of compania
production, with govern- Ratio

Major economic areas million nat ment In- (percent)
tons test,

net tons

World -- --------------- 503 200 42
Red bloc -..---------------- .--......... ........-14 140 100
Freeworld -.-........-.....-.............-------357 63 18
Fre world (excluding the United State).-....... 22X-----8 - 28

Developed areas...----..-..- ......6---..............m 63 25
Lss developed aea --.-...-.-...--.,..-------.---.--.. 17 10 a

A breakdown of the same data by the geographic regions of the
free world (excluding the United States and Canada) provides an
even more dramatic picture of the impact of government participation.

1965 Production of
raw steel companies

Regions, free world production, with govern- Ratio
thousand meant interest, (percent)
net tons thousand

net tons

Latin America.--..--------....---.....---------..9, 227 6, 760 78
Free Europe------------- ..------------ ..... 142,813 49 790 35

EC8C ..--. ...9..-----.---...---........ 94, 792 15,060 16
Other free Europe..----... ---. 48,021 34,740 72

Africa...- -----..-------------------..---..-----.--.-- 3,961-3,l5 85
Middle East ....------------------.--. -...-..----- 392 372 95
Far East and Pacific--.....-----------------------.. 59, 283 2,375 4

Japan......-...-...----.---------...------....-----..-- 45,372 ....------ 0
Other Far East, Pacific- --......... 13,911 2,375 17

Companies in which governments have a direct interest account
for a significant share of world steel production. As might be expected,
companies with government participation are most important, in
terms of relative output, in the Red bloc and less developed countries,
but even in developed countries (other than the United States) the
share of output accounted for by such companies is not insignificant,
particularly when coupled with the fact that governments in these
countries often extend substantial direct or indirect assistance of one
type or another to their respective steel industries. (Table C-3.)
Furthermore, the government ownership and control of large steel-
consuming companies, such as of Renault in France, and part of
Volkswagen in Germany may result in downward pressures on steel
prices.
French and Japanese steel plants are privately owned. The French

Government, however, has been advancing funds for expansion at
about half the going rate in the open capital market. Little is
known about government financial aid to the Japanese steel industry,
but it is hard to visualize how the Japanese steel industry's expansion
from 1 million tons in i945 to 65 million tons in 1967 could have been
handled without direct or indirect government aid.
The list of companies for the United Kingdom includes not only

Richard Thomas & Baldwins, which never was denationalized, but
also the 13 other British steel companies which were nationalized
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on June 28, 1967. This "nationalized" segment will account for over
90 percent of total British steel output and capacity. In other free
world countries, a number of new plants are coming into being during
1967.

Government Assistance to Foreign Steel Producers

Most foreign steel producers receive incentives from their Govern-
ment to increase steel exports. These incentives include such various
forms of assistance as tax rebates, subsidies, liberalized depreciation
policies, low-interest loans, liberal export credit and government-
condoned cartels, to name a few of the more common aids. Inasmuch
as the use of these incentives vary widely among countries, this account
will be limited to a summary of the major types of government
assistance which are available to foreign steel producers.

Tax Rebates

Among the export incentives employed by major exporting coun-
tries, particularly with respect to steel exports, the principal form of
assistance is the refunding of taxes applicable to home market sales.
Tax rebates arc permissible under the GATT only if the remissions are
made on indirect taxes. Foreign governments maintain that even
though indirect taxes are levied for national purposes, they, in turn,
place an undue burden on the competitive position of exports in the
world market.
One of the most widely used indirect taxes which is rebated on

exports is the turnover tax. There are many kinds of turnover taxes
which are currently in effect throughout the world, and for purposes
of illustration, the turnover tax systems in the European Economic
Community will be discussed in detail.
At the present time, Belgium, Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, and

the Netherlands use the multistage (cascade) turnover tax system
assessed on the full amount of the sale each time a product changes
hands, with the exception of intracompany transfers. France employs
a single tax system levied on the value added through the wholesale
stage. These tax systems are illustrated in the following table:

Nominal Effective
Type of tax Tax base rate rate

(percent) (percent)

Belgium .................. . Cascade .. Selling price excluding tax .... 77.0
Oennany..........-..... ....do.....-. Selling price including tax..... 4 4.17
Italy--...- .......... .......-- do.-.- elling price excluding tax.... 4 4.0

..-Lur :nhb ........ - .. .....do......... Selling price Including tax ...- 3 3.09
Netherlands-.....-..... do......... . ...do --- -...-..-------..--- .. 5 5. 26
France.----...- ...-...--Added value.-.-.do..-...... 20 25.0

Under an agreement reached February 9, 1967, the EEC's Council
of Ministers adopted two directives committing the member countries
to harmonize their turnover tax systems by not later than January 1,
1970. The first of these directives provides for (1) the replacement of
the turnover tax system (cascade system) at present in force in
Belgium, Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, and the Netherlands by a
common system of taxation on value added (TVA) and (2) the aline-
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ment-of the added-value tax system-already in force in France to the
common system. The first directive also defines the essential principles
on which this system is to be based and establishes the time table for
the next and ultimate step; namely, the harmonization of the turnover
tax rates which will -the-object of a future directive. Thus, before
the end of 1968, the EEC Commission is required to submit to the
EEC Council proposals indicating how and by what date this ultimate
step is to be achieved and the Council will, if possible, make its decision
on these proposals before January 1, 1970.
The second directive spells out the method of applying the common

TVA system which each member state is to incorporate into its tax
law. Main points of the second directive are: (1) The TVA will be a
tax on consumption levied, in principle, at all stages of the economic
process and in such a way that it falls only on the value added at
each stage (i.e. the taxpayer can deduct from the tax due on the
invoiced value the amount of taxes previously paid as invoiced by
his suppliers), (2) the TVA applies on merchandise and services
supplied within each of the member states and on merchandise imports
(but not on exports), (3) the TVA eventually will apply down to the
retail level, but until such time as the fiscal frontiers between the six
are abolished, member countries are free to limit its application down
to and including the wholesale level, and (4) certain transitory pro-
visions are made for the treatment of capital goods with respect to
deductions for previous taxes paid.
The action taken by the EEC Council carries both immediate and

long-range implications. The near-term consequence deriving from the
application of the common TVA system will be to significantly change
the applicable turnover tax rates, and hence the border tax barrier
upon imports and the tax remission on exports.

Since the six member states, under the agreements of February 9,
1967, have committed themselves, at this time, only to a common
TVA system, they remain free to set their own TVA tax rates for
an undetermined period. For the five member states that must
switch to the TVA system, and for France as well, the determination
of new rates poses complex problems as the ultimate harmonized
(identical) tax rate level will affect each country's tax structure
(by virtue of a shift in incidence between different tax sources).

t is generally assumed that to start with, the five will try to
fix their individual TVA rates at a level which will yield about the
same revenues as their present turnover tax systems. If each country
levies the TVA down through the retail level (which most of them
do not at present), the initial rates might range as follows:

Rate on value Equivalent rate
including tax on value

(percent) excluding tax
(percent)

Belgium...--.....-.....---.--..... .....--..-.......11-1 12.4-14.9
Germany.-----...------------------- 10 11.1
Italy-.......... - ----- ---- 414 8.7-16a.
Luxembourg,....... .-----..--------.-- - 8 74-7
Netherlands .----.-.-...----------....-.... --- 7. 5

-...The French TVA tax, which is currently fixed at 20 percent on the
value including the tax (25 percent on value excluding the tax) is to be

20-479 0-68-5
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reduced to 16.66 percent on the value including the tax (20 percent
on value excluding the tax) in 1968.

If the sequence of events sketched in the preceding paragraphs
actually evolves, border taxes on imports will, in the first stage (1) in-
crease in the case of Belgium, Germany, Italy, and Luxembourg and
(2) decline in the case of the Netherlands and France. In the second
stage, all of them would rise to the French level which then will be 20
percent on the duty paid border value. Ai\ will be noted from the above
tabulation, this would represent a significant increase over present
rates in all cases except France.
The effect on intracommunity trade will be to neutralize turnover

taxes as a competitive factor and remove the trade distortions to which
the existing system has given rise. The effect on imports from non-EEC
countries would be to significantly increase the cost of access to the
EEC market so long as the "destination" principle of taxation remains
in effect.

In announcing the introduction of the common TVA system, the
official EEC press release terms this action "an essential step toward
a Common Market in which tax frontiers will have ceased to exist-in
which taxes will not be refunded on exports or imposed on imports,"
with the result that "there will therefore be no need for the relevant
frontier formalities" in respect of trade between the six. But such
complete elimination of the turnover tax frontiers among the member
states will only be achieved when the ultimate step involving (1) the
unification of the tax rates and (2) the assessment of the tax on the
country of origin rather than the present country of destination
principle has been put into effect.

Neither the level of the harmonized rate nor the effective date of
this final step can be predicted. Present guessing is that the final
harmonized rate will range between 15 and 20 percent and that the
timing of the final harmonization stage will be in the mid-1970's.
This ultimate phase in the EEC turnover tax harmonization project

raises a serious question for non-EEC suppliers, namely, whether
it is the intention of the-EEC to shift the turnover tax assessment to
the country of origin principle in trade with the outside world as well,
or whether it will apply only on intra-EEC transactions. Should the
EEC elect to adopt the former course, it would of course imply a
welcome dismantlement of what constitutes a highly protective
nontariff trade barrier. If on the other hand, the EEC should choose
to consider the matter as a purely internal arrangement, non-EEC
suppliers will face an even more formidable hurdle in shipping into
the EEC market from without. Presumably, the latter position
would not be in violation of the GATT since it is possible to argue
nondiscrimination when the EEC is treated as a single bargaining unit.

Currently, with respect to foreign trade, all six member states
apply the turnover tax on the country of destination principle. Hence,
imports are subjected to a border tax to equalize the turnover tax
burden with domestically produced goods and conversely, turnover
taxes paid on exported goods are rebated. The tax treatment on steel
imports into the EEC is included in the material prepared on tariff
and nontariff trade barriers. The rates of tax remission on steel exports
from the EEC are described below.
Belgium.-Steel exports are exempt from the turnover tax of 7

percent that is applicable to domestic sales transactions, including
imported steel products which are sold to customers in Belgium.
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France.-Steel exporters can claim rebate or exemption on exports

from the value added tax of 25 percent which is imposed when the steel
is sold in a domestic sales transaction. When imported steel is sold in
France, the 25 percent tax applies to the full sales price.

Italy.-Steel exports are exempt from the turnover tax of 4 percent
that is applicable to a domestic sales transaction. In addition, a refund
at the rate of 4.8 percent of the export price is allowed on most exported
steel products. (Exceptions include tubes, at the rate of 7.8 percent, and
cable wire and nails at the rate of 6.6 percent.) This refund is intended
to cover the turnover taxes that presumably were paid on the materials
purchased for use in the manufacture of the exported steel product.
In addition to the 4 percent turnover, steel imports are also subject
to an additional so-called equalization tax ranging from 1 to 5 percent
of the sale price.
Refund of duty and indirect taxes is granted on exports of the

products of the metals-mechanical industry (the steel fabricators) of
Italy, at rates ranging from $21.77 to $29.03 per net ton on exports to
non-ECSC countries and from $4.35 to $5.81 per net ton on exports
to ECSC.

Italy contends that the refund of turnover tax does not exceed the
taxes actually paid. While this may be true in some instances, in
most cases the refund appears to be somewhat excessive. As to the
refund of duty and other indirect taxes, there is little question that
subsidy. A recent decision (May 17,1967) by the Treasury Department
on transmission towers illustrates this point:
TREASURY ANNOUNCES COUNTERVAILING DUTY ORDER ON STRUCTURAL STEEL

,UNITs FROM ITALY FOR ELECTRICAL TRANMISSION TOWEsS
The Treasury Department announced today that it has sent to the Federal

Register for publication a notification of countervailing duties to be imposed on
importations from Italy of steel units for electrical transmission towers
The countervailing duties will be assessed on all importations of these steel

units entered following 30 days after publication of the notification in the Federal
Register. These duties are intended to counteract subsidies paid by the Govern-
ment of Italy on exports to the United States of the steel unite in question.
The amount of the countervailing duties will be equal to the amount of the

subsidy. This was declared in the Treasury Department's notification to be 13.67
lira per kilo. At the current exchange rate of the lira, this is equivalent to $22.40
per long ton (2,240 pounds).
The countervailing duty action is the result of an extensive investigation

conducted by the Bureau of Customs following a complaint of subsidization
submitted by an ad hoc committee of galvanized transmission tower fabricators.
The committee's complaint was filed pursuant to section 303 of the Tariff Act
of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1303).
Luxembourg.-Exports are exempt from the turnover tax of 3 percent

that is applicable to domestic sales transactions including the sale of
imported products. In addition, a refund at the rate of 1 percent of the
export border value is allowed on all steel products. This refund is
intended to cover turnover taxes previously paid on the materials
purchased for use in the manufacture of the exported product.

West Germany.-A 4-percent turnover tax is refunded at the rate of
4 percent of the exporter's price plus 0.5 to 4 percent, depending on the
steel product, to cover material purchased for use in the manufacture
of such product. A so-called compensating tax of 2 to 9% percent is
assessed on the sale in West Germany of imported steel products.

United Kingdom.-Another example of a different approach to
rebating indirect taxes is found in the British export rebate scheme.



38 STEEL IMPORT STUDY

The United Kingdom export rebate was implemented January 20,
1965, under the Customs and Excise Export Rebates Order 1965. To
qualify for the rebate, goods must have at least 20 percent of their cost
of manufacture attributable to United Kingdom expenditure. Such
costs (incurred before goods are despatched in their final or finished
state) include: cost of materials (less the amount of any customs or ex-
cise duty or surcharge or levy subsequently refunded on the export of
the goods); direct labor costs; overhead costs of premises, land, machin-
ery, etc. (including fuel, etc., costs); the costs, in the course of pro-
duction, of an independent contractor; and normal packing costs.
Excluded are manufacturer or exporter's profit, carriage or freight
on the goods in their final state-and the rebate itself. The rates of
rebate on steel exports are 2% or 3 percent of the free on board export
value.
The official purposes of this program are to enable British firms

to keep their prices competitive, to promote overseas marketing, and to
increase the profitability of exporting.
Japan.-In the case of Japan, no provision has been made for refund

of, or exemption from, excise taxes in favor of steel exporters, but other
incentives such as liberalized depreciation allowances and export
cartels come into play.
The U.S. industry is at.a disadvantage compared to European steel

producers because taxes that cannot be repaid are 80.5 percent of
total taxes compared to only some 48.5 percent for Italy, 48.8 percent
for France, and 65.7 percent for Germany.'
The principal form of taxation on persons and corporations in the

United States is direct taxes in contrast to the EEC countries, Canada
and the United Kingdom, all of which collect taxes to a much larger
extent through indirect taxes (sales, excise, turnover or value added).
U.S. exporters have to pay these indirect taxes at the border, while
U.S. importers do not face such levies. Foreign countries rebate their
own indirect taxes to their exporters, but the United States does not
refund to domestic corporations the portion of direct corporate taxes
that have been levied on profits originating from exports. International
comparisons of tax burden are difficult to calculate, but the table be-
low shows clearly that U.S. corporations pay from three to six times
higher direct taxes than do corporations in other countries:
Direct corporate taxes as a percent of GNP in selected industrial countries, 1965

Percent --- Percent
United States-------- 13. 77 France-------------- 2.12
United Kingdom---------...--1.90 Germany-------------------- 2. 47.
Japan----------------- 3. 96 Italy---- (1)
Belgium--------------------- .1.91 The Netherlands 3. 96
Canada------ 4. 19

1 Not available.
Source: Office of the Secretary of the Treasury, Office of Tax Analysis.
From: National Accounts Statistics, 1956-5, OECD, 1967.

Subsidies and Other Forms of Assistance, Including Measures Not
Directly Related to Exports

Foreign government subsidies and other forms of assistance to the
steel industry or to closely related industries bear directly on the com-

I Source: OECD, factfinding report on border tax adjustments, applied by member countries to exports
and imports, Paris, October 194, p. 29.
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petitive position of steel exports in the world market. Even though
most forms of assistance are granted primarily for domestic economic
reasons, they do relieve the product from the full burden of costs which
would have been incurred without this aid. In the world market, a
product which has been directly or indirectly subsidized may have a
rmore favorable competitive position than a directly -competitive
product from another country which does not receive similar forms of
government assistance.
An e).ample of direct government subsidization is the new European

Coal and Steel Community compensation scheme for coke and coking
coal within the ECSC announced February 22, 1967.
By the terms of the decision, member governments are authorized:
To provide subsidies to coal producers of their country so as to help bring the

price of Community coking coal and coke used in steelmaking down toward the
price of imports: the subsidy may be at a flat rate of $1.70 per ton or at a varied
rate averaging $1,70 per ton with a maximum $2.20 per ton;
To introduce a joint financing system up to a maximum value of $22 million to

cover the cost of subsidies for coke and coking coal delivered from one member
country to another.
The price reduction mrde.posslble by the new subsidy must be made on the

basis of list prices as published on January 1, 1967. The price reducton can in no
case be more than the difference between these list pricesand the delivered price
of imported coke and coking coal. The subsidy is given on condition that the entire
amount is passed on in the form of a rebate to the Community steelmaking
industry.
The joint financing system for subsidies to intra-Community trade in coke

and coking coal provides for a 40 percent contribution by the coal exporting
country and 60 percent by the six member countries jointly, in the following ratio:
Germany and France, 2,. percent; Italy, 14 percent; Belgium, 11 percent; Nether-
lands, 10 percent; and Luxembourg 9 percent.

Also by way of example, in Belgium, direct cash grants are made to
companies locating in specified development regions. These grants
range from up to 20 percent of the cost of buildings (30 percent-during
period of recession) and 7.5 percent of the cost of equipment (10 per-
cent during recession periods). Because of the high percentage of ex-
ports, these grants represent considerable aid to the producer willing
to locate in a development region.
Two organizations which are financed from public and private funds

have been created by government departments and private banks to
make credit finance readily available to exporters. The office of Na-
tional du Ducroire, a government agency, issues credit insurance on
exports to the United States.
In France, exporters are allowed to set aside, free from profit tax,

a bad debt reserve that amounts to 5 percent of the medium- and long-
term credit extended to customers in export markets. In addition,
special measures are arranged by government-owned banks to enable
exporters to obtain credit to finance overseas business.
French exporters can obtain insurance through a semipublicly owned

firm called COFACE for business involving certain risks which a
commercial bank could not accept, and government loans for new
facilities are made available to the industry at special low rates of
interest.

In Italy, insurance of export credits is provided by the Instituto
Nazionale delle Assicurazione (INA). Coverage is limited to 85 percent
of the credit given by the exporter to his foreign customer. The state
railway tariffs also allow reduced transport rates for export goods on
that part of the journey taking place in Italy.
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In Luxembourg the steel industry previously had no access to any
form of waterway. In 1965, the Government of Luxembourg con-
tributed extensively toward building a freight-handling yard and the
port of Mertert on the Moselle. As a result the steel industry now has
direct canal links with the major steel markets of Europe. Since
Belgium steel producers must still ship by rail to Mertert, the industry
has negotiated special rates with the Luxembourg State Railway, for
the alinement of rail tariffs with comparable canal tariffs. This results
in a significant concession in freight charges for steel,: particularly
since the normal rail tariffs in Luxembourg are the highest in Europe.

In the case of the United Kingdom, in May 1966 the Government
introduced a selective employment tax aimed at subsidizing the cost
of labor in the manufacturing sector of the economy. Under this law,
steel producers are refunded the full amount of the tax paid by them
plus a rebate of 30 percent of their total tax paid.

In Japan, exporters are permitted to establish a tax-free reserve of
up to 1.5 percent of the income from overseas trading for foreign
market development.

Low-Interest Loans

Until a year ago interest rates on bank loans or industrial bond
issues were substantially higher abroad than in the United States.
However, many foreign steel industries have received government
loans at significantly reduced interest rates. Loans granted by the
French Government to the French steel industry serve las a case in
point.
At the end of 1965, the French Government granted a 300 million

franc equipment loan to the French steel industry. For the first 5 years
no annual repayment will be required and no interest will be payable
during this period. After the first 5 years, the rate of interest will be 4
percent. In 1967 the French Government advanced another loan of
3 billion francs to the steel industry at 3 percent, a rate of interest
less than one-half of what might have been charged in the open
market-if available at any terms.

Corporate Tax Rates, Depreciation Allowances, and Investment
Incentives, Abroad

It is often stated that in foreign countries steel producers benefit
from lower corporate tax rates, or more favorable depreciation allow-
ances, than available to U.S. steel producers. The U.S. Treasury was
requested to compile a survey of corporate tax rates and depreciation
allowances abroad.

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY,
Washington, D.O.

Prof. ROBERT M. WEIDENHAMMER,
Care of Senate Finance Committee,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DEAR PROFESSOR WEIDENHAMMER: This is in further response to

your letter of February 23 to Mr. Hendrick.
The information relating to corporate tax rates and depreciation

allowances abroad that you requested has been summarized and is
attached. As you know the income tax laws of various countries are
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constantly changing and we are not always certain that we have re-
ceived the latest information. We believe the material on all but France
to be up to date. Certain changes recently made in the French law
are not yet available to us and have not been included.
Concerning provisions similar to our investment credit, you will

be interested to know that taxpayers in Great Britain were, until
recently, given investment allowances for new capital expenditures,
but this has been changed so that with respect to certain expenditures
British taxpayers are now given cash grants. Taxpayers are thus
given relief whether or not their enterprise is successful, while in case
of a tax credit the relief is granted only if the investment proves
profitable.
The Japanese Government recently adopted new tax legislation-

1966 special taxation measures law-which allows, among other
things, tax credits to companies with capital in excess of 100 million
yen ($278,000), which retire obsolete equipment. The tax credit allow-
ance is 10 percent of the cost of the equipment replaced. None of the
other countries mentioned in your letter has provisions similar to our
investment credit; most of them do have incentives in the form of
"special depreciation allowances."

I trust the information supplied is of assistance to you.
Sincerely yours,

NATHAN N. GORDON,
Directorfor International Tax Affairs.

INCOME TAX LAWS OF DIFFERENT COUNTRIES
The information presented in the attached sheets has been sub-

divided into three parts:
1. Corporation tax rates;
2. Depreciation allowances for industrial buildings and facilities

(excluding capital equipment); and
3. Investment incentives. Special depreciation allowances and tax

credits for investments and other measures used to accelerate economic
or industrial development and growth.
For the sake of simplicity, exhaustive details have been deliberately

omitted.
I. CORPORATION TAX RATES

Belgium
The rate of corporate income tax varies from 25 percent to 35

percent. The standard rate is 30 percent but is increased to,35 percent
for that part of undistributed profits exceeding 5 million francs
($100,000), or is reduced to 25 percent for that part of undistributed
profits not exceeding 1 million francs.
France
The standard rate of corporate income tax is at present 50 percent

of net profits including capital gains.
Germany
The tax rate for undistributed profits is 51 percent for corporations

with unlimited tax liability and 49 percent for corporations with
limited tax liability. Distributed profits of corporations with unlimited
tax liability are taxed at a rate of 15 percent. Since income used to
pay tax is treated as undistributed income the minimum tax rate
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cones to 23 percent. (If either a corporation's seat or its management
is located in Germany it has an unlimited tax liability. If, on the other
hand, a corporation is not located or managed in Germany, only its
income derived from German sources is taxable.)
The Berlin Assistance Law provides a reduction of 20 percent in the

corporation tax and an additional 3.2 percent reduction on income
earned in West Berlin.
Italy
Both an income tax and company tax are imposed on corporations.
Income tax rates vary depending on size of income, as follows:

Income up to 4,000,000 lire ($6,540) --------------------- About 29 percent.
Income from 4,000,000 to 10,000,000 lire ---------------- About 31 percent.
Income from 10,000,000 to 50,000,000 lire------.-------- About 34 percent.
Income from 50,000,000 to 100,000,000 lire ----.-----.--. About 35 percent.
Income over 100,000,000 lire ------,.- -----------------. About 36 percent.
Company taxes are charged on those profits which exceed 6 percent

of the net worth of the company. The present rate of tax is 17.56
percent.
Japan
The corporation tax rates vary from 22 to 35 percent depending

on the total income of the corporation and the disposition to be made
of profits. The current rates, effective April 1, 1966, are as below:

(In percent

Income declared as Income retained in
dividends business

Company Company Company Company
capitalized capitalized capitalized capitalized

at 100,000,000 at more than at 100,000,000 at more than
yen ($278,000) 100,000,000 yen or less 100,000,000

or less yen yen

Taxable income up to 3,000,000 yen ($8,300)... 22 26 28 35
Taxable income over 3,000,000 yen per year.. 26 26 36 35

Luxembourg
Income tax rates for corporations vary depending upon the total

profits. The current rates are:
On profits not exceeding Fr400,000 ($8,000) ---------- 20 percent.
Over Fr400,000 but not over Fr600,000-------------- 50 percent+ Fr80,000.
Over Fr600,000 but not over Frl,000,000 ------------- 30 percent+ Frl80,000.
Over Frl,000,000 but not over Frl,312,400 ----------- 72 percent+ Fr300,000.
On profits exceeding Frl,312,400 ------------------ 40 percent.
Netherlands
The company profits tax imposes the following rates of tax on

aggregate profits.
Percent

If profits do not exceed 50,000 florins ($14,000) ----------------- 42
If profits exceed 50,000 florins-------------------- --------------- 45
But a supplementary tax of 15 percent is imposed on profits between

40,000 and 50,000 florins in order to provide a smooth transition in
the effective rate for companies with income of 50,000 florins and those
with less.
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United Kingdom
The latest revision of the British tax laws established a corporation

profits tax at the rate of 40 percent.
United States
The corporate income tax rates in the United States are as follows:

Normal tax on total income - ----.------------------------------------ 22
Surtax on income exceeding $25,000------------ ---------.------- 26

II. DEPRECIATION ALLOWANCES

The information presented below relates only to normal deprecia-
tion allowance by various countries. Special allowances and deductions
granted are discussed in part III.
1. Belgium
The rate for depreciation in principle is decided by the tax au-

thorities for each company individually. The law permits the tax
department to grant, with respect to certain fixed assets acquired as of
January 1, 1963, higher depreciation in the first year of acquisition (de-
clining balance method). In the case of accounting periods other than
the calendar year or after the first day of the accounting period ending
in 1964, a company can adopt the declining balance method of depreci-
ation. In this case the deduction must not exceed twice the deduction
for the straight-line method or 20 percent.
The current straight-line rate for industrial buildings is 3 percent

per annum.

France
Generally, the straight-line method of depreciation is allowed but

in certain cases, especially in case of new industrial buildings of
light construction (those with an anticipated useful life of 15 years
or less), declining method of depreciation is permitted.
For straight-line depreciation, the allowable rates vary from 5

percent to 33 percent, depending on the nature of property involved.
The rate for industrial buildings is 5 percent per annum. However,
under various decrees issued by the Ministry of Finance, special de-
preciation allowances are granted to different kinds of industries and
different types of assets.
West Germany
The tax laws with respect to depreciation are flexible and the

allowances vary from 1.5 percent to 20 percent.
The accounting methods allowed differ for different kinds of

assets, e.g., buildings can be depreciated only under straight-line
method but movable capital assets can be depreciated by declining-
balance method only.
Where the declining-balance method is adopted, the allowance is

restricted to double the amount which would be allowed under the
straight-line method and must not exceed 20 percent.

Industrial buildings can be depreciated. at a maximum rate of
3.5 percent.
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Italy
Depreciation allowances differ for different types of equipment

and range from 3 percent to 20 percent. The accounting method
allowed is straight-line method of depreciation.
The lowest rate of depreciation allowance-about 5 percent-is

for industrial buildings. For machinery the rates are 12 percent.
Japan
Companies operating in Japan can elect straight-line or declining-

balance method of depreciation.
Useful lives of fixed assets are determined by the Ministry of

Finance but legitimate protests for shortened useful lives are often
recognized and approved.
For industrial buildings the rate of depreciation allowed differs

from 2 to 20 percent, depending upon the location of the building,
nature of the building, and size of the enterprise.
Luxembourg

Generally the straight-line method of depreciation is permitted
but in certain cases the declining-balance method may be adopted.
The depreciation allowances for various categories of capital goods

differ from a minimum of 2 percent to a maximum of 16 percent.
Industrial buildings can be depreciated at a rate of 3 percent while

general plant and equipment can be depreciated at a rate of 16 percent
per annum.
Netherlands

All methods of depreciation are authorized and recognized by law
but the accounting must be consistent and systematic. A change of
method can only be made in special circumstances and with the ap-
proval of the tax authorities.

Generally, industrial buildings can be depreciated at a rate of 2 to
4 percent while plant and equipment can be depreciated at a rate
of 7 to 10 percent.
United Kingdom
For industrial buildings the rate of depreciation allowed is 4 percent

per annum. All industrial buildings, however, receive an initial
(first year) allowance of 15 percent; afterward, they can be depreciated
either on,a straight-line or a declining-balance method.
For new plant and machinery acquired after November 5, 1962,

accelerated depreciation deductions are allowed.
United States
Depreciation may be computed under any of the following four

methods:
(A) Straight-line method.
(B) Declining-balance method, at a rate up to 200 percent of

straight-line.
(C) Sum of the years-digits method.
(D) Any other "consistent method" if total allowances in the

first two-thirds of useful life do not exceed the allowances under
the declining-balance method.

Industrial buildings and facilities can be depreciated at a rate of 2.2
percent.
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III. INVESTMENT INCENTIVES
Belgium

Industrial buildings, valued at less than BF2,500,000 ($50,000) are
exempt from real estate taxes for 5 years.
France

In case of iron and steel industries, depreciation may be accelerated
in relation to the value of the production of such steel or mining
enterprises. The regulations permit the optional writing off of addi-
tional depreciation.

(In principle these allowances do not apply to assets acquired or
manufactured since Jan. 1, 1960. Their application has, however,
been provisionally extended at the taxpayer's option, in place of
declining-balance method to assets acquired or manufactured between
Jan. 1, 1960, and Jan. 1, 1965.)
Italy
For extensions, renewals, construction, or reconstruction work

undertaken since January 1, 1964, 40 percent of the cost of the new
installations may be spread over the first 4 years and added to the
normal rate of depreciation. However, aggregate depreciation may not
exceed 100 percent of the valuo of such new installations, nor 15
percent per annum.

Japan
There are two types of investment incentives granted by Japanese

tax laws: (1) Investment credit, and (2) income adjustment allow-
ances.

1. Investment credit.-This concept was introduced in 1966 when
corporations with capital in excess of 100 million yen ($278,000)
were granted investment credit for replacement of existing but
obsolete equipment. The'rate of this credit is-

Ten percent of the cost of machinery or equipment so scrapped
with a limit of 10 percent of the overall tax liability of the corpo-
ration.

In addition to above, income from manufacture of "new important
products" is exempt from tax for 3 years after the start of operation.

2. Income adjustment allowances.-
1. Special depreciation, in addition to ordinary depreciation, is

allowed during the first year of use for the following:
(A) Plants and equipment used by the important industries

specified by law and designated as urgently needed to modernize
such industries (e.g., blast furnaces used by the steel industry):
One-fourth of acquisition cost.

(B) Plants and equipment of small enterprises (with capital
stock of less than 100 million yen) designated as urgently needed
to improve their business: One-third of acquisition cost.

(C) Large-scale plants or equipment produced for the first
time in Japan and which require a high degree of technology for
manufacture and have a high unit cost (100 million yen or more

per machine or set of machines): One-third of acquisition cost.
(D) Acquisition or establishment of plants or machinery used

in underdeveloped areas: One-third of acquisition cost.
(E) New machinery for use in research and development:

95 percent of acquisition cost.
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2. Special depreciation amounting to one-third above the usual
depreciation allowance is granted for the following assets:

(a) Machinery, equipment, buildings for factories, warehouses,
and so forth, owned by small- or medium-sized companies.

(b) Warehouses owned by wholesalers, and so forth, designated
by Minister of International Trade and Industry as contributing
to the development of distribution system.

Luxembourg
New capital expenditure on plant and productive material can be

deducted in the taxable year as follows:
Thirty percent for the first slice of expenditure not exceeding 2

million francs.
Twenty percent for the second slice of expenditure exceeding 2

million but not exceeding 250 million francs.
Ten percent for the third slice of expenditures exceeding 250

million francs.
These deductions are allowed in addition to the normal depreciation

allowances.
United Kingdom

Until 1965, taxpayers in the United Kingdom were given an in-
vestment allowance for new capital expenditures but, according to
the latest revisions, the nature of such benefits has been changed and
expanded.

1. Investment grants of 20 percent are given on new machinery
used for certain qualifying process, i.e., manufacturing, computers,
construction, etc. These grants, which are given quite separately from
the taxation system, are treated as reducing the capital cost of the
assets for the purpose of capital allowances.

Firms making new investments in development areas are entitled
to grants of 45 percent on machinery used for qualifying processes
specified by law.
The rates of investment grants have been temporarily increased in

respect of expenditure incurred between January 1, 1967, and Decem-
ber 31, 1968,
Machinery grants: Standard rate 25 percent; development area

rate 45 percent.2. Initial depreciation allowance of 30 percent is given in respect of
machinery which does not qualify for investment grants. All industrial
buildings receive an initial allowance of 15 percent.

3. Annual depreciation allowances set the maximum percentage of
the value of the asset that may be deducted each year until the com-
plete cost has been deducted in initial and annual allowances. The
annual depreciation allowance for buildings is 4 percent and the
standard rate for industrial machinery is normally 15 percent, but
some kinds may be written off at 20 percent per annum and others at
25 percent.

4. Balancing allowances and charges. When an asset is disposed of
an allowance or charge is made to adjust the aggregate initial and
annual depreciation allowances to an amount equal to the original
cost of the asset less any money recovered from the disposal.
United States
Taxpayers are allowed a tax credit equal to 7 percent of the value

of new property erected, constructed, or reconstructed after December
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31, 1961, on new property acquired after the same date and first used
by the taxpayer after such date. The credit may offset tax liability
in full up to $25,000, and up to 25 percent of the tax liability above
$25,000. Any unused credit can be carried back (3 years) or forward
(5 years).2
The credit was temporarily suspended, with certain exceptions, for

property acquired or constructed from October 10, 1966, through
March 9, 1967. (The tax measure has not been adopted as yet, but
action is expected by Apr. 15, 1967.)
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(3) Iarvard Law School: "World Tax Series," various countries. Commerce

Clearing House, Chicago, 11.
(4) High Authority, European Coal & Steel Community: "Taxation of Com-

panies," and "Fiscal Depreciation Allowances," both fourth editions. Luxem-
bourg, Luxembourg, October 1966.

(5) Tax Bureau, Ministry of Finance: "An Outline of Japanese Taxes, 1966."
Tokyo, Japan.

(6) U.S. Department of Commerce: "Overseas Business Reports."
(7) CCII, Standard Federal Tax Reporter.
(8) Japanese Embassy in Washington, D.C. (information regarding deprecia-

tion allowance for industrial buildings, etc., obtained over telephone.)
Tariff and Nontariff Trade Barriers

Tariff and nontariff trade barriers have had a significant and
deleterious impact on world trade in steel. Their widespread usage
has made it increasingly more difficult for American as well as foreign
exporters of steel to penetrate world steel markets on a competitive
basis. It is a natural consequence under these circumstances, that the
world surplus of steel will find its way into the American market,
since it ;s the largest and relatively freest in the world.
The following table, "Steel Sector Tariffs" is a very condensed sur-

vey of weighted average levies on steel imports by selected countries:
i Existing legislation will raise this figure to 60 percent for periods subsequent to a date to be determined

by pending legislation.
2 The pending legislation will change this Lgure to 7 years subsequent to a date to be determined in the

legislation.
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Steel sector tariffs
[In percent]

United ECSC/ ECS0 EEC United Japan Austria Sweden
States EEC Kingdom

Pro-Kennedy
round un-
weighed average. 9.9 9.1 8. 6 9.9 11.3 14.611. .9Pre-Kennedy
round, weighted
average ' ........ 7.4 8.3 7.5 11.4 14.5 10. 3 11.7 5. 2

Kennedy round,
weighted depth
of cut-....,-..- 7.5 2 28.1 (1)() 15.4 44.2 28.9 0

Post-Kennedy
round, final
weighted average
rate *.---- ---.. - 6.8 6.4 ((8) 12.3a .8 8.3 5.2

I The weighted averages were calculated on the basis of 1964 imports.
s The weighted depth of cut, If measured from the lower rates (average 7.2 percent) existing prior to Feb-

ruary 196, when they were raised to their present level, is 10.2 percent.
* Not available.
4 Final unweighted rates not yet available. Final rates are those resulting after all Kennedy round con-

cessions have been made, and will be effective Jan. 1, 1972, after having been reduced by equal stages over
a 5-year period.
NoTE.-Tariff positions considered as belonging in the steel sector cover basic mill products, such as

blooms, billets and slabs, plate and sheet, and basic fabricated products, such as angles, shapes and sections,wire rod, bars, etc. They do not cover the more highly fabricated steel products, such as chain, nails, wire,etc.

Before the Kennedy Round reductions, U.S. steel tariffs, on a
weighted average basis, were about 1 percentage point below the
combined ECSC-EEC average but 3 percentage points below Japan'stariff and 7.1 below that in the United Kingdom.

In the Kennedy Round the United States reduced its tariffs by an
average of 7 percent on 1964 imports. The ECSC adopted a unified
tariff and agreed to reduce rates to an arithmetic average of 5.7
percent. The EEC agreed to reduce rates within its jurisdiction cor-
respondingly so that a tariff relationship would be maintained be-
tween more highly fabricated EEC items, and primary and less fabri-
cated ECSC items. The ECSC-EEC tariff reductions average 23
percent from existing rates.
The United Kingdom reduced most of its rates by 20 percent, and

Japan by 50 percent, except for a few alloy steel items.
An analysis of the effect of the Kennedy Round on steel tariffs as

calculated by Mr. Meyer Bernstein of the United Steel Workers of
America will be found in appendix C.

NONTARIFF BARRIERS
A nontariff trade barrier may be either a law, policy, regulation or

practice other than an import duty proper, imposed by a government,which has a restrictive impact on exports to that country. The follow-
ing is an illustrative list of trade regulations and practices which maybe designed and administered to hamper trade and as such would be
considered as nontariff trade barriers:

A. CUSTOMS LAW

1. Regulations governing the right to import (e.,g licensing).
2. Valuation and appraisement of imported goods.
3. Classification of goods for customs purposes.
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4. Marking, labeling and packaging requirements.
5. Documentary requirements (including consular invoices).
6. Measures to counteract disruptive marketing practices, e.g.,

antidumping and countervailing duties.
7. Penalties (for example, fees charged for mistakes on documents).
8. Fees assessed at customs to cover cost of processing (handling)

goods.
9. Administrative exemptions (for example, administrative author-

ity to permit duty-free entry of goods for certain purposes).
10. Treatment of samples and advertising material.
11. Prohibited and restricted imports (embargoes and quotas).
12. Administration of customs law provisions (delay in processing

goods, inadequate or delayed publication of customs information).
B. OTHER LEGISLATION SPECIFICALLY APPLICABLE TO IMPORTS

1. Taxes (e.g., excise, turnover).
2. Restrictions imposed to protect individual industries (e.g.,

quotas).
3. Exchange controls: Foreign exchange may be allocated only for

imports for certain types of merchandise.
4. Restrictions applied for national security reasons (other than

under customs law).
5. State trading (or the operation of enterprises granted exclusive

or special import privileges).
6. Sanitary regulations (other than under customs law).
7. Food, drug, cosmetic and pharmaceutical regulations.
8. Patent, trademark and copyright regulations.
9. Shipping and insurance regulations.
C. OTHER LEGISLATIVE AND ADMINISTRATIVE TRADE BARRIERS

1. Government purchasing regulations and practices.
2. Domestic price control regulations.
3. Restrictions on the internal sale, distribution, and use of products.
4. Screen quotas and other restrictions affecting motion picture film

and TV program material.
5. Specifications, standards, and safety requirements affecting such

products as electrical equipment, machinery, and automobiles.
6. Internal taxes that bear more heavily on U.S. goods than on do-

mestic products (for example, automobile taxes in Europe based on
horsepower rating).

7. Restrictions on advertising of goods.
8. Restrictions on display of goods at trade fairs and exhibitions.
This is indeed a formidable list. Some items, it is true, have chiefly

nuisance value to our export trade, even granting that no deliberate
aforethought pertains to their enforcement at times. In this category
are items C-7 and C-8, for example. Others, chiefly items A-l,
A-6, A-i, and B-l, B-2, B-3 end B-5 are reason enough for serious
examination of ways to lessen their considerable burden on export
efforts.

While there are many factors contributing to the problems of steel
imports in the United States, the significance of these barriers on
world trade in steel and the backlash effect they produce on the
American market are essential to an understanding of this problem.
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Furthermore, when placed in context with the increasing number of
countries which are becoming self-sufficient in meeting their own steel
requirements combined with the chronic world surplus of steel-
producing capacity, the problem of nontariff trade barriers has direct
bearing on the competitive position of American steel producers at
home and abroad.
The tables in the appendix provide a cross section of the kinds of

formal trade regulations in selected countries which affect the flow of
foreign steel into these regions. The point at which a trade regulation
becomes a tariff or nontariff trade barrier is often a matter of semantics.
But generally speaking, this occurs when either singly, or in combina-
tion with other trade regulations, the net result of these regulations is
to significantly retard the free flow of steel into the importing country.
Many of these regulations are specific charges or costs which are

levied against all imports and are, therefore, assumed to apply to
direct exports of American steel mill products. In those cases where
trade regulations apply only to selected products, i.e., quotas, etc.,
these regulations have been specifically checked for their applicability
to steel.

In an effort to condense the numerous trade regulations of any given
country into manageable form which will show the scope of tariff and
nontariff trade barriers, only those major requirements affecting the
cost of entry have been listed. Many additional charges and fees which
are nominal have been omitted, such as sundry administrative fees
and wharfage and handling charges. Regulations involving adminis-
trative procedures; i.e., import licenses and exchange controls, etc.,
have been included only if in practice these regulations are used in
such a way as to impede the free flow of imports into the recipient
collntry. With respect to tariff policy, only the major basis on which
tariff rates are assessed has been cited unless otherwise noted. 'These
qualifiers explain the seeming contradictions in the tables and answer
the question why a particular regulation is considered to be a nontariff
trade barrier in one country but' not in another.
To illustrate the magnitude of tariff and nontariff trade barriers

on steel trade, the specific charges which are levied on steel imports
have been included in the table for the countries in the European Eco-
nomic Community. Immediately following is another table which
translates these charges into the terms of a comparative market trans-
action, thus showing the significant difference in the cost of entry for
the same steel product exported to the United States and to the EEC.

It must be stressed that these tables by themselves do not begin to
tell the whole story of the effect of tariff and nontariff trade barriers
on steel trade. It is not the number of regulations or the type of
regulation which impairs the entry of steel imports into the recipient
country, rather it is the degree of punitive intent inherent in these regu-
lations. For example, a country may place only a duty assessment
on imports, but the rates of duty may be prohibitively high, thus
discouraging the importation of unwanted products. Or a country
may boast of a liberal tariff policy but in practice it acts to curtail
competitive imports through licensing and exchange controls or direct
prohibition. There are some countries which maintain a nonpunitive
import trade policy on the basis of formal trade laws and regulations.
However, in practice they successfully discriminate against steel
imports through other direct and indirect devices-not listed in these
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tables-such as delays in processing import documents or granting
clearance for entry, horrendous paperwork, excessive commission
charges, government designation of qualified importers, discrimina-
tory freight rates, extensive buy-national regulations, etc. There are
also countries which maintain a formal and complex system of import
controls. Finally, there are countries whose import trade policy does
not affect the flow of steel into their'markets.
The variances in the use of trade regulations to control imports are

so great among countries and even among major geographic regions
that in order to fully appreciate the problem confronting American
steel exporters it is necessary to look at each country individually.
The following descriptions of the trade policies are offered as cases in
point:

THE EUROPEAN ECONOMIC COMMUNITY

The European steel markets have always been less open than the
U.S. market because of higher costs of entry due principally to the
so-called "border taxes," higher tariffs and other restrictions that
reflect close cooperation between the industries and the govern-
ments of these countries. Within the European Economic Community,
for example, each country levies duties on steel imports on a cost,
insurance, and freight basis. In addition, West Germany applies a
2-percent to 9.5-percent turnover equalization tax on the duty-paid
value of the imported product; and most steel imports fall into the
7.5-percent to 9.5-percent range. Belgium levies a 7-percent to 19-
percent transmission tax on the duty-paid value of steel imports
(most fall into the 7-percent category); Italy charges a 4-percent
sales tax on the duty-paid value, a 4.8-percent or a 7.8-percent com-
pensatory import tax on the duty-paid value, plus a 0.5-percent
administrative fee on the cost, insurance, and freight value alone;
the Netherlands applies a turnover tax of up to 11 percent of the
duty-paid value of imports; France charges a 25-percent sales tax on

duty-paid value and a 2-percent customs stamp tax on duty alone;
and Luxembourg levies a 3-percent turnover tax on duty-paid-
cost, insurance, and freight-value plus a 3-percent import tax on
duty-paid value (f.o.b. Luxembourg)'. The net effect of these charges
is a significant increase in the cost of entry which must be borne by
imported steel mill products before they can be sold in the markets of
these respective countries (see accompanying tables).

JAPAN

Japan discriminates against competitive imports through a system
of import licenses and exchange controls. In addition, Japan has com-
prehensive buy-national requirements which act as an effective
nontariff trade barrier to imports. Duties are levied on a cost, insurance,
and freight basis as opposed to the free on board customs valuation
used by the United States. Based on the experience of an American
steel company, the Japanese trading houses have indicated that the
commission for handling imported steel ranges as high as 30 percent.

I Information received from the Department of Commerce and other sources differs as to whether there
are two separate taxes of 3 percent each applicable to imports into Luxembourg or whether there is only
one tax of 3 percent. This question has not been resolved as yet.
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MEXICO

Mexico's trade policy directly reflects the country's goal for economic
development. The major economic objective in recent years has been
to broaden the industrial base in Mexico, and the Mexican trade
policy is designed to encourage industrialization. Its industries and
consumer markets are protected by high tariffs and by import controls.
American steel exporters, in order to sell in Mexico, must obtain

an import permit before placing firm orders with customers. Applica-
tions for import permits are referred to special committees which are
called Comites Asesores de Importaciones. These committees are
composed chiefly of members from industry and business associations
and a limited number of Government representatives, and it is their
responsibility to determine whether the steel mill product import
is "essential" or whether satisfactory local substitutes are available.
Import licenses are not readily granted if the same steel product is
produced or about to be produced in Mexico or if a locally produced
product can be substituted. The processing of import applications
takes approximately 30 days, unless the product is needed immediately.

Obtaining an import license is the essential criterion for exporting
steel to Mexico. Because of restrictions on competitive products, it
is very difficult for an American steel producer, for instance, to
operate a warehouse or service center in Mexico from which to supply
various American-made steel mill products to the Mexican market.
It is also difficult for the American supplier to establish a broad
customer base or to compete freely for a share of the growing demand
for steel in Mexico. Yet, Mexico steel producers are at liberty to
compete freely with American steel producers in the American market.
Another barrier to steel imports is the Mexican tariff policy. The

tariffs are complex. Duties are composed of a specific rate, based on
weightor quantity, plus an ad valorem duty. The latter is assessed
on either the official" valuation or on the invoice value, whichever
is higher. Rates of duty are high on products which compete with
domestic industries. Inasmuch as the United States does not have a
bilateral trade agreement with Mexico, allowable American steel mill
products receive no tariff preferences in that market and must compete
against steel products from other countries which do.

In addition, Mexico, as a member of the Latin American Free
Trade Association, grants preferential customs treatment (tariff and
otherwise) to steel imports from the associated member countries.
These policies, in effect, discriminate against American steel products
by creating additional competitive disparities among those imports
which are permitted.

Steel imports are also subject to a gross receipts tax of 3 percent on
sales. This sales tax is levied against Mexican steel mill products as
well.
From a political point of view, the Mexican trade policy unequivo-

cally supports the economic development goals of the nation. However,
from a commercial point of view, this policy discriminates against
competitive imports. Ten years ago, American steel exports to Mexico
accounted for 15 percent of the Mexican market for steel. Today, this
figure is estimated at 4 percent. Mexico has the second largest market
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for steel in Latin America, but American steel producers are unable
to compete freely for this market because of Mexico protecting its
infant steel industry.

TURKEY

The trade policy of Turkey illustrates another way tariff and non-
tariff trade barriers effectively discriminate against steel imports.
Turkey's major national goals with respect to trade are economic
'development and support of the country's balance-of-payments posi-
tion. The import program is based on the conservation of scarce
foreign exchange reserves for the importation' of capital goods and
raw materials essential for economic growth. Imports of less essential
goods, commodities in adequate supply, or commodities which are
produced domestically are limited or prohibited.
The major features of the Turkish trade policy include: tariffs,

licensing and exchange controls, prior deposits, and selected taxes.
The tariff system consists of ad valorem duties levied on a cost,
insurance, and freight basis. Since Turkey is a member of the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, exports of steel mill products from
the United States are accorded most-favored-nation treatment and
benefit from any concessions granted under the GATT. Nevertheless,
import duties on steel are high. Turkey employs tariffs not only to
curtail imports but also to earn revenue for the Government.
The Turkish Government determines the import status of steel

mill products. They are placed on a liberalized list or a quota list
or else prohibited. In general, steel mill products are fairly evenly
distributed among the three categories. Import licenses are required
for all imports. They are granted automatically for steel products on
the liberalized list. Licenses for items on the quota list, however,
are issued for specific amounts according to the global quota for the
product. No application may be made for more than 20 percent of the
total value of the quota for any steel product.

Prior deposits must accompany all import licenses. The rates
for steel products on the liberalized list range from 50 to 70 percent
of the amount of the foreign exchange allocation. The rates vary for
items on the quota list according to the market destination of the
import.
An application for foreign exchange must also be filed for all im-

ports. The requirements for obtaining a letter of foreign exchange
allocation are complex and costly. They also vary according to the
import status of the steel product and whether the item is a direct
export or AID-financed.
Once the steel import hurdles the tariff, licensing, and exchange

requirements, it is then subject to a series of taxes. These include:
(1) a customs surtax of 15 percent of the duty; (2) a stamp tax of
5 percent of the declared value of the goods; (3) customs clearing
tax of varying rates; (4) a port tax of 2.5 percent of the sum of the
duty-paid value plus all the foregoing charges; and (5) a production
tax of 12% or 20 percent on the duty-paid value plus all the foregoing
charges with the exception of the stamp tax.
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The impact of the high cost of entry on the exports of American
steel mill products to Turkey is best illustrated in the relationship of
these exports to total steel exports to Turkey. From 1958 to 1964,
total steel exports to Turkey rose from 91,500 metric tons to 307,600
metric tons in 1964, while steel exports from the United States ad-
vanced from 7,600 metric tons to 71,700 metric tons for the same
period. However, the increase in shipments from the .United States
is largely attributable to AID-financing and does not reflect significant
improvement in direct sales of American steel mill products in the
Turkish market.

Also, it is to be expected that the country's trade policy will con-
tinue to safeguard domestic industries from competitive imports. The
Turkish steel industry is expanding rapidly to meet the country's
growing demand for steel. The extent to which Turkey becomes self-
sufficient in steel production will determine the import status of current
allowable imports.

In summary, the high cost of entry combined with limitations or
prohibitions on steel imports have a distinct and negative impact on
the ability of American and other steel producers to supply steel mill
products to Turkey on a competitive basis.
The import trade policies of the foregoing countries are typical

examples of the situation confronting American steel producers abroad.
"Import substitution" policies adopted by less-developed countries
have been encouraged by United States and other aid-giving agencies.
At issue here is not the economic development efforts of such policies
but their effort on U.S. trade. The specific provisions regulating the
flow of steel imports and the punitive intent inherent in these provi-
sions may vary among countries, but the discriminatory effect on these
imports is the same. In addition, however, to such trade barriers, there
are several general aspects to the problem which must be considered
on a comparative basis in order to fully appreciate the effect these
trade barriers have on exports of American steel mill products as well
as the import backlash produced in the American market.

Comparative tariff rate structures.-U.S. rates of duty on steel mill
products are not only among the lowest ofall U.S. tariffs on industrial
goods, but also they are among the lowest rates of duty on steel mill
products anywhere in the world. This is true not only of the specific
duties but also of the ad valorem duties. The problem for American
steel producers both on outgoing and on incoming steel mill
products is not the level of effective tariff protection inherent
in the rates per se.
Most foreign ad valorem duties on steel are levied on the c.i.f.

(cost, insurance, and freight) value of the product rather than the
f.o.b. value at the port of shipment, as is the case in the United
States. This difference in procedure alone means that countries which
levy duties on a c.i.f. basis increase their effective tariff protection by
as much as 15 percent.

In addition, the rise of regional trading blocs and the carryover
from the colonial empires have resulted in a vast system of prefer-
ential customs treatment for imports of steel mill products from the
associated countries. Customs treatment of imports is significantly
liberalized for the associated countries. Inasmuch as the United States
is not affiliated with a regional trading area, American exports of
steel mill products do not receive this preferential treatment and are
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at a competitive disadvantage against a foreign steel product which
does.

In general, these taxes have an inequitable impact on trade be-
tween a country levying them and one like the United States which
does not apply them. In other words, U.S. products, fully taxed,
compete with products from countries which exempt exports from
some part of their equal burden of taxation. American steel products
entering the French market, for instance, already carry their full
share of the burden of U.S. taxes. But they are then liable for the
French duty plus a 25-percent transaction tax on the c.i.f. duty-paid
value and a customs stamp tax of 2 percent on the amount of the
duty. Conversely, French exports of steel mill products competing
wi,h American steel in the world market are exempt from previously
paid transaction tax.

FRANCE-GENERAL

French turnover, or sales, taxes are generally grouped in the cate-
gory of "Taxes sur le Chiffre d'Affaires (TCA)." Included within this
category are the Tax on Value Added (TVA), which is levied primarily
on goods. In the case of the TVA, export transactions may be ex-
empted, and imports are taxed.

Rates: Standard rate is 20 percent. Since the rates are levied on
price, including the tax itself, the effective rates as a percentage of
the tax-free price is 25 percent.

Applicability: In principle the tax is levied on transactions arising
out of industrial or trading activity which take place in France.
However, exports, even if delivery is taken in France, are exempt,
while imports bear the tax. The tax is levied on the "value added"
in each stage of the production cycle up to and including the final
stage. If at the final stage the product is sold at retail, rather than at
wholesale, the local tax (2.75 percent) is due in addition to the TVA.
Treatment of exports: Exports are completely free of the TVA.

Generally, materials destined for export may, upon certification, be
purchased free of tax in the first instance. Where this is not practicable,
provision is made for a credit against transactions subject to the tax.
As indicated above a pro rata share of the TVA levied against capital
assets and general operating expenses which may be ascribed to
exports is exempt from the tax, but the share attributable to domestic
sales is also recoverable by the domestic seller.
Treatment of imports: All goods originating in foreign countries

and imported into Metropolitan France, Corsica, and Monaco are
also subject to the TVA. The tax is levied on the c.i.f. duty-paid value
of the commodity.

GERMANY-GENERAL

The German turnover tax is levied at every stage of production
wherever a genuine sale takes place. It does not apply in the case of
book transactions between two subdivisions of the same company.
The standard rate is 4 percent; a rate of 1 percent applies to whole-
salers where no processing is involved.
Treatment of exports: Apart from exemption of the final stage

turnover tax, exports also benefit from lump sum rebates to compen-
sate for the cumulative burden of the multistage German turnover
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tax. There are two types of rebate: (A) general export rebate (aus-
fuhrverguetung) granted on every export sale; (B) export dealers'
rebate (ausfuhrhaendlerverguetung) granted only on exports by
dealers who perform no processing. Export dealers receive both types
of rebate-the dealer rebate to compensate for the 4 percent tax paid
by manufacturers and the general rebate to compensate for prior
stage taxes. Rates for the general export rebate range between 0.5
and 3.0 percent F.O.B. price, with the bulk of commodities closer to
3 percent. The dealers' rebate, which is applied against 92 percent of
F.O.B. price, is 4 percent, with a few exceptions at 3 percent. Rebates
are considered inadequate in some cases. At the request of the Bunde-
stag, the Government is now considering possible increases.

All export sales are exempt from excise taxes. There are no other
tax benefits for exports.
Treatment of imports: A turnover compensation or equalization

tax with a separate schedule of rates is levied against all imports
except certain important raw materials. These rates are based on
estimates of the level of turnover tax affecting the corresponding
domestically produced item. These rates are applied against dutiable
value plus duties, plus excise tax. The normal rate is 4 percent. There
are also reduced rates of 1 and 3 percent for some agricultural
products and higher rate of 6 percent for a large number of finished
products. The Germans claim, however, that in most cases the equali-
zation tax has been set somewhat below the average level of turnover
taxes. These average rates are estimated to vary in the 8-15 percent
range.

THE ITALIAN TURNOVER AND COMPENSATORY IMPORT TAXES

Rates: Turnover tax (called IGE)-the standard rate is 3.3 per-
cent, but there are a number of other rates.

Applicability: The IGE is collected and paid by the seller who
adds it directly to the price of his product. Thus the tax accumulates
on goods that pass through several transactions on their way to the
final purchasers.

Treatment of exports: Export transactions are exempt from the tax
and an estimate for IGE paid in previous stages of production is
refunded. Refunds range from 1.0 to 6.5 percent, depending on the
nature and stage of manufacture of the exported products. If exported
products contain imported materials which have been exempted from
the IGE and the compensatory import tax, their value is subtracted
from the allowable rebate.

Treatment of inl)orts: The IGE is levied on most imports. This is
equivalent to the final stage of the IGE levied on domestically pro-
duced goods. In addition most imports bear a compensatory import tax
ranging from 1 to 6.5 percent. This is equivalent to the IGE collected
on prior stages in the manufacture of doilestically produced goods.
Both taxes are levied on the duty-paid value.

THE UNITED KINGDOM

The British purchase tax is an ad valorem tax generally collected at
the wholesale stage in the distribution of goods.
The tax was first imposed in 1940 over a wide range of consumer

goods with a view both to reducing consumption so as to release
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resources for war purposes and to providing additional revenue for
the prosecution of the war. In the immediate postwar period the re-
straint of consumption remained important, but the tax is nowadays
regarded as essentially a source of revenue.

Liability for the purchase tax arises as a rule when goods pass from a
registered manufacturer or wholesaler to an unregistered retailer or
to a consumer, as the case may be. Goods may pass from one registered
trader to another without attracting tax and, in particular, a registered
manufacturer may buy taxable goods and use them as materials in
manufacture without attracting tax. Otherwise, liability to tax arises
on goods transferred by a registered manufacturer or wholesaler to his
own use or to his own retail department at the time when the transfer
is made.
The rate of tax is the same whether goods are produced in the

United Kingdom or imported from abroad. However, registered traders
may import goods free of tax, tax being payable in that case when the
goods are subsequently sold to an unregistered customer or trans-
ferred to a taxable purpose. Registered traders may export goods free
of tax, and there is, in addition, a personal export scheme under which
overseas visitors to the United Kingdom may make certain retail pur-
chases-and export them tax free as passengers' baggage.
The amount of the tax is a simple percentage of the statutory whole-

sale value of the goods, which is, briefly, the price (exclusive of tax)
which the goods would fetch on a sale made at the time when the
tax becomes due.
The prejudicial effects of national and internal taxation policies

on American steel exports are difficult to overcome on a competitive
basis. Furthermore, these trade barriers are integrally related to
the political and economic requirements of each nation as well as
to their domestic body of laws, thus, having made them difficult
subjects to date for negotiation at trade conferences.

The competitive impact of licensing and exchange controls on imports.-
The granting of import licenses and the control of the outflow of foreign
exchange are simple and effective devices for regulating the amount
and kinds of steel mill products which will be imported. In many in-
stances, these controls are invoked to prohibit the entry of imports.
The use of these trade barriers is prevalent among the developing
nations of the world. However, Japan, the third largest steel producer
in the world, relies on licensing and exchange controls, in part, to
safeguard its domestic steel industry from widespread import competi-
tion.

The absence of free trade in steel and its effect on the American steel
industry.-The innumerable trade regulations throughout the
world which directly or indirectly adversely affect the natural
flow of cteel trade belie the commonly held opinions that (1)
free trade in steel is widespread among the nations of the
world; (2) significant liberalization of nontariff barriers is
realistically feasible in the short term; and (3) the markets of
other major-steel-producing nations are as open to import
competition as the American market. The absence of free trade
and the punitive effect of nontariff trade barriers on world trade in
steel place the "open" American market in an extremely vulnerable
position to excessive import competition, as the world steel glut
seeks an outlet in any available export market. Foreign steel-producing
nations expect unlimited access to the American market for their
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steel product exports, but they freely discriminate against competitive
imports in their home markets. A listing of the comparative tariff
and other costs of entry per $100 of steel products is provided in C-4
of the appendix.

BuY AMERICAN LEGISLATION

It is only fair to point out that nontariff Oarriers are also to be found
in this country and have recently shown an increasing rate of adoption
by State legislatures.
The "Buy American" Act of 1933 (41 U.S.C. 10 a-d) and Executive

Order No. 10582 which implements the act, govern Federal procure-
ment. Additional provisions are found in the Federal Property and
Administrative Services Act of 1949 (41 U.S.C. 251 et seq.) and
chapter 137 of title 10 of the United States Code.

Regarding procurement by the States, a survey was published in
December 1965 by the United States-Japah Trade Council, entitled
"State Buy American Restrictions." Since that date "Buy American"
bills have been introduced in the Legislatures of Massachusetts,
Pennsylvania, Texas, and Washington. The Governor of Pennsylvania
vetoed his legislators' bill on August 11, 1967.

Steel Cartels

The cartel mentality was strongly developed in the rear period
in Germany, France, and Japan. After World War I, Europe had to
contend with a sluggish demand for steel once war damages had
been repaired. Faced with a good deal of excess steel capacity, a
combination of heavy overhead costs, and inelastic demand, national
and international steel cartels were formed with the passive blessing,
or active support of governments. Steel was imported only if a real
shortage of certain shapes occurred in any country, and exports were
allocated on the basis of preestablished quotas. Prices were maintained
in the home market and export prices were cut. Chart 23 "Domestic
and Export Prices for Bars in Units of Local Currency Per Metric
Ton" and chart 24 "Domestic and Export Prices for Heavy Plates in
Units of Local Currency Per Metric Ton" are based on official records
(Internationale Eisen-Und Stahlkartelle, by Gunther Kiersch, Rhein-
isch-Westfalisches Institut Fur Wirtschaftsforschung, Essen, 1954,
pp. 193-224) and show, during the great depression from 1920-36,
low prices of steel exported from Germany and France fell drastically
while domestic prices were held relatively firm.
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DOMESTIC & EXPORT PRCES FOR HEAVY PATES
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After World War II, coal and steel were bottlenecks to the achieve-
ment of full employment. Former export countries favored home
demand above export requests, both in allocation of filling orders
and in rice. The U.S. international trade policy expressed a national
credo in favor of free competition and against tariffs, quotas, and
cartels. The economic interests of most U.S. industries supported this
drive just as in the North during the War Between the States, ideology
and economic interests were bedfellows. The bitterness felt against
Germany and Japan as aggressor nations, made cartels regarded as
an expression of a somewhat sinister German and Japanese business
mentality.

Military occupation authorities in Germany and Japan decreed the
end of cartels and forced the dissolution of monopolistic mergers.
The Common Market in the Treaty of Rome adopted this economic
philosophy by expressly forbidding cartels and provided that mergers
had to be approved by the High Authority.
The present time appears to be characterized by conflicting trends.

On the one hand, the conclusion of the "Kennedy Round" in June 1967
was a further step toward free trade. But the glut in European steel
capacity since 1960 appears to have caused a revival of cartels, or at
least, cartel-like combinations of steel companies. It is true that
the major alleged purpose of these cartels is the distribution of in-
coming orders to the most efficient facilities of the cartel members, but
it remains to be seen to what extent these cartels eventually return
to prewar practices; namely, to control prices in the domestic market,
and to dump abroad the output of the capacity not used at home.
The recent organization of the German steel industry allocated the

sales of all producers to four sales "Kontor."

GERMAN STEEL PRODUCERS ORGANIZED
(KONTOR)

Kontor Northwest:
Klockner.
Salzgitter.
Peine.
HW Oberhausen.

Kontor West:
Thyssen.
Mannesmann.
Stw. BochumlffRasselstein jtto Wolff
Wuppermann.
Krupp.
Ohle.
Neviges.
Eschweiler.
Felten & Guilleaume.
Rotzel.
Ibach.
Laucherthal.

IN FOUR SALES CARTELS

Kontor East:
Hoesch.
DHHU.
Rheinstahl.
Witten.
Einsal.
SAG.
Arnold Georg.

Kontor South:
Neunkirchen.
Volklingen.
Dillingen.
Burbach.
St. Ingbert.
Wasseralfingen.
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This study addressed itself to the question to what extent cartels are
again at work, or at least aimed for in Europe and Japan. The evidence
is contradictory as shown in three attached items in the appendix: A
letter from Donald F. Turner, Assistant Attorney General; a letter
from Marion W. Worthing, Department of State; and a report from
Business Week, September 3, 1966.

It is clear that cartels are, perforce, created for purposes of bolstering
prices and dividing up markets. National cartels tend to become
international to the detriment of U.S. commerce.



CHAPTER IV

STEEL TRADE IN THE U.S. BALANCE OF PAYMENTS
One of the causes of the Revolutionary War was the insistence of

the mother country that the Colonies import rather than, make their
own iron products despite the fact the Colonies enjoyed natural
advantages. During most of the second half of the 19th and certainly
throughout the 20th century until 1959,. the United States had been a
net exporter of steel. The role of the 116-day steel strike of that year in
stimulating steel imports, discussed in chapter X, changed that
situation.

This chapter is concerned with the U.S. foreign trade in steel in
terms of dollars. It appraises the unfavorable impact of the reversal
of U.S. trade in steel from net exports to net imports since 1959 on
tlheJ.S. balance of payments. Charts 25 and 26 show exports and
imports of steel mill products in tons and in dollars.

1 .
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STEEL TRAE OF THE UNITED STATES

1958 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66
SOURCE: Basic data, Bureau of Census
U.S. Department of Commerce, Office of Business Econgolcn

CHART 26
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TABLi 27.-U.S. total exports and imports of steel products

Value (millions of dollars)

Exports Imports Balance

1957 ..-..-..------------- ..-----.------ 1,170 212 +968
1958...-------------------.------ 718 230 +488
1959 ....-----..-....---..--.-..-- ...- 485 578 -93
1960...--..---------------------.- 717 506 +211
1961..-.----------------- ---------. 541 421 +120
1962-.-------------.------- 5 1 s 534 +27
1963...-....---------. .. ...------...-. 29 684 -56
19 ...----- ---------.------ ----- - 781 815 -34
196I .................................................... 721 1,268 -647
1966 ...--- .....---.------...---------- 6 1,313 -678

I Steel mill products plus other steel products as defined by AISI.
s Revised.
Source: AISI.

TABLE 28.-Share of steel trade in total U.S. merchandise trade
[In millions of dollars] /

1957 1958 1959 1900 1961

KXPORT9

Total merchandise exports I except military aid.... $S19,495 $16,367 $16,407 S19,629 20, 188
Exports of steel products .....-- ----.------ .. $1,170 $718 485 $717 $541
Share of total exports (percent).------0.---------..6 4.4 3 3.7 2. 7
Exports of end-use Items containing steel..----- 6, 743 $6,140 6, 16 $6, 63 $7, 501
Share of total exports (percent).-- ...--.---- - 34.6. 37.5 37.5 34.9 37.2

IMPORT8

Total merchandise imports ..-----$---- -132 ,25 $15,627 $15,017 S $14,714
Imports of steel product..-$.--.--...---212 $230 i578 506 $421
Share of total Imports (percent)..--- ....--.--..1.6. 1.7 3.7 3.4 2.9
Imports of end-use items containing steel .----.- $1,292 $1,54 $2,170 $2,081 $1,892
Share of total imports (percent).-..- 9.7 11,6 13.9 13.9 12.9

1962 1963 1964 1965 1966

EXPORT8

Total merchandise exports I except military aid .... $20,973 $22,427 25, 671 $26,700 29,396
Exports of steel products-...----------------1 629 ($781 $721 $3
Share of total exports (percent)...-..------ 2. 7 2.8 3 2.7 2.
Exports of end-use items containing steel .. .-----. $8,443 $8,760 $9, 900 10,885 $12,070
Share of total exports (percent) ..-------- 40.3 39.1 . 6 40. 8 41.1

IMPORTS

Total merchandise imports---------.-- -- - $16,380 $17,138 $18 684 $21,36a $25,60
Imports of steel products ....--------........4 $4 .1 $1,26 $1, 31
Share of total imports (percent) ........... ...-8. 3 4 4.4 6.9 5.1
Imports of end-use items containing steel..--- ..........- 2,46 $2,581 $3,113 4,000 $5,803
Share of total imports (percent) .. ................. 14.3 15.1 1L 7 18.7 22.7

Excluding military grant-aid shipments.
Revised.

Source: OBE, USDC, from basic data of Bureau of the Census.

Exports of steel products have been halved since 1967, and as a
percent of total exports they have declined from 6 to 2.2 percent.
Imports of steel products have grown by sixfold, now constitute 5.1
percent of total U.S. imports, having risen from 1.6 percent in 1967.
These data are shown in table 28. In 1966, total U.S. exports of nonnlli-
tary merchandise increased by 11 percent to an annual total of $29.4
billion. In the same period, gross national product-in current

9.869604064

Table: Table 27.--U.S. total exports and imports of steel products1


Table: Table 28.--Share of steel trade in total U.S. merchandise trade
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dollars-increased by 8.6 percent. On the surface, it would appear
that our export growth was more than keeping pace; shipments to
Canada, Japan, and the less-developed countries were strong through-
out the year. But the picture changes substantially when net exports-
exports minus imports-are analyzed. Total imports into the United
States increased by nearly 19 percent last year, and as a result, the
net export balance dropped from $4.8 billion in 1965 to $3.8 billion-
the smallest trade surplus in 7 years. Several adverse factors were
involved. The boom in the U.S. domestic economy during much of
1966 and rising income caused imports to climb at everfaster rates in
the first three quarters of the year. At the same time, domestic
demands on the Nation's productive capacity tended to absorb some
of the goods that might have been exported. Toward the end of the
year, U.S. business conditions began to cool off, but so did the econ-
omies of some of our largest trading partners in Western Europe,
thus tending to hold down foreign demand for U.S. products. Further-
more, with steel capacities used at lower rates abroad, the drive to
export the "gaps" between capacities and domestic demands increased
greatly and caused further declines in the export prices for foreign
steel products. In past discussions concerning the reversal of steel
net exports into steel net imports, and its effect on the U.S. balance
of trade and balance of payments, a rather wide variety of different
data has been used.

Steel Mill Products and Other Steel Products Trade

In table 29,1 two adjustments have been made:
1. The import value of steel products is increased by 10 percent

to adjust from an f.o.b. to a c.i.f. basis; and
2. The value of exports is decreased by the exclusion of AID-

financed shipments because they do not constitute any inflow of
foreign exchange. On this adjusted basis, the dollar deficit in 1966 was
$899 million.
AID expenditures for iron and steel mill products for fiscal years

1963-66 are shown in table 30.
Steel importers and international trade economists point out that

the U.S. balance of trade and balance of payments was also a result
of the exports and imports of end-use items containing steel, and that
such exports would benefit the U.S. steel industry just as imports
would hurt it. Finally, the United States is a large net exporter of
coal and scrap for the steel industry of other countries, but a net
irnporter of iron ore, and the study concludes that U.S. exports and
imports of steelmaking raw materials should also be included. It
stands to reason that if the United States should import less foreign
steel the countries now importing coal and scrap from the United
States for steelmaking purposes would produce less steel and therefore
need less scrap and coal. They would also have fewer dollars to buy
them. On the other hand scrap and coal requirement of the U.S.
steel industry would also be higher if it were not for the growing
steel irnmports.

I For comments on tables 29 and 31 see app. I).
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TABLE 29.-Value of direct steel imports and exports and thei,effect on U.S. balance of payments
[In millions of dollars]

Steel imports I Steel exports Trade balance
I.T I. I

Steel
mill

products

Other
steel

products
Total

Steel
mill

products

Net
AID- Other Total exports

financed steel steel (total
exports products products less

AID)
I '- - I -- I I I I'

1957 '-. -----------------

1958 _.-.-- -----------------------
1959 --------

1960 -- -----------------------------
1961 ----- --------

1962 ..------ --------------------

1963----- --------------
1964 ----------------------------------

1965 -_-- ------------------------------

1966 ------- ----------.---------------

190
213
560
494
420
532
696
824

1,295
1.328

45
39
70
58
42
54
56
73
100
116

235
2SQ
639
552
462
586
752
897

1,395
1.444

750
564
365
601
423
424
470
622
507
420

33
20
13
16
44
122
179
197
168
90

260
189
133
126
124
141
157
158
214
215

1,010
7653
498
727
547
565
627
780
721
636

977
733
485

'711
503
443
448
583
553
545

Steel
mill

products

560
351

-204
107
3

-108
-226
-202
-788
-908

Other Total AID-
steel steel financed

products productsexports

215
150
63
68
82
87
101
86
114
99

775
501

-141
175
85

-21
-125
--117
-674
--809

33
20
13
16,
44
122.
179
197
168:
90

1 Import values of steel products increased by 10 percent to adjust from o.b. to c.i.L
basis in accordance with the Tariff Commission's study.

* Balance. including AID-financed exports.
2"Other steel products" are fabricated items made and sold by steel producers, such

as: fabricated structural shapes; sashes and frames; fence or signposts; wire, nonmetallic

covered; wire rope; wire strand; welded wiremesh; other nails and staples; cotton ties and
other ties; bolts, nuts, and rivets; grinding balls; blanks, nonrectangular flat rolled; rigid
conduit; pipe and tub fittins.

Source Ai8, Imports 1; AIS, Exports 1; AI8I Foreign Trade Trends Quarterly; AID
oprSations reports.

0
Ic
I
C\

Net
balance
adjusted
by AID
exports ]

742
481

-154
166
41

-143
-304
-314
-842
-89

4
tM

01

0

I

I

9.869604064

Table: Table 29.--Value of direct steel imports and exports and their effect on U.S. balance of payments
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TABLE 30.-AID expenditures for iron and steel mill products, fiscal years ending
June 30, 1963 through 1966

[Dollar amounts in millions]

Fiscal year

1963 1964 1966 1966

Total AID expenditures for iron and steel mill products. $182.0 $181.4 $232.8 $162. 7
Purchased in United States-..-----.---------------.-. $160.9 $156.5 $216.7 $133.2
Percent of AID total --.............. ....----------- 88% 86% 93% 82%
Purchased in 19 developed countries ...... ----.---- $8.4 $1.6 $1.2 $0.5
Percent of AID total.. ..--------.-...-.. ..--- .--5. 1% 1% (I)
Purchased in developing countries....------------- $12.7 $23.3 $16.9 $29.0
Percent of AID total. .......- 7% 13% 6% 18%

AID PURCHASES IN UNITED STATES FOR INDIA AND PAKISTAN

Total for India and Pakistan ...--- ..................- $139.9 $116 0 $170,1 $81.2
India..-...........- 48.9 49.3 41.7 32.1
Pakistan----------- -- ------- 81.0 66.7 128.4 49. 1

I Les than 0.5 percent.

Indirect (End-Use) Trade

A further adju.ttment is made in table 31 by including the value
of steel exported and imported in the form of enld-use items; that is
altoiiiobiles or nmachineryv. Trade in steel mill products, which are
usutially sold on a price ler Iunit of weight basis, is quite easily measllred
in tonls. However, scl(l direct trade in steel is not the only way ill
which steel enters into international trade. Steel demand also results
from international trade in vehicles, machinery and other equipment
manufactured from steel, a trade that is large and growing on a world-
wide )basis as shown in chart 32. A calculation of the dollar value of
the indirect (end use) steel trade was made for the study by AIST,
as shown in table 31. A few comments on the practical problem of
measuring thie steel content of such trade is in order.

First, tile shipp)l)ing weights of sic(h items are not representative
of steel content (an aultomlobile contains hundreds of pounds of calst
iron, rubber, glass, etc.). Even for an item coml)letely fabricated of
steel, tile shilplping weight does not represent the true equivalent of
steel re(ulired for nmantfac(tllre since there are scrappage losses.
Fuirthermore, tile data on foreign trade are not well adapted to the
jot) of estirllatillg steel content; there ree vast categories of machinery
and equipment items represented only by value data and with no
corresponding unit figures. Even if unit data were available, the
average steel content is unknown without a bill of Illaterials for each
type of machinery.

9.869604064

Table: Table 30.--AID expenditures for iron and steel mill products, fiscal years ending June 30, 1963 through 1966
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TABLE 31.-Value of direct and indirect (end-use) steel imports and exports and

their effect on. U.S. balance of payments
[In millions of dollars]

Imports I Exports Trade
___...____ balance,

total
Steel End-use Total Steel End-use Total exports

products items 2 (direct products 3 items (direct less
(direct (indirect plus (direct (indirect lus imports

imports) imports) indirect) exports) exports) Indirect)

1957 -........ 235 109 344 977 510 1,487 +1,143
1958.-------- 252 110 362 733 435 1,168 +806
199............ 639 171 810 485 450 935 + 125
I960.------------ 552 145 697 711 480 1,191 +494
1961.-....----.-- 462 102 564 503 480 983 +419
1962 ...----- . 586 129 715 443 495 938 +223
1963 ..--.....- 752 127 879 448 525 973 +94
1964 ..----. . 897 154 1,051 583 615 1,198 +147
1965...---- 1,395 193 1,5 553 645 1,198 -390
1966 ......--.---. 1,444 257 1,701 545 660 1,205 -496

I Values increased by 10 percent to adjust from FOB to CIF basis.
2 Values calculated by multiplying estimated net tons of indirect imports times the average CIF landed

value per net ton of imported steel mill products plus 10 percent to adjust fronLFOB to CI F basis.
3 Values represent steel product exports less AID-financed exports.
4 Values calculated by multiplying estimated net tons by an average price of $150 for finished carbon steel

in the domestic market, which during this period ranged from $149 to $158.
5 Tle value of "other steel products component ofthe steel product direct Imports and exports estimated.
NOTE.-For comments by AI8I on this table see appendix.
Source: LISI, Foreign Trade Trends Quarterly; AIS, Imports 1; AIS,Exportsl; USDC, Overseas Business

lcports.

Not reflected ill tie figures for end-use items are the amounts that
are spent by U.S. corporations for the construction of ships built
abroad, especially in Japan. Ships are produced and exported in a
sense, but the ownership ties to particular nations are tenuous. As a
result, ships have been left out of official estimates of indirect steel
trade in spite of large steel tonnages involved in their construction.
''his development constitutes a further drain on the U.S. balance of
l)aylments; it also deprives the U.S. steel producers of part of their
tratlitional market for steel, especially plate. If ships built in Japan
and bought by U.S. corporations do not constitute imports of steel
into the United States, tney certainly represent additional exports of
steel from Japan.
Japan accolints for almost 35 percent of new Ierc.lant-ship con-

striuction; Sweden, Germany, and the United Kingdom follow withaibolut 10 percent eacil, and then in 14th place is the United States
witil less than 2 percent. In terms of annual tonnage, Japan builds
4-5 million tons; Swedish, British, and German yards 1 million tons
(ach, alnd the United States less tllan 500,000 tons.
Japan canl offer a price as low as $100 per ton of ship as against

$175 for European yards, and $270 for U.S. yards. Chart 33 shows
tonnage launched from 1955 to 1964 in various shipbllilding colIuntries.

9.869604064

Table: Table 31.--Value of direct and indirect (end-use) steel imports and exports and their effect on U.S. balance of payments
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Value o; U. S. Foreign Trade in End-Use Items Containine Steel, 1957-1966
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SOURCE: Basic data, Bureau of Census
U.S. Department of Commerce, Office of Business Economics

CHART 32

On this basis the steel balance of trade would have been favorable
until 1964 instead of 1959, if end-use items are included. In 1965 and
1966 the value of steel in imports of end-use items increased to cause
an unfavorable balance of trade in steel of $390 and $496 million,
respectively. Chart 32 shows "Value of U.S. Foreign Trade in
End-Use Items Containing Steel, 1957-66."

Value of U. S. Foreign Trade in End-Use Items Containing Steel, 1957-1966
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Steelmaking Raw Materials Trade
A final adjustment is made in table 34 to account for the U.S.

trade in steelmaking raw materials; namely, iron ore, scrap, coal and
coke, manganese, pig iron, and ferroalloys. With this adjustment, the
balance-of-trade deficit increased for 1966 by $3 million to $499
million.1
A discussion of the trade in coal and scrap is found in Chapters

XIV and XV. As for iron ore, it should be pointed out that the United
States probably has considerable benefits for its balance of payments
as profits are repatriated from the operations by U.S. iron ore or steel
companies of iron ore mines which are located abroad and which export
iron ore to foreign steel-producing countries.

I Table D-1 of appendix gives a breakdown for 1905 of the raw materials trade by countries and materials.
In table 34 In which raw materials are added to the direct and Indirect steel products, the data are conllned

to the years 1963-66. The problems Incurred in developing this data for the 1957-62 period arises from changes
in tariff classifications and product groups which make It virtually Impossible to attain precise
comparability. See appendix for all tables prefaced by a letter.

Gross tonnage launched annually from 1955 to 1964 in various shipbuilding countries
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TABLE 34.-Value of imports and exports of steel products, steel content in end-use items, and steelmaking raw materials, 1963-66, and their
effect on the U.S. balance of payments

[Data for 1963-66 only. Changes in tariff classifications and product groupings prohibit development of comparable raw materials data for 1957-62. In millions of dollars]

Imports Exports Balance

!Steel End-use i Steel- Steel End-use Steel- i Steel-
products items making Total products items making Total Steel End-use making Total
(direct indirectt raw (direct (indirect raw products items raw

imports) Iimports) materials exports) exports) materials materials
_~~

1963.----------------.----- I1

196 -------------
19_______________-------------_

i

752
897

1,444

127
154
193
257

481
639
725
757

1,360
1.690
2,313
2.458

448
,rW3
553
545

525
615
645
660

739
819
791
754

1,712
2,017
1.989
1,969

-304
-314
-842
-889

+398
+461
+452
+403

+258
+180
+66
-3

+362
+327
-324
-4W

NoTE.-Import values of steel products, end-use items, and steelmaking raw materials
increased by 10 percent to adjust from fo.b. to c.i.f. basis. Export values of steel products
reduced by the value of AID-financed exports. No adjustments have heen made for steel
content in A l)-financed exports of end-use items due to inadequacy of data Steel making
raw materials include: Iron ore and concentrates (SITC Code 281); iron and steel scrap

(SITC Code 282); Manganese ore and concentrates (SITC Code 283.7); Coal and coke
(SITC Codes 321.3, 321.4 and 321.8); Iron products: Pig iron and ferroalloys.
Source: AIS. Imports 1; AIS. Exports 1: AISI, Foreign Trade Trends; AII),operations

relwrts; U.S. Department or Commerce: Repts. FT-125 antd FT-4ll.

M
r

t-3
to
0.

9.869604064

Table: Table 34.--Value of imports and exports of steel products, steel content in end-use items, and steelmaking raw materials, 1963-66, and their effect on the U.S. balance of payments
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Chart 35 shows in billions of dollars the exports of steel from the

United States, West Europe, and Japan to major destinations. In 1957
the United States bought practically all of its steel mill products from
Europe, with Belgium-Luxembourg the major supplier. In 1966 im-
ports from Japan, in terms of value, exceeded implorts from all other
countries. Japan sent to the United States the largest percentage of
hot- and cold-rolled steel sheets of total sheets imported, as shown in
table 36.

STEEL EiiO.S FROM U1ITD STATFS, WESTERN EUBOPE, AND JAPAN
TO EAJQO WOlLD DESTINATIOSi; 1.957, 6,r191, 19661

Europ Europe.

TO F
Asias,
Africa &

.
Oceania

U.3.

0T
All Other

W. Japan U.S. W. Japa
Europe Europe

TO TO TO
*U.S, 'Westeran urope Japa.

.2
=

0

roH W.. Japan Japn U.« W.
.4rv''-
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STEEL IMPORT &rUDY
TABLE 36.-Imports of steel sheets, 1961-66, hot and cold rolled

[In thousands of net tons]

SoroM 1961 192 1963 19 19 1966

All ountres...--.....---...-. ..... 58 173 933 3,057 3,118
Japanp..-.----- ---------- ...- 10 89 254 493 1, 472 1,755
West Germany .....-.....- ..... 2 5 30 146 420 429
United Kingdom ......................... 19 37 384 407
Ca nada.-.........--.---..--...--. 33 65 167 196 231 235
France-................................. 1 2 4 30 279 167
Belgium-Luxembourg.................- 9 3 2 14 179 26
All other .... .... 3 9 62 18 92 100

Source: American Iron and Steel Institute, "Annual Statistical Reports 1957-65." Data for 1966 were
htrnished through U.S. Department of Commerce, Business and Defense Services Administration.

Chart 37 shows in millions of dollars changes in U.S.-steel exports
total and to major destinations. Chart 38 and table 39 shows for
west Europe for 1956-66, the trend of industrial production and steel
output, reflecting some of the same influences that retarded demand
for steel in this country from 1957-62. The same table also shows the
United States trade in steel with west Europe for 1956-66. Tables
40, 41, and D-2 in appendix provide tonnage summaries of the United
States Steel foreign trade, 1955-66.

CHANGES IN U.S. EXPORTS OF STEEL, BY DESTINATION
From 1954-56 Average to 1966

Decrease (Million $)
120 80 40
T --- I I I

0

TOTAL

CANADA

I I I I I

LATIN
AMER ICA

WESTERN
EUROPE

ALL _

OTHER

Increase (Million $)
AO an

I I I I I I II I I ._ 1 1

SOURCE: International Trade Analysis Division, U.S. Department of Commerce
based on Census Bureau data.

U.S. Department of Comerce, Office of Business Econoaics
l/ Especially to India and Pakistan.
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Table: Table 36.--Imports of steel sheets, 1961-66, hot and cold rolled
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WESTERN EUROPE-Industrial Production, Steel Output, and
Steel Trade With Uaited States

Index, 1953-100
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TABLE 39.-- IWestern Europe-Industrial production, steel output, and steel trade
with the United States
(Index numbers, 1953-1001

Western Europe produc- U.S. production U.S. trade in steel with
tlon Western Europe L

Steeling otsTotalSteel ngots tal Indus- Imports
and trial pro- ad trial pro- Exports to froin

castings dluctlon 3 castings duction

19 , 1 l0 lI...-0-------------- ------------

19t1...... . t17 12 .......-- .............

1962... ... 164 170 87 1-.1 6J 175
9lt ............. It7 178 9S 136 54 195
1954 ....... ... . 19 192 113 145 171 215
INZ-. ...... 197 199 119 157 38 369
I1s61._......... 191 '. 122 171 41 345

I Steel production and trade based on tonnage figures.
2 Common Market and United Khlindom.
OECI), Europe.

Sources: 01 ,, U.S. Department of Commerce, based on data from FRB, Bureaut of Census, OECI) and
AISI.

TABLE, 40.-Percentage distribution of steel imports by country of origin, 19.57-66
[In percent I)

Country

Total inlports ..........................

European Coal and Steel Com-
miunity (ECSC).................
Belgiur-Luxenmbourg ..........

France .........................
West (lernany.................
Other ECSC I.................

unitedd Kingdon ...................

Japan .............................
(anada ...........................
A 1 other countries.................

I las(ed on tons.
I Italy and Netherlands.
Source: U.S. Department of Colnmer

195,7 1958' 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966

10 100.0100.0 . 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

77.1 70.5; 65.9 62.4 61.7 60.9 41.2 40.1 40.4 35,7

I41.5 45.7 32.7 29.6 33.2 30.4 23.5 21. 16 9 1.0
115.5 9.4 13.3 10.3 10.1 7.3 6.6 6.8 8.3 7.1
16.4 11.8 16.5 17.6 15.8 11.2 9.9 10.6 11.3 11.3
3.7 3.6 3.43 4.9 2.52.6 0 1.2 1.3 3.9 2.3

5.0 b.0 4.9 6.3 5.2 . 1 6.4 4.4 6 7.0
2.7 14,7 14.2 17.9 18.9 62.1 33.2 38.0 42.6 45,1
4.5 2.7 8.6 6.3 9.6 9.0 10.7 10.7 6.2 6.4

i10.7 7.1 . .7.1. 9 8.5 6.8 3.9 5.8

CCe.

TABLEI 41.-Ezports and imports of steel mill products, 1966-66

Millions of dollars

Exi t.S IimpIi)Its Trade
balance

6i33 107 526
759 174 585
997 171 8,25
564 192 372
363 5161 -1,54

1 44 152
431 :82- 41
IlJ.J-A -,/I

46,,

420
5-W

6:'i
749

1, 177
1 .2)(A

-l\1
-127

-678-78q

'Thousands

Exports I

4,061
4,348
5, 348
2,823
1,677
2,977
1,990
2,013
2,180
3,435
2,496
1,724

11iiil

,1,

1,

3.
4,
5.
6.

10,
In,

s of tons Imports Exports
__-as per- as per.

cent of cent of
)rts Trade U.S. Industry

balance market I shipment

973 3,088 1.2 4.8
341 3,007 1.7 5.2
155 4,193 1.6 6.7
707 1,116 2.9 4.7
396 -2,719 6, 1 2.4
359 -382 4.7 4.2
163 -1,173 4.7 3.:
100 -2,07 5.6 2.9
452 -3,272 6.9 2.9
440 -3,005 7.3 4,0
383 -7,887 10.3 2.7
731 -9, (Y2 10. 9 1.9

I hBa'd on data in tons. U.S. market Is Industry shipments, plus imports, minus exports.
NoTE.-Exiort value is value at U.S. port. Import value Is value at foreign port and excludes freight,

Insurance, and duty. 'I'l'e data In millions of dollars have been matched with the data In thousands of tons,
which are as published by the American Iron & Steel Institute and may differ slightly from data subse-
quently revised by the department of Commerce, Bureau of the Censua.

Source: U.S. I)epartment of Commerce.

Year

1955...
19 i ..

1958.
1959..
1961.

1962.
1963.
1964..
1965.
13c%.

.1_ 111_______

-----.II------------.----I----.-I--..-..

9.869604064

Table: Table 39.--Western Europe--Industrial production, steel output, and steel trade with the United States


Table: Table 40.--Percentage distribution of steel imports by country of origin, 1957-66


Table: Table 41.--Exports and imports of steel mill products, 1955-66
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Tables D-3, D-4, and D-5 provide a breakdown of the trend of

steel mill l)roducts by types and illustrates the relative increase
in the more high-priced types of products. It is, therefore, most re-
markable that table 44 indicates that, the average value per ton of
imported steel in 1966 was the lowest since 1961, a result of the con-
stant deterioration of world steel export. prices since 1961. The fact
that U.S. steel exl)ort. values were double the import prices reflect
the higher proportions-of specialty steels exported from the United
States.
The penetratioti of the domestic market in case of more specific

ro(duct classification, especially for wire rods, ;wire nails and staples,
)arbed wire and woven wire fence, is shown in table 42, while table 43
slowss the trend of iml)orts )by products by giving 1966 as a multiple
of 1957:

TAr.nlE *12.--1.arket penieration of imported steel mill products, 1967-66

1'roduIct categCoi

W ire rods ...........................

Other seml finished ....... ...........

Structural shapess anid ailing ........

I'lates..... ...... .............
Iein forcing bars .....................

otliertahs in'l tool steel ............

I'lPe and telling...- ...- .............
1)r:arn wle .........................

Wire nails (ld staplles.... ............
BIr lbed wl e ...................... .....
\\oven wire fence..... ..........
Sheets and( strip .......................
Ills and accessories (Inclllni wheels

aind lxifts)............................
'1' In1mil products...................
All steel nill) products ..................

Impoiil s us percent of apparent domestic consumption I

1957

1..4.1s
:13. 7
.3

t6.8
1. 1
1.9
3.2

23.4
52.2
8.2
.2

,3
(2)
1.6

19t

17.1
1.3
3.6
.4

19.0
2. 6
3.2
6. 0

32.3
51.9
12.8
.2

.6
(2)
2.9

1959

31. '
4.7
10.8
4.8

28.3
. .5

fi. 4
9. I
44.0
61.9
24. 2
1.4

.0
1.2
6. 1

1960

31.0
3. 7
6.0
3.4

19. 0
3.8
6, 5
S. 6
42.3
.52. 8
21. 4
1. .

. 0

.7
4, 7

1961

32. 7
11.1
6. 1
.6

19.4
41
7. 1
7. 5

42. 8
6S3.0
20. 5

.7

3.0
.3

4.7

1962

39.2
10.5
7. 6

20.4
4.4
8. 7
9. 7

46. 1
47. 7
26.9
1.4

1.3
1. (
5. 6

1963 194 196i 1906

42.7 45.1 49.3 45. 9
13.2 13.8 10.1 9.6
9.8 9.9 12 4 12'.
3. 5. 3 7.4 9V. 5
17.1 11 .6 5.1 17.2
.s.7 7.2 8 .7 8 6

10.3 9.1 9. 1o.6
11. 113.5 13.0 13.
48.9 8s. 0.0 45.S

60.7 47.9 41.6 31.4
30 1 27.9 27 4 8
2,7 3.4 8. 9 9,',

.1 1.0 l.f 1.5
1. 7 1.6 2. 2. 4
6.9 7.3 10 3 1(1 (

A apparent dlonitic consumption Shipments by U.S. mllls+lImlorts-exlpots.
': Less than ,to of 1 percent.

i.

9.869604064

Table: Table 42.--Market penetration of imported steel mill products, 1957-66
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TABLE 43.-U.S. Imports of steel mill products, 1967-66
(Thouawnd net tons] I

1966 as
mul.

Product category 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 192 1963 1964 1965 1966 tipl
of

1957 1

Wire rods............ 4 18451 645 801 953 1, 24 1,150 21
Other semflnished.. 8 18 92 68 180 174 265 345 283 2 28
Structural shapes
and piling.......... 268 151 07 317 374 58 638 9 947 3l

Plates.22 20 291 212 37 150 275 462 774 951 43
Reinforcing ar.... 60 473 2 16 583 607 45 411 66 673 4
Other bars and tool

steel ............... 103 176 487 325 324 388 535 762 1,074 1,046 10
Pipe and tubing ... 191 20 553 480 521 655 778 790 93 1,058 5!
Drawn wire.......... 5 153 276 235 1203 275 317 397 437 458 5,
Wire nails and staples. 135 197 306 2.32 245 271 298 297 314 275 2
Barbed wire.......... 63 59 78 6 82 67 90 72 75 77 1
Woven wire fence..... 18 '3 45 2 31 42 51 43 41 3 3
Sheet and strip ....... 41 5 386 436 171 33 827 1,167 3,507 3,62 9
Rails and accesories
(Including wheels
anrd axle) ......... 5 10 10 23 12 12 14 24 26

Tin mill products.... () () 67 39 19 56 94 88 145 134 1,268

All steel mill
products .... 1,155 1,707 4,396 3,359 3,164 4,100 6,446 6,440 10,383 10,753 pV

I Rounded to nearest W.
106 tois In 1957 and 183 tons In 1958.
I)etail may not add exactly to totals tbcause of rounding.

T.4AB1L 44.-Average value per ton of U.S. exports and imports of steel mill
products

Exports I Imports

1961 .......................................207. 127.14
19i62 ...... ......... ... ........................................6206. 35 124.83
196 ....................... .................... . 06. 68 12160
1964 ............... .......

...................................... 178.02 1.91
................................................................... . 118 12

196 ....... ....'.'..'.'..'..........................]H........... ....... 235. 62 117.89

I Thee averages reflect the higher proportion of highpriced specialty steel and more highly finished steel
products.

Source: OBE, 'SI)C, from basic data of Bureau of Cenlus.

l'The following tables show steel imports by quarters, first in thou-
sands of tons and second in terms of an index with the first quarters
as 100. Because there seems to exist a seasonal trend in which the
first quarter, with olly one exception, namely, 1960 was the lowest,
it may be assumed that total 1967 imports will exceed 1966 imports
by roughly the percentage by which first quarter 1967 was higher
than first quarter 1966, even if first quarter 1967 was lower than the
last three quarters of 1966. The seasonal trend is probably due to the
freezing of the Great Lakes, but other factors such as U.S. domestic
demand and domestic demand in major steel exporting countries
will play their role.

9.869604064

Table: Table 43.--U.S. Imports of steel mill products, 1957-66


Table: Table 44.--Average value per ton of U.S. exports and imports of steel mill products
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U.S. imports of steel mill products, 1968-67, by quarter
[Thousand short tons]

1st quarter 2d quarter 3d quarter 4th quarter Annual total

1958 ............................ 231 368 608 607 1,707
1959 ............................. 768 1,156 1,120 1,363 4,396
1960 ........................... 1,400 817 668 668 3,356
1961 ............................. 12 788 879 984 3,13
1962 ................... ..... 953 1,102 1,066 989 4,100
1963...................... 961 1,408 1,617 1,471 5,446
1964 ............................ 1,384 1,644 1,600 1,812 6,440
1965 .......................... 1,824 3,114 2,942 2,603 10, 383
1966 .................. ...... 1982 2, 48 3, 261 2, 82 10, 753
1967 ............................. 2,408 ............. ..... ..... . ...... ..... ..............

I Do not necessarily equal quarterly totals, because of revisions.
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census.

[Indexes, 1st quarter- 100]

1st quarter 2d quarter 3d quarter 4th quarter

195 ........................................... 100 16 220 263
1959 ............................................ 100 162 148 180
19 ............................................ 100 68 41 41
1961 ......................... .................. 100 164 172 192
196 ............................................ 100 116 111 104
1963 ............................................ 100 147 168 163
1964............................................ 100 119 116 131
1965 .................................... 100 171 161 137
1 ........................................... 100 134 16 144
17........................................ 100 ..........................................

Steel and the U.S. Balance of Payments
'Table 45 shows the balance of payments for 1966 in detail, Both

analytical Inethods for measuring the degree of deficit or surplus-
liquidity and official settlements--are shown. The net balance column
allows the source and overall size of the "real" deficit or surplus,
while tile financing column shows how the deficit is financed or tihe
sllrlplus disclosed.

'llie major difference between these two measures is in the wav
foreign holdings of U.S. liabilities are handled. Tile underlying
asstlnptioll abouteconomic behavior in the liquidity balance is that
tll foreign holdings of dollar liabilities which mature in less than 1
year ---liquid liabilities--are a real (claim on the U.S. gold stock.
As sllch, the liquidity balance measures the actual decline in the
U.S. gold stock--and other reserve assets of the U.S, Government-
1and increases in all U.S. liquid liabilities to foreigners.

T'le underlying economic rationale behind the official settlements
balance is that only foreign official holdings of dollars represent a
real clainl oil the gold stock. Foreign privateeliolders and international
organizations have a demand for dollar balances as an international
ellrrei(cy in tile same way a's they would have a demand for any U.S.
service. Illus, ianl increase ill sll(tl foreign holdings of dollars is treated(
in a mItanlner similar to that of service expiorts--in tile nlet balant(ce
colltlin rather than in the financing coltumtn. The official settlements
Ibalatnce measures only tile increase in foreign official holdings of dollars.
In 19(06 foreign official holdings of dollar liabilities with .llaturity
of less than I year decreased $1.6 billion while holdings of dollar
liabilities witih a maturity of more than 1 year--nonliquid--increased

9.869604064

Table: U.S. imports of steel mill products, 1958-67, by quarter
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$0.8 billion. The large difference between the liquidity balance and
the official settlements balance in 1966 was due to high interest rates
and tight money in the United States. This encouraged foreign
private persons to temporarily increase holdings of liquid dollar
assets by $2.9 billion.

TABLE 45.- U.S. Balance of payments, 1966
[in billions of dollars]

Transactions

I. Goods and services......- .....-.- ---

1. Merchandise trade (goods)..----
2. Services--.. ....-----------

(a) Military.-----...------
(b) Investment income-------
(c) Travel ...-..-------------

(d) Other.--...---------.
II. Private capital------- --------

1. Long term------------
(a) Dlrect Investment..-----
(b) Portfolio investment..----
(c) Hank and other loans (net)

2. Short term-----.... -----------

III. Government .-------------------------
1. Loans.---------------------------
2. Grants and transfers----------

IV. Other
1. Private transfers.-.-----------
2. Errors and omissions .----------
3. Changes in U.S. reserve assets..--

(a) Oold (outflow is receipt)-
(b) Convertible currencies--.
(c) IM F gold trance.

4. Changes in U.S. liquid liabilities.
(a) Foreign official holders..
(Ib) Foreign private holders..
(c) International organiza-

tions other than IMF._-

Balance-of-pay
accounts

Re-
ceipts

43.0
29.2
13.8

.8
6.2
1.6
5.2
2.5
2.2
-.1
.9

1.2
.3

1.2
1.2

1.1i
.6

.5
3. 4
.3

3.0

.1

Total .------------ 51.2

Pay-
ments

37.9
25.5
12.4
3.7
2.1
2.7
3.9
4.1
3.8
3.5
.5

-.2
.3

5.1.
2.8
2.3

.6

.4

.6

.5

2.6
1.9
.1

.6

51.2

ments

Balance

+5.1
+3.7
+1.4
-2.9
+4.1
-1. 1
+1.3
-1.6
-1.6
-3.4
+.4
+1.4
0

-3.9
-1.6
-2.3

- .6
-.4
+.6
+.6
-.5

-1.6
+2.9
-.5

0.0

Balance-of-payments measures

Liquidity
balance

Financ-
Net Ing of

balance net
balance

+5.1

"-i.6

-3.9

-.6
-.4

-.5
+.5

-1.6
+2.9

Official settle-
ments balance

Financ-
Net ing of

balance net
balance

+5.1 ..--

- 2.4 0.8

-3.9

-.f .--------
-.4 ..-

. +.
-.----- -.5

'+-.9.6.. 1.6

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

.'.....' -1.6
+9 !-------

..... --- 5 -.5

-1.4 +1.4 1 +. 2
I....

-.2

NOTE.-Figures may not add because of rounding.

'The growiltg dollar deficit in the balance of trade in steel products
not only has had an adverse effect on the total merchandise balance of
trade but also has contributed increasingly to the persistent deficit
in our balance of payments.
As a matter of factL, the Chairman of the President's Council of

Economic Advisers, Gardner Ackley, put the problem in historical
context January 3, 1966, by saying:

Overall steel imports in the first 11 months of 1965 were up to 9.7 million tons,
worth $1,096 million. The value of steel exports was down to $460 million,
producing an 11-month steel deficit of $636 million, perhaps $700 million for the
full vear. In 1955-57 we, had an average steel export surplus of $645 million.
Thlus the deteroriortio of our balance of payments due to steel over the last
decade is $1.3 billion, probably as large as our entire balance-of-payments deficit
in 1965.

Finally, tables D-7 and 1-8 are tabulations of the U.S. balance
of payments, 1947-66, providing a historical comparison of thle U.S.
deficit in the balance of payments and in foreign steel trade since

_____ L---------L--· -----

·-

9.869604064

Table: Table 45.--U.S. Balance of payments, 1966
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1957 and 1963, respectively. It must be emphasized though, that from
this comparison of the deficit in the U.S. balance of payments and of
steel trade, the conclusion cannot be drawn that the steel deficit is directly
responsible, or that if it were to-be stopped, the U.S. balance of payments
would be so much further in balance.

Just as the steel industry is likely to blame the balance-of-payments
deficit on net imports of steel so the owners of domestic resorts
might blame it on the "tourist gap" or others on the "foreign aid
gap" or even the "widget gap."
The United States should strive to overcome the balance-of-pay-

mnents deficit, but its merchandise trade has been favorable in every
year and every quarter since 1947. A restoration of a net export balance
in steel trade would be desirable from the point of view of the U.S. bal-
ance of payments, but it would not help either the balance of trade or
the balance of payments, if a sharp cut-back in the current level of steel
imports would result in an equivalent dollar amount of other U.S.
merchandise exports being lost because of retaliation.

Summary
The U.S. balance of payments has been in deficit since 1950, with

the exception of 1957, and the foreign trade in steel mill products
has become an increasingly adverse factor. In 1966, the total deficit
of the balance of payments was $2 billion and $0.9 billion was the
dollar amount of the trade deficit in steel products.

Obviously, any increase in U.S. steel exports and any decrease in
U.S. steel imports would be a greatly desirable help toward the balanc-
ing of the U.S. balance of payments. But, it must also be recognized
that the U.S. balance of trade was favorable by $3.7 billion in 1966
and that any quota measure sufficient to keep out steel imports might
cause a corresponding decrease in U.S. exports, either because of
retaliatory quota actions by the countries prevented from selling
steel products to the United States or simply because these countries
now have ceased to earn the dollar with which to import U.S. goods.
There are further qualifications to be considered. Foreign steel

producers are buying steelmaking raw material such as, iron ore,
scranl, and metallurgical grade coal from the United States and any
reduction in foreign steel output would be bound to be reflected in
lower demand for steelmaking raw materials exported to them from
the United States.

Finally, the United States is exporting substantial tonnages of steel
ini lie form of end-use items, especially vehicles and machinery, and
the trend of the United States balance of trade in this field will have
to be considered.

Technical Note: Prices and Research as Factors in U.S. Export
Performance

The disappointing trends of recent U.S. steel exports and imports
have been blamed in part on noneconomic factors, i.e., the government-
determined status of tariff and nontariff trade barriers, export incen-
tives and subsidies abroad. Obviously, only governments can negotiate
about the establishment of "fair rules of the game."
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Regarding the purely economic factors determining export per-formance, two major views are held. The more traditional view em-
phasizes price competition only. An alternative view, which may well
be especially applicable to U.S. exports, emphasizes research and de-
velopment; the so-called "technological gap." It enables U.S. industry
to export to the rest of the world the more sophisticated products that
are coming in a steady stream out of the research laboratories of U.S.
corporations and testify to the renowned reputation of large-scale
production know-how of this country
Not surprisingly, both views shed light on the recent unfavorable

record of U.S. steel exports and imports. The following two tables are
quoted from R. N. Cooper's "Are Americans Competing in World
Markets" in the June 1967 issue of the Manufacturers Hanover Trust
Co.'s monthly publication.
The first table compares the changes during 1960-1966 in exportprices of manufactured goods from major industrial countries to the

countries' respective shares in world trade and gives evidence to the
high inverse correlation between changes in export prices and export
shares, thereby supporting the view that prices are the deciding factor
in world exports.
TABLE 46.-Export performance in manufactures, 1961-66 1 (percentage change)

Export Export
prices share t

United Kingdom.--..--.------...-...-..........- 14 -14
France -----------------.--------------------------.--------.---------. 8 -15
Oermany. ...-----.----------.--..------------.- -7
United States ...-----------------------------------------.-.---.---- .- .. 4 -3
Netherlands ..-----..------..-..------------------... ...- 3
Belgium .....-----.--------..------ ---------..2 -9
Canada. --------- ------------------------- -- ---.-- 2 +16
Italy.----...------------------.- +15
Japan ..-------------------..--------- ...------ -8 +52

1966 partially estimated.
Excluding growth in intra-EEC and intra-EFTA trade.

When growth in demand slackens abroad, many foreign firms find
themselves with excess capacity. To a far greater extent than Ameri-
can firms, the European and Japanese manufacturers turn to foreign
markets to hold up output, trimming prices if necessary. Thus, some
foreign products, potential imports, go begging for markets, and the
American trade position, both imports and exports, may suffer accord-
ingly. The world steel glut of the past 6 years illustrates this phenom-
enon.
At the same time, it is clear that other factors also influence exports.

Recent research at Columbia, Harvard, and Massachusetts Institute
of Technology has shown that U.S. export performance is strongest
in those industries in which research and development expenditures
are concentrated. This work shows that the U.S. share of manufac-
tured exports is very highly correlated, industry by industry, with
research and development expenditures as a percentage of sales. At
one extreme, the U.S. aircraft industry, with R. & D. expenditures
equal to 22 percent of sales, accounted for about 60 percent of world
coninercill aircraft exports in 1962. At the other extreme, these studies
indicate that in 1962 the iron and steel industry, with R. & D. expendi-
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tures equal to less than 1 percent of sales, accounted for less than 10
percent of world exports of iron and steel products.

Table 47 clearly proves that high R. & D. industries account for
a larger share of world trade and also tend to export a higher share
of their own productions. R. & D. expenditures are more closely cor-
related to export performance than either scale of output or degree of
capitalization. R. & D. under military or general Government con-
tracts may play a role, but the drug industry's high export perform-
ance is mostly based on company-financed research. To the extent
that steel plays an important role in national defense, the steel indus-
try might have been expected to benefit to a greater extent from
military research contracts.

TABLE 47.-Relationship between exports and R. & D.

Total U.S. share of
R. & D. exports from Exports as a

expenditure 10 major percentage of
s a exporting sales, 1962

percentage of nations, 1962
sales, 1960 (percent)

Aircraft............................- ..-- ..............- 2'2. 5 00 8 4
Scientific and mechanical measuring equipment .............. 11.8 37 6 7
Electrical equipment-......... .... ... . ..........--.....-- 10.9 27 4.1
Other instruments ............--..-..----.-..............-. 6. 5 22 (1)
Drugs---...-.. . ......--.....------- ...-------.- ..-- ....---- 4.8 33 6.0
Machinery (nonelectrical) ..- .......................-. 4. 42 13. 3
Chemicals except drugs.......-.............................- 4.1 27 . 2
Motor vehicles and other transport equipment ............... 3. 1 23 4.2
Rubber products ........... ..... ............ ............ 2. 1 23 2.0
Fabricated metal products -..... ........- .......... ..... 1. 20 2.1
Petroleum refining..-...-........................ . . . 11 21 1.2
Nonferrous metals-...... ....-..... ....... ..............1. 18 4.2
Papers and allied products -....-..- ..... .......... ..... . 7 16 2. 1
Lumber, wood products, and furniture...-. ................. .6 12 2.0
Textiles and apparel ...-....------......6.......- ...6- 10 4.1
Primary ferrous metals .........................6 9 2.5

I Included in scientific and mechanical measuring equipment.
Source: D. B. Keesing and Gruber, Mehta & Vernon, Journal of Political Economy, February 1967.

This table is based on 1960 data on R. & D. and the U.S. steel
industry has recently advertised its research mindedness. The follow-
ing attempts, therefore, to bring the record up to date.
The U.S. steel industry has been accused by some critics of having

neglected the field of R. & D. The industry has contended that is has
greatly expanded its efforts in recent years.

It must be recognized that R. & D. expenditures are less important
a criterion of an industry's success in this field than the results
achieved. It is also a fact that few industries are in the process of
changing their technology as drastically as steel production, and the
new technology results in better products and drastic reduction in the
cost of the new plant and equipment needed to achieve the same
tonnage of output. Additionally, there are substantial savings in
tolerating costs.

It may be agreed that only the continuous rolling mill was invented
in this country (in the twenties) and that the BOF and continuous
casting were invented in Europ)e, but the U.S. industry is using these
processes now on a larger scale than the countries where they were
originally invented.

20-479 0-68-8
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Only after having stated these qualifications a comparison of R. & D.
expenditures by the steel industry and by all industries as reported
by McGraw-Hill on May 12, 1967, is given below:

R. & D. expenditures
[In millions of dollars)

1965 1966 1967 1970

Iron and steel ................................................. 131 136 146 174
All industries...................... .......... .. 1, 197 16, 457 16, 605 20, 79

This indicates that in 1966 the U.S. steel industry's R. & D. ex-
penditures were only 0.9 percent of those of all industries.
Even smaller percentages would result under these two additional

R. & D. outlay comparisons:
1. How much of the R. & D. performed by industry was federally

financed in 1966?
.Mllone of dollars

Iron and steel ---.-----------.. ....0.5
Aldindustries-------------------------.--------..----------- 8, 408.2

2. How much R. & D. did industry subcontract to other organiza-
tions in 1966?

Millions of dollar
Iron and steel ---- --- ------------------- ------------------- 0. 4
All industries------------------------ ---------------- --- -- 501. 2

This note on determinants of export performance has focused on
just two factors in international trade; namely, price differentials, and
the role of research outlays as a percentage of sales. Such quantita-
tive analysis attracts econometrically inclined economists like a
powerful magnet at the expense of their ignoring the often more
pertinent factors that defy neat quantitative analysis. Such factors
are border taxes, tax remissions on exports, subsidies, "buy national"
laws, import licenses, quotas, dumping, opportunistic pricing, and
secret discounts which are discussed elsewhere in this study.
Technical Note: A Comparison of Steel Imports by Major Customs

Areas to Growth Rates of Steel Output in the Respective Dis-
tricts

Chart 48, "U.S. Imports of Steel by Major Customs Areas, 1956,
1962, and 1965," shows the relative ranks of certain harbors and of
parts of the Canadian border as "invasion routes" for foreign steel.
It shows that Michigan with 14.7 percent, Texas gulf ports with 12.2
percent, and Los Angeles with 11 percent, received the relative largest
inflow of imports in 1966.

Chart 49, "Steel Ingot Production, U.S. and Major Geographic
Centers," mTay not be exactly comparable to the major points of
entry, but it sho\\s the greatest average annual rate of growth for the
Detroit district, namely, 5.6 percent compared with 1.5 percent for
the United States as a whole. Phis highest growth rate of any district
colulpares with the largest percentage of Inports, 14.7 percent for
M[ichigan.

9.869604064

Table: R. & D. expenditures
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The second fastest growth of steel production has been experienced
by the St. Iouis district which may be related to imports through gulf
ports. Finally, the Los Angeles port might be related to the western
district, which has an average growth rate of 2.0 percent.
These comparisons of the ranking of ports of entry with steel-

producing districts indicate that between 1947 and 1966 regional
population shifts and relative growth rates of steel-consuninig indus-
tries proved to be stimulating on a regional basis both to domestic
production and to imports.

Tables D-9, D-10, and D-l 1 provide the basic data for the charts.
3,563

U.S. IKFO OP STEnL BiY YJOR CL6TOG AIfAS
1956, 1962, ui 1965
(Thousand Short Tons)
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Lakes
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Atlantic
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Technical Note: Is Overvaluation of the Dollar Responsible for the
Net Steel Imports?

One all-too-simplified diagnosis and prescription for a solution of
the steel import problem has been advanced by Prof. Procter Thomp-
son of Claremont Men's College, Pomona, Calif. He blames the
"steel import problem" on the overvaluation of the dollar which
cannot be cured by "voluntary restraints" on U.S. bank lending abroad
and on investment of U.S. corporations abroad. Neither are solutions
to be found in the taxation of the purchase of foreign bonds or stocks,
in "gentlemen's agreements" such as quotas on the importation of
Japanese textiles nor hein the increase of tariffs against steel imports.His prescription recommends -devaluation of the dollar or flexible
(market determined) exchange rates:
The international money market can easily solve the problem of finding the

price that equalizes the value of what we want to buy with the value of what we are
able to sell. The forces of the arketovern themaprice of nearly every other com-
modity in a modern economy, and the exceptions-farm products plus certain
raw materials covered by international agreements-create more problems than
they solve.
The market solves the problem at a cost, of course, in the form of fluctuating

rates. But this cost is surely smaller than the embarrassment and the agonies
we face with a fixed rate that gets more and more out of plumb with the basic
levels of market forces. Chief among the disadvantages ofthe present system is
the restraints we have begun to place on the free flow of goods and services across
our boundaries in an effort to cut back the deficit in our balance of payments.The so-called voluntary restraints on U.S. investment abroad represent an ac-
celeration of this unwholesome trend. (Ironically, these restraints may do more
harm than good even in terms of their limited pupose of discouraging the drain on
our reserves because, once the investment is in place, it commences to return a
stream of foreign payments to its American owners.)The present overvalued exchange rate artificially cheapens foreign goods in the
American market and handicaps U.S. products in the foreign market. It thus
damages domestic industries suffering from vigorous foreign competition and
penalizes export industries trying to penetrate offshore territories. The steel
industry it need hardly be pointed out, offers a prime candidate for both cate-
gories. While other causes no doubt contribute to the rise in steel imports from
about 2 to about 10 percent (by volume rather than value) of U.S. consumption
during the last decade and while other influences doubtless add leverage to the
fall in steel exports, the overvalued dollar helped set the stage for the play. The
moral of this drama is clear: If, for some reason, maintaining the present exchange
rate is somehow necessary to "the prestige of this country " if (unwisely) it is a
prime objective of U.S. monetary policy plus a secondary objective of our general
foreign policy, the costs of this scheme fall in part upon steel and other industries.
To carry this moral further, steel complains of "unfair" Japanese competitionbecause the wily orientals dump steel on American docks at prices which allegedly
reflect a foreign subsidy. Steel's complaints should be lodged closer to home; their
own government is doing them in.

Lowering, or allowing the market to reduce, this overvalued rate represents a
uniform, tariff on all imports combined with a uniform subsidy to all exports.At the new equilibrium terms of trade, therefore, imports fall off and exports
increase. The steel industry finds this prospect understandably attractive and,
by a fortunate coincidence, it also serves the national economic interest.1

Professor Thompson's hypothesis appears to be contradicted by the
trend of steel imports and the relative value of the dollar during the
period 1957-66.
The best analysis of the recent trend of the overvaluation and under-

valuation of currencies and their effect on international competitive-
ness has been published in 1967 under the title: "A Note on Inter-
national Competitiveness" by C. A. van den Beld and D. van der

I From an unpublished paper read at a steel industry seminar, Chicago, August 1966.
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Werf, Central Planning Bureau, The Hague, 1967." On page 9, the
following table compares the overvaluation of the dollar m terms of
other currencies for the years 1957, 1960, 1963, and 1965. The table
indicates that the dollar was overvalued in 1957 in all countries but
France which subsequently devalued its currency.

In 1965, due to the price index in the United States (1960=100)
having risen to only 104 compared to much greater price increases
abroad, the dollar was overvalued only in terms of cost of production
in Japan, The Netherlands, Belgium, and France, but was under-
valued in terms of the competitive costs of West Germany, United
Kingdom, Denmark, and Norway.

Available data appear to indicate that production costs during 1966
and the first half of 1967 advanced faster in the Netherlands than in
the United States, and it might therefore be assumed that the dollar
today is undervalued also in terms of Dutch production costs.

Overvaluation of the dollar in terms of currencies of steel exporting countries, 1957-65
(on the basis of purchasing power parities for GNP, exclusive of services)

[Percentages]

1957 1960 1963 1965

Japan--..---.-.--..---.-.-.. ..----- 20 16 7
United Kingdom-............. 3 6 2 -3
France-. .-...-- .....-....-- ------------ -6 13 4 4
West Germany--. ..------.-----10 9 -2 -4
Belgium ... ....- -----. ---------- 11 14 9 1
Ital--.. ....--------- --....--- .------- ---14 18 8 1
Netherlands.....- ...-- .--......--...--.-- 20 21 13
AlA=_- .. .._1

In the light of this evidence and because steel imports into the
United States since 1957 have steadily increased while steel exports
from the United States have fallen, the conclusion must be drawn
that forces other than an alleged overvaluation of the dollar have been
responsible. Purchasing power parity, as shown in the table above, has
been determined on the basis of the prices of commodities consumed,
ignoring the prices of services most of which do not enter into inter-
national trade.
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CHAPTER V

THE IMPORTANCE OF THE STEEL INDUSTRY IN THE
U.S. ECONOMY

The role of steel can be measured and compared to other industries
in terms of tonnages of basic processed materials produced, value
added by manufacture, assets, sales, employment, total payroll, wages,
capital expenditures, net profits, and Federal income taxes paid.
Trend comparisons can be made with gross national product and
Federal Reserve Board index of production of durables.

Steel as the Major Raw Material of the U.S. Industrial
Economy

At the beginning of the post-World War II period, steel accounted
by weight for 85 percent of all processed materials. According to a
study made in 1944, approximately 110 million tons of processed
metallic and nonmetallic basic materials were used by all manufactur-
ing industries in the United States. Of these materials, iron and steel
accounted for about 85 percent.

Percent
Iron and steel-------------------.---.---------.--...-------.-- - 85. 0
Glass----------------------------.--------_---------.._.._.--- 7 5
Lead and zinc---------------.---..8----------------.- 1.8
Copper-..----------.---------------------_---__-- 1.3
Aluminum and magnesiumm -----------------------...--.----- 1. 3
Plywood. -----.......................... 0..........1.0
Synthetic rubber ..--------------------- ... ......................1.0
All other-------.---.----------------.-------------.-----.1.---.-1.1

The postwar period has witnessed a relative decline in steel's role
in the economy. Plastics, aluminum, and concrete invaded steel's
traditional markets, but steel still accounts for 94-95 percent of all
metals used in this country.

In regard to plastics, it has been claimed in a 1966 congressional
hearing that they have begun to equal steel's use in the United States,
not only in cubic feet but also in weight.'

IIf the role of materials is estimated not in terms of weight but in terms of cubic feet, it has been alleged
by Guy Suits, retired vice president for research of General Electric Co., in testimony before the U.S.,
House Committee on Science and Astronautics, January, 196, and published under the title, " Govern-
ment Science and Public Policy," pp 56-57 "For perspective, i need to take a slight detour into polymerhistory. These materials used to becalled'plastics, and they deserved to be. They had miserable mechani-
cal and chemical properties, and they were likely to melt, or fall apart In your hands. For years they were
just barely equal to the mechanical demands of the application to toothbrush handles. This chemical m-
terial had a bad start in industrial life principally because its molecules consisted of long chains of atoms
poorly adapted to orderly atomic arrangements, which are a fundamental requirement for mechanical and
chemical integrity. The polymer chemist has had a long uphill fight to bring order out of this atomic chaos,
but he has succeeded in achieving the result that these substances are becoming bona fide structural ma-
terials of real consequence. They are already replacing many metals in consumer products, to such a degree
that in American industry as a whole the volume of polymers used in manufactured products already
exceeds the volume of steel.
"This statement takes advantage of the fact that there is a density difference averaging about seven times

In favor of polymers. But relative growth-rate of usage is such that polymers will soon overtake steel-even
on a weight basis-and they may have already done so. --
"We are certain because of the existence of the diamond, that nonmetallic substances may match-even

exceed the strength ofmetals. It Is difficult to escape the conclusion that polymers will, in the future, become
the basic structural materials of our civilization."
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Lest this apparently overwhelming growth of plastics is overrated
in terms of competition with steel, it should be pointed out that most
plastic uses are in applications where steel had not and would never
ave been considered.

Definition of the Steel Industry
From the point of view of steel integration a definition of the

industry would include the following:
(1) The raw materials used, such as iron ore, coking coal, limestone,

and ferromanganese.
(2) The transportation of these materials from the mines to the coke

ovens, blast furnaces, and steel furnaces; including ore boats, rail-
roads, and loading facilities.

(3) The coke ovens and byproduct plants.
(4) The blast furnace.
(5) The scrap industry (collecting and processing).
(6) The foundry industry (some 3,400 gray iron or malleable iron

foundries).
(7) Steel furnaces.
(8) Rolling mills.
(9) The retailing of steel products through company-owned or

independent steel service centers.
(10) The retailing of oil field materials through oil country supply

stores.
(11) The manufacture of such products as drums, pails, pumps,

axels, wheels, and gas bottles.
(12) The construction of ships, barges, bridges, and structural

parts of buildings.
Activities, such as 11 and 12 above mentioned, are carried on by

only a few of the major steel producers.
Data for the steel industry are reported by the Government on an

establishment basis for information regarding employment and on the
basis of consolidated corporate reports on all dollar items such as sales,
assets, profits, dividends, and so forth. The data used in this study are
either Government data (Census or SEC-FTC) or AISI.
Government data for primary iron and steel include SIC 331, 332,

and part of 339; that is, coke ovens, blast furnaces, steelworks, rolling
mills, foundries, forgeshops, electrical metallurgical plants and inde-
pendent wire drawers, cold finishing mills, and pipe and tube producers,
a definition of the steel industry comprising some $24 billion of sales.
The AISI definition isnarrower and confined to companies reporting
to AISI, with sales of some $18 billion. On the basis of AISI data, other
significant parameters of the industry for the year ending December 31,
1966, were:
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[Dollars In millions]

Number of stockholders--------------------------------------- 1,196, 204
Number of employees---------------------542, 047
Current assets-----------------------------...---------- $7, 285
Current liabilities-------------------------3, 252
Undepreciated fixed assets-------------------------------------- 24, 671
Depreciated fixed assets---------- 10, 680
Profits (net income)-------------- 1, 076
Federal income taxes---------------------------- 690
State, local, and miscellaneous taxes----------------- 349
Capital expenditures------------------------------- 1, 953
Dividends--------------------.---_- ------ 484
Stockholders equity--------------------------- 12, 052
Market value of equity--------------------------------------8, 700
Total payroll------------------4, 502

Comparison of Steel Industry Trends to Other Major Industries,
1947-66: Sales, Employment, Payroll, Profits, Federal Income
Taxes, Cash Dividends, Total Assets, Capital Expenditures, Value
Added by Manufacture
A comparison to all manufacturing industries for 1947 and 1965

indicates that the steel industry has somewhat decreased its relative
standing in sales, net profits after taxes, Federal income taxes, cash
dividends, total assets, total employment, and total payroll, but has
somewhat increased in its capital expenditures and value added by
manufacturers. It should be pointed out that the data used are the
ones reported by the SEC and FTC, as shown on chart 50.

Primary iron and steel industry related to aU manufaoturing industries,
1947 and 1965

[In percent]

1947 1965

Sales ....- ......- ........-....................................6.5 5.0
Profits after taxes ..-- .- ...--- ------- ...-........---------_ 6.5 5.1
Federal income taxes-----.-----. ---.. 6. 6 5. 8
Cash dividends-...-..-..-........---- .....-................... 6.5 4.8
Total assets-------------------------- -------- 8.0 6.4
Capital expenditures..---- ...-...------.......--- -- --- -- ---- 9. 0 10.3
Value added by manufacture ----.-----------.--.-----.- ----..6. 6 6.0
Total employment---------------..------------------- ------ 6.2 5.0
Total payroll -------- -- -------------- ------------ 7.0 6.1

Source: Bureau of the Census, SEC, and FTC.

9.869604064
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Primary Iron and Steel Industry Related to All Manufacturing Industries,
1947 and 1965

Percent

Sales

Federal Income Taxes

Cash Dividends

Total Assets

Capital Expenditures
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Total Employment

Total Payroll
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Percent of All Manufacturing Industries

Source: Bureau oa Ihe Census, and Securities and Exchange Commission, and Federal Trade Commission.

CHART 50

The following charts compare with other major industries, in terms
of actual dollars (left side of chart) and percentage index (right side of
chart), the sales, profits after taxes, Federal income taxes, cash
dividends, total assets, capital expenditures, value added by manu-
facture, total employment, and total payroll of the steel industry.
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Sales: Steel showed an increase of 150 percent compared with 518

percent for transportation equipment (airplanes), and 479 percent
for electrical machinery and equipment; only textile mill products
and food showed a smaller increase than steel

Comparison of Iron and Steel Industry With Other Industries
A. Sales

1947 and 1965
Billions of Dollars Index (1947-100)
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Profits after taxes: Steel showed an increase of 115 percent compared
with 720 percent for transportation equipment (airplanes), 447
percent for motor vehicles, 339 percent for electrical machinery,
253 percent for rubber, 238 percent for petroleum, 236 percent for
chemicals, and 194 percent for nonferrous metals; only textiles,
food, and paper showed smaller increases

Comparison of Iron and Steel Industry With Other Industries
I. Profits After Taxes

1947 and 1965

Billions of Dollars Index (1947=100)
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Federal income taxes paid: Steel showed an increase of 140 percent,
while all other industries showed higher increases, except food, tex-
tiles, paper, and petroleum

Comparison of Iron and Steel Industry With Other Industries
B. Federal Income Taxes

1947 and i965
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Cash dividends: Steel showed an increase of 142 percent, or less than
other industries, except food, textiles, paper, nonferrous metals,
and rubber

Comparison of Iron and Steel Industry With Other Industries
C. Cash Dividends
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Total assets: All industries exceeded steel except textiles and food

Comparison of Iron and Steel Industry With Other Industries
D. total Assets
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Capital expenditures: Steel was exceeded only by electrical machinery,
chemicals, transportation equipment, paper, and rubber

Comparison of Iron and Steel Industry With Other Industries
E. Capital Expenditures

1954 and 1965
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Value added by manufacture: Steel increased by 216 percent due to
the growing role played by cold-rolled, stainless, alloy, and other
more sophisticated types of steel products; steel's increase was ex-
ceeded by motor vehicles, electrical machinery, chemicals, trans-
portation equipment, nonferrous metals, stone, clay, and glass,
and rubber and plastics

Comparison of Iron and Steel Industry With Other Industries
F. Value Added by Manufacture
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Total employment: Steel increased employment by only 1 percent,
while textiles and petroleum refining (automation) showed actual
decreases, but electrical equipment registered 100-percent increase,
chemicals 89 percent, and rubber 78 percent

Comparison of Iron and Steel Industry With Other Industries
G. Total Employment
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Total payroll: Steel increased its payroll by 145 percent, while food,

textiles, and petroleum refining showed smaller increases

C npaison of Iron and Steel Industry Wth Other Industries
H. Total Payroll .,
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These relative changes in major U.S. industries are illustrated on the
charts. The underlying data are shown in the appendix. See appendix
for all tables prefaced by a letter.
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Market Appraisal of Investment in U.S. Steel Industry
All these data have compared 1965 with 1947. In order to get a

focus on a more current appraisal of the steel industry's current and
probable flitulre earning power, the market value as of December 31,
1966, of all steel stocks listed on the New York Stock Exchange is
coimpared to their book value and to the market vallle of other in-
dustries and of certain specific companies as of that date. Without
disregarding the fac t lat. there are many amateurs gambling today in
"swi ginrg" stocks of "science" industries, the investment appraisal
of the steel industry reflects the viewpoint of the highly trained
security analysts in the trust department of banks and the portfolio
managers of insuranceC companies, endowment flrnds of universities
and colleges; of pension funds and of mutual investment trusts,
especially t hose elniphasizing income rather than capital gains. The
nmllber of individual stockholders of steel companies on December 31,
1966, was 1,196,204.
Based on an analysis of data published by Standard & Poor's,

steel shares are held by investment trusts as follows:

Number of Market value Number of
funds holding of steel shares shareholders Sharps held
steel shares held represented (thousands)

(millions)

Closed end funds (20) .--- ..--- . 6 $7.2 104,574 180
Open end funds (80)- ..-----.. -..-.-- 38 448.9 4,508, 907 12,608
Total-.. . ........44. 456.1 4,613,481 12,788.

Such information is not available from private'sources for pension
trust funds. Reports filed with the Government by pensions trustees
or managers do not require a segregated or classification of investments
which would enable one to develop or obtain this information.

It may be of interest that the pension fund of the International
Monetary Fund as of April 30, 1967, had 6.36 percent of the market
value of its portfolio in steel stocks. The pension fund of the Federal
Reserve System also held stocks in the steel industry.
The 1967 Fact Book of the New York Stock Exchange shows on

page 222 that the market value of the common and preferred stocks
of 40 steel companies listed on the exchange on December 31, 1966,
was $8.7 billion. The fact that these 40 companies in 1966 paid $500.5
million in cash dividends as compared to $483.8 million in cash divi-
den(ds shown by AISI for all reporting companies for this period proves
that these 40 companies account for close to the total of the industry
in financial standing, at least.
Two comparisons appear to be significant. The market value of

$8.7 billion as of December 31, 1966, compared to total stockholders
equity as reported by AISI for that date of $12 billion. This means
that as of that (late the market appraisal of the steel industry was only
72 percent of the depreciated book value of its equity, a rather un-
favorable appraisal and one preventing the steel industry from
financing the installation of the new technology by issuing stock.
Only cash flow and going into debt are alternative means of financing
plant and equipment.

9.869604064
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A second comparison would relate the market appraisal of the
industry at $8.7 billion to the appraisal on the same date of other
industries or of individual companies:

Bill ion,
All stocks.------- -------------------- -------------- .---- $482. 5
Industrials only _---------------------- --------------- 359. 9
Petroleum.-------..-------------- ..---------- --------- 70. 1
Chemicals-- . ---------------------------------------- 51.8
Electronics and electrical------ ---------------------------- 50. 9
Automobile .-------------.. ------------------------------ - 27. 9
Drugs and cosmetics--------------------------------- 20. 8
Foods .............---------------- 20.5
A.T.& T--------------------------------- -------------------- .29.7
IBM------------------ ---------------------------- 20.2
GM ------------------------ - ---------- ---- ------------ 18. 9
Standard Oil (N.J.) ------------------- ----- ------ ------------ 13. 8
Eastman Kodak---------------.------------------------------ 10. 3
Texaco-------------------------------- ----- ----- - 9. 8

Total dividends paid by the steel industry in 1966 were 3 percent
of all dividends paid by stocks listed on the NYSE in that year.

Cause of Relative Decline of Steel Demand, 1955-1963

Comparing steel ingot production for the years 1919-55 with the
growth of GNP in constant dollars, we find that steel output increased
by 307.2 percent compared to a growth in GNP of 296.2 percent. It is
after 1955 that the demand for steel actually declined to a lower level,
as follows:

Million
Yer: net tons

1955-------------------------.------------------117.0
1956----._,---.--- ---------------. ------------ - 115. 2
1957-------------------------------------------------------- 112.7
1958------ ----- -------------------- 85. 3
1959------------------------------- -------- -------------- 93. 4
1960--- -------- ----- ----- --------------- - 99.3
1961- --------------------------------------------- 98. 0
1962----------------.-----------------------.-----98.3
1963---------- ----------------------------------- 109. 3

It was only in 1964-66 that ingot production again exceeded 1955
with 127.0, 131.5, and 134.1 million net tons, respectively.
Any appraisal of the present and possible future impact of steel

imports on the employment opportunities and the profits which the
industry will be able to offer its workers and stockholders, has to be
preceded by an analysis of recent demand trends for steel.
Charts 60 and 61 (the basic data are shown in tables E-10 and

E-11) show that per capita steel consumption in 1951 was 0.504 tons,
and in 1966, 0.503 tons; GNP per capita in constant (1958) dollars
was $2,475 and had increased to $3,212 in 1966.

9.869604064
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USA APPARENT STEEL CONSUMPTION, POPULATION & GNP
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To assess the meaning of this failure of per capita steel consumption
to rise at all during a period in which per capita GNP in constant
dollars advanced by 33 percent, a comparison of steel mill shipments
(millions of tons) was made to the durable goods production index
of the FRB index (1957--59= 100) shown in chart 62 for the years
1947-66. This comparison indicates that steel shipments on the average
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have declined at a rate of 4 percent a year compared to the FRB
durable goods index.
As shown in the lower half of chart 62, this steady annual downward

trend of 4 percent was interrupted temporarily only three times;
namely, during 1947-51, 1955-57, and 1963-64, al three periods being
characterized by capital goods booms.

STEEL INDUSTRY
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Another illustration of the declining role of steel in the U.S. economy
is given in chart 63, table E-12, which compares national income
originating in the steel industry to total manufacturing and to all
industries. National income originating from the steel industry as a
percentage of total manufacturing was 7 percent in 1948 and as high
as 8.1 percent in 1951, but only 6.1 percent in 1966. For a comparison
with all industries, the percentage for the steel industry was 2.2
percent in 1948, 2.6 percent in 1951, but only 1.9 percent in 1966.

National Income Originating In the Iron and Steel Industry as a Percent of
National Income Originating In Total Manufacturing and In All Industries
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CHART 63

Before exploring the reasons for this failure of steel demand to keep
pace with GNP and the Federal Reserve Board index it should be
recalled that of the 99 million net tons apparent domestic steel
products consumption, 10.8 million tons were imported while in 1957
the United States had still been a net exporter of steel.
Among the causes for the 1955-63 decline in steel output other

than the 1957-59 and 1960-61 recessions were:
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(1) Shift in GNP from durables to services, aside from-the role of
producer durables which use about 65 percent of all steel used but
which still shift primarily with the business cycle. The 35 percent of
steel used normally in consumer durables were reflected in consumer
expenditures in these two postwar periods, as measured in average
annual changes, as follows:

[In percent]

148-65 .955-61

Consumer durables.................... ........... ........ ............+8.3 +1.7
Automobiles. ..................................- .... .............. +13.8 -1.0

Consumer nondurables . .............................. ............... +3.4 +3.7
Consumer services .......................... ....... ......... +3.4 +7.3

.~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Between 1948-55 consumers spent heavily on durables which had
not been produced for civilian use during the war or which they had
not been able to buy during the long depression of 1930-41. The
great upswing of 1961-66 was to see another upsurge in the demand
for durables, especially cars, even if the outlays for leisure time,
education, and medical services were to continue their long-term
upward trend.

(2) Certain specific industries were in a long-term downward trend
as steel customers. The railroads, in the first half of the twenties used
to buy 25 percent of all steel products shipped. They still bought 6 per-
cent in 1955, but less than 3 percent in 1961. The number of oil wells
drilled in this country fell sharply because of rising imports of crude
oil and changes in technological factors. Defense expenditures showed
a steady downward bias for the ratio of steel required per dollar spent.

(3) Better; i.e., stronger steels, and a trend toward lighter func-
tional designs meant less steel per unit of use. Compact cars intro-
duced after 1955 required only two-thirds as much steel as former
models. Tin cans were offered in a 27-percent lighter gage, and in
construction lighter beams of more tensile strength were introduced.
Oil and gas pipelines, drill pipe, and casing have shown a trend to
thinner gages, and further steel savings were achieved through welding
instead of sleeves or couplings.

(4) Research into new methods of combating corrosion has so
much prolonged the life expectency of many manufactured products
made from steel that it is bound to greatly reduce replacement de-
mand. Oil and gas pipelines used to be vulnerable to corrosion because
of the sulphur content of the hydrocarbons they transported, and had
to be replaced after a certain number of years. In the fifties they
began to be protected against corrosion by coatings (inside and out-
side plastic skins) and'by electric currents. Car bodies began to have
longer life due to the use of galvanized sheet for better rustproofing.

(5) The generally accepted statement that the demand for steel is
price-inelastic in the short run means that price cuts will not increase
the demand for steel in a recession. But since 1955, the domestic steel
industry has learned that in the long run increasing differentials
between domestic steel prices and the prices of substitutes (aluminum,
plastic, and cement) and of imported steel do cause substantial losses
in its traditional markets. It is difficult to quantify the relative roles
that may have been played by increasing price differentials, by
specific weight differentials, degree of resistance to corrosion, by

9.869604064
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greater ease of machining, or by the increasing aggressiveness of
the sales engineers pushing their respective materials.

(6) Price differentials, availability of delivery in periods of relative
shortages, and protection between time of order and delivery against
price changes began to increase competition from abroad. Exports
fell and imports rose, and to this was added an unfavorable trend in
exports and imports of manufactured products containing steel, such
as automobiles.

It is difficult to document the loss of domestic steel use in specific
products, but table 64 compares for the years 1955-66 steel shipments
to the automotive industry with motor vehicle production and gives
tons of steel shipped per vehicle produced. The evident decline in
steel shipped per vehicle in any given year could be the result of steel
inventory liquidation by the automotive industry, but the downward
trend over the whole period must be due to the combined impact of
imports and use of substitutes (aluminum, plastics) unless it coull
be partly explained by the lower weight of "compact" cars.

TABLE 64.-Steel consumption per motor vehicle, 1956-66

Automotive Motor vehicle Tons of steel
Year - steel shipments production I shipped per

(thousand (thousand vehicle
net tons) units) produced

1966---- ..----- ------------------- ..----- ----- -------- 18,003 10,329.6 1.74
1966--------------------------.------- 20,123 11,057.4 1.82
1964-..------...-...---- ...-- 18,387 9,292.3 1.98
1963 ---- -----------------. 16, 88 9,100.8 1.86
----1962.-..... ---. - -- ---------...-- --- 15,181 8,173.4 1.86
1961-- ..---- .-.-.--- ...------- ..-- 12,594 6,676.5 1.89
1960 ---.....- ....... --...- ..---...--- --.---.- .--- 14,610 7, 8 . 3 1.86
1969.- ...- .....- ................-- ......-- .- 14,214 6, 728. 7 2.11
1958.----..- ---------.... --..------------..... .-- 10,125 -5,136 1 1.97
1957-----...-.. ....... .-------------. 14,227 7,220. 1.97
1956-.....- ......... ..........--.------.------ 14,142 6, 920. 6 2.04
19565.. -----------.------.-----------. --- 18,722 9, 19. 3 2.04

1 Factory sales: includes cars, trucks, and buses (factory sales and actual production are closely com-
parable).

Source: American Iron & Steel Institute, Automobile Manufacturers Association, and Burnham & Co.

Any explanation of these historical changes in total demand for U.S.
steel and any projections of future demand trends will profit by an
analysis of the relative growth rates of the major steel consuming
industries. The method of redistributing steel shipments to ultimate
consuming industries from the data published by AISI in monthly
and more detailed quarterly and annual reports, was originally de-
veloped by the Commercial Research Department of the United States
Steel Corp. for the hearings of the "Temporary National Economic
Committee" (TNEC), volume I, Economic and Related Studies,
1940, page 327, and has been brought up to date. The table attempts
to identify the ultimate steel consumers by redistributing among them
shipments reported by AISI under the following classifications:

Steel for converting and processing
Forgings (other than automotive)
Bolts, nuts, rivets, screws
Warehouses and distributors
Contractors' products
Nonclassified shipments;

9.869604064

Table: Table 64.--Steel consumption per motor vehicle, 1955-66


460406968.9



STEEL IMPORT STUDY

The trend of shipments for the years 1923-66 reveal some majorchanges in the U.S. economy. While railroads accounted for 25 percent
of all steel used in the period 1923-25, it had fallen to 2.8 percent
in 1961 but recovered to 5.7 percent in 1966. Steel for cars and trucks
had doubled and "machinery and tools" had increased from 3.1 to
11.5 percent. Containers had increased from 3.6 to 8.1 percent but
this was a decided decline from the 11.1 percent in 1961, reflecting tile
new competition from substitute materials, the introduction of thin
tinplate and the stability of containers as a market in a capital boom
period. Exports had started with 5.1 percent, had reached a peak of
16.5 percent in 1941 (lend-lease) and a postwar peak of 7.5 percentin 1947 (Marshall plan) and reached an alltime low of 1.9 percent
in 1966. (See table E-13.)

The Battle of the Materials
The following discussion of "the battle of the materials" may, at

first glance, appear not to be relevant to an analysis of the import
problem. Nothing could be further from the truth for these reasons:

(1) The "battle of the materials" has been one of the reasons why
foreign steel-producing countries are faced with overcapacity and are
trying to sell their surplus output in the world market at "bargain
basement prices."

(2) The goal of the U.S. steel industry at this time is to lower its
costs of production to that of other countries and "fair rules of the
game"-be able to increase exports and challenge imports. Cost re-
duction is only possible through very high investments in new tech-
nology. The increase in overhead charges resulting from such invest-
ments, as shown at the end of chapter VIII can only be met if output
in future years increases by an average of at least 2 million net tons
each year.

(3) The future price policies of the U.S. steel industry may have to
include selected price increases on products that are not competitive
with imports, but such price increases would also have to consider the
competition from substitutes.
The first half of the last decade witnessed the invasion of steel's

traditional markets by other materials; the record of the second half
appears to indicate the relative success of steel's endeavor to fight back.
The future will see a seesaw between the competing materials,

with combinations used in many applications. Aluminum and plastic-
coated steels (clad-steels) are already in wide use.

There appears to be no reason whatever why the steel industry
cannot, through intensified research, maintain or even improve
its position in this battle of the materials. On the other hand, if
future increases in imports should make such efforts at steady mod-
ernization of production technology and of products unprofitable, the
steel industry's decline might well endanger our national security.

"The Competitive Challenge to Steel," a 100-page analysis pub-lished by AISI in December 1961 was the industry's first statement
that it was facing competition other than from among its own mem-
bers. Competition was making inroads into the U.S. steel industry's
traditional markets, both at home and abroad. The report stated on
page 8:

109
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For the first time in more than a half century, the United States became a net
importer of steel in 1959. There has also been a marked rise of imports of steel
related products, i.e., products made largely of steel.
A second type of competition had arisen from "alternates" or

"substitutes" such as aluminum, plastics, timber, glass, cement,
paper, and paper board and plywood. The above quoted AISI report
stated on page 6:

During recent years there has been considerable growth in the markets for
some of the materials which can be used as alternates for steel, in certain uses.
The steel tonnage at stake in the area of competitive materials is substantial.
AISI and other sources estimated that nearly 2 million tons per year can be
identified as having shifted, at least temporarily, to other materials in use which
can be measured with reasonable accuracy.

Construction and durable goods industries, as shown in table E-14,
regained their 1955 level of activity by 1961 and then grew by 42.5
percent in the 1961-66 period. Steel shipments declined 22 percent
between 1955 and 1961 before advancing by only 6.2 percent in 1966
above 1955. If durable goods and construction would have increased
.their steel purchases as much as their own output, steel shipments
would have been over 20 million tons higher.

Part of this relative decline of steel, of course, was due to better
steels of lighter gages doing the job heavier gage steels had previously
done.

'o plinlpoint the causes and degrees of the relative decline of demand
for steel by U.S. industries, chart 65 shows the trend of prices for steel
and completing substitutes for the period 1955-66. (Chart 66 shows for
the same period, the outl)ut of six major steel consuming industries:
automotive, construction, metal cans, machinery and equipment, rail-
road equipment, and appliances. Thle widening divergence of the indices
for tihe output of each of these six industries and their consumption of
steel highlights thle continuing relative decline intsteel tonnage demand,
due to either the use of substitutes or the use of stronger but lighter
gage steels.
Chart 67 slows the percentage changes in output for steel and com-

1etitive materials for the period 1955-66.
The AISI has not published any analysis of the markets lost to steel

because of substitutes since 1961. The loss is probably somewhat higher
now, but that the rate of displacement has undoubtedly been slowed
significantly by a variety of actions taken by the steel industry to
counter the continuing threat from competitive materials. Another
estimate of the replacement of steel appeared in a 121-page study
published by the United Nations in 1966: "Aspects of Competition
Between Steel and Other Materials," Committee of tile Economic
Commission for Europe (ECE) and carried out under its auspices.
'l'is study, which is based on data for Ieriods ending with 1964,
states o(l page 121:
The proportion of total iron and steel use replaced is estimated to be of the

order of 5 pereeitt. This is a gross figure, i.e., it does not take account of the
advances made by iron and steel at the expense of other materials.

Although the overall degree of present replacement would thus appear to be
moderate, the analysis has confirmed that in some sectors of the economy, partic-
ularly in packaging and in use of tubes, competition between iron and steel
products and other materials is already much stronger and the degree of replace-
ment considerably higher. An intensification of competition in other sectors of
the steel market is possible, since, for instance, the improvement of the properties
of some of the competing materials (particularly reinforced plastics) is rapid,
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and their prices are becoming increasingly competitive. It is estimated (in chapter
III) that, even under present economic and technical conditions, the total gross
replacement of iron and steel could rise from 5 percent to perhaps 71 percent.
In the longer term there could be radical changes in these conditions, leading to
substantial changes in the balance of competition. In the United States, com-
petition between iron and steel products and other materials is considerably more
severe than in Europe. This is due partly to factors peculiar to the U.S. economy,
but partly also to developments which are likely to spread to Europe.
Because this United Nations report is based on worldwide data, it

stands to reason that the above statement, "In the United States,
competition between iron and steel products and other materials is
considerably more severe than in Europe" must imply that the re-
placement of steel by substitutes in the United States should in 1964
have exceeded the gross figure of 5 percent. Indications of the growing
use of plastics and aluminum in the automotive industry and others
appear to support this.
The report gives the trend (compound rates) in the production of

plastics for certain countries based on the years 1955-63:
' Percr Perce

United States --------------- 10.0 Italy-.. ------- ---------.._- 26.2
West Germany ------------- 18.6 U.S.S.R....-----------..- 16.2
Japan------- -------- 55.9 France----------- 22.2
United Kingdom------------- 12. 3 World-----------___ 15.4

The loss of traditional steel markets to competing materials-plas-
tics, aluminum, glass, paper, wood, and concrete--is difficult to
estimate but exceeds 2 million net tons of steel products, or nearly 3
million net tons of ingots a year. In West Germany this displacement
of steel has been estimated at 4 percent of which 2.5 percent is attrib-
uted to plastics and 1.5 percent to aluminum. Additionally, this

I

9.869604064

Table: [No Caption]
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Percent Changes in Output, Steel and Competitive Materials 1955-1966
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competition has forced the industry to promote new, stronger, and/or
lighter steels, and, thereby, lose tonnage output, often without com-
pensating price increases for improved steel.

In some fields steel has been able to fight the competition of other
materials to a standstill, but in the case of automobiles, the 1967
models are using 57 pounds of plastics instead of 35 pounds in the
1966 models, and early 1970 models are expected to use about 100
pounds..

Because the weight ratio of steel to plastics is 6 or 7 to 1, one might
jump to the conclusion that the use of 100 pounds of plastics replaces
600 to 700 pounds of steel, but this would be erroneous for two
reasons. In the first place, when plastics replaces steel it usually has
to be of double or triple gage, or reinforced with wire (birdcage con-
struction). In the second place, some of the additional uses of plastics
replace aluminum or zinc diecastings, or are for new items not previ-
ously manufactured as part of the vehicles. As a general rule, new uses
of plastics in vehicles may therefore replace steel closer to a pound for
pound basis.

The Future Use of Plastics Versus Steel in the Automobile Industry
Estimates for passenger car p)rodllction in 1985 range from 14 to 20

million. Unit consumption of steel per car is estimated to decline from
2,600 pounds in 1966 to 2,200 in 1985. In case of a possible technical
breakthrough in the case of plastic forming, the use of steel might
drop to 1,500 pounds.

In 1966 plastics accounted for only 1.3 percent of the weight of
steel in a car. In 1985 plastics would be 150 to 200 pounds per car, with
500 pounds likely if a breakthrough in the forming of plastics is
achieved. But even in this most adverse estimate, steel would still
supply three times as much by weight than plastics, or 1,500 pounds,
and total steel use in passenger cars could run to 30 million tons a
year compared to 23 to 24 million tons in 1966.
A reference had been made earlier to the testimony by Dr. GuySuits, vice president of the General Electric Corp., concerning the

fact that the use of plastics may already have surpassed the use of
steel, not only in cubic feet but also in pounds. In 1963, Dr. Suits
had presented charts 68 and 68a before the annual meeting of AISI.
Because these charts2 are misleading, chart 69 was made to give a
better visual. presentation of the present competitive status between
steel, cement, plastics, and aluminum.

I Based on a paper presented to the Chemical Marketing and Economics Division American Chemical
Society meeting, Milami Beach, Apr. 10, 1967, by Sumner B. Twisa, president, Chemical Division, Chrys-ler Corp., Trenton, Mich.

2 Chart 68 Ls In pounds, chart 68A in cubic feet.



STEEL IMPORT STUDY

,POLYMER USE HAS

I

CHART 68

Summary
The steel industry began to realize in the second half of the fifties,

that its markets were being invaded by substitutes. Aluminum and
plastics enjoyed the advantage of lighter weight and of corrosion
resistance. Concrete competed on a price basis, and glass for con-
tainers on the basis of transparency. The steel industry has fought
back through the development of stronger,li ghter gage steels, or by
cladding, i.e., the combination of steel with aluminum or plastic
outside skins, thereby combining the strength of steel with the
corrosion resistance or decorative effects of the substitutes.

Taking into consideration all of the factors discussed in this chapter,
the conclusion is reached that during the 8-year period, 1967-75,
the demand for plastics ' will increase by 200 percent, for aluminum
by 100 percent, and for steel by 17 to 22 percent.

I For the future role of plastics and "high performance composites" see testimony of Stephen W. Tsal
and William T. Cruse, at hearings on new technologies and concentration, Senate Antitrust and Monopoly
Subcommittee, Washington, D.C., Sept. 20, 1967.

20-479 0-68-10
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COMPARISON OF STEEL INGOT PRODUCTION WITH PRODUCTION
OF MAJOR 'COMPETING MATERIALS

1947-65 - Millions of Pounds
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CHAPTER VI

STEEL PRICE TRENDS: UNITED STATES AND WORLD
The following section discusses first the record of steel prices in

the United States, 1946-66, and then the trend of prices in other
countries and in the world market.
Any discussion of steel prices must start out with a warning against

the validity of published prices.
Extras Versus Secret Discounts

The composite finished steel price as published by Steel magazine
is indicative only as a base price. Steel is produced in tens of thousands
of combinations of size, shape, chemical analysis, and metallurgical
properties, and extras are always charged for any deviation from
certain norms as well as for orders below a certain tonnage. The
price of steel calculated by the BLS is higher than the Steel magazine
price because the former attempts to include these extras. --

When a buyer's market exists competition results in "unpublished
discounts" or freight absorption for customers that are located closer
to competing steel plants, or whose purchases are considered strategic
and who can afford to bargain.
To illustrate that in foreign countries listed prices apparently mean

even less than in the United States, the following item on Japanese
price information was furnished on behalf of the "Japan Iron and
Steel Export Association," the "Japan Wire Products Export Associa-
tion" and the "Japan Galvanized Iron Sheet Export Association."

Japanese Price Information
Domestic selling prices are negotiated case by case. In other words, there are

no price lists for steel products sold at home. Steelmakers sell the same kind of
products at different prices from time to time, according to the subject matter
of the transactions or according to the purchasers.
Though industry-published prices (known as open market selling prices) for

some types of ordinary steel exist, they are only nominal and therefore unrepre-
sentative. The so-called market prices shown in some newspapers and magazines
are of the nature of trade prices which reflect the speculation of terminal distribu-
tors. These prices differ from publication to publication and practically never
represent the actual selling prices of the steelmakers.

Just as domestic prices, export prices to the United States are determined case
by case,

Actual mill prices to individual purchasers, whether domestic or export, are
considered top secret. Mills do not inform other mills or the association of their
prices. Even the Japanese Government does not have access to such information.
Therefore, we cannot provide actual product prices because of lack of knowledge.

Steel Prices and Stability of Output
After the great merger movement of the 1898-1901 period, U.S. steel

price fluctuations decreased while fluctuations in output correspond-
ingly increased. The price of rails was unchanged at $28 a ton from
1901 to 1916 and again at $43 from 1922 to 1932. During the Great

119
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Depression, the composite finished steel price published by the
magazine Steel fell by only 15.4 percent as compared with 23.4 percent
of the wholesale price index of all commodities except farm products
and foods.1

In defense against the charge of having hampered business recovery
by failing to cut I)rices to meet the reduced purchasing power of their
customers, the United States Steel Corp). presented the econorhic
analysis quoted below and which Simon N. Whitney evidently
endorses because he states that it has become "a minor classic for the
authority and clarity of its presentation." 2

1. Steel is used -primarily in the manufacture of capital goods
and consumer durable goods. The demand Tor both of these
groul)s is subject to occasional sharp slumps.

2. The total demand for steel is inelastic-that is, a price
reduction will do little to restore it once it has dropped. For
example, a railroad with no prospect of good traffic will hardly
buy locomotives just because their prices are reduced. Con-
slumers who have stopped buying cars because their incomes
have been cut or because they fear unemployment will hardly
resume such buying if a 20 percent reduction in steel prices is
carried through to the automobile and brings its price down
2% percent.

3. Steel is so nearly uniform in quality among producers
that a price cut by any one will draw customers from others.

4. There are so few important producers that each will feel
this loss of customers and will have to meet the price cut at once.

This emphasis on competitive price cutting is typical of the policies
of foreign steel industries when exporting. In the United States the
practice has still- been-with the exceptions, such as, unpublished
discounts and freight absorption-to maintain prices and to adjust
oultl)llt to demand.

In chapter V it was discussed why, due to the "battle of the ma-
terials" and the challenge from imports, the total demand for do-
mestically produced steel is no longer inelastic. But it is still the
primary policy of the U.S. steel companies to adjust output to de-
mand rather than to attempt to maintain output by cutting prices
all along the line.
The basic difference in United States versus Continental European

steel pricing policies is highlighted in chart 70 which shows the steady
increase in U.S. prices for either domestic or export steel sales versls
the opportunistic export pricing policies of the ECSC countries.

Charts 71 and 72 show the European and French price policies in
greater detail, reflecting the increase by 30 percent during the 116-
day steel strike in the United States, and the subsequent decline due
to world overproduction of steel below the level which had prevailed
in 1958 and early 1959.

I According to Simon N. Whitney, "Anti Trust Policies" (New York, 1958, p. 309).
Ihid, p. 309.
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CHART 70.-U.S. Industry versus ECSC export prices, 1966-66

Table F-1 compares, for the period 1951-66, steel prices of the
United States, Belgium, France, Germany, and the United Kingdom,
as collected by the BLS, but the BLS has its doubts as to compara-bility of these data.1 They are, nevertheless, given because theyprovide evidence of the sharp decline in Japanese steel prices, reflect-
ing perhaps, in part, the improved productivity of Japanese- steel
mills, but certainly the efforts of Japanese steel exporters to find mar-
kets abroad.

Tables F-6 and F-7 give more up-to-date price data furnished byBritish sources.
I See appendix for all tables prefaced by a letter.
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Chart 70.--U.S. Industry versus ECSC export prices, 1955-66




8TEEL IMPORT eTUDY

PRICE DATA

1959 1960 1961 1962 1963
102.10 133.21 113.75 95.92 89.65
102.89 130.10 112.58 96.20 88.68
104.59 126.48 110.43 96.97 89.58
107.36 125.88 107.32 96.26 89.52
109.83 125.35 106.71 95.25 89.71
116.00 124.92 104.01 94.94 90.16
118.87 123.69 101.93 95.65 90.24
122.52 122.07 100.98 95.97 89.94
122.60 118.52 98.69 96.04 89.61
128.28 114.35 98.05 93.25 88.30
131.19 112.10 99.25 92.13 88.71
130.56 112.83 99.19 89.43 90.68
116.40 122.46 104.41 94.92 89.57

1964
95.25
100.25
102.45
105.37
106.23
106.76
104.65
103.37
101.80
99.19
96.71
98.10

1965
97.33
97.39
97.39
95.86
94.22
92.70
91.93
91.99
89.96
86.82
86.82
88.03

1966
89.79
90.49
91.15
91.15
89.99
89.78
90.28
91.01
91.29
90.52
89.60
90.45

1967
90.71
91.56
92.81
91.88

101.68 92.54 90.46 91.74

NOTE: The composite prices indicated in the chart and table represent weighted averages for a basket comprising
merchant bars, concrete reinforcing bars, wire rods, hot rolled strip, plates, hot rolled sheets, cold rolled
sheet and galvanized sheets. They are derived from base prices, F.O.B. European port, for Commercial
Quality Thomas Steel, as published by the Metal Bulletin, Londoh.

CHART 71

Nonprice Factors in International Steel Competition
The domestic steel plants are located with a view to serve their

respective domestic markets, and they have been protected from
foreign competition by the tariff and by transportation advantages.
Therefore; up to the sixties, neither foreign steel producers nor do-
mestic importers had developed the marketing facilities to respond
quickly to large domestic demands for steel products, which often
must conform to precise specifications to be acceptable to the specific
needs of the consuming industries.
Most steel mill products are produced to scheduled orders for de-

livery. Orders for steel used in heavy construction are usually placed
only after the construction contracts have been let. For machineryand vehicles, orders are usually placed only after estimates of pro-
duction schedules for these fabricated products have been formulated.

Promptness of. delivery and the familiarity of domestic producerswith the specific requirements of domestic customers as well as the
familiarity of the latter with the services and products of the former,
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made price differentials offered by importers or foreign steel salesmen
a rather minor inducement to switch.
The first real chance for foreign steel products to penetrate the

U.S. market was in product lines, such as, barbed wire and nails, small
structural shapes and bars of common grade steel which are sold
through warehouses and jobbers to many small customers where
conformity to precise and diverse specifications is not a factor, and
therefore large inventories can be stocked.

1 2

TREND OF FRENCH EXPORT PRICES OF SELECTED STEEL PRODUCTS 1958 - 1965
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It was probably in the period preceding strikes, or threatened
strikes, when large users of other types of steel were attempting to
increase their inventories in order to be protected against a long strike
that foreign producers got a foothold in the market for quality steels.
Once a close relationship had been established between the foreign
producer and the domestic importer or consumer, price differentials
became more essential.
The fact that foreign steel salesmen now can fly to this country

in a matter of hours, rather than by boat in a matter of days or weeks
as formerly, undoubtedly played its role as has the advent of low cost
instantaneous inter-continental communications. Once contracts,
and, at least, relative promptness of delivery had been established,
and quality had been tested, imports were bound to increase as long
as a price differential existed.

Steel Price Trends
Table F--2 compares the Bureau of Labor Statistics industrial

commodities price index and the all-commodities price index with
the finished steel product price index, 1946-66. The comparison
clearly indicates that the steel industry had more than doubled
the price of finished steel products between 1946 and 1957, from 112.1
to 260.6 (1940= 100) an increase of 132.5 percent, in contrast to tile
industrial commodities index change from 131.8 to 212, an increase
of 60.8 percent and all-commodities index change from 153.7 to 230.2,
an increase of 49.8 percent. The more rapid rise in steel prices was
the result of the need to cover rising production costs and to generate
sufficient cash flow to develop new iron ore supplies and to increase
capacity, as discussed in Chapter VIII of this study.
These managerial decisions to raise prices were apparently remunera-

tive because the industry succeeded in locating and developing new
iron ore reserves in the form of direct shipping ores and taconite
deposits. However, during the period 1957-63 the more than propor-
tional price increase that occurred in finished steel products must be
recognized at least in part as being responsible for the invasion of the
industry's markets by substitutes and imports. These competitive
factors, leading to decreased demand for steel, caused prices of steel
products to advance far less rapidly in the period 1957-66. From 1957
to 1966 steel prices rose by only 7.7 percent from 260.6 to 280.7 (com-
pared with 132.5 percent in the 1946-57 period) while the industrial
commodities price index was increasing from 212 to 223.7, a change
of 5.5 percent. Even more significantly however, is the period 1959-66
when steel prices moved from 274-.3 to 280.7 (1940=100) representinga change of 2.3 percent while the industrial commodities index was
increasing from 216.5 to 223.7, a change of 3.3 percent. This latter
period clearly reflect. the pressure placed on steel prices by market
conditions, substitutes, and imports.

Table F-3 compares finished steel mill product prices with the Office
of Business Economics' 'gross national product deflator and the Bureau
of Labor Statistics consumer and wholesale price indexes. The com-
parisons indicate that during the first half of the period, 1946-66,
steel prices moved much more rapidly than the three compared. Steel
prices from 1946 to 1957 increased by 132.5 percent while the con-
sumer price index was increasing by 44.1 percent and the wholesale
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price index was increasing by 49.8 percent. The reasons for the more
rapid rise in steel prices will be discussed in Chapter VIII;

After 1957 finished steel mill product prices rose less rapidly than
both total consumer prices and wholesale prices. Using 1957-59 as
equal to 100, steel prices in 1966 stood at 104.7 while the consumer
price index had risen to 113.1 and the wholesale price index to 105.8.
The average price of carbon steel mill products today is $152.80 a

ton. A composite price for all kinds of steel mill products, includingalloy, tool, and stainless is calculated under the definition of "Average
per ton sales realization" shown below:

Composite price: Steel mill products
[Dollars per short ton]

Bureau of
Average Labor 8ta-
per ton tistics index,
sales steel mill

realization I products
(1957-69-

100)

1964......................................................................... $170.11 102.8
1965....................-................. 174.94 103. 3
1966 -------..---.-----...- ..............................177.32 104.7
1967-........................................................... 178.84 S 105.6

t Average dollar per ton sales realization: Calculated from data of Bureau of Census (Current Industrial
Report, Steel Mill Products) showing industry shipments by quantity and value, f.o.b. plant for 1964 and
1965. Average sales realization data for 1966 and 1967 estimated using 1965 as base and applying change in
Bureau of Labor Statistics Wholesale Price Index.

2 Average, January-April.

The U.S. steel industry claims with good cause that the increase
in steel prices since 1959 has not resulted in any real improvement in
sales revenues per ton of raw steel produced.Table F-4 shows the constant drive for quality improvement which
includes a higher percent of steel rejected during the finishing proc-
esses and returned to the furnaces as home scrap. During the years
1947-50 the yield of raw steel to finished products averaged 74.50
percent, which meant that 25.50 percent of the raw steel went back
to the furnaces as home scrap. During the first 3 months of 1967
the yield had fallen to 6S.48 percent, which meant that 31.52 percent
of raw steel ended as home scrap.

Raw Steel Yield and Finished Steel Prices
Rav steel yield is a measure of the finished steel obtainable from

raw steel and it is -usually expressed in percentage terms. Raw or
unadjusted raw steel yields calculated from AISI raw steel production
and finished steel shipment data reflect a combination of the physical
or technological factors which determine yield as well as mill inventory
fluctuations. The latter very often dominate and distort changes in
yield, particularly over shorter periods of up to a year. It is possible,
however, to remove mill inventory distortions, leaving a yield figure
which reflects longer term changes in the industry's product mix, the
development of new steel products and improved steel quality.

Tile 1959-67 decline in adjusted yields from 71.07 percent to
68.48 percent is largely due to improved steel quality and further
product developments that provide steels more closely tailored

9.869604064

Table: Composite price: Steel mill products


460406968.9
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to customer needs. A few examples of the latter are continuing
improvements in lighter, stronger structurals, thin tinplate, lighter
wall pipe, etc. Of greater importance, however, in reducing raw
steel yield is the fact that commodity grades of steel are being more
rigidly inspected and controlled as to gage, size, surface quality, and
other characteristics at every stage of the steelmaking process.
Such improved steels are the result of research, heavy capital outlay

in new equipment, and increased emphasis on quality control. To the
customer they represent cost savings at least equal to and possibly
exceeding the 3.8 percent decline in raw steel yields since 1959. Cost
savings from better steels go well beyond the initial cost of the steel
itself as examples from the automotive and appliance industries
illustrate.
A steel sheet that is partly or entirely fabricated into an automobile

fender or a refrigerator door that must be scrapped or otherwise
reprocessed represents a loss considerably in excess of the cost of the
steel sheet alone. All the labor cost up to the point of rejection or the
cost of eliminating defects is also lost. In furnishing higher quality
steels, that reduce scrappage and reworking of material in user's
plants, the steel industry is creating additional value in the form of
cost savings. Such savings have helped steel's customers to maintain
or widen profit margins without raising, and in some cases, even
reducing their own prices.

U.S. Steel Industry Export Price Policies
U.S. steel exports are primarily of two kinds. Standard steel

products are mostly exported to countries like India, Pakistan, and
Vietnam and are largely financed by the AID program. Steel specialties
are exported to countries which do not produce them or because the
United States offers bhiher quality than the domestic industries and
other exporting competitors.

U.S. steel producers compete in the domestic market not by selling
below list prices but by absorbing freight if a steel mill ships outside
its own market sphere. Because for exports, freight is a substantial
percentage of delivered price, freight absorption constitutes price
cutting without, however, being likely to be held as violating the
Robinson-Patman Act, or to cause retaliatory pricing by competing
steel producers.

In export policy, U.S. steel producers appear to be using the same
price policies as in the domestic market. Sales of U.S. steel products
financed by the AID program are priced at U.S. list prices f.o.b.
producing mill or service centers, and freight costs are added. U.S.
exports other than under AID are also priced like domestic sales, if
there is little foreign competition striving to or being able to invade
that specific market. Freight absorption may be accepted if a particu-
lar market appears worth fighting for, but generally no attempt is
made to align export pricing on the substantially lower prices quoted
in third markets by the European or Japanese steel producers. In
recent years, these price policies have meant that the U.S. producers
withdraw from exporting other than under AID or specialty lines,
and U.S. competition in standard steel products with foreign pro-
ducers has become increasingly concentrated in the domestic market.
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The price differentials between U.S. domestic list prices and prices

paid by U.S. importers will be discussed in detail in Chapter VII. It
must be remembered that depending on distance from the U.S. mill,the price actually received by the U.S. mill, i.e., the transaction pricerather than the list price, must be compared-to transaction prices of
foreign exports into the U.S. market as well as with list prices and
transaction prices in Europe and Japan. The evidence appears to
indicate that some prices paid by U.S. importers are below even the
transaction price paid by European and Japanese domestic customers
in spite of the freight and duty that is incurred, but others are higher,
even if substantially below U.S. list prices.





CHAPTER VII

DIFFERENTIALS BETWEEN DELIVERED PRICE FOR
DOMESTIC AND IMPORTED STEEL MILL PRODUCTS

It is evident that. one of the key facts heretofore missing has been
the differential between the prices of steel offered by domestic and
foreign l)rodlcers in the U.S. market. Other important and related
isslles concern the degree to which price differentials determine thle
elasticity of demand for either domestic or foreign steel, or for sub-
stit lte materials. Such information is essential to determine the degree
of foreign price competition and the prospects for meeting the challenge
of impl)rts on the basis of reduction 1in costs and prices by the domestic
industry.
The BlS was requested to investigate these isstles, but they replied

that it would take over a year to (cole lupwith nleaningful restilts.
Therefore, for this study, the testing of demand-elasticity had to be
foregone, but a survey of the price differentials was made through a
questionnaire.

'These que.s;tio laires were sent to the ilajor domestic steel coil-
panies anl( tie answers received were evaluated, in part, with the help
of the BLS. Ill inter )reting the data, it nlmst be kept in mind that this
samilple of comllparable domestic and foreign prices was taken from the
invoices of dlonlet stickcstmers, w-ho, in s(ome instances, may Ihtve
ilderstated the foreign prices in order to bargain with tile domestic
steel mill or warehouse. and that tile domestic prices quoted were not
actual transactions bult only indications of what the domestic price
fr' ('clparable steel products would have been.

'T determine tile mlst typical price differentials, scatter diagrams
were m1ade for each type of steel )rod(ct, in terms of the differentials
ibetweel the prices if domestic and foreign steel offered to U.S. buyers.
'l'iese differentials are shown both in ternis of percentages and dollar
lmollnts. 'J() illustrate tile statistical technique used: for "H'ot Rolled
('arbon Steel Sheets" chart 73 shows the differential of the domestic
steel ilill price above title iml)ort price in dollar amounts. ('hlart 74-
s.ilws tile differential as ta percentage of thle domestic price.'

Fialllly, in order to prepare a summary-chart for all steel p)rodcllls.
bar chart 75 "lDistribution of I)elivered Price Percent I)ifferentiils,
DI)ollestic -versus Iml)orted for Major Steel Mill Prodlucts" \was pi}'-
pIred( as \\ell as bar charts G-40, 41, and 42 to show t le price diff'er-
entials of llajor pIro(duct typl)es. (See appendix.2)

This chapter concludes that U.S. steel consumers can buy
from foreign suppliers specific types of carbon steel products
at prices most frequently $20 to $25 below domestic steel price's
for products of the same type and quality.

I See appendix 0 for table 0-2 providing the data for charts 73 and 74, as well as charts anti sul 1,oi in,
tables for other steel mill products.

2 A discussion of ocean freight rate differentials is also included in the appendix.
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Chart U
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CHAPTER VIII

THE FINANCIAL STATUS AND POLICIES OF THE U.S.
STEEL INDUSTRY, 1946-66

During the decade of the thirties, demand for steel had averaged
only 48 percent of the industry's capacity and losses had been shown
by the industry in 5 out of the 10 years. Nevertheless, the industry
continued to modernize, especially by building continuous rolling
mills. Inevitably by modernizing, the industry was also bound to
increase its ingot capacity which rose from the 70 to the 80 million
tons level. In 1940, during the Temporary National Economlic Coln-
mittee hearings, the industry was, therefore, criticized for having
used whatever cash flow was left from depreciation and depletion
after deduction of operating losses, for building new facilities rather
than to pay higher dividends, or to lower prices to stimulate lemanTcd.
But it was only a year later, in July 1941, that the Government
requested the industry to increase its capacity from 80 to 95 million
tons to meet possible wartime requirements.

After the war, the industry feared a return to the low demand of
the thirties and dismantled 4 rrillion tons of the most obsolete calpac-
ity. But soon the urgent civilian demand created a situation where
some of the small steel customers were unable to purchase steel at
competitive prices. The government threatened to build its own
steel plants, unless the industry promptly expanded. This was a diffi-
cult decision for the industry to make because during the years
1940-50 replacement costs of its facilities had more than doubled
(table H-l 1), and cash flow from legally permitted depreciation
based on original costs was insufficient to replace outworn facilities.
Profits had, therefore, been iil part fictitious and taxed instead of
being available for other dividends or expansion. The stock market
recognized the then current steel profits as overstated, and steel
equities were selling below book values for the period 1946-754,
thereby cutting off access to the capital market through the sale of new
shares, because the sale of additional shares tb finance exl)ansion
would have meant diluting the existing equity as shown in table H-'2.
Compounding its postwar need for 'cash, the industry faced the-

early exhaustion of its traditional source of iron ore, the direct shipping
highgrade Mesabi ores. As yet, it could not be foreseen that hlrge
high-grade ore deposits would soon be found in Canada and Vene-
zuela, and that the beneficiation of taconite would prove to be a verysuccessful method of using the low-grade Mesabi ores,--Meanwhile,
depletion charges that had accrued for some 60 'years against the
mining of the Mesabi ore were, of course, not available in cash. These
depletion charges may have been used to keep the steel companies
solvent in the loss years of the great depression, or to pay for the
replacement of facilities when depreciation reserves had proved insuf-
ficient due to inflation. Even if ca;h would have been set aside,-it

I See appendix for all tables prefaced by a letter.
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would have been partly eroded by inflation, and partly insufficient'
because the now needed beneficiation plants vastly exceeded in cost
the former open pit mining facilities of the high-grade ores.

Important managerial decisions had to be made: to increase profit
margins by raising prices and to use the resulting cash flow to finance
the new facilities and absorb rising costs. Equity financing was not
feasible as discussed above, and going into debt seemed imprudent in
light of the depression experience of the thirties.
Looking back at the fifties, one might conclude that the industry's

success in reaching certain of its goals exceeded all expectations. At
an expense of some $5 billion huge new plants to beneficiate and
pelletize 25 percent, iron-ore-bearing taconite from Minnesota,
northern Wisconsin, and Michigan were built, and new high-grade ore
deposits in Canada, South America, and Africa had been discovered
and developed, including railroads, ports, loading facilities, and ore
boats.' Ingot capacity on January 1, 1958, of 140.7 million tons repre-
sents an increase of 40.7 million tons over the January 1, 1950, capacity
of 100 million tons, brought about in part with the help of the rapid
(5-year) amortization certificates granted the industry for Govern-
ment-approved. capacity increases during the Korean emergency.
With these accomplishments, the industry's common stock became

one of the "growth stocks" groups of the 1954-57 bull market. The
industry and the security analysts were in an ebullient mood during
this period; the industry was ready for a substantial growth in demand
but it failed to appear. Ingot output in 1955 at 117 million tons was
to prove a peak that was not to be reached again until 1964.

Again, the industry went through a period of frustration. This
time, the trouble was lack of demand. At first, in 1958, this was
blamed on a cyclical inventory adjustment, but when the demand for
steel failed to keep pace with the general economic recovery of 1959,
the question arose as to what extent unfavorable long-term trends
were Impinging on the demand for steel?
How much had to be blamed on the slow changeover of our economy

into one shifting more and more from durable goods to services?
Were better and longer lasting rustproof steels responsible? Or had
the increase of steel prices, in the fifties, that had exceeded price
increases for aluminum and prestressed concrete and to price cuts in
plastics, encouraged domestic competition from these substitutes?
The causes for the 1955-63 decline in steel output other than the 1957-
59 and 1960-61 recession are discussed in Chapter V.

There have been allegations that the industry in the fifties built
some 40 million tons of open hearth capacity, in spite of the fact that
the BOF's could be installed for about one-half of the capital costs,
and that they would save about one-half of the operating costs. This
hindsight criticism appears to be unjustified for these reasons:

(1) Of the net increase in open hearth capacity by 40 million
tons, only 16.3 million tons were newly built; the other 23.7
million tons capacity resulted from an upward revision of existing
furnace capacity due to oxygen lancing, better refractories and
better charging equipment.

I As to the total cost of exploration research acquisition of iron ore deposits, investment In mines, trans-
portation facilities (loading docks, railroads, ships), benefieation plants and storage facilities for the develop-
ment of new iron ore and taconite sources of supply, the total amount spent by the U.S. steel industry for the
period 1950-66 was approximately $5 billion, according to Frank Brantley, Bureau of Mines, U.S. I)epart-
ment of the Interior. Of this amount, $1.25 billion had received rapid tax amortization under the lDefense
Production Act of 1950.
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(2) Beginning with January 1, 1951, the industry expanded
ingot capacity at the request of the government in order to meet
the combined military and civilian requirements in case of a

possible escalation of the war in Korea into World War 111.
Could the industry, at that time, gamble with an unproven
experimental type of steelmaking equipment? The fact that the
U.S. steel industry adopted the new BOF process at a faster
rate than the rest of the world, with the exception of only Japan,
can be seen from this comparison: U.S. BOF production ex-
panded between 1955 and 1966 by 34 million tons, while open
hearth production declined by 20 million tons. During the same
period, open hearth production increased further in the rest of
the world by over 100 million tons.

A second dynamic period started in 1962 when the steel industry
decided to intensify its efforts to meet the challenge presented by the
new technology and by the invasion of its domestic markets by substi-
tutes and imports with another program of heavy capital outlays.
Tables H-3 and H-4. The new methods of making and finishing
steel had now proven feasible in large-scale units. The Government
concerned with a stagnating economy and a balance of payment
problem, decided upon the 7-percent investment credit and accelerated
depreciation allowances. Even though these stimuli to investment were
available to all industries, it was the steel industry where they were
especially effective, because of its heavy investment in fixed assets,
and because of the availability of cost-reducing technology. To
provide even more cash flow, a number of steel producers cut their
dividends. Capital outlays doubled between 1962 and 1966, and are
expected to continue in excess of an annual rate of $2 billion.
Now, in the middle of this technical revolution which promises to

substantially lower the cost of steel making,' the industry entered
its third postwar period of frustration, caused by an upsurge of steel
imports at prices some 20 percent below the domestic price level for
many steel products.

Sawings per ton

Employ- Other costs Yield Overhead Total
wient costs

lIot metal ..-------... . $1.00 $2.50 $2.00 $5.50
OF ---.------.-.-----.700 2. 00 ($1.20) (1. 00) 6. 0

Continuous casting.------ .50 .90 3.30 (.40) 4.30
IIot mill-.......-.------. 1.30 2. 10 1.10 (2.50) 2.00
Cold mill------------..50 1.50 1.50 (4.50) 4.00

Total savings..--- 15.30 9. ( 4.70 (6.40) 22.60
Adjustedl savings...-- 17. 65 11.35 ------- (6.40) 22.60

*Since saving in "yield" Is a savings of some expense earlier in the process, we have arbitrarily
allocated 50 percent of the yield savings to employment costs and 50 percent to" other costs."

The. public Steel Corp. was asked to give an opinion as to the validity of these estimates of cost savings
but the management finally replied that it would neither confirm nor deny the accuracy of these estimates.

It should be emphasized, however, that these savings could only be realized between a year before any
of these modernizations were installed, say 1957, and a year, say 1975, when all installations would Ie fully
mIodernized, i.e., when the Industry would use only BOF and only continuous casting. Because this will
not happen, a more realistic estimate would show the industry's cost savings that can be realized between
July 1, 1967, and July 1, 1972, when BOF capacity might Ie doubled and continuous casting be used by
25 percent of the industry. On this realistic basis, cost savings per ton of finished products to be achieved
in the. next 5 years fiay be $5 to $6 a ton provided, of course, that there is no change hi the cost of labor and
raw materials.

I A study of cost savings that might be achieved by the introduction of the most modem technology in
all phases of the steel production processes was worked out by the L. F. Rothschild & Co. in 1965, with
specific reference to the Rephblic Steel Corp., and resulted in the following table giving possible savings
per ton of steel produced:
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Chart 76 "Financing Capital Expenditures," and tables H-3, 4, 5,
6, and 7 provide in capsule form the financial record of the steel
industry from the end of World War II to the end of 1966. Table
H-3 compares cash flow with capital expenditures, and shows the
annual excess or shortage of capital expenditures over the industry's
cash flow. The data shows that in the period 1946-55 total (ash
flow exceeded capital expenditures by $354.3 million, but in the
period 1956-66 the condition reversed whereas capital expenditures
exceeded cash flow by $1,162.6 million. During the entire period
analyzed, 1946-66, capital expenditures exceeded cash flow by $808.3
million.

2.5-

FINANCING CAPITAI EXPENDITURES
billions of dollars

2.0 I__

Plant A Equipment Expenditures
and Miscellaneous Investmnts (Securities, of al)]

1.(

/. : : :: :..:....- ...

*0 ij
1946 1950 1955 1960 1969

Ci.Air 76

('alsh flow is a leaslurlllement (derived by ad(dilg retained( ealrlilngs
(I'rofits aafter (ledluctl iol of Fed(lerl ilncomie tax alld( (iivi(lends) to
c(lita) l c('on'1111Il)Ption a11llo\\wanc esjeec l(Idelreialttio,lletio, anortiza-
tion). '1T'11s cash fl )w conlsists of t\o entirely (liffere1,nt parts: 'calital
('ois1111)lii,ittallorwalnces Nvliicli is (lie return of investment., a11(d Irt,lii
whlichl is tlie return on investment.

Summary of table H--
[I millions]

Excess of
D)epletlon Retained ('ash Capital capital

Period amortization earnings flow expenditures ex,endlltures
depreciation overt(ish

flow

- ......................... $13,700.2 $7, 603.1 $21,312.3 $22, 120.6 $808.3

9.869604064

Table: Summary of table H-3
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In addition to excess capital expenditures over cash flow, the indus-

try dltring the same period, 1946-66, added some $2,210.7 million to
working capital, principally in the form of cash, marketable securities,
inventories, and accounts receivable, and increased its investments
in the form of stocks and bonds of companies formed principally to
develop new iron ore reserves and transportation facilities by $1,120.7
million.
Over the 21-year period, capital expenditures, additions to net work-

ing capital, and to investments totaled $25,452 million, $4,139.7
million more than was generated by the industry through its cash flow.
The additions to working capital and investments have been neces-

sitated as a natural result of the growth of the industry during this
period. As the industry expanded its physical plant, it also had to
llcrease its net working capital, especially its inventories, accounts
receivable; and investments in companies mining and transporting
the newly developed iron ore resources.

Summary of table H--5
[In millions)

Balance sheet, Dec. 31 Current Current Working Investments
assets liabilities capital

196,6-------- ..---------. ..--------.. ..---- $7,284.9 $3,235.2 $4,049.7 $1,603.8
1945----------- .... .5...... .. ...- 2, 564.6 725.6 1,839.0 483.1

Changes 194-866...--........ .... 4,720.3 2, 509.6 2,210.7 1,120.7

1'o meet its needs for funds to expand, the steel industry relied, in
addition to cash flow, largely on expansion of long-term debt, which
increased $3.3 billion during the 1946-66 period (this resulted in a
change in long-term debt as a percent of the net worth and debt
from 11.8 percent in 1946 to 23.9 percent in 1966 (table H-5)). After
having increased long-term debt by only $1.1 billion during 1946-55,
in the following period, 1956-66, long-term debt increased $2.2
billion, after the industry was able to overcome its hesitancy during
the first postwar decade to increase its debt burden. This total increase
in long-term debt during the 21 years, 1946-66, is shown in tables
I-1-6 and 11-7.

Pt,rt of the increase in long-term debt is the result of refunding
preferred stock, which was decreased by $532.1 million. The balance
of the increase in long-tern debt, or $2.8 billion, was used for invest-
ment in fixed and current, assets.

In addition to this increase in long-term debt, table H-8 shows that
interest charges between 1946 and 1966 increased from $18 million
to $177 million, or by 883 percent. Part of this increase was due to the
increase in the average rate of interest between 1946 and 1966 from
3.3 to 4.7 percent. Interest charges as a percent of revenues increased
from 0.4 to 1 percent in 1966.
As shown in table H-5, long-term debt as a percentage of total

capitalization had risen to 23.9 percent in 1966 compared with 11.8
percent in 1945. The steel industry advises that it considers a long-
term debt of 25 percent of total capitalization as a maximum debt
that prudent management should incur. The same judgment regarding
a number of industries was reached by Gordon Donaldson: "Corporate
Debt Capacity," Harvard University Press, Cambridge, Mass., 1961.

9.869604064

Table: Summary of table H-5
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The 25 percent long-term debt limit becomes even more critical
in a period of high interest rates, and specifically for the steel in-
dustry in a period of rising fixed costs (depreciation, fringe benefits).
Any narrowing of the margin of profits on sales raises the break-even
point, that is, the rate of use of capacity required for the steel industry
to show any profit. Table 79, at the end of this chapter, shows how
fixed depreciation charges would increase between 1966 and 1975,
even without consideration of increasing interest charges on long-
term debt.
There remains an analysis of whether the steel industry in the post-

war period used its cash flow to pay out dividends at a higher per-
centage of net profits than all corporations, or whether an unnecessary
high net working capital was maintained. For the period 1946-66 the
steel industry paid $8.5 billion in dividends out of profits of $16.1
billion, or 52.8 percent compared to only 43.4 percent by all corpora-
tions, but a 52.8-percent payout hardly can be criticized.
The ratio of current assets to current liabilities of the steel industry

(table H-9) was on the high side in 1946-47 in line with the experi-
ence of all corporations, because wartime restrictions had caused the
postponement of many needed replacements of facilities. Thereafter,
the ratio has been in line with prudent managerial policies of all U.S.
corporations and certainly there is no evidence that the companies
held too much cash as some critics of the industry have alleged. Con-
versely, the liquidity of net working capital as measured by the ratio
of cash and securities to working capital (table H-10) has fallen
throughout the period. The ratio of inventories as a percentage of
working capital (table H-ll), however, has risen throughout the
period, and constitutes evidence that the growing competition among
the steel companies-and against imports and substitutes-has forced
them to hold higher and higher inventories in relation to sales to meet
competition not only on the basis of quality and price, but also
promptness of delivery.

Finally, table H-12 shows the ratio of net working capital to sales,
a measure indicating the adequacy of net working capital to handle
the volume of sales; it shows no trend but it invites comparison with
the ratios of foreign steel producers.
Table 78 shows net profit as percent of sales for the steel industry,

as compared to other leading manufacturing industries. The fact that
in 1966 the steel industry ranked in 21st place out of 41 industries,
fails to reveal the degree to which profit margins had become unsatis-
factory. Because the steel industry requires about $2 of investment
to achieve $1 of sales, while the average for other manufacturing
industries requires about $1 of investment for $1 of sales. Therefore,
the steel industry has to obtain double the margin of profit on sales
to achieve a comparable return on equity capital. As a result, table 77
shows that the steel industry ranked in 39th place out of 41 industries
in regard to return on net worth.
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TABLE 77.-Steel industry versus other leading manufacturing industries, net profit

as percent of net worth, 1946-66

Steel industry

reent Rank
9.3 39
9.6 37
9.2 35
7.3 37
5.4 41
6.4 32
7.8 29
8.4 35
8.2 27
13.2 17
13.9 17

41 Leading
manu-

facturing
industries

Percent
14.1
13.9
12.7
11.6
10.9
9.9
10.6
11.6
9.8
12.8
13.9

Year

1955 ..........

1954..........
1953.--------
1952.-..-..-..
1951 ......- ..

1950..---- ..

1949 -..--....
1948 ...------
1947-..------
1946 ... ...

Steel industry

Percent
15.2
9.4
11.6
8.8
12.3
15.3
11.5
14.0
11.3
7.5

Rank
14
32
21
35
25
28
24
38
42
41

41 Leading
manu-

lacturing
industries

Percent
15.
12.
12.
12.
14.
17.
13.
18.
17.
12.

0
4
5
3
4
1
8
9
0
1

NOTE.-The First National City Bank of New York data does not necessarily cover the same steel com-
panies as the AISI.
Source: The First National City Bank of New York; April monthly letters covering 41 manufacturing

industries from 1956 to 1966, and 44 to 46 from 1946 to 1955.

TABLE 78.-Steel industry versus other leading manufacturing industries, net profit
as percent of sales, 1946-66

Rank
21
19
18
18
26
18
18
15
12
8
12

Leading
manufac-
turing

industries

Percent
6.3
6.4
6.1
5.7
5.5
5.2
5.5
'5.8
5.2
5.9
6.0

Year

1955 .......

1954........
1953.-------
1952....-----
1951---.....

1950.---------
1949.....--..
1948 ......-..
1947..--..--..
1946--........

Steel industry

Percent Rank
7.8 12
6.0 13
5.6 11
5.0 18
5.8 17
8.0 18
7.1 16
6.7 27
6.1 30
5.5 .19

Leading
manufac-
turlng

industries

Percent
6.7
5.9
6.3
5.4
6.2
7.7
6.8
7.5
7.1
6.0

Source: The First National City Bank of New York; April monthly letters covering 41 manufacturing
corporations from 1956 to 1966, and 44 to 46 from 1946 to 1955. Steel industry data, American Iron & Steel
Institute.

The industry's argument would be even more forceful if one remem-
bers that with heavy, long-lived plant facilities, steel industry profits
are overstated because both the book value of plant facilities and
depreciation charges are in terms of the original dollar-cost rather than
the present replacement cost which, as shown in table H-i, is now
421.8 percent for construction and 243.1 percent for producers durable
equipment of its 1940 base.
The steel industry has historically been called a prince or pauper

industry due to the sharply fluctuating profits in periods of prosperity
or depression. This high degree of susceptibility to the business cycle
is due to the heavy investment in plants and equipment in relation
to sales which resulted in fixed costs (interest, depreciation, depletion)
being a high percentage of total costs. The percentage of fixed costs
and the resulting breakeven points have been even higher abroad
because of a higher percentage of debt to equity, because of higher
rates of interest, and because of a less flexible policy in regard to
employment of blue-collar workers. It is true that since 1946, in this

Pe

I

Year

1966. --..-

1965--........
1964.-------
1963 .....--.-
1962 ..........
1961 ....... ..

1960-. ....
1959....---..
19 ..........

1957....--.--.
19.56 .---..---

Steel industryYear

1966 .........
196. ....
1964 ....---.
1963 ....----
1962-...----.-
1961 ..........

1960.........
1959 ..........
1958.....
1957
1956..-------

Percent
5.9
5.9
6.1
5.4
4.1
5.2
5.7
5.8
6.3
7.3
7.3

_ I· I

_II _ .-LIII.

9.869604064

Table: Table 77.--Steel industry versus other leading manufacturing industries, net profit as percent of net worth, 1946-66


Table: Table 78.--Steel industry versus other leading manufacturing industries, net profit as percent of sales, 1946-66
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country automatic stabilizers (unemployment compensation insurance,
progressive personal income tax) and anticyclical monetary and fiscal
policies have been successful in greatly diminishing the amplitude of
the five postwar cycles and, therefore, done their share to increase
the stability of use of capacity and of profits in the steel industry.
But there have been countervailing forces at work in the industry.

The ratio of white-collar employees as a percentage of all employees
has been rising, as shown in table H-13, thereby increasing fixed
costs because white-collar workers are less likely to be laid off when
production declines. Furthermore, fringe benefits which constitute
fixed charges have been rising and so have debts as a percentage of
assets and the rate of interest of debts. Finally, the BOF process
uses only 30 percent scrap and 70 percent hot metal, and therefore
increases fixed costs because in the formerly prevailing open hearths,
scrap was used at above 50 percent of total charge in recession when
scrap prices fell as much as one-half.
Another factor that has adversely affected profits and, incidentally,

has invited imports has been the periodical wide swing in demand for
steel due to the periodical periods of steel inventory accumulation
and liquidation by steel customers preceding and following steel
collective-bargaining dates, as shown in chapter X.
As long as plant and equipment annual expenditures will run in an

order of magnitude of $2 to $2.5 billion at a time when depreciation
and depletion are only about $1.1 billion, the industry can draw on
some $600 million of retained profits, but the remaining $300 to $800
million will have to be raised by going into debt unless the industry
should choose to sell common stock, convertible preferred stock, or
reduce dividends.
An important factor determining future cash flow will be constituted

by future profit margins on sales. Favorable factors will be the cost-
reducing effects of the installation of new technology, especially BOF,
continuous casting and computerization, and a growing domestic de-
mand for steel; unfavorable factors will be rising costs of labor, and
depreciation charges, and possible increases in steel imports and
greater use of substitutes for steel. Unless the new investment in fixed
assets produces cost savings in excess of higher costs per ton, and
unless tonnage increases to absorb the increases in fixed costs, profit
margins will actually fall.

In contrast to managerial decisions to finance the replacement of
the exhausted iron ore deposits through increases in prices, until re-
cently the steel companies made their decisions to meet the challenge
of rising costs by cost reduction through heavy investments in the
new technology.
But new plant and equipment can hardly be acquired except by

increasing debts at a time when interest rates are rising. Fixed charges,
including interest, depreciation, and local property taxes will prob-
ably increase at an annual average rate of at least $100 million.12
To cover these steadily growing additional fixed costs, the industry
will have to earn at the recent rate $40 per ton of operating profit

i This amount was suggested by J. H. Walker, vice president finance, Bethlehem Steel Corp., In a paper
presented to the 1967 steel Industry seminar, Pittsburgh, Pa., Apr. 2, 1967. In a letter to the writer dated
Apr. 28, he stated: "The fact is that from a financial standpoint if we can't beat that horse (imports)into
submission, It will most certainly kick us to death. That Is a position I came to only recently and reluctantly,
but a cold examination of the numbers leaves no alternative."

I TABLE 79 shows Increases in depreciation costs, but does not attempt to project Increases in the costs
of Interest and local property taxes.
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(before fixed charges and taxes) on a yearly increase of steel ship-
ments of 2.5 million tons just to stay even. Unless the industry's
shipments grow at this rate, its present healthy financial status
cannot be maintained.
On the other hand, if shipments at the 1966 level of 90 million tons

should show little further growth, the industry would have to increase
its operating profits every year by $1.10 a ton in order to absorb these
increasing fixed charges of $100 million a year.
But variable costs, labor and materials, will also rise and any

increase in operating Inargins by $1.10 a ton can only result from
higher productivity of the newly installed equipment or from price
increases.

This analysis highlights the problem the steel industry faces in the
future. Price increases would aggravate the competition from substi-
tute and imports and unless domestic stee-shipments increase by 2.5
million tons a year, the industry's financial status will deteriorate to
such an extent that loans to pay for the new technology will be more
and more difficult to arrange for.
The l)resent managerial decisions of the industry have the aim to

substitute high investment in cost. cutting facilities for the price in-
creases of the early fifties. But, these decisions can I)ay off only if the
demand for domestic steel increases sufficiently every year to collmpen-
sate for the growing fixed charges assumed by this unprecedented
magnitude of annual investment in new technology. The prosplec(ts
of winning the race between costs and revenue are further clouded
by the-fact that much of the new investment is primarily quality
improving rather than cost saving. But, colmletition along the
domestic steel producers and between them and imports and substi-
tutes forces them to make these costly outlays in new equipment
even if cost savings are minor or nonexisting.
TABLE 79.-Projection of increases in depreciation charges resulting from as-
sumed additional annual investment in plant and equipment of $2,000,000,000

(In billions of dollars]

Jan. 1 Esti- Esti- Dec. 31 Accumnu- Jan. 1 Current )ec. 31 I)precl.
gross mated mated gross lated de- net plant year de- net plant atlov in-

Year plant and addl- retire- plant and pre ia- an(l prccla- and crease
equip- tons ments equip- tion equip. tion equip- over
ment mnent inent inent 1966

1967-...24. 7 2.0 0.3 286.4 14.0 12.4 4 11.0 0.
1968 26.4 2. 0 .3 28.1 15.1 13.0 .4 11.6 2
1969.. 28.1 2. 0 .3 29.8 16.2 13.6 1 12.1 3
1970.-.. 29.8 2.0 .4 31.4 1.3 14.1 12.5 4
1971 ... 31.4 2.0 .4 33.0 18.5 14.5 1.6 12.9 4
1972 ..-. 33.0 2.0 .4 34.6 19.7 14.9 1.6 13.3 4
1973 .- . 34.6 2.0 .5 36.1 20.8 15.3 1.7 13.6 5
1974 . ... 36.1 2.0 .5 37.6 22.0 15.6 1.7 13.9 .
1975 ... 37.6 2.0 .5 39.1 3.4 15. 7 17 14.0 5

NOTE.-Based on gross plant and equipment data of Dcc. 31, 1966, AISI. Depreciation formula based on
percent of net plant and equipment average from 1962-66.

9.869604064

Table: Table 79.--Projection of increases in depreciation charges resulting from assumed additional annual investment in plant and equipment of $2,000,000,000
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Summary
The financial position of the domestic steel industry in the postwar

period has been characterized by a steady upward trend of the ratio
of debt to equity, and of the ratio of fixed costs to variable costs. The
availiability of technological progress has been in excess of cash flow
from depreciation and retained earnings, and probably of access to the
capital market.

In contrast to most foreign steel producers, analyzed in chapter IX
the domestic industry has succeeded so far in preserving a sound
financial status. But its profit on invested capital in 1966 ranked in
39th place out of 41 major industries. The steel industry is investing
heavily in new technology with the hope of reducing production
costs-by $5 to $6 a ton in 5 years. As table 79 shows, depreciation
cost alone would rise by $400 million or about $4 a ton, even if the
cost of raw materials, labor, and interest charges would not rise.



CHAPTER IX

THE FINANCIAL STATUS AND POLICIES OF THE FOREIGN
STEEL INDUSTRIES

An analysis of financial and operating ratios of foreign steel producers
was held to be an important part of this study because it proves that
world overcapacity in steel and the exporting of steel at "bargain base-
ment prices" has brought the steel industry of many foreign countries
close to bankruptcy. Starting with a debt structure higher than is con-
sidered good financial practice in this country, the growing excess of
steel capacity in these countries has weakened the price structure, first
in the export market and subsequently at home. The result has been
low or nonexistent profit margins and quite unsatisfactory return on
investment. The erosion of profits has in turn prevented equity financ-
ing and led to further debt in a never-ending cycle with debt exceeding
equity.

'Ihe financial analysis of foreign steel producers was initially based
on the reports of individual companies, but in the realization of the
difficulty of comparing foreign company reports, the financial ratios
shown in this study were compiled in part from the so-called Goudima
reports, an official publication of the High Authority.'
The information based on the Goudima reports was crosschecked

with the financial statements of individual foreign steel companies and
with replies received from the British (BISI), the Japanese, and the
German steel federations.
As discussed in Chapter VIII, in this country widely accepted

standards of financial management holds that a steel producer should
not burden himself with long-term debt in excess of 25% of his total

I A list was prepared for this study of comparative financial ratios, for the years 1960-5, for the major steel
companies of the nine major steel producing countries: United States, Belgium, Luxembourg, The Nether-
lands, W. Germany, France, Italy, United Kingdom, and Japan. These ratios Include:

Profits after taxes as percent of total revenues.
Profits after taxes as percent of total assets.
Profits after taxes as percent of equity.
)lvldends as percent of profit after taxes.
Profits after taxes on ingots produced.
Employment costs per Ingot produced.
Depreciation and depletion per Ingot produced.
Interest costs per Ingot produced.
Corporate Income taxes per Ingot produced.

-Cost of raw materials per ingot produced.
Current assets as percent of current liablitles.
Debt as percent of equity.
i)ebt as percent of total revenue.
Employment costs as percent of total revenues.
Depreciation cost as percent of total revenues.
Corporate Income taxes as percent of total revenues.
Raw material cost as percent of total revenues.
Sources of funds:

Retained income.
I)epreclation and depletion.
Increase In debt.
Inclreksu In equity.
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assets, which by definition, equal total liabilities, or debt plus equity.2
The reason for the reluctance to incur too heavily a debt lies in the
fact that the demand for steel is highly cyclical, and that fixed costs
are a very large portion of total costs, a combination which in a period
of low steel demand could threaten a steel company with bankruptcy.
Just such a development came about in 1967 for the fanily-owned
business of Krupp. The banks had refused further credit, and cash had
to be advanced by the German Government.
The "German Steel Federation" replied on May 22, 1967:
The ratio long-term debt, to equity has been steadily rising and now even for

the most favorably situated company is 120. Some ratios cluster about 180 but
one company is in considerably worse shape. As a consequence and because
interest rates are much higher in Germany than in the United States, fixed charges
rising from debt are substantially heavier than for U.S. steel producers. On the
other hand, German labor costs are lower, but rising faster than U.S. labor costs.
Even if all costs of making steel would be equal' in both countries, foreign pro-
ducers could still export steel mill l)roducts to the United States at substantially
lower prices because the ratio of net profit on sales for the German steel industry
is only one-sixth of what the U.S. steel industry is able to achieve.

For the six major Jalpanese steel companies, debt was 114 percent
of equity, and it was even higher in Italy and France. This means
that in these countries the steel industry belongs to its creditors
rather than to its stockholders-in Italy and France the creditors
are the governments. For Japan and Germany this is legally not so,
but even if the case of Krupp should remain only an exception, there
is abundant evidence of the close relationship between governments,
central banks, commercial banks, and steel companies in these two
countries. As a result of World War II, steel plants in both countries
had to be rebuilt, practically from the ground up, and government
funds, or credit creation by the central banks had to step into the
breach.

In the United States, bankers would insist on increases in equity
funds to back up increases in debt, but foreign capital markets seem
to be unable to absorb sales of equity to the public.
As a result, not only long-term debt of foreign producers is too dan-

gerously high but also their working capital position as evidenced by
the ratio of current assets to current liabilities is unsatisfactory by
U.S. standards of financial management.
These unfavorable financial ratios of foreign steel producers, illus-

trated in charts 80 and 81 have recently been aggravated by the de-
terioration of their "Profits after Taxes as a percent of Total Assets"
as shown in chart 81.
The background information for these and other ratios and financial

information compiled from the Goudinma reports, or supplied by the
British aId Japtanese steel federations are shown in the appendix.
As indicated ill plreviolls c;ial)ters recent years have witnessed de-

clining operaltilng rates allnd (dllwlward(l pressure on prices in many of

2 'Te inform ition on the deilt position o( foreiRg steel produces was furnished for use by thLs study in
three dliferenlt ratios:

(I) Long-tern.i debt is it ,1r eitli'e o'f total assets to (delbt )lus (equity).
(2) Toni-telim dlelt :,s at Ip)e, ce:itl;e if equity.
(3) Tot d d(llit s:; percel'tIi e'i ft',l I ,issets.

Thle Isi't 'twoIrtilos lmel.sure lo1i-tl 111 ldeb tinrelltilo t io til owners' (stock lioile;') equity. The third
rnitio is isl-d iln the ' ioili.mlillpu llic:ti.:'s ;;: tile only possilhle ili(lieod of ;:l ehiv't.;!('oli 'lil;iid lity between
itll countiieisc ove'w l. ''ot.i delt in'clhde ill Clrelnt li.ibiliti(s, includini div{,il-fis lec'ared but not yet
paid, iidlIe.s'e'lVfIr f tll:iIelttxIsalnd co itink eie' s. If the third1itloi is instiI.tl' U.S.. iliit exceedlIs 3()
pel celit insle.l I of t .e 23.9 lie. e:;t silown ;icco,(llg to ratio I\)1 onlg-te' lldelti Ipe licent;ai' of total( assets).
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PROFITS AFTER TAXES
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these countries. The initial impact of the price weakness was in the
export market, with prices dropping in many cases to the point where
they barely covered variable costs. However, the weakness soon
spread to the domestic market, as efforts were made to upgrade un-
profitable export sales by redirecting them to the home market and
as widespread alignment on these lower prices followed suit. The effect
of these pricing practices on the vulnerable financial structure is
illustrated in charts 80, 81, and 82. While it is impossible to com-
pare directly these profit margins in the different countries, due to
the differences in depreciation and reserve practices, interest charges,
income taxes and dividend policies, nonetheless the charts show the
declining profit margin in the survey period, as the price weakness
squeezed the highly debted financial structure.

These conclusions must be drawn front the financial analysis of
foreign steel companies:

(1) Their debt structures make them particularly vulnerable
to decreases in volume and prices.

(2) Their current difficulties are attributable less to volume
deficiencies than to price weakness-in both the export and
domestic markets.

(3) Accordingly, less price flexibility in both the export and
domestic markets would appear to be in their best financial
interests.

(4) Unless foreign producers adopt more profit-minded
pricing policies they may be drifting into financial disaster
and become instruments of their respective governments.
As "instruments of government" foreign steel industries in the

future may be exporting at -low prices to provide foreign exchange;
they may even sell at low prices at home to stimulate exports of
end-products containing steel, such as autoInobiles. Finally, low steel
prices may be used to stimulate full employment at home.
Government subsidies, export incentives, government credit, partial

or full government ownership are in some cases already in force or
might develop. Cartels with or without government sanction may
again hold up prices in the domestic markets and permit exports at
lower prices. As discussed under Chapter II1, there is considerable
evidence of the development of cartel-like associations abroad for the
purpose of improving domestic steel prices. The consequence of such
cartels, however, could be to further aggravate the export price
situation. To the extent that total overhead costs can be covered
through higher domestic prices, foreign producers will be afforded
more leeway to lower their export prices.



CHAPTER X

THE IMPACT OF LABOR CONTRACT NEGOTIATIONS AND
STEEL INVENTORY SWINGS ON STEEL IMPORTS

This chapter documents the interrelationships between the periods
of accumulation of steel inventories by the steel consuming industries
that regularly 1)receded labor contract negotiations, and the rise of
steel imports; It also discusses how swings in inventories increase
the cost of making steel with unfavorable repercussions on the steel
industry's profits and on its ability to meet foreign competition in the
domestic market. If lower costs would allow lower prices-or at least
make price increases less necessary to maintain profits-the U.S. bal-
ance of trade and payments would benefit. Domestic steel consuming
industries would buy less foreign steel and would be better able to
compete with their sales of end-use products containing steel in the
world market.

Labor Contract Negotiations and Steel Imports
The so-called Iivernash report "Collective Bargaining in the Basic

Steel Industry" (U.S. Department of Labor, January 1961) concluded
in the foreword by James P. Mitchell, Secretary of Labor: "The long-
range economic effects of past steel strikes have left no permanent
scars on our economy" (p. V).

Charles M. Rehmus, one of the authors of the report, and codirector,
Institute of Iabor and Industrial Relations, University of Michigan,
stated in a Ipaper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American
Statistical Association, September 7, 1962, as follows:
The first problem here was to separate the net strike losses on aggregate national

production and income from the losses of the parties themselves. This requires
balancing excess anticipatory and catch-up production against curtailed produc-
tion during the strike. Obviously, there is less output loss on balance over some
time period longer than the strike itself.

This is not to say that a given strike does not have substantial and serious
impact upon the parties themselves even if one assumes no net long-term loss of
production. To the coimp.tnies there are special shutdown and start-up costs.
Certain out-of-pocket costs are incurred even during the strike. There are special
inventory costs, excess costs associated with the dislocation and flow of raw ma-
terials, and special overtime and other costs. Any production man can tell you
how Imuch efficiency increases when overall production can be maintained at a
relatively even keel compared to periods of widely fluctuating rates of operation.
For the employees, on the other hand, even if one again assumes total production

as a constant, there is likewise no clear balancing of income and employment.
Some employees suffer a complete income loss proportional to the duration of
the strike. Others may even have greater income over some period of time, for
examl)le, because of increased overtime. The use of vacation pay to offset loss of
income during a strike and unemployment compensation for possible alternative
layoff further complicates the question.

Other problems with which we were concerned involved the difference between
general national effects and serious situations which occur on a specialized or
localized basis. Secondary effects of steel strikes are exceedlingly complex to trace.
'The problem of tile degree of sul)stitution of other products for steel is in this
category. I'er)lmanlent loss of markets to fi)ii'i steel had to bc examined, even
though wce Jinall! cooncluded it was of litle magnitude. [Emnphasis added.l
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This statement has been quoted to illustrate how as late as in 1962
the causal relationship between steel strikes and steel imports was not
recognized.

Chart 83 "Imports and Basic Labor Agreements" and the explana-
tory text show that strikes and the hedge buying preceding the
termination dates of steel-labor agreements have, indeed, again and
again played their role in exposing the U.S. market to steel imports.
Table J-1 ' shows the dates of the steel strikes and AISI estimates of
raw steel production lost.

General steel strikes

Length Lost raw
Years Duration (calendar steel Estimated.

days) production wage loss
(net tons)

1946 Jan. 21 to Feb. 17.......................... 28 7, 789,000 $120,000,000
1949 Oct. 1 to Nov. 11 ..................... 42 9,169, 00 18, 000, 000
1952 Apr. 29 to ly 2 ............... } 17,900,200 1...000, 000{June 2 to July 26} ................................... 51
1955 July 1 ........................................... () (3) ()
1956 July 1 to Aug. 3....... ............... 34 10,975,300 260, 000,000
1959 July 16 to Nov. 7.... ..... ........................... 116 26,100, 00) 80, 000,000

Total... .................................. 278 71,934, 000 1,658,000, 000

Over this amount.
2 A few hours.

'While steel tonnage and wage. were lost during shutting down and starting up, the amounts have not
been estimated.
Source: AISI.

I See appendix for all tables prefaced by a letter.

9.869604064

Table: General steel strikes
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IMPORTS AND BASIC LABOR AGREEMENTS
CENTERED THREE-MONTH MOVING AVERAGE OF STEEL MILL PRODUCT IMPORTS
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Steel-labor contract negotiations in the United States have con-
tributed to the rise of steel imports by encouraging hedge buying
against the possibility of a strike. Labor agreements in the steel
industry have been concluded on the average about every 2 years since
1952. During periods of contract negotiations, the possibility of the
failure of the negotiating parties to reach an agreement before the
termination date of the existing contract poses serious problems to
consumers of steel mill products. In order to guarantee an adequate
supply of steel in the event of a labor strike, steel consumers generally
increase their inventories significantly, and in recent years, both foreign
and domestic steels have been used to meet consumer inventory re-
quirements. The historical position of foreign steel as related to hedge
inventory building is indicated in chart 84 and shown in detail in
table J-2.
Hedge buying of foreign steel became a major factor in the import

picture for the first time as a consequence of the 1959 steel-labor
dispute. While there were both strikes and threats of strikes prior to
1959, steel consumers in the United States could not go abroad for
any appreciable portion of their-steel supply because products of the
types which are consumed at a high rate and can be stocked for sulb-
stantial periods were not available on the world market ul) to that
time. Two significant factors contributing to the extensive hedge
building in 1959 were first, that steel consumers' inventories were at a
low level after the 1958 recession and thus strike hedge buying was
superimposed on the inventory buildup which normally occurs during
a business upswing; and second, that, 1958 was also a recession year in
Western Europe and Japan; excess capacity was appearing, and
additional export business was being sought actively through sub-
stantial price reductions. Experience with foreign producers and prod-
ucts initially gained in 1959 has reduced inhibitions against purchasing
foreign steel products.
A circumstance which encouraged buying abroad during the

1959 steel dispute was that in August 1958, during a recession, U.S.
steel producers increased their prices by 2.9 percent. Furthermore,
the 1959 steel contract negotiations were preceded by the most
extensive advertising campaign in history involving a labor dispute.
Both the steelworkers' union and the AISI carried ads in leading

newspapers throughout the country, setting forth their extreme
positions. The industry was highlighting foreign competition as its
main argument and thereby calling attention to this available sub-
stitute source of steel supply in event of a strike. The wide difference
of contract positions of the two parties and the asperity of their
respective statements gave the impression that a strike was inevitable.
Apparently hedge-buying increased greatly during this period of
high tension. So great was the demand for inventory accumulation
by the steel consuming industries that all domestic production records
were broken in the first 6 months of 1959, and in spite of the 116
days' shutdown in the second half, more steel was produced in 1959
than in strike-free 1958. U.S. steel capacity during the first half of
1959 was strained to the utmost, and steel consumers who were in a
panic to increase their steel inventories in preparation for a seemingly
inevitable strike, turned to steel importing.
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In charts 83 and 84, the hedge periods prior to the earliest termina-
tion date of the basic labor agreements are shown as the immediately
preceding 3- to 4-month period because of the concentration of imports
during this time for inventory purposes. It is recognized that not all
imports during this period were going into inventories and also that some
share of the import purchases prior to this period may have been made
for the same purpose.
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Most of the surge of imports o(curlred in the second qtiarter of 1959
as they reached 1,154,875 net tons, or almost equal to total imports
for 1957. The sudden drop in imports after July reflected tie assump-
tion by consumers that an agreement would be forthcoming before
stocks were exhausted. The ensuing strike lasted 116 days, far longer
than anyone had expected. Domestic steel production resumed No-
vember 7, under the order of a Federal injulnctiol which was in force
until January 4, 1960, when an agreement was finalized. In response to
these events, a new wave of imports occurred during the last quarter
of 1959 and the first quarter of 1960. For all of 1959, steel imports had
risen to an unprecedented 4.4 million tons, and accollnted for 6.1
percent of apparent domestic consumption of steel.
Even though imi)orts dropped substantially following tile cont ract.

settlement, foreign steel producers had made extensive inroads into
the American market. This foothold was never relinquished and served
as the new base for rising imports in the future.
The labor contract made in January 1960, ran to June 30, 1962, and

imports dropped steadily throulghlolt 1960 and the first 2 months of
1961 as inventories were worked off and iidullstrial p)rodcl('t ion declined.
Although the contract termination was still 16 months away, iinl)orts
began to rise-sharply in March 1961, and contiaiued to grow until
November. That increase, from aboit 150,000 to 350,000 tons pler
month (contrasted with 't,he-pre-1958.lcvel of about 100,000 tons), was
not related to labor negotiations but to general slpply-and-demand
conditions.
The 1962 negotiations began early and a settlement was reached

nearly 3 months before the en clofhe ent contract's term.
Nevertheless, there was an inventory buildup to which imports c(n-'
tributed, I)rimarily during tle second( qu(Iarter.
Once again, labor negotiations in the United States coincided

with a sharp drop in European and Japalnese steel demand and a
consequent decline in world steel prices. The drol) in imports following
the settlement, however, still left them about 300,000 tons a month
or 50 percent above the level reached after the 1960 settlement.
Most of the growth of imports reflected the attractive rise in the
demand for steel in the American market and the relatively static
steel market conditions prevailing elsewhere in the world.

In 1962 labor contracts did not have a fixed term but could be termni-
nated 90 days-after notice by either party. The earliest termination
date was June 30, 1964. A reopening on a limited number of subjects
was permitted in 1963. As in 1962, imports rose substantially during
the first 6 months of 1963 but to a much higher peak, and the subse-
quent dropoff, extending into early 1964, left imports at a 50 l)ercent
higher level than the peak in 1962. Some of the increase reflected
inventory building; however, much of the growth in imports now
was in response to the buoyant state of economic activity in this
country. For 1963, imports were 5.5 million tons or 6.9 percent of
the domestic market.
Among the 1963 amendments to the steel labor contract was a

provision for 120 days' notice of termination, rather than 90 days as
in earlier contracts, and the earliest date of termination was set, at
May 1, 1965. At the beginning of 1964, the rise in industrial production
accelerated and steel imports increased. In fact, the average level of
imports in 1964, when there were no labor contract negotiations, was
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nearly 20 percent above the level in 1963, when negotiations had last
occurred. Stockpiling by steel consumers began in earnest toward the
end of 1964, just as steel consul)ption in Europe and Japan and world
steel prices turned downward.

In 1965, there was again a further increase in the, level of imports
in response to inventory building. In March, following the termination
of the dock strike, steel imports soared to well over 1 million tons.
With the exception of April, imports maintained the million-ton-per-month mark through August. The basic labor agreement was finalized
in Septenlber following a 4-month extension, but as P, result of delivery
leadtimes, orders placed earlier'in the hedge buildup were arriving
through November. For 1965, steel imports were 10.4 million tons and
accounted for 10.3 percent of the domestic market.

It may be interesting to note that during the first three quarters of
1965 domestic production was at record levels and the record imports
during this p)enod therefore caused no loss of U.S. steel employment.
Immediately ulpon the successful completion of the negotiations,
domesticc production dropped, while imports continued at a high even
if somewhat red(tlced rate.
The inventory buildilp in 1965 had given steel consumers a reason

for buying foreign steel to guarantee an adequate source of supply
in the event of a strike. In 1966, a nonnegotiation year, steel importsdid not recede butt went on to set a new record high of 10.8 million
toris or 11I percent of the domestic market. In the first 6 months of
1967 impl)orts rose further lby 1:3 perelnt, (as c(nl)pared with the first
half (of 1966)-at a time, incidelitally, when domestic. steel shipments
were (leclltling.
Summary
The (oincidence in late 1958 and early 1959 of excess(capacity in

steellpro(ducing centerss oumv.ide thle United States resulting in a (le(cline
in world steel prices, and of recovery in the United States led to a

sharp' increase in imil)orts. Thereafter, as world steel capacity (on-
tinued to grow faster tiian re\qirements and therefore import prices
reinaine(l weak in contrast totile 1958 increase in U.S. steel prices,
each roli(n of labor negotiations en(courage(l further increases in steel
iml)orts.''The growing tendency of foreign producers to require orders
ol atc(on1tiliing, basis in return for guaranteed supplies (llring periods
affected by labor contract negotiations in the U.S'. had a ratlchet effect;
i.e., iip)olirts increased markedly and remained at high levels.

In 1968, it can be expected that foreign steel producers will try
to take full advantage of the forthcomini glabor negotiations to ex-
)an(d furthertile sales of their products in this, country.
The unfavorable i)lmpact of periods of inveneltory aeccumllalitions and

liq(lidlati n by the steel consumling industries,s is not confined to tile
encouragement of inlports in periods of accumulation. Both periods
have an unfavorable impact on thie steel companies' earnings.

''he steel industry is more susceptible to the business cycle than all
other majoorindustries. Some 65 percent of steel shipments are con-
sumied by the capital goods industries, and, therefore,-exposed to the
violent ffuct iuations in demand that characterizes plant and equipment
outtlays. Some 25 percent is used in the fabrication of consumer dur-
ables, such as passenger cars, the demand for which also fluctuates
widely because consumers can delay purchases when their incomes
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are falling, orltie outiloo)k is ltnl(certtai. Only somnle 10 percent cif steel
is 11sed( in conItiners, a large )pIrt of w\\hlich is ulse(d for p)a(ckaginlg lfo(ls
a1n(1 (drinks, the denlandl for \\ cli( is )basically as sitllable as thi at for Ille
co(1sllllller nollturabl)les, andl( for tile service"secltors of tile eco'lomlv.

l)Du.ing thel)ostwir period four recessions, forl' llmajor steel strikes,
n,(ld several periods of anticil)pte(d strikes or recessions tiat lever

O(CC'ttl'rd(l vll'e I) etl C ttlte(i tlie t(lrIitetitenlprinetflp1aiiol !)p'er I)lttern
(of d(le'n1111( for steel.

(', lical sS inl fswintel oulput
ler'( lenlttge'!1h( ll-)(' front pi,;.k venr to tNllolh t'ar':

I; 1, ssio.:l.:,.-:

1~eFCCut11ge('11:3-.1 ...fiouui 13 F(J3 g 't _ ) ,t
1!1. ,-- )...... ...........................--1,'2
1 ()5 :-} ---.-- .-...-...--..................................-.--2- 7
1 (:., 5 ; .-_ .-.-..--- 7
I {ii(10-1].- -._.. .........................-...-.----- 1

P',crcnt, g( ih:ir, from throEugh vysar to peall year:

1954-55 ----------------- --- ------ ------------------------ -.33
1958-6)-±:t-16

1 (t)4- ) .... ...........-----.------------------ .---------- 33

1961-66.-.-------------------------- -- I37

If iupswings \would be shown on a monthly basis, i.e., from month to
leak Inonth, the p)ercelt age chllages would have been as follows:

Production Percent
Mouth (thousands cling,

of tons)

MFebruary 19(1 }9-..............- ..-..-- .... .----- ..-.- ..-- - 12,191MI\ 19t:R}.... ............................1.....12, 19
April 19i58-.....-..................-.....---.------- ..----- 6,33

IA, Wt'st n113(J^itI3 Wi .\ugtust 1959-1-. . -1,43.
Jallu 11 y 1960 ............................. --... . 12,049 li

I, s onth n ;Augutc lr 1 1959......... ............. .......... ........ 1439 ..............JlylUMly .... ................-..---.. .. .. ........... . .. ,.5---...1 ) l't'll),r 1955 ....--.--..-.-.--- ................--10,504 .
Jhly 1949-.. ----.... --. ............... .......-----------------....... ...........-------------. , 784
M:arch 1953M-..........-.......................--------.--.------.-.------10,118I
Lowest month was October 1949 i...-..-... ......:. ....9-....-....9............

I Strike was on.

Steel demand b)y tlle steel-colnsltuingl industries consists rnot only ,of
the demand from' the ultimate buyer of products that containn steel,
su(ch as automobiles, but also on the desired level of inventories of
steel which the manufacturers wish to carry.

Steel inventories fluctuate widely with the business cycle and with
periodss of accumullaltion and liquidation preceding and followinglabor contracts settlements. These inventory flucttuations constitute
a drain oln profit margins becaersb they not only needlessly tie upl
callital when they exceed normal req(liremenlts, but also they are the
direct cause of abnormally low iises of capacityy in periods of liquida-
tion and of abnormally high uses of capacity inperiods of accuinllla-
ti(on which may cause use of high-cost obsolete facilities and overtime

iow( inventories can mean inability to match a delivery promise of
a (co1ll)etitor and therefore tile loss of an order. When orders turn
ulp), low inventories of steel mills result in lengthening of steel delivery
schedules. Adequate inventories held by steel users become inade-
quate when it takes 2 months to replace steel used up rather than the
normal 3 or 4 weeks.
Swings from 50 percent of capacity to 100 percent are a costly way

to run a steel mill. Layoffs, in addition to the harm done the man

9.869604064

Table: Cyclical swings of steel output
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furloughed, mean higher payments for unemplloyment compensation.
By reducing consumer income and injuring employee confidence, it
can result in a cutback in consumer spending for cars or applliances,
thus further injuring both steel customers and steel l)roducers. T'huis,
instability in steel output con tributes to general econonlic instability1)v stimulating inventory cycles tlhoughout manufacturing. The ex-
tremes of inventory building and liquidation have been a major cause
of our postwar recessions. Inventory cycles by adding to the instal)ility
of the economy increase the need of Governmentlt intervention in tlie
private e enterprise system through the use of monetary and fiscal
l)olicies.
Any efforts made l)y corporate decisionss in the direction of eNvelli g

oult tile inllentory cycles would tllerefore dilmillish tle role Governl-
,elnt action has to play in tile fostering of steady economic growth.
I)Dtring periods of invenlto(ry building by steel consuming industries

in fear of future shortages, old1 alld inefficient steelimaking eqluipmlent
has to be used at high costs and( o\vertimne to fill orders that exceed
any reasonabl)le current detllan(l. In sutl periods, foreign steel is
thought in the panicky attempt to guarird against futtire interrul)tions
of the output of these steel customers that might be caused by lack
of steel on hand.
Once a fear of such shortages ltts sul)side(l because a new contract

agreement has been signed, or boom conditions are cooling off, steel
inventories are reduced with tlie result that orders on the rolling
schedules of the steel mills fall drastically and even the most efiien:e.L
l)lant facilities are being used only at reduced rates of capacity.
Because of the high, fixed overhead inherent in the steel business,
steel company profits fall and Ieinemlo)1nyent among steelworkers
increases.

In times of declining business activity, use of foreign steel may
increase because domestic steel users are faced with stronger price
competition for their fabricated products, and may be forced to
compensate for reduced profit margins by buying less expensive foreign
steel.
The adverse effect of steel imports on demand for domestic shil)-

ments is further aggravatext because the relationship between buyers
of foreign steel and the service centers of steel fabricators, commonly
implies i)urchase commitments for a much longer period than is
customary for domestic steel. Cancellation or reduction in foreign
tonnage commitments generally impllies penalty payments.
To illustrate: A customer with a normal requirement of 100,000

tons annually may have decided to obligate 30 percent to foreign
sources, and obtain 70,000 tolns from domestic sources. Reduced re-
quirements now call for a yearly purchase of only 80,000 tons. To
avoid a penalty, he adheres to his contract for foreign tonnage, bllt
cuts domestic purchases to 50,000 tons. Thus a 20 percent decrease in
the total demand has equated to a 30 percent reduction in the require-
ment from domestic nills.

This stlidy concludes that in ile interest of both the industry and
the steelworkers union, labor contract negotiations in the fututire
might well be conducted as in other industries, such as the coal in-
dustry, where strikes and fear of strikes have not occurred in the last
17 years. Also, the anticyclical monetary and fiscal policies of the
U.S. Government have recently been rather successful in ameliorating
the former roller-coaster-type business cycle.



CHAPTER XI

TRENDS OF LABOR AND CAPITAL PRODUCTIVITY IN THE
U.S. STEEL INDUSTRY, 1947-66

To alppraise the causes and probable future trends of steel imports,
a comparison of labor and capital productivity trends in the United
States and leading foreign steel producing countries is crucial. The
result of such findings will shed light on the problem of to what
extent the U.S. steel industry can hope to increase its labor and
catlital productivity sufficiently to offset cost advantages now favoring
foreign producers. This chapter will assess the trends for the last
two decades of the productivity of labor and capital in the U.S.
steel industry, while the next chapter will compare hourly wage costs
and labor productivity (unit labor costs) in the steel industries here
and abroad.

This chapter shows that between 1947 and 1966 the average
annual rate of increase in unit labor cost of the U.S. steel industry
compared with all U.S. manufacturing industries as follows:

[In percent)

All manu- Steel
facturlng Industry
Industrlee

Output ......................... .................. ..------- 3.8 1.7
Total compensation per man-hour.................... ................. . 6.7
Output per man-bour............... ............................ 2.9 1. 7
Unit labor oost.............................-.......................... 2.0 . 9

The U.S. steel industry faced annual increased total compensation
per man-hour of 5.7 percent compared to only 5 percent for all manu-
facturing industries, while output per man-hour increased at an annual
rate of only 1.7 percent compared to 2.9 percent for all manufacturing.
Unit labor costs thereby increased 3.9 percent annually in steel com-
pared to 2 percent in all manufacturing.
As to capital productivity, which is expected to restore the com-

petitiveness of the domestic steel industry, the findings are: For the
domestic steel industry, gross (undepreciated) plant and equipment
per dollar of value added doubled between 1947 and 1966 from
$1.26 to $2.52 which compared with a decline from $0.95 to $0.86 for
all manufacturing industries (1947-55; 1966 data not yet available).
The capital-output ratio measures the dollar amount of capital needed
to produce a dollar of value added.
The evidence is probably unexpected because of the new technology

such as the basic oxygen furnace (BOF) and continuous casting
greatly reduces investment per ton of output. Competition on a
quality basis, however, has forced the domestic steel industry to
invest even more in new, costlier finishing facilities than in cost-
saving BOF's, and in continuous casting.
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InI tile U.S. econoiily, prod(lctivity has increased at a rate of pl)-
]roximately 1.5 percent per anniui during the last 50 years. This (coll-
tinlled improvement is the result of increased technological innova-
tion and the increased skills of lablor required to operate the more

sol)liisticated plant alli( equipment. 'The factor of production cal)ital
has been increasing at a more rapid rate than labor because of tlhe
public's increasing propensity to save and lal)or's goal to work fewer
hours. The net, result of a trend toward a more capital intensive
economy is that each unit of labor has a greater amount, of capital
stock to work withi, and labor's real wages have risen faster than tlie
total factor productivity.Productivity in the steel ind(us(ry is a function of many contributingfactors. They include capital invested and utilized as discussed in
chapter VII f, the skills and organizational ability of management,, tile
state of technology, the efficiency of use of raw materials, the volulle of
output or operating rate of capacity, and tile skills of labor.

Until the decade of the 1950's, emphasis o(n changes of producttivity
was generally restricted to measures of ouitp)tpler Iman-hour. Tllose
resplonsile. for carrying iout theluge new investment. Programs, stock-
holders and management, obviously felt that recognition must l)e
given to capital's contribution toward thle better l)erformance of
workers. Studies of the relation of capital to output and their longrlllu
relationlshlips have been pioneered by tlie National Bureau of Economic(
Researchh' and also have been undertaken by the National Industrial
C(onlference Board,2 tll(l tlie 'National Pllanning Associationl.

11 thle U.S. steel industry a substantial part of tlhe investment)logram is not necessarily directedtoward improving capital and
labor oulltllt llbut it is oriented toward plro(llctt iml)rovemenllt and
prod(luct develo iielnt. One of tlie prime goals of product oriented
technological change is unlit-weigllt reduction of steels for specific
purposes. The achievement of these goals is sometimes obscured by
the traditional productivity measures an(l is in effect negated by
the statistics that are based on weights or outIpt.

T'le performance of the industry is generally measured in terms
of raw steel production or tons of shipments, adjusting to such ii-
p)ortant facts as changes inl)rodlct mix, greater strength but lighter
gage steels.

Examil)les of these changes may be found in stronger, lighter strull-
tiral steels, thinner tinil)lte for containers and generallyimnlroved
quality steels. Because of these variable nonproductive factors it is
extremely difficult to accurately newasire tlieinil)act.of technological
advancements on the U.S. steel industry. Be tils as it may, measure-
mlents of productivity are widely usedl by Government, management,
andtile unions.

labor Productivity in the U.S. Steel Industry
Tlhe best known measurement of the influence of technological

advancement on the industry is the long-term trend in output perntan-hour. An analysis of outpult per man-hour is not to be interpreted
as assigning imilproved productivity results solely to the worker's

Kendrick, J. W.,1Producttlfiy Trend, in the UnitUd State, Princeton University Press, Princeton, N.J.,
1961.

' National Industrial Conference Board, Capital Expanrion and Capacity in Port War Manufacturing,
StudUt8 in BuRwint Economics, No. 72 1961. New York, and Measuring Company Productirity, No. 74, 1961.

National Planning Assocliaton, Natlonal Economic Projedtion to 1976-77, Washington, D.C., 1968.
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better performance. The subject of capital's productivity, includ-
ing investment in the preparation of raw materials, is discussed in
the latter part of this chapter.

Certain inherent dangers exist when attempting to analyze output
per man-Lour statistics. The total outl)ut per man-hour data as
developed by the Bureau of Labor Statistics4 utilizes man-hours for
the industry as homogeneous and additive, making no distinction
between the hours of different groups of employees. 'rhe relative
man-hour requirements for the various products of the steel in-
dustry were compiled for use of the 3BLS through arrangements
made by the AISI.6 Man-hour requirements for various l)roducts
change relatively rapid over time, thus the w\eigltis no\ in use,
1961 dlata, may soon be updated even though official reliable source-
have indicated that the introduction of a more current period \ill
alter the weiglits only slightly.

During 1966 the number of employees required to )lrodluce 134.1
million tons of raw steel was 651,200, coml)ared with 1947 production
of 84.9 million tons and 655,800 employees. How-ever, during the
interim years (1947-66) steel elml)loyment. fluctllulted ratlher severely,
from a high of 726,100 in 1953 to a low of 587,300 in 1959. An analysis
of eml)loyment and production data, table 85, slho\\s tilht plro(,ducti(io
worker eml)loymient tends to fluctuate more thlial nolil)roduct ion
worker em lloyment and the number of nonlprolduction workers is
growing, while te number of production workers, (except for cyclical
fluctuations) reflecting the trend toward new technology an1( aultooma-
tion, is on the decline. Comparing 1947 with 1966, thie Inuimber of non-
l)rvdlction workers had increased by 49.3 percent w\\lile production
workers had decreased by 7.7 percent. Raw steel production during
the same period increased by 57.9 percent in spite of the fact. that the
1966 steel output consists of a far more sophisticated productt tUhan
that produced in 1947. Furthermore, tons of raw steel produced per
employee had risen to 205.9 in 1966 from 129.5 in 1947 and this iul)ward
trend will probably continue. Tlle index of steel output,6 table 86,
increased 51.8 percent from 1947 to 1966, equivalent to an average
annual rate of 1.3 percent and 15 percent from 1957 to 1966, equivalent
to an average annual rate of 3.4 l)ercent.

D)lring the same period the index of steel output per all employee
man-lours, increased at an average annual rate of 1.7 percent front
1947 to 1966, and 2.8 l)ercent from 1957 to 1966. Table K-1 7 I)resents
the index of man-hours for all employees, production workers, and
nonlroduction workers, as well as steel output. The index of output
per man-hour-is derived by dividing the index of steel output by the
index of man-hours.
The improved Iperfonnance i)er all employee man-houlrs in the Iperiod

1957-66 over 1947-66 primarily reflected the increase in tonnage
produced that occurred in 1963 anld thereafter. Steel outl)llt )per pro-
diuction worker mal-hour increased at an average annual rate of 2.2

4 ILS Report No. 310, Labor Productivity of the Steel Industry In the United states July 1966.
s Ibid, pp. 31-32.
* Output indexes for the steel industry, as developed by the Bureau of Iabor Statistics, are based on:

(1) the physleal output of pin Iron, ferro alloys, lngots and steel for castings, and coke:\ndl (2) tlie sh ipments
of sminiln.shed steel products. 'Thle output dnt used for constrncttin the Inde\es are froIn plulilshed annual
relpots of the AISI with the esceptlon of the data on coke production which ure tublls..ed by tlie Bureau
of Mines, t.S. I)eparltnent of the Interior.

In constructing the output nieasures, 1947 relative man-hour weights were used frl combining oulllt
data for the period 1947-57. For the 1957-66 period, 1961 relative man-hour weights were used. For a nrre
detailed decrintl-n of thie methodololy em)loved, see BL8 Report No. 310, pp. 29-36.

7 See apl endix for ull tables pre'llced by letter.
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T.BLIE 85.-Raw steel production and employment in the steel industry (1947--66)
[Raw steel In millions of net tons, employment in thousands]

Raw steel All em- Production Nonpro-Year production ployees workers duction
workers

1966........................................ 134.1 651.2 630.6 120.
19 5 ... ........................................ 131.5 660. 4 641.1 119. 3
194.......................................... . 127.1 629.4 616.8 113.6
1963.......................................... 109.3 589.9 479.1 110 8
1962............................................ 9 .3 692.8 476.3 116. 6
1961 ........................................ 98.0 696. 5 478.4 117. 1
1960. ............................. ........... 99. 3 661.4 628.4 123.0
1959 .............. .. ................ 93.4 687.3 470.9 116. 4
1958....................... 86.3 601.1 48. 6 114.6
1957........................................... 112.7 719.9 600.1 119.8
1956 ........ ...................... 116.2 706. 6 696.4 111.2
1955 ........ ............. ..................... 117.0 706.9 04. 5 102.4
1954 ............................. .......... 88.3 646. 64. 1 99. 4
1953 ........................................... 111.6 726.1 620. 4 105. 7
1952 ............................... . 93.2 638.0 541.5 96 5
1951 ............................. ............ 10.2 714. 4 620.2 94.2
1950 ........................................... 96.8 674. 4 686.8 87.6
1949 ............................................ 78.0 610.1 626.8 83.3
1948................... .......... 88.6 678.6 93. 9 84.7
1947............................................ 84.9 655.8 676.0 80.8
Percent change:

1947-6 ................................... 67.9 -. 7 -7.7 49.3
197-66.................................... 190 -9. -11.6 7__ .. .. _ . ~~~~~~~~~~~,7

Source: Raw steel production, AISI annual statistical reports.
Number of employees, U.S. )epartment of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics.

TABLE 86.-U.S. steel industry: Indexes of steel output, steel output per all em-
ployee man-hours and steel output per production worker man-hour, 1947-66

[Inde, 1967--69-1 00)

Steel output Steel output Steel outputper all em- per produ- per nonpro-Years Steel output ployee man- tion worker duction
hours man-hour worker

man-hour

19B66...... .........--.--. .........---- -.. . 132.1 124. 2 123.1 129,0
1965 ..... ........... ......---.-. 131.3 121.5 119.7 130.0
1964..-- ..-..------.........-----.-- 130.7 116.6 114.7 12, 1
1963 .- ....-- ..................-.-.- ... . ..--.- 106.3 111.8 111.6 112.8
1962..1......... ...-------..------------... 100. 2 106.9 10. 4 101.2
1961 ...--.... ..-..... .. - .. 96.2 101.7 -103.3 96.6
1960,....-...---------.-..------.- 99.6 98.6 99.6 94.8
1959- ..................... --. .....---- 99.3 10. 0 10. 2 99.8
1958 ..- ....-----....-- .-------------- 8.5.8 93. 95.0 87.6
19657-......-...............- .......------ 114.8 101.1 98 8 112.0
1956.--.---......--.----...--------119.0 10. 7 9W 7 12. 11957....-.. .. ----.....--..----120.9 105.2 99.8 138.0
1954 -- ..---- ....--...---- ....--. ..-... 91.7 92. 6 8.7 107.9
193.-..----.........------... . 114.6 97.0 92.0 126.6
19652...--- ... .........---..--..... 96. 0 90.9 117.9
1951.-...............--...--- ---.--- 110.6 94.4 8. 183. 7
1950..-......- ..---......-..-----101.7 93.9 87.7 136. 1
1949 -.....--.... ...------..---..-. 8086.80.685.3 80.8 112.3
1948..-----.. 91.6 84 8 78.8 125.6
1947...-----.------ -- 87.0 84.3 784 124.8
Average annual rate of change In percent:

1947-4 .--..--.--.---.-..-.-- ....-..- --- 1.3 1.7 2.2 -.6
1957-..-...-.. ......- 3. 4 2.8 2 7 3.6

I Based on the least squares trend of the logarithms of the Index numbers.
Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics.

9.869604064

Table: Table 85.--Raw steel production and employment in the steel industry (1947-66)
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percent from 1947 to 1966, and 2.7 percent from 1957 to 1966. Steel
output per nonproduction worker man-hour decreased at an annual
average rate of 0.6 percent from 1947 to 1966 and increased by 3.5
percent from 1957 to 1966.

Steel output per man-hour is greatly influenced by capital outlays
resulting in new technology, by improved managerial skills, by im-
proved labor skills and most of all, by changes in use of capacity.
Whenever large annual increases in output per man-hour occur, such
as from 1963 to 1964 and 1964 to 1965, the major cause may be found
in the large increases in steel output. Small changes in output per
man-hour reflect small changes in the volume of output.
The major effect on steel output per man-hour occurs during periods

when the use of capacity increases from a low level, for example, 50
percent to a higher level of 90 percent, such as during the early stages
of a cyclical upswing. As the use of capacity increases above 90 percent
and as new capacity is brought on stream, the effect of increases in
tonnage output onl steel output per man-hour may vary anywhere
from negative to less than lprl)ortional to increases in tonnage output.
As a criterion of cost trends, a factor even more important than

outl)ut per man-hour is the labor cost per unit of output which is
compensation per man-hour divided by output per man-hour. If
compensation per man-hour, as shown in tables 87 and K-2 rises
more rapidly than output per man-hour, then unit labor costs will
rise and tend to increase the cost of output. Table K-2 presents
compensation per man-hour, output per man-hour and the resultant
unit labor cost. From 1947 to 1966 compensation per man-hour
increased by 181.8 percent, equivalent to an average annual increase
of 5.7 percent and from 1957 to 1966 the increase was 38.9 percent,
equivalent to an average annual increase of 3.4 percent. As men-
tioned above, output per man-hour increased during the same periods
1947-66 and 1957-66, at average annual rates of 1.7 percent and
2.8 percent, respectively. A summary of this analysis follows:

U.S. steel industry, unit labor cost
fIndex, 1957-59=100]

Compensa- Output per Unit labor
Year tion per man-hour cost

man-hour

1966..------------------------ -------129. 9 124.2 104.6
1957 ------------------------ ----- ----- 9.3.5 101.1 92.5
1947------------------------------ 46.1 84.3 54.7
Average annual rate of change in percent:

1947-66---------...................... 5.7 1.7 3 9
1957-66....---..-..------- 3.4 2.8 .

The more rapid increase in compensation per man-hour over output
per man-hour, especially from 1947 to 1956, resulted in an increase
m unit labor costs of 91.2 percent from 1947 to 1966, equivalent to
an average annual increase of 3.9 percent. The period 1957-66 pro-
vided a closer relationship between compensation per man-hour and
output per man-holu, with the former rising by 38.9 percent, and the
latter by 23 percent, resulting in an increase in unit labor costs of
13.1 percent, equivalent to an average annual increase of 0.6 percent.

20-479 0-68-13
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Table: U.S. steel industry, unit labor cost
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This relatively small increase in unit labor costs played no small partin contributing to price stability in the iron and steel industry,especially since 1958.
TABLE 87.-Total employment cost per hour, wage employees, 1946-66-

Pay for hours Total payroll Total employ-worked I cost per hour ment cost per
hour8

Year:
1966...-........ ...... ........-........3.64 4.02 4.631960..-................................... 3. 83.83 4.48
1964- -3..43 3.T70 4.361963.............................................. 3.67 4.26192.-.......................................... 3.33 3. 2 4.161961 ............................................... 3.24 3. 0 3.99
1960-...................3.09 3.35 388219 .............................................. 3.14 42 3.80
1958- ..-..-. ------..1------3..1---2.93 318 3. 1
1967 ........................................... 2.73 2.92 3,22195660.-..-...-...................... ......2 64 2.70 2. 91965...-..............-----...------ 2a38 2 61 2.72
1954..-......---.-.-...- ............ 2.19 2.33 2.51
1953--....---.-.........................15..2.15 2.27 2.44
1952---.....--- ..- .. ............. .2.04 2.15 2.32-
1961................................... 187 1.95 2.11
1950----.-.-.....................--.1, 68 1 1.75 1.91
1949 --..---... ............... . ..........1.63 1.70 1.75
1948.--......5................._--..-- 1.57 1,63 1.68
1947-.....------.---.------..----..-- 1.46 1.51 1.56
1946-..---..,..-.------.- 1.28 1.35 1.40

i Includes regular and premium time but excludes fringe benefits.
Includes pay for hours worked and holidays, vacations, and adjustments.* Includes total payroll cost per hour plus employee benefits.

Source: AISI annual statistical reports 1946-6.

Table 88 presents a comparison of changes in the price indexes of
finished steel mill products and unit labor costs. The price of finished
steel mill products increased by 114.5 percent from 1947 to 1966,while unit labor costs were increasing by 91.2 percent. From 1957 to
1966 finished steel mill products prices increased by 7.7 percent and
unit labor costs increased by 13.1 percent.
To clarify the meaning of changes in output per man-hour, the

reciprocals of the output per man-hour measures, unit labor require-
ments, are presented in table K-3. Unit labor requirements reflect
the change in units of labor required for each unit of output. Units
of labor required for each unit of output declined from 1947 to 1-966
at an average annual rate of 1.7 percent, and from 1957 to 1966
the decline was at a rate of 2.8 percent. Unit labor requirements
are further defined in terms of production and nonproduction workers
in table K-3.
Another useful measurement of labor productivity trends in the

steel industry is shown in table K-8, which presents net tons of ship-
ments and raw steel production per 1,000 man-hours worked. Between
1947 and 1966 net tons of shipments per 1,000 man-hours worked
increased by 44.6 percent and net tons of raw steel production per
1,000 man-hours worked increased by 60.1 percent. Table K-4
utilizes industry production statistics and AISI hourly statistics
that deviate slightly from total hours worked by all members of the
industry.

9.869604064

Table: Table 87.--Total employment cost per hour, wage employees, 1946-66
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TABLE 88.-U.S. steel industry: Wholesale price indexes of finished steel mill

products and unit labo, costs

Finished Unit labor Finished Unit labor
steel mill costs steel mill costs
products products

1966-- ..0.--.-- 104.1. 6 1954.7.......... ;8. 2 80.
1965.......... 103.3 103.7 193-........ 5.0 74.9
1964........----- . 102.8 106.0 12................. :7 571.1963.................. 102.0 107.3 1951 ............ .... 68.2 67.
1962 ....- ......... 101.4 109. 190..........1. 61.3
1961 ..............- 101.7 111.1 1949.........-. I 63.0
1960...-.......---... 102.1 110,3 1948- ..... ..... 55.5 59.5
1959...-...-.--..- 102.3 102.3 1947 ..........--... 48.8 64.7
1958................. 100.6 107.6 Percent chamle:
1957....-...... 97.2 92.5 1947-6......... 114.5 91.2
1956 ............ 88. 8 83.9 1957-66..--- 7.7 13.1
1955.........----.---. 81.9 76. 8

Source: Table I-5 and U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics.

Even though the steel industry has shown increases in output,
output per man-hour and relative stability in unit labor costs since
1958, it has lagged behind all UsS. manufacturing industries. Table
K-5 compares the index of the steel industry with the index of U.S.
manufacturing industries in the categories of output, total compensa-
tion per man-hour, output per man-hour, and unit labor costs. A
summary of this data, including percent changes and the average
annual rates of change, is presented below:

[Indexes, 1957-59=100)

Year

1957
..-....-----

1957 -.-------------
1947- .-..-----.----
Percent change:

1947-66.---------
1977---..----..

Average annual rate
of change In per-
cent:
1947-0.... -.
1957-6 ......---

Output

Total
manu-

facturing

153.3
101.7
69.3

121.2
60.7

3.6
5.2

Steel
Industry

132 1
114.8
87.0

51.8
15.1

1.3
3.4

Total compensa-
tlon per man-hour

Total
manu-

facturlng

135.6
95.8
52. 5

158.1
41.4

5.0
3.8

Steel
Industry

129.9
93.5
46.1

181.8
38.9

5.7
3.4

Output per' min11- U'nit Ila
hour

Total Steel Total
mainu- Industry nmallu-

facturiug fitcturing

130.8 124.2 103.6
98.2 101,1 97.6
72.3 84.3 72.6

80).9 47.3 42.7
33.2 22.8 81.

2.9 1.7 2.0
3.6 2.8 .2

I)or costs

Steel
industry

104.6
92. 5
64.7
91.2
13.1

3.0
.6

During the entire period summarized above, total compensation
per man-hour had increased less rapidly in all U.S. manufacturing
industries than in the steel industry, but output per man-holur had
increased more rapidly in all manufacturing than in tlie steel industry.
As a result, unit labor costs rose more rapidly in the steel industry
than in the manufacturing industries. A major cause of the better
output per man-hour performance in all manufacturing was ldue to
the faster and more consistent rise in output. From 1947 to 1966 all
manufacturing output was increasing 121.2 percent, equivalent to an
average annual rate of 3.6 percent, compared with an increase in
steel output for the same period of only 51.8 percent, or at an average
annual rate of only 1.3 percent. From 1957 to 1966 all manufacturing

1"--.-1-~1- - - -

.~~~~~-

9.869604064

Table: Table 88.--U.S. steel industry: Wholesale price indexes of finished steel mill products and unit labor costs
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output increased by 50.7 percent, equivalent to an average annual
rate increase of 5.2 percent, compared with the steel industry's increase
of only 15.1 percent, or at an average annual rate increase of 3.4
percent.
The steel industry's failure to keel) pace with all manufacturing in

output and output per man-hour increases, combined with having to
pay higher compensation per man-hour, resulted in higher unit labor
costs for the steel industry. The industry tried to offset this profit
squeeze by raising prices, especially before 1958 when the invasion by
substitutes and imports had not yet been fully recognized. Even so, it
failed to maintain its profit margins.
Table 89 compares the steel industry's output per man-hour and

compensation per man-hour with the total private nonfarm economy,
as well as with total manufacturing. Increases in output per man-hour
in the steel industry also lagged behind the total private nonfarm
economy although the differential is not quite as great as steel com-
pared to all manufacturing. Compensation per man-hour increased
more rapidly in the steel industry for the entire period, 1947 to 1966,
than in the total private nonfarm economy. But in the last half of the
period, from 1957 to 1966, the increase in compensation per man-hour
was actually slightly higher in the total private nonfarm economy
than the steel industry because of the more rapid rise of wages and
salaries in the nonmanufacturing industries. This resulted in higher
unit labor costs for the total private nonfarm economy than in either

TABLE 89.-U.S. total manufacturing versus steel industry output, total compensation
per man-hour, output per man-hour, and unit labor costs, 1947-66

IIndexes, 1957-69-100]

Output Total compensation Output per Unit labor costs I

per man-hour ' man-hour s

Year
Total Steel Total Steel Total Steel Total Steel
manu- Industry manu- industry manu- industry manu- industry

fracturing facturing facturing facturing

1966 ..----- .------ 153.3 132.1 136.5 129.9 130.8 124.2 103.6 104.6
19660 --.--------- 142.5 131.3 129.1 125.9 128.7 121.5 100.3 103.7
1964 ..--- ----. 131.1 120.7 126.0 123.6 124.6 116.6 101.1 106.0
1963 --..----. . 122.7 106.3 121203 120.0 118.9 111.8 101.2 107.3
1962 ....- ..-----. 116.8 100.2 116.5 117.1 114.3 106.9 102.0 109.5
1961--...------- 106.0 95.2 111.9 113.0 107.9 101.7 103.7 111.1
1900...-.--- .. 106.4 99.6 108.5 108.7 105. 98.6 102.9 110.3
1969 ------------.. 104.9 99.3 104.2 107.4 103.7 _ 105.0 100. 6 102.3
1958 ...---.---- 93.4 8.8 100.0 100. 98.1 93. 5 101.9 107.6
1957-----.-.--- 101.7 114.8 95.8 93.5 98.2 101.1 97.6 92.6
1956.-.-------- 101.3 119.0 90.5 86.9 96.2 103.7 94.1 83.9
1965 ...------. 100.9 120.9 85.0 80.9 97.2 105.2 87.4 76.8
1954 ..---- .. 90.3 91.7 81.8 74.8 91.8 92.6 89.1 80.8
1953 ...-....------ 97.1 114.5 78.3 72.7 90.2 97.0 8 .8 74.9
1952 -----. ----. 89.7 97.5 74.2 67.9 87.3 95.0 84.9 71.6
1951 ------ .- 87.8 110.6 69.7 63.8 86.9 94.4 80.2 67.6
1950 --....- 79.7 101.7 63.2 57.5 85.0 93.9 74.4 61.3
1949...--------- 68.7 80.5 60.3 63.7 79.3 85.3 76.0 63.0
1948..----.---- 72.7 91.6 57.6 50.6 76.4 84.8 75.4 69.6
1947----.------. 69.3 87.0 52.5 46.1 72.3 84.3 72.6 54.7

Average annual rate
of change in per-
cent: 4

1947-66-.......... 3.6 1.3 5.0 5.7 2.9 1.7 2.0 3.9
1957-66 --..--.5.2 3.4 3.8 3.4 3.6 2.8 .2 .6

Includes estimated proprietors' labor income.
s Output per man-hour-output divided by man-hours.
* Unit labor cost- total compensation per man-hour divided by output per man-hour.
4 Based on the least squares trend of the logarithms of the index numbers.
Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics.

9.869604064

Table: Table 89.--U.S. total manufacturing versus steel industry output, total compensation per man-hour, output per man-hour, and unit labor costs, 1947-66
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total manufacturing or the steel industry, as shown on table K-6.
But unlike in the steel industry, the higher unit labor costs were passedon by the total private nonfarm economy by raising of prices m the
nonmanufacturing sector as shown in table K-6.
The matrixes tabulated in the appendix provide the fundamental

year-to-year percentage-changes in steel industry output, output per
worker, output per man-hour, compensation per man-hour, and the
end result: unit labor costs. The latter have not been, and are not
expected to be, published by BLS, but they were supplied for this
study.
The reason why these matrixes are of great importance may be

illustrated by table 89, which shows, for the period 1957-66, unit
labor costs in total manufacturing rose by two-tenths of 1 percent
annually compared to six-tenths of 1 percent for the steel industry. If,
instead of the 1957-66 period, the period 1961-66 would have been
chosen, the results would have been quite different.

1961-66

Total man- Steel Indus-
ufacturing try
(percent) (percent)

Output per man-hour....................................................... 4.0 4.2
Compensation per man-hour.............. ..... ......... 3.8 2.7
Unit labor cost ............. ...........-----...- -.2 -1.4

For the period 1961-66 the results are reversed compared to the
1957-66 period. Unit labor costs fell for both total manufacturing
and for steel, and for steel they fell seven times as much. The reasons
were that for the steel industry with its high fixed costs, the business
upturn, and the resulting higher rate of use of capacity, increased
productivity more sharply than for total manufacturing. Furthermore,
there was more of a shift in the ratio of production workers to non-
production workers, and finally, due to the obvious competition from
imports and substitutes, compensation per man-hour during the
1961-66 period in the steel industry advanced less than in total manu-
facturing. Conversely, any reduction in output of the steel industry,
whether caused by a domestic recession, by imports, or by substitutes,
is bound to substantially depress productivity and thereby raise unit
labor costs. This happened during the first half of 1967, when profits
declined by 28 percent.
The steel industry has invested heavily in technological change, but

the improvements in output per man-hour have yet to outpace com-

pensation per man-hour. This challenge facing the industry was well
outlined by Dr. Ewan Clague in his concluding statements to the
A1SI on May 25, 1967-:l

In conclusion, I do not think that the next 5 years are going to be easy ones
for the U.S. steel industry. Further technological progress is needed to widen
the productivity differential until it balances the wage differential. That progress
will have to take place in an economy that at present is not the most favorable for
that purpose. I wish you every success in your efforts to meet the challenge.

I Dr. Ewan Clague, "Economic Trends and Collective Bargaining," presented at the 76th General Meet-
ing of the AISI at New York, May 25, 1U67.
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Capital Productivity and the U.S. Steel Industry
Increases in productivity result in greater output per unit of

resources employed. Productivity increases make available more goods
and services for either present consumption or future consumption in
terms of additions to the nation's capital structure. Changes in
productivity influence almost all aspects of the nation's economy: the
return to the factors of production, including the profitability of
business enterprise; the level of employment; the cost of production;
the availability of investment funds; the ability to effectively compete
with foreign producers; the ability to invest in research and devel)p-
ment programs and others.
The steel industry in the United States has experienced productivity

improvements throughout the post World War II period. However,
the steel industry has lagged behind all manufacturing and all indus-
tries. The results are approximately the same when measuring produc-
tivitry changes in terms of output per man-hour or the ratio of steel
output to capital input.

First ,art of this chapter presented changes in productivity as
measure in terms of steel output per unit of total man-hour input.
Measures of )roductivity- change must include each of the factors of
production (inputs) including the use of natural resources, capital,
management, and labor. In addition to the changes in the productivity
of these inputs, another important and often overriding factor is the
rate of capacity utilization which reflects changes in demand for steel.
Increases iftihe use of captxcity, within certain ranges up to approxi-
mately 90 percent, result in improved productivity performance, while
capacity utilization above 90 percent will decrease productivity be-
cause of bringing into use less efficient facilities. Such changes in the
volume of output in the short run particularly affect output per
man-hour.

Aside from the cyclical changes in the use of capacity, a significant
long-term contribution influencing capital productivity in the U.S.
steel industry is the recent substantial capital investment in new
technology. 'The steel industry per annum capital investment, which
reached approximately $2 billion in both 1965 and 1966, promises to
continue at least at that rate for the next 5 to 7 years. The industry
apparently has decided that these expenditures are essential in order
to realize the cost savings required to remain competitive. At least
two-thirds of the steel industry's planned capital spending is directed
toward replacement and modernization, compared with less than 55
percent for all manufacturing.'
The record of productivity changes in certain specific installations

such at the blast furnace during the period 1946-66, testifies to the
progresss made by constant experimentations with new technology.
hlie industry has made significant capital outlays in almost all aspects

of steellakmng from the extraction of raw materials to finding new
uses for finished products.
The steel industry's investment for beneficiation facilities has made

it possible to use low-grade mesabi ores and has succeeded in reducing
the blast furnace burden per ton of ore produced. Blast furnace

I' .S. I)Dpartment of Labor, Buroau of Labor Statistics, BLS Reports No. 310, "Labor Productivity
of tl1e Stc.(l Inldustry in the U.S." p. 28, July 1966.
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efficiency has also been improved by the increased use of agglomerated
products such as sinter, that contain a high content of iron and by the
expanded injection of coal, oil, and natural gas into the furnace. These
factors plus oxygen enrichment of the blast has lowered costs through
increased hot metal production per ton of raw material used. Table
90 shows the changing composition of raw materials used in the
blast furnace.

TABLE 90.-U.S. steel industry-Changing composition of iron ore burden, coke,
and fluz used in the blast furnace per ton of hot metal produced, 1946-66

(Pounds per ton of hot metal]

Iron ore Coke rate Limestone
and dolomite

1966.........---- ......... .. ..............- ..... 8,072 1,322 653
1965..-.....---.... . -...... 3, 028 1, 312 668
1964 .-- ..... . .......----.---- .--- .------ . ........ 3,062 1,310 548
1963.... .--.-....................----- -..- 3,060 1,338 668
1962..-3........----------.--..---. 3114 1,380 564
1961-....- ....... ....... ....-...............- ......,154 1,416 602
1960 ..--.......-------... ---- ...............--.........------. 3,146 1,498 606
1959-.......--- ..- . ........--..-...3,176 1,570 628
1958-. ..- ..............................---- -- -- . 3,206 1,598 658
1957 ...- ..-- . .... ... . .............-......---3,284 1,684 710
1956 . .--- . ......... .... ... ... .............. 3,260 1,700 732
1955--........-..--...... 3,324 1,746 778
1954---.. .-------..--...--------...... 3,312 1,746 790
n ........................................................... 3,382 1,812 83

1952....-- ................-- ..................... 3,420 1,844 852
1951...- .. ....... ........- .... 3, 450 1, 848 864
1950..-.........--.. -... 3, 474 1,844 858
1949 ..-... ....... ......... ...............3/506 1,870 856
1948...-..............-..............-------......3, 34 1,908 880
1947.--------. .. .. ..------------ ..-- - ..... 3,496 1,900 824
1946-...........-...-....X.. . 3, 450 1,868 812

166 as a percent of 194I .---.- -------- ....-. .89.0 70.8 66.0
1986 as a percent of 1957 -- ....9-------------.... "93.5 78.5 75.5

Source: AISI annual statistical reports, 1946-6.

In 1966 iron ore requirements in the blast furnace were 89 percent
of 1946, coke requirements in 1966 were 70.8 percent of 1946 and
flux (limestone and dolomite) 1966 requirements were 66 percent
of 1946.
Combining the improved thermal efficiency with larger hearth

areas and other technological changes in the blast furnace, has re-
sulted in an almost doubling of hot metal production per blast furnace
day as shown in table 91. The large capital expenditure program
directed toward greater hot metal production efficiency has reduced
the cost of producing a ton of hot metal by as much as $5.
In recent years (1962-67) steel industry capital spending to a

large degree has been directed toward the conversion process of hot
metal to steel. Basic oxygen furnaces accounted for 25.3 percent of
raw steel production in 1966, compared to 5.6 percent in 1962, as
shown in table 92. The rush in recent years to make steel by this
method has been necessitated by the state of competition, both
domestic and foreign. The basic oxygen process lowers the cost of
production from $5 to $7 a ton and capital costs are approximately
one-half that of the conventional open hearth furnace; namely, $18
million versus $35 million. (Capital costs are also slightly lower
than electric furnaces.)

9.869604064

Table: Table 90.--U.S. steel industry--Changing composition of iron ore burden, coke, and flux used in the blast furnace per ton of hot metal produced, 1946-66


460406968.9



170 STEEL IMPORT STUDY

Continuous casting is receiving increased attention by U.S. steel-
makers but many of its technical as well as economic problems
remain to be solved. The continuous casting process permits the
exclusion of the ingot stage in steel production, thereby reducing
capital costs and permitting lower operating costs by as much as $4
a ton. In 1966 continuous casting accounted for as yet only 1 percent
of the steel processed but may account for 25 percent by the middle
1970's.
Hot rolling, cold rolling and finishing mills have received a sub-

stantial share of attention and capital outlays in the 1946-66 period.
Capital expenditures in the rolling mills have provided the intro-
duction of process computers and other instrumentation, wider and
faster mills and other changes directed primarily toward quality
improvement rather than toward cost savings, although estimates
of cost savings from installation of the most modern rolling mills
range as high as $6 a ton.
However favorable these results from capital expenditures, the

overall industry record of productivity appears to have been in-
creasingly lagging behind all manufacturing and has caused an
increase m the capital output ratio as discussed below.
TABLE 91.-U.S. steel industry-Hot metal production per blast-furnace-day,

1946-66
Tons per blast-furnace-day:

19..66..-....-------------------------..... 1,489
1965. ..- ..- ....------ .---- ---------------.-.-...-.---- .-.- --.-.--------.--.---... ----- 1,436
1964...------..-.-.------.---.---------..-----..--.--------- .- ----- ..----..-------- ------- --..-. 1,443
1963 ....-------------------.- 1,427
1962..- .....- . .......---------..--------- .... . . .... ..-- 1,349
1961 ...-- .. ... -...-----..------. . ----------- ----- ...- 1,306
1960- ...-------------------.----- ---------. 1,182
1959....------..----------.----.-----..----- 1,091
1958... ---..-------------------- 1,066
1957.....-....--...---------..---------- 9982
195 ....---------..-------------.--.-------- ---------------------- .. --- - 958
19655...--.----.--------.--- -----------. 937

1953......------.---.----------------------.--....----- - 919
1952... -------.---.-----------.-------------- 8671951 .......-- . ......--.-............-----------------..-..----------------------------. 864
1950 ------.-----------------------.. .. ----- 848
1949...----...----------...--------------..--- 811
1948..-----.---....-----....------.--....----------....... 786
1947 ...---..----------........-------.. .. ---------- --.------------ .------------- 774
1946 .....--- ---.--.. ---..---- .. ...........------------- 753

1966 as a percent of 1946.--....-----.--------..--..------.-------------.-..-.--------- 197.7
1966 as a percent of 1957--- ------ -------- ----- -------------- 139. 7

Source: AI8I annual statistical report, 1946-66.

TABLE 92.--U.S. steel industry-BOF production, 1955-66

Production
(millions of tons) BOF as

Year __percent
of total

BOF Total

1966- ..----- --.----------------------- 33.93 134.10 25.3
1965 -- -------------...-------------- 22.88 131.46 17,4
1964-....-.......------.--.--- ----------------------- 16544 126.93 12.2
1963-..--.--.--.--.-----. .-- 8.54 109.26 7.8
1962 ...--. .--.--.-----.-------.------------ 65.55 98.33 6.6
1961 ...-------------------. -------- 3.97 98.01 4.1
1960...-..------- -------------- 3.35 99.28 3.4
1959.....------.----------- ------- 1.86 93.45 2.0
1958-.... .----------.---.- 1.32 85.26 1.5
1957...------------.-------------- .61 112.72 .1
1956s...-.--...--,.5..---.-------------------- ,51 115.22 -
1955 ..... -...------.----.---------------- .31 117.04

Source: AISI Annual Statistical Reports, 1959-66.

9.869604064

Table: Table 91.--U.S. steel industry--Hot metal production per blast-furnace-day, 1946-66
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TABLE 93.-Capital-output ratio of U.S. steel industry,1 1947-66

Amount (billions of 1968 dollars) Dollars of
Year--_____- undepreciatedYear plant and

Undepreciated equipment
plant and Value added perdllar of
equipment 3 value added

19"66.......---------------4.----4 9.3 2.52
1965----------------.-------------- 22.2 8.9 2.49
1964 ........-.----..-.--------.. 20.9 84 2.49
193 ..--1.----------------------------- 19.6 7.7 2.55
1962...-...---.--- ---------- --------- 19.1 7.2 2.66
1961.-----------.--------------- 18.6 7.4 2.51
1960...--------..------..----.-. 17.9 7.7 ' 2.32
1959.....-.8 .---------------------. 16.7 7.5 2.23
1958..-............-------------...------- 16.2 7.2 2.25
19567.-. . 156. 93 1.67
1956.-......--..---------14...:14.6 9. 8 1.49
1955...--.--------------------------------.-14.3 10.0 1.43
1954.--........--- ---------. 13.9 8.0 1.74
1953 -....-....------------13-..1.8.213. 4 10. 6 1.26
1952-..-----------.------.- --- ---- 12.7 8.7 1.46
1951-..-.---.---------------------.11.2 10.3 1.09
1950..-.....-,-... 10.8 8.7 1.24
1959.-..---- 10.2 7.1 1.44
1948.----- ----.------------------ - 10.1 8.4 1.20
1947......-------*---------------- 10,1 8. 0 1.26

1 AISI Annual Statistical Reports. Data covers the consolidated statements including all the affiliated
interests (fabrication, transportation shipbuilding, cement, etc.) of the parent companies submitting
AISI-11 reports, and representing 90.9 to 95.2 percent of total industry raw steel production.

I See note following table J- for explanation of undepreciated plant and equipment.
8 Value added equals net billing value of products shipped and other services less purchased materials,

supplies, freight and other services, etc.

The capital-output ratio, or the reciprocal of the capital-productivity
ratio (capital employed in terms of plant and equipment divided by
value added) of the U.S. steel industry has risen throughout the post
World War II period, as shown in table 93. The dollars of -gross
(undepreciated) plant and equipment owned by the industry per dollar
of value added in 1947 was 1.26. By 1957 the industry owned $1.67
of gross plant and equipment per dollar of value added, an increase of
32.5 percent over 1947. In 1966 the dollars of gross plant and equip-
ment per dollar of output had increased to 2.52, or 50.9 percent higher
than 1957 and 100.0 percent higher than 1947. During the same period
value added, in billions of 1958 dollars increased 15.0 percent from
1947 to 1966 and did not change from 1957 to 1966. The increase in the
capital output ratio would be even larger if replacement costs of plant
and equipment would have been used in the calculation of the ratio
instead of book values adjusted by the implicit price deflator of
producers durable equipment. Between 1955 and 1967 undepreciated
plant and equipment had increased from $12.3 billions to $24.7
billions. This increase reflects in part the expansion of plant and
equipment and in part the replacement of existing facilities at higher
prices. In calculating plant and equipment in terms of constant 1958
dollars, table 94, only the producers durable goods price deflator was
used instead of using both it and the price deflator for nonresidential
structures. The reason for ignoring structures in this calculation is
because of the substantially greater capital outlays on equipment
rather than structures. (See note following table 94.) Construction
cost indexes for 1966 show an advance to 421.8 compared with 100
in 1940 while the producer durable index was 243.1 in 1966. If a
combination of both indexes would have been used in table 94, then

9.869604064

Table: Table 93.--Capital-output ratio of U.S. steel industry,1 1947-66
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the constant dollar plant and equipment series would have been
slightly lower for 1966. This in turn would have lowered somewhat
the rate of increase in the capital-output ratio. A summary of the
trend of the capital-output ratio, 1947-66 follows:

Capitaloutput ratio, U.S. steel industry

Undepreciated plant Dollrs of undepreciatedand equipment Value added plant and equipment
--~,.~~~~~-.per dollar of value added

Calculated in 1958 dollars:
196-.................. 23.4 billions.....-..... 9.3 billions.,......--- 2.62.
1967--.. ... 16.5 bllons-- 9.billions............. 1.67.
1947.................. 10.1 billions--..-.......8.0 billions ........-- .- 1.26.

Percent change:
1947-66............... 131.7-.....------....... 1.0..................... 100.0.
1957--...........5.... 1.0-.................o........................0 50.9.
_ ....... _

.........

TABLE 94.-U.S. steel industry-Value added and fixed plant and equipment in
current and constant dollars

Implicit price Fixed plantValue added Value added Fixed plant deflator pro- and equip-Year current price Value added and equip- ducers meant,
dollars deflator, 1958 prices ment (unde- durable 1958-100

1958 100 predated) equipment, prices
1958=100

1966 ........... 10.1 109.2 9.3 24.7 105. 6 23.4
196 .............. 9.7 108.7 8.9 23.0 103.8 22.2
194 ............. 9.1 108.2 8.4 21.5 103.1 20.9
1963-. .......... 8.3 107.2 7.7 20.1 102.3 19. 6
1962............. 7.7 106.4 , 7.2 19.5 102.3 - 19.1
1961 ............. 7.6 103.3 7.4 19.0 102.1 18.6
1960 ............. 8.0 104. 7.7 18.3 102.2 17.9
1959.............. 7.6 102.0 7.5 17.0 102.0 16.7
19568............. 7.2 100.0 7.2 16.2 100.0 16.2
1957............. 8.7 93.8 9.3 16.1 97.6 15.
19566.............. 8.2 83.3 9.8 13.4 91.8 14.6
1966 .............. 7.8 78.1 10.0 12.3 86.9 14.3
1954.............. 6.0 76.4 8.0 11.7 84.0 13.9
193 .............. 7.0 66.1 10.6 11.2 83.5 13.4
1952.............. 5.4 61.9 8.7 10.4 82.2 12.7
1951 ............. 6.3 60.9 10.3 9.1 80.9 11.2
190 ..............56.1 58.4 8.7 8.1 75.2 10.8
1949.............. 3.9 55.3 7.1 7.5 73.6 10.2
1948.............. 4.1 48.7 8.4 7.1 70.3 10.1
1947 .............. 3. 43.7 8.0 6. 64.6 10.1

I Deflators for value added were based essentially on census data aM published in the census of manufac-
turing annual survey.

Estimate.
NoTE.-The calculations of the capital output ratio for the steel Industry are admittedly primitive because

the fixed plant and equipment values largely reflect Investfient made in prior years while the implicit pr;oedeflator Is a current one for each year. But the trend still yields evidence to the effect that the capital outputratio in the steel Industry has been rising in spite of the much publicied capital savings resulting from the
installation of basic oxygen furnaces and other capital saving equipment. The explanation lies in the recent
large investment in quality Improving finishing facilities.

Source: AISI Annual Statistical Reports, 1947-66, Department of Commerce, Office of Business
Economics.

r This evidence is remarkable because it is contrary to the apparent
savings in the capital cost of the new technology as discussed above.
Evidently competition has forced the steel industry to invest more in
facilities for quality improvement rather than achieving savings in
capital costs.

It is clearly evident that the increase in value added by the steel
industry failed to keep pace with capital expenditures, resulting in a

9.869604064

Table: Capital-output ratio, U.S. steel industry
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higher capital-output ratio. Furthermore, there is reason to believe
that the $2 billion-plus increase in capital investment over the next
few years would only result in a higher capital output ratio unless value
added would increase more than its recent long term upward trend.

It must be pointed out that this long term upward trend of the ratio
has been intelTupted.in some years as a result of swings in steel
demand caused by the cyclical fluctuations of the economy. For
example, the capital-output ratio in 1955 declined to 1.43 from the
1954 level of 1.74. This change was the result of a record production
year of such magnitude that it was not to be surpassed until 1964.

While the steel industry was experiencing a long run upward trend
of its capital-output ratio, U.S. manufacturing firms were experiencing
an improved capital-output ratio. This performance which appears on
table 95 is summarized as follows:

Capital-output ratio, aU manufacturing industries

Dollars of tuide-
Undepreciated Value added by predated plant

Year plant and total manu- and equipment
equipment facturlng per dollar'of

value added

Calculated In 1958 dollars:
1965..-.................-......-. ...--- 161,800, 000, 000 188,700,000,000 0.86
1957..............-. --..........----...-..- 137, 000, 000, 000 134,600, 000, 000 1.02
1947..--..--- ......- ............ ....--. --. 87,600,000, 000 91,800,000, 000 .95

Percent change:
1947-65....- ...--- .. ---.-- .--.- .... 84.7 105.5 -9.5
1957-65....- . .. . ........-- 18.1 40.1 -15.7

As the above summary indicates all manufacturing owned $0.86
of gross (undepreciated) plant and equipment per dollar of value added
in 1965 compared with $1.02 in 1957 and $0.95 in 1947. Unlike the
steel industry, the capital-output ratio of all manufacturing has been
declining. Similar to the steel industry year-to-year changes in all
manufacturing's capital-output ratio is influenced by fluctuations of
the business cycle, with better performances occurring during relatively
high capacity usage.
A summary of this widening differential between the capital output

ratio of the steel industry and of all manufacturing is provided by
exclusion of the.ingot stage in steel production, thereby reducill
table 96.2 It indicates one of the reasons for the relative lag of steel
industry profits as compared to the profits of all manufacturing illndls-
tries. The relative decline of the return on net worth is a direct consle-
quence of the increase in the capital-output ratio. The decline ill the
ratio of net profit on sales resulted from the higher fixed charges,
especially depreciation on the increased plant and equipment, as sllown
in table 96.
The U.S steel industry's investment expenditure program in so far

as it has been directed toward cost reduction, has resulted in reducing
unit labor requirements necessary to produce a ton of output. There-
fore, one method of measruing the long range effects of the investment
program is to compare the output per employee over the period 1947-

2 The calculations of the capital-output ratios are admittedly primitive. In n(dition the capital-output is
calculated for the steel industry Is not entirely comparable with total manufacturing because of tie difeeli't
methods employed In arriving at undepreciated plant and equipment alnd value added data.

9.869604064
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66. In 1947 raw steel output per employee was 129.5 tons, and in 1966
it had increased to 205.9 tons, or a significant improvement of 59
percent. This increase in productivity enabled the industry in 1966 to
produce almost 60 percent more output than in 1947, with approxi-
mately the same number of employees.This trend toward a more highly capital intensive steel industry is
clearly documented in chapter VIII. Table 97 presents the average
number of employees reported by the AISI, gross plant and equipment
employed and the dollar of fixed assets required per employee from
1947 to 1966. The $42,900 of fixed assets per employee in 1966 repre-
sents an increase of 77.3 percent outer 1957 and an increase of 279.6
percent over 1947. The dollars of fixed assets installed per employee
m the U.S. steel industry represents one of the highest ratios in the
U.S. economy; the $42,900 per employee in 1966 is approximately
three times heater than the fixed assets employed per worker for the
total U.S. labor force.

TABLE 95.-Capital-output ratio of U.S. manufacturing firms, 1947-66 --

Amount (billions of 1958
dollars) Dollars of

-___________-undepreci-
ated plant

Year Undeprecli Value added and equip-
ated plant of total ment per
and equip- manufactur- dollar of

ment ing Indus- value added
toes

1965.---.........--....... . .....-------...-- 161.8 188.7 0.86
1964 .--............--------... .. . ...... ...------------.. 166.3 173.6 .90
1963 ......------------..-....9....--....... 151.9 162.4 .94
1962....-..-..-..-------.----.---..------.....---.----.-- 149.0 154.6 .96
1961-. ---------...-...-... ------........------- .....-- --146. 140.4 1.04
1960...-- ...-..-..-.....-.. .....-- .-.- .- ---- . 144.6 140.9 1.03
1959--....----...- ..------.---...--- .... .-.....--.-.. .. 141.8 138.9 1.02
1958- .-....--------..--...-.-...---...--...--.-- 140.0 123.7 1.13
1957 -------.... .. .....-....------- .-... ----..-..... .-. -- - 137.0 134.6 1. 02
1956 - ......... ......--.....----......-----.. -.-.- 131.0 134.1 .98
1955..--..-.....---..-. .. -..----..... ------ 124.8 133.6 .93
1954 -..--..--.... -- ...--. ...---- ---..-..-..-- ---------------- 120. 6 119. 1.01
1953.--.....----.. .....------.....-- ...------........... .. 116. 0 128. 6 .90
1952 ........-........----- ....--- ----. 113.3 118.7 .95
1951 ....- ...- .. .--......-.....---.. 106.3 116.2 .91
1950 ............... . ................-------- . 100.9 105. .96
1949 ......----- .... ...........---------.-----------... --.--- 97.7 90.9 1.07
1948... .. ............ .--- -------------------..---- 93.8 96.3 .97
1947- ... .. .. ....-- -........ ..------.....-- - 87.6 91.8 .95

Source: U.S. I)epartmeiit of Commerce, Office of Business Economics, Summary of Current Business,
February and April Nos. 1967.

9.869604064

Table: Table 95.--Capital-output ratio of U.S. manufacturing firms, 1947-66


460406968.9



STEEL IMPORT STUDY 175
TABLE 96.-U.S. manufacturing firms and U.S. steel industry capital-output ratios,

1947-66
[In constant 1958 dollars]

Dollar differ-
ence illn un-
depreciatedplant andAll manu- Steel equipment

Year facturing industry employed in
steel versus
all manufac-
turing per
dollar of

value added

1966-.2, - ----- -------- -...-.-- 2. ..............

1965.-'---..---------.---.""------------.-----".--------- 0.86 2.49 1.63
1964-.-.-----.-----.---------------------- - .. .90 2.49 1,59
1963-.---.------------ .94 2.65 1.61
1962--....-..--------------- -- ------..-....--_ .96 2.65 1.69
1961-1..-.--.-...;----------------- .04 2.51 1.47
1960-....-..--..-------.--------------....... 1.03 2.32 1.29
1959- ....---...-------------.-------.------- 1,.02 2.23 1.19
1958-..--..-------..--------..--------- 1.13 2.26 1,12
1957----- ..- ....-----.1..----------.-----..02 1.67 ,65
19568------ .--------- ----------- .98 1.49 .51
1955-..--.................................---.93 1.43 .50
1954..-...-------...-----------.--.-..-------.... 1.01 1.74 ,73
1953- .-.------- -...------....-.-.....-.... .90 1.26 .36
1952..--.----.--.-----.-.------------......... .95 1.46 ,61
1951 -------- ...--- ...........................91 1.09 .18
1.950-....-----..............................-.96 1.24 .28
1949-....-----.....-------------- ---------..- 1.07 1.44 .37
1948:------.-----------------.-----..--...........-------.--...97 1.20 ,23
1947-..--------.-- ..-.......-...-........ ..95 1.26 .31

Source: Tables J-4 and J-6.

TABLE 97.-U.S. 8teel industry-Dollars of fixed-assets required per employee,
1947-66

Fixed assets Dollars of
Year Number of gross plant fixed assets

employees and equip- per employee
ment

Thousands Billions Thousands
19866..- ...... ................................................ 575.5 $24.7 -$42.9
19665 ..-.------.----------.----.---..-.-.----------.....- ..-- . 83.9 23.0 39.4
1964-.....--..-.. ..... . .... .........---.--.-----.-...-------- 553.6 21.56 38.8
1963.---...-....- -----------..- - ------. ------.-.5....---.--.- 520. 3 20.1 38.6
1962-...------...........------------------...--620.5 19. 37.5
1961------------5..--.--..--------- .---------.-----.-.--.- 523.3 19.0 36.3
1960.---- .- -----------.------------------------- 571.6 18.3 32.0
1959..------5....-------------------------.------..---615.1 17.0 33.0
1958---....-----.-.----....--- -----.------.....------- 523., 5 16.2 30.9
1957--.... -------.------------------------------- ---- 523.8 15.1 24.2
1956 ...--- -----..--.-- -------... -- ---. .------.--------.---- 620. 7 13.4 21.6
1955 ...-.--------- .- . ------------------------...... 624.8 12.3 19.7
1954...-...--...--......6.-.-------..--------. --.--- --- 581.9 11.7 20.1
1953.-....-...------------------..--------------- 650.2 11.2 17.2
1952..-.----.--..-8..------621.9 10.4 16.7
1951 -. -----------------------------------.-------------- 638.3 9.1 14.3
1950..-,---. .--.-----------.----.-----------...--------- 6592.3 8. 1 13.7
1949-..---..-.--.-------.--.----.-------------.-- 5.80. 8 7. 5 12.9
1948-...------------------.--.-.-----..---.- ---.-----.. 591, 6 7.1 12.0
1947.-5-------------.-.--.----.-.----------.-----.--- 573.7 6.5 11.3

Percent change:
1947-866. .----.---.---------.----------------- 0.3 280.0 279.6
1957-6--.-.......-----.----------. -.-----. ------- 10. 0 63.6 77.3

NOTE.-The number of employees used in the above calculations cover only those engaged in the produc-
tion and sale of iron and steel products as reported to the AISI on AIS-1 and do not conform to the number
reported by the BL8 under SIC 331. -,

Source: AISI annual statistical reports. Data covers the consolidated statements including all the affiliated
and interests (fabrication, transportation, shipbuilding, cement, etc.) of the parent companies submitting
AISI-11 reports and representing 90.9 to 96.2 percent of total industry raw steel production.

9.869604064

Table: Table 96.--U.S. manufacturing firms and U.S. steel industry capital-output ratios, 1947-66


Table: Table 97.--U.S. steel industry--Dollars of fixed assets required per employee, 1947-66


460406968.9





CHAPTER XII

INTERNATIONAL COMPARISONS OF STEEL INDUSTRY
LABOR COSTS

Using the traditional method of dividing costs into labor, raw
materials, and overhead, the United States has the lowest cost in the
world for coking coal and electric power, and in most cases, for iron
ore. On the other hand, labor costs per man-hour are the highest in
the world and they are also reflected in the construction cost of
building steel plants and producing and installing steelmaking equip-
ment. High investment costs of steel plants and equipment in turn is
reflected m high depreciation charges. Until recently, fixed overhead
costs for interest on debt was lower in the United States because of a
generally lower ratio of debt to equity financing, and because lower
interest rates had been available in the U.S. capital market than in
Europe or Japan. But in 1966 and 1967 interest rates in this country
have reached the highest level in 40 years, while certain foreign steel
industries, especially in France, obtained Government loans at about
half the interest cost that U.S. steel companies have to pay today on
bank loans or bond issues.
Chart 98 and table L-1 l compare hourly employment costs for

production workers in the U.S. steel industry with those of eight
leading foreign steel producing countries, while table 99 shows the
disparity between U.S. and foreign hourly employment costs in dollars.

During 1966 the disparity between the United States and the
nations lsted ranged from $3.53 in Japan to $2.55 in the Netherlands.
with the remaining five nations fitting in between these two extremes.
The rate of increase in each of the nations compared has been greater
for the period 1960-64 than the United States, as shown in table 100.

It would be erroneous, however, to conclude that hourly wage costs
abroad will soon equal ours. Column 5 of table 100 therefore, has been
calculated to demonstrate how many years would have to elapse
before the hourly wage costs in each country would reach the then
U.S. level, assuming that all increases were to continue at the same
rate as during the 1960-64 period.

This calculation demonstrates that the problem of the existing
wage differential between foreign and-domestic steel producers will
not soon vanish. It would take 54 years in Luxembourg, 26 years in
Japan, and 39 years in the United Kingdom.
Any international comparison of hourly labor costs, however, has

to be matched against international comparisons of labor productivity.
There is not available, at this time, a satisfactory international

comparison of labor productivity (unit labor costs) in all major steel-
producing countries; the BLS is working on a comparison among the
United States, France, Germany, and the United Kingdom, to be

BSee appendix for all tables prefaced by a letter;
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COMPARISON OF HOURLY EMPLOYMENT COSTS
(Dollars Per Hour)
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CHART 98

published later. The main difficulty lies in the fact that each country
as a different product mix of its output of steelmill products.
In lieu of a fully acceptable comparison of labor productivity trends

in the steel industry of the nine countries, there are in charts 101 and
102 a comparison of indexes of productivity and unit labor costs in
six countries between 1955 and 1965 for all manufacturing industries.
These highlight the steep progress in labor productivity made during
this eriod by Japan. (The data, shown in table L-2, were furnished
by BLS.)
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TABLE 99.-Wage Earners: Disparity between hourly employment costs in steel industry in UniTed States vs. selected countries.
[In U.S. currency]

Year

1966---
1965 --

1964._
1963-.-
1962-_
1961.--
1960.-.
1959-.
19,. --
1957..-
1956..-
1955-._
1954__-_
1953_-
1952--

United
States

.

$4.63
4.48
4.36
4.25
4.16
3.99
3.82
3.80
3.51
3.22
2.95
2.72
2.51
2.45
232

West
Germany

$1.87
1.81
1.68
1.59
1.51
1.37
1.21
1.12
1.06
1.01
.90
.83
.75
.72
.69

Disparity,
United

States/West
Germany

+$2.76
+2.67
+2.68
+2.66
+2.65
+2. 62
+2.61
+2.68
+2.45
+2.21
+2.05
+1.89
+1.76
+1.73
+1.63

Belgium

$1.83
1.83
1.62
1.45
1.33
1.26
1.22
1.13
1.00
1.08
.98
.89
.83
.81
.82

Disparity,
United
States/

Belgium

+$2 65
+2.65
+2. 74
+2.80
+2.83
+2. 73
+2.60
+2.67
+2.42
+2.14
+1.97
+1.83
+1.68
+1.64
+1.50

France

$1.53
1.48
1.40
1.30
1.21
1.11
.99
.91
.85
.86
.96
.85
.75
.73
.72

Disparity,
United
States/
France

+$3.10
+3.00
F+3. 08
+2.95
+2.95
+2.88
+2.83
+2.89
+2. 66
+2.36
+1.99
+1.87
+1.76
+1.72
+1.60

i Revised, American Iron & Steel Institute, June 14,1967.

Italy

$1.76
1.61
1.58
1.43
1.21
1.01
.98
.90
.86
.80
.79
.70
.68
.65
.64

Disparity,
United
States/
Italy

+$2.87
+2.87
+2.90
+2.82
+2.95
+2.95
+2.84
+2.90
+2. G5
+2.42
+2.16
+2. 02
+1.83
+1.80
+1.68

Luxem-
bourg

$1.98
1.95
1.72
1.62
1.49
1.47
1.41
1.31
1.32
1.28
1.15
1.02
.95
.95
.98

Disparity,
United
States/

Luxembourg

+$2.65
+2.53
+2. 76
+2.63
+2.67
+2.52
+2.41
+2.49
+2. 19
+1.94
+1.80
+1.70
+1.56
+1.50
+1.34

Nether-
lands

$2.08
1.96
1.76
1.58
1.47
1.40
1.08
.95
.94
.90
.82
.74
.63
.57
.53

Disparity,
United
States/

Netherlands

+$2.55
+2.52
+2.72
+2. 67
+2.69
+2.59
+2.74
+2.85
+2.57
+2.32
+2.13
+1.98
+1.88
+1.88
+1.79

Japan I

$1.10
.97
.88
.80
74
.68
.62
.57
.54
.54
.48
.43
.41
.38
.35

Disparity,
United
States/
Japan !

+$3.53
+3.51
+3.48
+3.45
+3.42
+3.31
+3.20
+3.23
+2.97
+2.68
+2.47
+2.29
+2.10
+2. 07
+1.97

Source: European Coal and Steel Community, American Iron & Steel Institute and
industry estimates; Iron Age, Apr. 6, 1967.
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Table: Table 99.--Wage Earners: Disparity between hourly employment costs in steel industry in United States vs. selected countries.
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TABLE 100.-Average hourly labor cost and years required to reach the U.S. level if~- ~ 1960-64 rates of change continue, selected countries 1

Hourly labor cost Average
(U.S. dollars,) Percent annual Years to

change, rate of catch up
Country 1960-64 Increase (from 1964)

1960 1964 (percent)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

United States:
Total cost ..--...---- -----.-- . 3.82 4.36 14.1 3.36 ......
Direct earnings.....-..-- ...- 3.09 3.43 9.0 2.64 .- ....

Austria-- .68 .99 45.6 9.84 1
Belgium .--.......-----.--------.-.--- .1.22 1.62 32.8 7. 34 25
France ------..---- -..--....---- 1.00 1.40 40.0 8.77 21
Germany (Federal Republic) ...-------- 1.27 1.68 32.2 7.24 25
Italy..-------.----... 98 1.58 61.2 12.68 11
Japan -....--------...-........... . 45 .64 41.9 9.10 26
Luxembourg ..-.-.....--.--. 1.41 1.72 22.0 .09 64
Netherlands-.- --------. - - 1.14 1. 77 65. 11.62 11
United Kingdom 6 ....--.--------. 1.00 1.23 23.0 .31 89

t Currency revaluations have not been taken into account; the resulting effect is to lower the rate of
Increase and raise the number of year to "catch up"-in Germany and the Netherlands.

I Including all supplements, except for Austria, Japan and the United Kingdom.
I Exchange rates: US$1 26 Austrian schillings; 60 FB; 4.9 NF; 4.0 DM; 625 lire; 360 yen; 60 FB (Luxem-bourg); 3.62 guilders; and 0.376.
4 Yi, Y. e'r where: Y¥=level of earnings at time t; Y.=level of earnings in 1964; r-average annual rate of

increase; and t time in years.
I Austrian cost data have been taken from the Bernstein paper and converted at the official exchange rate.
* Compared with the U.S. direct earnings data since hourly cost data do not include all supplementarybenefits.
Source: United States data from the "Annual Statistical Report" (New York, American Iron & Steel

Institute); ECSC data from "Salaries CECA" (Luxembourg, Statistical Office of the European Com-
munities); Japanese data from the "Statistical Year Book" (the Japan Iron & Steel Federation).

Table 103 was provided by the British Iron and Steel Board for this
study, but it is tentative and has never been published. It shows that
U.S. output per man-hour has increased from an index of 100 in 1955
to only 125 in 1965. For the same period other countries did sub-
stantially better, especially Italy, with an index of 255, followed
closely by Japan with 249, and France and the Netherlands with 169
and 168 respectively. The United Kingdom with 139 showed, aside
from the United States, the lowest rate of improvement.
The $4.63 per hour employment cost of the U.S. steel industry in

1966 was approximately four times higher than Japan, three times
higher than France and Italy, and 2/2 times higher than West Ger-
many, Belgium, Luxembourg, and the Netherlands. If the United
States is to achieve comparable or better unit labor costs than these
countries, then it becomes imperative that the productivity of the
U.S. steel industry, in terms of output per man-hour, must be two to
three times as high as the output per man-hour in these countries.

9.869604064

Table: Table 100.--Average hourly labor cost and years required to reach the U.S. level if 1960-64 rates of change continue, selected countries1


460406968.9



STEEL IMPORT STUDY 181

Indexes of Productivity and Unit iLbor Cost In Six Countril, 1955-65
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Indexes of Productivity and Unit Labor Cost in Six Countries, 1955-65
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CHART 102

A comparison of labor productivity trends in the United States,
Japan, and the ECSC for the years 1957 and 1966 was supplied by
AISI. Even if this comparison must be qualified by admitting that it
fails to account for the differences in the product mix of steelmill
products, it shows these important trends:

Output of tons of finished steel products per
thousand man-hours......................

Annfual rate of increase in output of finished
steel products per thousand man-hours.......

Year UnitdStatedt Japan EC8C
*

i_ --- -- - -- -- - -- - - -I I- I I

1957
1966

197-661967-06

65.3
78.1

12.0

21.4
57.7

i11.7

40.0
69.8

14.1

I In percent.

Even though the output per man-hour in the U.S. steel industry is
greater than the output of other countries, it is questionable if it
is large enough to offset the higher U.S. labor costs. As long as the
U.S. steel industry is benefited by lower costs for raw materials,
power, and fuel, it can afford higher unit labor costs than its foreign
competitors. The existing employment cost disparity, however, ob-
viously is much too large to be overcome by the advantages still
enjoyed by the U.S. steel industry on the basis of productivity.
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The solution is in more technological progress to close the gap
between the domestic and foreign producers' cost of output, a gap that
is caused primarily by wage differentials.

Unfortunately there are two roadblocks in this reasoning:
(1) Productivity improvements abroad may equal or exceed that of

the domestic steel industry.
(2) Unless domestic steel output increases-at some 2 to 2.5 million net

tons a year, fixed costs per ton (depreciation and interest) will rise,
profits therefore fall, and the domestic steel industry may not be able to
afford the investment in new factories and research needed.

TABLE 103.-Comparison of finished steel output per man-hour in selected countries

Output per Output per
Country Year man-hour man-hour

(1955-100) (1960-100)

United Kingdom..-...............-... ..........----....

Western Germany----------------..---..--- - ------.-

France ... ...............-..............-----

Italy.......... .......-.......-................

Netherlands ---- .........-.---------.-- ......---

Belgium........................................................

Luxembourg-... .- ... ----------------...-...--..-----..--

ECSC ....- -..-.-.------.....-----------.--..-.........

United States ...... ......-.-..............--------

Japan -- ......------ .-- . .... ---. .------- ..

1955
1960
1965

1955
1960
1965

1955
1960
1965

1955
1960
1965

1955
1960
1965

1955
1960
1965

1955
1950
1960

1965

1955
1960
1965

1955
1960
1965

1955
1960
1965

100
118
139

100
137
158

100
134
169

100
187
255

100
136
168

100
123
166

100
126
147

100
139
171

' 100
104

'125

100
154
249

85
100
118

73
100
115

74
100
126

54
100
137

73
100
124

81
100
135

79
100
117

72
100
124

96
100
120

65
100
162

I The output per man-hour for the United States, as prepared by BL8 and shown In table J-2 increased
from 1955 to 1965 only about 15 percent for all employees and 20 percent for production workers only, instead
of the 25 percent shown here. Table K-6 was prepared by the British Iron and Steel Board, but has not
been published. It is believed that the data used by the BISB are internally consistent but they are ob-
viously calculated by a different method.
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CHAPTER XIII ·

THE MAJOR FOREIGN STEEL PRODUCERS

(1) Japan.
2) European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC).
3) United Kingdom.
4) Communist Bloc.

The Japanese Steel Industry: The Risen Sun

The highest prewar output of the Japanese steel industry was 5 mil-
lion tons in 1941. This compares to 1 million tons in 1947 and a 1966
output of over 63 million tons.

First impulses to build up steel capacity after World War II
were caused by the need to rebuild destroyed cities and by U.S.
demand for steel during the Korean war. More lasting causes were
the rapid industrialization of the country, in part due to the migra-
tion of farmers into the cities, in part perhaps as an outlet for
Japanese energies and savings formerly absorbed by military propen-
sities. The shift in nutrition and the need for raw materials for indus-
trial expansion explains the forced draft efforts to develop exports
to obtain foreign exchange for imports. The Japanese steel industry is
today the country's largest earner of foreign exchange.
The Japanese steel industry became one the "target industries,"

the expansion of which was pushed, at least, indirectly through central
bank credit. As a result of its rapid growth, the average age of
Japanese steel facilities is the lowest in the world and therefore they
are the most modern. As shown in the map for steel-plant locations,
most facilities are on tidewater and, therefore, ideally located for
imports of high orade iron ore and coal as well as for exports of finished
steel in the word's largest freighters.
The rate of growth of a country's economy depends on- three

factors: the rate of increase in its labor force, the proportion of its
resources it devotes to investment, and the return it gets on that
investment. It is the last two which determine productivity or output
per man-hour.
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IOCATION OF INTEGRATED STEEL WORKS
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I Principl city

The following
to percentage of

table ranks countries for the decade of 1955-64 as

GNP devoted to investment:
Inrestment as percent of GNP, average 1955-64

Japan-- --- .. .
West Germany----------------
Italy ..--- ------------------------------
France --------- ------------------------------------------
United States ---------- .------- ----------------------------

United Kingdom ..----------------------------------
Addfionnnl outlut obtained per $100 of investment, average 1955-64

Percent
28.8
23.7
21.6
19.2
17.1
15.8

36
Japan-. . . 36

France------------------------------------- 27
Italy------------------------- 26
West Germany----------------------------------- 20
United Kingdom .---------------- --------

United States-.1-------8--------------------
Partly as a result of the rapid rate of expansion, the financial

situation of most Japalnese steel companies, although better than
their European counterparts, is'inferior to that of the U.S. steel
industry as shown in chapters VIII and IX. The Japanese steel in-
dustry therefore uses a great deal of bank credit, the cost of which
appears to be about 9 percent.

186
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TABLE 104.-Yearly percentage changes in Japanese wages and productivity

[In percent]

Year Wages Labor Year Wages Labor
productivity productivity

1956 ..---------- 9.3 13.8 1962 ...-----. 9.4 2.8
1957 .-------- 8.4 7.5 1963 ..---.------ 10.3 9.4
1958 ---------..- 2.4 -.4 1964.. - - 10.8 14.0
1959 ......-------.. 7.4 12.6 1965-...-- 9.1 5.3
1960-- 8.0 13.0 1956-0 average .--.- 6.1 9.3
1961 ..- --11.6 10.2 1961-65 average - 10.2 8.3

Source: Bark of Japan.

One of the best recent surveys of the Japanese economy was pub-
lished in the May 27 and June 3, 1967, issues of The Economist:
The Japanese like to say that theirs is an unplanned, free enterprise economy.

But in our Western terms, it isn't. It is, in your correspondent's view, the most
intelligently dirigiste system in the world today. The ultimate responsibility for
industrial planning, for deciding in which new directions Japan's burgeoning
industrial effort should try to go, and for fostering and protecting business as it
moves in those directions, lies with the Government.

Lest this seem 9 maverick view from a very transient visitor, let me pray in
support a voice far- more experienced than mine. The excellent journal of the
American Chamber of Commerce in Japan recently urged newcomers to this
market, from the very inception of their operations there, to recognize that while
business in Japan is highly competitive, it is not Western-style free enterprise.
Also that, while much corporate and personal rivalry does exist, business, banking,
and the Government are all on the same team and broadly function as a partner-
ship to implement the policies and plans of the Government. (Pt. 1, p. X.)

After the war Japan had to build up its productive capacity virtually from
scratch, and to build up its money supply virtually from scratch also. The invest-
ment boom was financed by the central bank creating money and handing it on
to the commercial banks, who then pumped it out to industrial firms. Even today
the average big Japanese firm draws the apparently shocking proportion of some
70 to 80 percent of its finance from commercial bank loans and only 20 to 30
percent from its own share capital; in Britain and America the proportions
between loan and share finance are broadly the other way round. (Pt. 1, p. XVI.)
The average president of a large Japanese company is only rather minimally

interested in the return on his shareholders' yen. The shareholder has provided
only between 20 to 30 percent of its capital anyway; the company has borrowed
the other 70 to 80 percent from the banks. Of course, the shareholder deserves
at least a customary dividend, probably of about 10 percent; if it can be pushed
higher, and these rather speculative counters called shares can therefore have
another boom, that is rather nice, he supposes. But the Japanese industrialist's
main obligations are assumed to be (a) to his workers, who can expect to get
lifetime employment from him without having to change their jobs (plus some
other quasi-workers of his, such as those of his favorite wholesalers' firms); (b)
to his executives, who should be protected from such un-Japanese discomforts
as having cheeky younger men promoted over their heads, just because they are
brighter at their jobs; (c) to the concept of his firm, or perhaps to a group of
associated firms-which is very important, but can better be pushed forward to
new glories by increasing its total production and innovating with brilliant new
products, rather than maximizing profitability (of course, if there were no profita-
bility, that would be a loss of face and a bore, but even then, if his is a big company,
the bank can hardly afford to let it go bust, one presumes); and (d) beyond the
concept of the firm to the concept of the great "company of Japan." (Pt. 1, p.
XXXI.)

In what might be called the more static part of government analysis and plan-
ning, the Japanese are mainly concerned to find out what is the trend of the
productivity of capital and labor, both in the economy as a whole and within
particular industries; when there are clear signs that this productivity is declining
in some fields, it becomes deliberate government policy to encourage new resources
to move into newer fields instead. When the calculations show that a particular

9.869604064
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industry has reached this stage, one can almost hear the relevant civil service
official leap up from his adding machine with a hiss. True, some protective
cushions will be left or put in place to enable the resources still in these industries
to stay there and improve their productivity-in the case of anti-import protec-
tionism, frankly internationally immoral cushions of sometimes very low cunning
degree. (Pt. I, pp. XXIII-XXIV.)
Nobody who reads the evolving story in Japan's successive economic surveys

since the mid-1950's can doubt that she achieved her success by the most deliberate
policies. To retail that story now involves delving into figures; but there are
occasions on which figures need to be rubbed home.

Percent share in Japan's Japan's
V\^~~~~ JeJapan's exports annual annual.\~I~~~~~~~ ____average average

Goods where growth rate in world trade 1955-1964 was- increase increase
in exports, in invest-

1955 1964 percent, ment, per-
1955-64 cent, 1955-64

Maximum.--.....- --..----- .....----..- 10 26 39 31
Large--.--... ,-----.------..... .--............ 9 15 23 26
Medium .....- .. .---- . -....--- ------. ---.--.. 17 13 10 25
Below average.- . ....-........-.----------43 37 9 18
Staglant.---. ...---..--------...--.-------21 8 1 15

The authors of Japan's economic survey last year, looking back again to 'the
takeoff period in 1955, divided Japan's principal exports, nearly a hundred cate-
gories of them, into five main groups. These were:

(a) "maximum" export growth goods, in which total world exports and imports
had more than trebled in the decade after 1955 (they included business machines,
electric machinery, and several chemicals);

(b) "large" growth goods, in which total world trade had expanded since 1955
by around two-and-a-half times (they included several other sorts of machinery
and automobiles);

(c) goods which had shown a "medium" growth in total world trade by just
about doubling since 1955 (e.g., watches, some other metallic or mineral products,
inorganic compounds);

(d) goods which had shown a "below average" growth of only somewhere
around 75 percent (including iron and steel products, agricultural machinery and
ships); and

(e) goods in which world trade had proved to be stagnant (of which the most
important for Japan were cotton textiles). (Pt. II, p. VII.)

TOO MUCH STEEL?

The main industries which even some of Japan's expansionist-minded economists
fear may be about to overinvest are: steel cement, fertilizers, possibly synthetic
textiles (this last had an unexpectedly bleak experience in Japan's so-called
recession of 1964-65, as ICI and others ought to have noted). Steel is worth
picking out as one of two main tests of industrialists' present mood.

In the financial year to April 1967 Japan has produced about 51 million tons of
crude steel. In the year to next March another five giant blast furnaces and
associated investment programs are due to come into action, each adding 2 million
tons to annual capacity. Since nobody wants his competitor to steal a march on
him, another eight furnaces are gleams in somebody's eye. Add these 13 furnaces
to present capacity, and you get a potential annual output of 77 million tons.
Put this view to the steel industry, and you get three arguments in reply.

First, "although we felt a bit worried in the 1964-65 recession, it now seems clear
that Japan is going straight up to a West European standard of life. West Ger-
many, with a population of 60 million, produces 40 million tons of steel a year, so
Japan with a population of 100 million should produce over 70 million tons." As
Japan's steel output per head even this year will exceed Britain's, that leaves one
a bit breathless. Secondly, and more pointedly, "Japan has discovered that it
can export competitively to the United States. Our technology has caught up with
theirs, and our wage costs are lower." In view of the increasing protectionist howls
of the American steel industry, this sounds a bit hopeful. Thirdly, and perhaps
more realistically, the companies that are bringing forward their investment

9.869604064
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programs fastest plainly hope that the others won't in fact follow. (Pt. II, p.

XVIII.)
The great trading houses of Japan are a phenomenon at present more or less

unknown in other advanced countries. Although Japan's census of distribution
can be read as listing over 4,000 or over 7,000 or even, on one reading, over 30,000
trading houses (it depends which definition of the term wholesaler or trading house
you use), there are in fact 39 sizable houses that appear in most people s lists.
Through them passed 70 percent of Japan's exports and 80 percent of its imports
last year. The 11 biggest, whose names appear first on table 1 on page xxviii, at
present handle over 50 percent of both exports and imports, as well as some 20
percent of Japan's domestic wholesale trade.
The real giants each employ more than 10,000 highly skilled staff, scattered in

many branch offices around Japan and the world. (Pt. II, p. XXV.)
These quotations should be a revelation to anyone who may have

wondered to what extent the Japanese steel industry is financed
through the banks by the government; to what extent it is an instru-
ment of government and why imports of U.S. steel mill products into
Japan encounter-unsurmountable obstacles. The great trading houses
which have an import monopoly are closely related to both the banks
and the steel producers, and neither of these two groups would favor
steel imports. Even if a trading company would be independent
enough, it would usually add a 30-percent fee, at which cost added to
the import tariff,-U.S. steel mill products would not be competitive
if at prices below cost of production.

Japan's steelmaking costs are the lowest among all steel-producing
nations, partly because the country's mills have secured stable supplies
of low-cost raw materials through long-term contracts for large
purchases of iron ore and coking coal often in the form of joint financ-
ing of mines abroad, and partly because they have cut transportation
costs by using specially designed large bulk carriers to import raw
materials. Labor costs only 25 percent of ours.

Another contributing factor has been technical improvements which
have permitted reductlon in the ratio of coke consumption, construc-
tion of larger blast furnaces and introduction of BOF's to minimize
the consumption of scrap iron.
Although Japanese labor'costs have steadily increased, this has been

more than offset by higher productivity. Crude steel production per
man-year stood at 95 tons in 1960 but has not reached 160 tons in the
most modern plants.

''he Government is known to believe that the iron and steel industry
will not face overproduction problems if export campaigns are pushed
with deterininationl, especially in the United States market.

Japanese Steel Industry Expansion Plans

On March 16, 1967, "a voluntary" plan of expansion was proposed
by the industry after intensive intraindustry and government-industry
discussions as to llhow much steelmaking capacity will be required in
the next decade.' This plan provided for the construction of eight new

I Infornmtion supplied by BDSA, U.S. Department of Commerce.
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blast furnaces which would adequately cover Government demand
estimates of 79.3 million net tons, plus a certain standby capacity by
1971. The steel producers want to increase capacity by 1971 to 85
million net tons. The industry forecasts a demand for 88 million net
tons in 1975, if Japan is not to abandon its traditional role as a proces-
sor of raw materials rather than as an importer of finished products.
The addition of a 2,500 cubic meter blast furnace would provide for

an annual increment of about 2.2 million net tons of raw steel, there-
fore, to achieve an increment of 17.6 million net tons by 1975, construc-
tion of, at least, eight new blast furnaces should be started in 1967.
The staff of the Japan Iron and Steel Federation prepared in Janu-

ary 1967 a draft of guidelines for this expansion plan of which the
following are of special interest:

1. Construction of new facilities at new sites should be limited to
those locations having-

(a) More than 5 million square meters;
(b) Port facilities capable of accommodating ore carriers of over
88,000 net tons; and
(c) The capability of expanding steel production to more than 6.7
million net tons on an integrated basis in.the future.

2. Such new investment should be limited to companies which meet
the following minimum financial requirements-

(a) The ratio of net worth to total capital exceeds 35 percent which
means that debt is not more than double the equity;
(b) The ratio of fixed assets to capital and long-term debt does
not exceed 100 percent; and
(c) The ratio of retained earnings to finance plant and equipment
expenditures-exceeds 70 percent.

In regard to Japanese steel industry expansion plans, the AlSI
furnished chart 105 with the following explanatory notes.

Enclosed herewith a chart on Japanese steel capacity, production and consump-
tion, 1955-75. As you know, these numbers are rather controversial, and at the
same time rather significant in any appraisal of future world steel trade and
imports into the United States. Since the Japanese Government and steel indus-
try have not been too precise about exactly what the numbers should be, it is
necessary to make a series of judgments on what future Japanese steel capacity,
production and consumption will-be.
The attached exhibit will require extensive documentation in order to answer

questions as to where the data came from. The sources on which the data charted
are based are as follows:
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STEEL CAPACITY, PRODUCTION & CONSUMPTION
-IN JAPAN
(CRUDE STEEL EQUIVALENT)
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CHART 105

CAPACITY

1955-66: Japan Iron & Steel Federation-"Statistical Yearbook for 1966,"
table 31, and "for 1965" table 32, average of capacities at beginning and end
of each year-with exception of 1955, 1956, 1960, and 1961, when production
was used, as it exceeded the reported capacity.

1967-71: BDSA (U.S. Dept. of Commerce) (as reported by-Dr. Weidenhammer).
1975: 110 mil. N.T.) Continuation of absolute 1967-71 100 mil. N.T.) increase

equals 105 mil. N.T. and of the 1967-71 rate of increase, 110 mil. N.T.1

PRODUCTION

1955-66: Japan Iron & Steel Federation-"Statistical Yearbook for 1966,"
table 2.

1970: Japan Iron & Steel Federation and Ministry of International Trade &
Industry, Financial Times, May 10, 1967, estimates averaged.

1975: 90 percent of estimated 1975 capacity.
I A level as high as 110 mil. N.T. is referred to in the Special Supplement, Japan Metal Daily, March

10, 1967, as follows:
"To put it in more definite terms, the steel executives said that Japan's iron and steel production target

for fiscal 1975 should be 100,000,(X0K ingot tons [note: equal to 110 il. ingot N.T.] and that preparations
should be started for achieving that target."

STEEL CAPACITY, PRODUCTION & CONSUMPTION IN JAPAN
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CONSUMPTION

1955-66: Japan Iron & Steel Federation-"Statistical Yearbook for 1966,"
table 2.

1975: Growth Trends, based on 8S-percent rate of growth in the "Economic-
Social Development Program" (Oriental Economist, May 1967), and on 62-
percent rate of growth, the trend line connecting peak consumption in 1961, 1964,
and 1966.
NOTE.--The 8Yrpercent rate of growth assumes the 1966-71 economic growth

rate will continue through the period 1971-75 and that Japanese steel consumption
will increase at rates reflecting an income elasticity equal to 1.0 (ah optimistic
assumption based on ECSC experience from 1960 to date and on American
experience in the postwar years).
The future estimates, charted on these assumptions, summarize as follows:

Capacity Production Consumption Export poten-
(million net (million net (million net tial (million

tons) tons) tons) net tons)

1970 .-.---- ----- -------------. 82 (82.1) 74 (73.7) 50 (49.6) 25 to 30.
65 (53.5)

1975.------------------------------- 100 90 70 (68.0) 20 to 30.
110 100 (99.0) 80 (80.4) 20 to 3

Since the crude steel equivalent of exports in 1966, as reported by the Japan
Iron & Steel Federation, was 14 mil. N.T., the exhibit suggests (as many of us
believe) that the Japanese are planning for exports in the 1970's at rates roughly
twice the recent volume.

In view of the fact that an increasing share of Japanese exports has been moving
to the United States (reaching nearly 50 percent in 1966), obviously this trend has
extremely critical implications for the U.S. On this basis imports from Japan
might easily reach 2-3 times the 1966 level of 5 mil. tons in the early 1970's.
The tables in the appendix to this chapter show:
(1) Steel exports from Japan were 30.9 and 26.8 percent of Japan's

production in 1965 and 1966, respectively, while imports were 0.1
percent in both years (table M-l).

(2) U.S. imports of steel from Japan by types of steel mill products
show that 40 percent of all such imports in 1966 were the highly profit-
able sheet and strip products (table M-2). Half of all Japanese exports
in 1966 went to the United States (table M-3).

(3) In 1966, 62.6 percent of Japanese steel production was made by
BOF furnaces, more than doubled the U.S. percentage (table M-4).

(4) Japan's output of the highly profitable sheet and strip products
has grown rapidly (table M-5).

(5) Japanese steel capacity by major companies and plant location
is shown in table M-6.

(G) Japanese imports of steelmaking raw materials and of indirect
steel from the United States have increased, especially iron ore and
coking coal (tables M-7, M-8, and M-9).

(7) The growing production of motor vehicles and ships indicates
possible future growth of steel demand in Japan (tables M-11 and
M-12).

JAPAN AND QUOTAS

The Japanese Government pointed out in 1964 that because of
direct or indirect U.S. pressures, Japan was forced to restrict 30.49
percent of its exports by value to the United States in 1961 and 29.92
percent in 1962. The export value of commodities subject to these
restrictions amounted to $320 million in 1961 and $419 million in 1962.1

I Arthur Z. Oardiner, American Embassy unclassified dispatch No. A-149 from Tokyo to U.S. State
Department in Washington, Aug. 11, 1964.
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As the leading exponent of voluntary quotas, Japan occupies a
special niche in U.S. trade policy, and more importantly, in overall
foreign policy. Japan is our most important ally in Asia, with a strong
private enterprise economy and a democratic form of government.
Japan's moderate conservative government strongly supports most
U.S. positions in international affairs and cooperates in defense by
providing facilities for American air and naval bases in Japan and by
maintaining small defense forces.. Japan is also important to the
United States in other ways. It buys more American agricultural
exports than does any other nation, and also takes great quantities
of coal, scrap iron, and machinery. Japan is the second largest market
for the United States in exports (being outranked by Canada) and is'
also an important outlet for American technology. Japan is not only
the source of political support and profitable business, but also of
difficult economic problems, the most persistent and irksome being
the competition of Japanese goods in the domestic market. Voluntary
quotas have been an important factor in easing the impact of such
imports on domestic industries.

The Steel Industry of the ECSC (Common Market)
The present condition of the steel industry in the six Common

Market countries is best summarized by this excerpt from the last
Annual Report of the High Authority.

During 1967, the High Authority indicates, its major concern for the contract-
ing coal and iron ore mining industries will be to determine how much social
assistance to give. For steel, where "incipient stagnation" is developing towards
a world-wide "supply-demand imbalance," the High Authority will continue its
attempts to persuade producers to gear their output to demand. However, if
persuasion fails, more direct production controls may be necessary.
The rapid expansion of new world steel-making capacity and the slow scrapping

of older plants caused prices for steel to collapse in the ECSC. Lower prices
reduced company revenue during 1966, leaving less capital for modernization and
reorganization. Investment projects declared during 1966 the High Authority
said, totaled barely $300 million, compared with the annual average rate of more
than $500 million since 1960.

"In the face of this disquieting trend," the High Authority said, it has tried to
discourage companies offering "discounts of every sort" from selling more steel
than the market can absorb. In its campaign of persuasion the High Authority
has relied so far mainly on its quarterly program, issued after detailed discussion
with the Consultative Committee (composed of representatives of employers,
unions and consumers). However, the High Authority will in the future break
down its forecasts by product and company, "to bring home to every producer
just how matters currently stand in the market."
A Community decision requiring companies to furnish information on tonnages

and prices quoted will shortly come into effect. Nonetheless, the High Authority
emphasizes, this action does not exclude the possibility of more direct measures
"to impose some degrees of discipline on the producers." Gradually concentrating
top-level policy decisions in fewer hands, the High Authority believes, would
strengthen discipline in the steel market.

Despite the steady trend towards greater concentration of production and
distribution, the Community steel market is still more fragmented than the
markets of other major steel producing areas. Whenever greater concentration
would increase competition, the High Authority indicated it had endorsed it.

Since Community steel producers export about 20 per cent of their output, the
High Authority said it had gladly accepted the British government's suggestion
for a joint study of world market conditions, through the ECSC-UK Council of
Association.
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Development of Steel Production and Capacity
Steel production increased 63 percent in 1955-65, from 52.6 to

86 million metric tons. The growth has not been even: Year-to-year
increases were small in 1955-57, and 1958 production was slightly
lower than in 1957. Production jumped 5.3 million metric tons in 1959,
and a further 9.6 million tons in 1960; then held within a half million
ton range for the 4 years 1960-63-a situation similar to the one
experienced in the United States, where steel production remained in
a narrow range in 1959-62. In 1964-65 ECSC steel production once
again moved upward-by 9.6 million metric tons in 1964 and 3.2
million metric tons in 1965. The 1966 steel output was slightly below
the 1965 level.
Capacity during this period increased steadily. As ECSC steel pro-

duction remained steady in 1960-63, operating rates naturally de-
clined-from the nineties during the second half of the 1950's to
around 83 percent in 1963. The operating rate rose to 90 percent in
1964 but declined to 84 percent in 1965 and i!j currently below 80
percent. With the continuing additions to capacity, operating rates
may decline further. The high authority is currently projecting 81
percent for 1970-capacity totaling 118 million metric tons, production
totaling 95 million metric tons. This would represent a somewhat
slower rate of increase than was projected earlier this year and may
indicate some concern with the low -forecasted operatig rate. It is
probable that future expenditures may be directed toward cutting
production costs rather than expanding capacity, in which case even
the 118 million metric ton figure may not be attained until after 1970.
New steel plants built in the postwar period have been located at

tidewater locations to facilitate imports of steel making raw materials,
especially iron ore, scrap, and coking coal, but also to facilitate exports
of finished steel products. Completely new major steel plants have
been built in the Netherlands at Ymuisiden, in France at Dunkirk, in
Germany at Bremen, and in Italy at Taranto. Other Italian steel
plants at Genua, Piombino, and Naples have been greatly increased
in capacity.
The tables on the following pages show production, and estimated

capacity and operating rates for crude steel; the production, produc-
tion potential and average annual rate of development in the crude
steel sector by production process; the production, production poten-
tial and average annual rate of development in the rolling sector by
types of finished product.
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TABLE I S.-ECSCc,rude steel production, capacity and operating rate, 19J6'-6', and cstintatcd to 1969
[Capacity and production in millions of metric tons]

Total, ECSC:
Capacity-...----. ................................
Production...------.--.-----------.. .................

Operating r-te (percent)-----------.----....--------..-
Belgium:

Capacity --.----------------------....- ..

Production.-------------.........................
Operating rate (percent).---.....................

Luxembourg:
Capacity.----------------.---.- -------.-----
Production-----..--...---......--
Operating rate (percent) .------------.............Netherlands:
Capacity.-------------...---.-----.......-Production-.....---------..
Operating rate (percent).-------------......---

France:
Capacity ........------.................

Production...............................
Operating rate (percent).-------...............Italy:
Capacity.........................................
Production ... ....................... ....

Operating rate (percent) ...- .................West Germany: 3
Capacity--..................................
Production .........................
Operatingra.? (percent)..............

Actual

19562

59.1
56.8
9.1

6.8
6.4

94.1

3.5
3.5

100.0

1.1
1.1

100.0

14.2
13.4
94.4

6.4
5.9

92.2

27.2
26.6
97.8

1957 '

63.6
69.8
94.1

7.1
6.3

88.7

3.6
3.5
97.2

1.3
1.2

92.3

14.8
14.1
95.3

7.4
6.8
91.9

29.3
28.0
95.6

1958'

67.7
57.9
85.7

7.4
6.0

81.1

3.6
3.4
94.4

1.6
1.4

87.5

16.0
14.6
91.3

7.9
6.3
79.7

31.3
26.3
84.0

1959 1 19601 1961

70.5-
63.2
89.6

7.5
6.4

85.3

3.9
3.7

94.9

1.8
1.7

94.4

16.5
15.2
92.1

7.9
6.8

86.1

32.9
29.4
89.4

I United Natiors, The European Steel Market series, published annually.
s ECSC, "The High Authority: Investment in the Community Coalmining and

Iron and Steel Industries," July 1966, p. 81.

76.2
72.8
95.6

8.1
7.2

88.9

4.1
4.1
99.5

21
1.9

90.5

17.9
17.3
96.6

8.7
8.2
94.3

35.4
34.1
96.3

79.8
73.2
91.7

8.3
7.0

84.3

4.2
4.1
97.6

2.2
2.0

90.9

18.6
17.6
94.6

9.8
9.1
92.9

36.9
33.5
90.8

19621

83.4
73.0
87.3

8.3
7.3

88.0

4.3
4.0

93.0

2.5
2.1

84.0

19.8
17.2
88.9

10.4
9.
94.2

38.1
32.6
85.6

19631

87.6
73.2
83.4

8.8
7.5

85.2

4.5
4.0

88.9

2.9
2.3

79.3

21.0
17.6
83.8

10.9
10.2
93.6

39.5
31.6
80.0

1961 1965 2

91.9
82.8
90.1

9.8
8.7

88.8

4.8
4.6
95.8

3.1
2.6

83.9

21.5
19.8
92.1

11.6
9.8
84.5

41.1
37.3
90.8

102.0
86.0
84.3

10.5
9.2
87.6

Estimated capacity

1966 2 1967 2

108.8 113.0
.

.-

11.1.....i 19682 11969

115.8 118.0

11.9 13.0. 1.a3

4.9 5.2 5.4 5.4 5.4
4.6
93.4.---- --

3.5
3.2

91.4

22.7
19.6
86.3

14.9
12.7
85.2

45.5
36.7
80.7

3.7 3.77 4.1 4.3
-------~__ _

.--- - -

23.6 124.0 24.3 25.1
-- - - I- - -

---- -I -- - - - -- -

c3

r

I

17.2 18.6 19.0 19.9
.-- - - - - -

. - - -- - - - -

48.0 49.4 50.0 50.0

3 Includes Saar.

c0
Cnfru

c
!

-4
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I i~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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I·I- !i~ i I--
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_!
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Table: Table 108.--ECSC crude steel production, capacity and operating rate, 1956-65, and estimated to 1969
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Chart 106 shows the trends of capacity by processes, highlightingthe recent trend to BOF or Kaldo furnaces. Chart 107 shows the peakof capital expenditures in 1963 and the subsequent decline because of
falling profits.
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ECSC

,.;ec Capital Expenditure in thle Iron :nd Steel Induktry
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TABLE 109.-ECSC average annual rate of development in the crude steel sector,
by production process

Production process

Basic bessemer ............ ...
Open hearth----------------
Electric furnace.--.. ...---
Basic oxygen ..--......----...

Total, crude steel.-.-.-

Actual production

1952
(millions
of metric

tollsi

23.0
15.2
3.3
.3

41.8

Average
annual
rate of
increase
in actual

production,
1952-65

(percent)

+2.6
,+4.5
+9.2
+36.2

+5.7

1965
(millions
of metric
tons)

32.1
26.9
10.4
16.6

86.0

Production potential
I I

1965
(millions
of metric
tons)

37.0
33.0
12.5
19.5

102.0

Estimated
average
annual
rate of

increase In
production
potential,
1965-69

(percent)

-1.5
-.5
+2.7
+17.2

+3.7
1

1969
(millions
of metric
tons)

34.9
32.4
13.9
36.8

118.0

Source: ECSC, "The Hligh Authority: Investment In the Community Coalmining and Iron and Steel
Industries," report ou the 1906 survey, July 1966.

TABLE 110.-ECSC production potential by country
STEEL-TOTAL

[Millions of metric tons]

Actual production Production potential expected

19,)? 1965 1965 1967 1969

ermany....------------------- 18.6 36.7 45. 49.4 5). 0
Belgium-...-.-..---.. ..-.. 5. 2 9.2 10. 11.9 13.3
France ...-....-.. ----..-..-- 10.9 19.6 22.7 24.0 25.1
Italy..-...... .. . ..--------.. 3.5 12.7 14.9 18.6 19.9
Luxembourg ......-.....-... 3.0 4.6 4.9 6.4 5.4
Netherlands ....-........-- .7 3.2 3.6 3.7 4.3

Total..--..- ..- 41.9 86.0 102.0 113.0 118.0

FINISHED ROLLED PRODUCTS-TOTAL

(Oermany ....-..-...----.------ 12.4 23.6 35.0 38.5 39.7
Belgiumn...-...-...-...--------- 3.7 6.5 8.3 9.2 9.6
France -.---.-.--. ---....---. 7.6 14.2 17.0 17.9 18.8
Italy .......-....------------. 2.3 8.8 10.6 12.4 -13.2
Luxembourg ................-.. 2.2 3.3 3.5 4.0 4.0
Netherlands..-.....-.......4 1.8 2.2 2.4 2.5

Total ..-- --.----.-.---.-- 28.6 58.2 76.6 84. 4 87.8

Source: ECSC, the high authority: "Investment in the Community Coalmining and Iron and Steel
Industries," report on the 1966 survey, July 1966.

TABLE 111.-ECSC trend of apparent consumption, 1966-65
lIn thousands of metric tons of crude steel equivalent]

196 197 1958

Belgium-,uxem-
bourg......---...

France I
---...-...

Western Germany 1.
Italy...............
Netherlands.......

Total, ECSC.

2,733
12.303
21,589
5,776
2,632

45,033

2,929
13,570
21,097
6,733
2,876

47,205

2,318
13,895
20,136
6,250
2,324

44,923

1959 1960

2,643 2,604
11,551 13,919
24,216 29,211
7,016 9,226
2,701 3,186

48,127 58,146

1961 1962

3,257
14,167
27,571
10,901
3,180

59,076

3,159
14,923
27,804
12,207
3,132

61,226

1963 1964

3,347 4,065
15,602 17,234
27,276 337,34
13.971 11,269
3,140 3,962

63,336 70,264

1965

3,230
16,171
31,886
12,101
3,848

67,236

I The Saar is included under France until the middle of 1959; under Western Germany since the middle
of 199.

Source: United Nations, The European Steel Market series, published annually.

-·---·11.11·1 --
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Table: Table 109.--ECSC average annual rate of development in the crude steel sector, by production process


Table: Table 110.--ECSC production potential by country


Table: Table 111.--ECSC trend of apparent consumption, 1956-65
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In the last decade, a significant change has occurred in the balance
of trade between the United States and the ECSC.

A. U.S. IMPORTS FROM THE ECSC

ECSC shipments of steel mill products to the United States have
increased from an average 850,000 metric tons a year in 1955-58 to
3.8 million metric tons in 1965, and 3.5 million in 1966. Despite this
great increase in imports from the ECSC, the ECSC's share of total
U.S. imports declined from an average 73 percent in 1955-58 to 40
percent m 1965 and an estimated 35 percent in 1966, reflecting the
rising percentage of Japanese steel exports to the United States.

U.S. imports Imports from
of steel mill ECSC as

products from percent of
CSC (thou- total U.S.
sand metric imports

tons)

1956-58 average ......... .................. -.. ...... .... .................. 8 73
19 9 .................................. ... ...... ......................2, 629 0
1960......... ...... ........ ..... .---.. .......... ....... .... . 1,902 62
1961 ....................... ........ ..... . 1, 770 62
1962 .......................... ....... ................ .................. 1, 3 51
19 ................ ...... ..... ..... .... ......... ............ 2,038 41
1964 ............................................................ 2,45 40
196 ..................................................................... 3,802 40
IIM;6 .. . .............................................. ........ 3,484 36

Source: Americma Iron and Steel Institute.

Struct urals, bars (including rebars), and wire accounted for over
80 percent of 1955-56 U.S. imports from the ECSCO but declined to 64
percent in 1965. Bars are now the largest item of imports from the
ECSC, accounting for about 30 percent of the 1965 total (27 percent in
1955); structurals for 14 percent (32 percent in 1955); wire and wire
products 9 percent (28 percent in 1955) and wire rods-12 percent.
Sheet and strip imports jumped to over 1 million tons in 1965-25 per-
cent of total imports from the ECSC-versus 9 percent in 1964 and
only 1 percent in 1956. Hot and cold rolled sheet imports totaling
966,000 tons made up the bulk of this total. In 1966 the sheet and strip
share of imports from the ECSC will be down to about 20 percent.

In absolute numbers, with imports from the ECSC during the
decade increasing about fourfold, imports of all product gr',oups
with the exception of semifinished, tin mill, and rail l)rodlcts grew
sharply. This increase has been made possible by the great increase
in ECSC steel capacity occurring dulrin)g a period of (a) leveling olt
of steel consumption within the ECSC in 1960-63, (b) a 116-day steel
strike in the United States, (c) hedge buying by U.S. customers
dllrirlg subsequent labor negotiations in 1962, 1963, and 1965, and
(d) pricing exports at or below costs. Since the ECSC is expected to
have overcapacity in the years ahead, further penetration of the U.S.
market can be expected so loItg as the ECSC exporter is permitted to
follow opportunistic pricing practices in the U.S. market. The decline
in the ECSC share of U.S. imports is due to increased Japanese pene-
tration of the U.S. market.

9.869604064

Table: [No Caption]
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B. U.S. EXPORTS TO THE ECSC

U.S. exports of steel mill products to the ECSC, on the other hand,
have declined during this period, though the ECSC's share of total
-U.S. exports was then, and is now, minor. In 1965 exports declined
sharply. They should rise slightly. to about 90,000 tons in 1966.

U.S. export Imports from
of steel mill ECSC as
products f=ompercent of
108C (thou- total U.S.and metric Importstons)

19W5558 average-2...........-..-................................ 296 8
1959.......-.......-......1...........................133 9
1960 .........-......................................... 328 12
19611...........-...--................................ 175 10
1962...................................-*..-.-... .....-. 124 7
1963.......-................................................. 125 6
1964-. ..........3............... _... ...............23 8
1966 ........e...ma...e.... ............................ 80 4

Source: Amrcan Iron and Steel Intitute.

lThe fact that the.European Coal and Steel Community has not been
a llajor steel export market for the United States should not be sur-
prising. The ECSC has its own well-developed steel industry. Steel-
making and finishing calpacities have increased substantially during
the decade and now exceed demand. In fact, ECSC steel production is
currently below 80 percent of capacity for the first time in over 15
years. ECSC producers enjoy the same geographic protection which,
they argue.gives advantages to U.S. producers. And in addition, they
have an advantage through the various inmposts such as customs and
turnover taxes which are levied on imports in addition to tariffs. The
ECSC( is therefore not only well able to meet its internal demands;
but its markets are well protected, and there is ample capacity for
exports.

Folr I)roduct gropsl)----tin mlill, semifinished, sheet and strip, and
plates---used to account for virtually all of thle U.S. exports to the
ECS('. Currently sheet and strip exports account for about half of
U.S. exports to the ECSC; tifn mill p)rodllcts account for most of the
relnaining export tolnage. Plate exports have virtually disappeared,
and semifinished exl)orts have fluctuated sharply from year to year.

In view of the ECSC's ample steel availability and the protective
factors mentioned above, a reversal of the U.S. export trend of the
last decade is not to be expected in the years ahead except as special
commercial or cyclical situations may arise.

C. THE IMPORTANCE OF EXPORTS TO THE ECSC

In the past decade, the ECS( has been accounting for 50 percent or
more of world trade in steel. Intra-ECSC steeltrade grew from about
one-third of total exports in the years 1955-59 to about one-half in
1963 and 1964. In 1965 ECSC steel exports increased almost 4 million
tons, all to third countries. Intra-ECSC' trade thus declined to 43
percent and was actually 300,000 tons lower than in 1964. About half
of the increase in expo-)rts is estimated to have gone to the United
States.

9.869604064

Table: [No Caption]
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The United States has clearly become an increasingly important
export outlet for the ECSC. In the years 1955-59, about 10 percent
of the ECSC's third country exports were to the United States; in
1963-64, 16 percent; in 1965, 22 percent.

TABLE 112.-ECSC significance of exports of semifinished and finishedItee
products, 19665-6
IMillion metric tons]

Aera, 90 191 1982 190 19" 1966

Total world steel trade......... 29.2 39.4 39.8 428 45.4 52. 68.4
ECSC exports ,.................2 22.82 29.9

To Common Market ... . . 19. 119. 11.12 12.9
To 3d countries...... 10.7 13.5 12.0 11.4 12.8 17.0

Of which to USA I.... (1) (1.5) (1. ) (1. ) (1 8) (2.1) 13.8
Intra.ECSC trade as percent of

total ECSC exports .......... 34.0 41.6 42.8 4.2 a0.0 51.0 43.2

Figures differ from those shown by American Iron & Steel Institute due to difference in products
included In respective sources.

Estimated.
Source: U.N. "Statistics of World Trade in Steel" and "The European Steel Market" series, both pub.

lashed annually.

EC'SC exports have increased for all products except rails. In terms
of share in exports, there has been a significant increase in sheet and
strip, a decline in structurals. The share of exports of the other
product groups remains relatively unchanged.
As for the future, the High Authority of the ECSC in the "General

Objectives for 1970" is predicting 1970 third country exports of ECSC
treaty )ro(duc'ts of about. 9 million metric tons of finished product--
decline of almost one-half from the 1965 record of 17 million tons.
This figure could well be on the low side. Historically, ECSC pressures
to export have increased as domestic demand declined relative to
availability. There have been rumblings from the High Authority
that production must be geared to demand. It remains to be seen
whether the Community can make progress in this direction.

D. THE U.S. EXPORT INTEREST IN THE ECSC COUNTRIES

'Tle U.S. export interest in the ECSC countries will obviously be
different for eacll U.S. producer. A factor common to the group:
U.S. producers are interested in creating and developing commercial
opportunities in the ECSC and in obtaining removal of tariff and
nontariff trade barriers which might hinder the pursuit of such policies.

U.S. producers recognize that, since the ECSC steel producers make
a full line of basic steel products in quantities sufficient to meet, the
demands 6f their domestic markets, such opportunities may be
chiefly in (a) products of a particular grade or dimension not yet
produced in sufficient quantity in the ECSC; (b) special commercial
.itllations which may arise from time to time; (c) special relationships
which might be developed with specific consumers; (d) developing
markets for steel-products not now in existence in which the U.S.
producer may have an advantage.

In concluding this section on trade between the United States and
ECSC and the importance of the U.S. market to the ECSC steel pro-

201
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Table: Table 112.--ECSC significance of exports of semifinished and finished steel products, 1955-65
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ducer, it should be pointed out that for many products steel prices
in the home markets of the ECSC countries are not very different from
those prevailing in the United States. Therefore, one would expect
that if sound commercial and economic polices are followed on both
sides of the Atlantic, a large volume of steel trade between the United
States and the ECSC would occur only in special situations such as
peak business conditions, times of labor uncertainty, or strikes.
Shipments on the scale now being made by the ECSC to the United
States can, however, be expected to continue, and to become even
greater, if the ECSC exporters continue-and are permitted-to follow
their traditional pricing policies, quoting lower prices for exports than
for the home market.
The tables on the following pages show United States-ECSC steel

trade for major product groups and principal products in 1956-65,
and ECSC exports by product groups.
TABLE 113.-U.S. imports/exports of steel mill products from/to ECSC, 1966-65

[Thousand metric tons]

Total Belgium- France West Italy Netherlands
ECSC Luxembourg Germany

Im- Ex. Im- Ex- Im- Ex- Im- Ex- Im- Ex- Im- Ex-
ports ports ports ports ports ports ports parts ports ports ports ports

1956....---- 963 288 544 29 233 13 142 88 19 57 24 102
1957- --- 80 294 435 22 161 20 171 130 15 48 _ 25 74
19 ..-... 1,090 225 70 14 145 3 183 123 11 31 45 54
1969 ...... 133 1,305 11 32 59 59 56 27 78 35
190.. . 1,902 327 94 2 315 2453154 106 6 80 83 93
1961.... .. 1,770 174 953 11 291 5 43 73 32 70 41 15
1962-. .- 1,893 123 1,131 9 271 15 417 60 26 28 12
1963...-.... 2,038 124 1,161 20 326 11 489 43 18 43 44 8
1964 2,345 237 1,256 19 399 14 613 39 32 140 44 25
1965...... 3,802 80 1,589 17 778 5 1,068 16 246 33 121 9

Source: American Iron & Steel Institute.

TABLE 114.-U.S. imports/exports of hot rolled sheets from/to ECSC, 1956-65
(Metric tons]

Total ECSC Belglun- France West Italy Netherlands
Luxemlbourg Oermany

Im- Ex- Ini- Ex. Im- Ex-mx--Ex Im- Ex- Im- Ex-
ports ports ports ports ports ports ports ports ports ports ports ports

1957.......- S1 (1) 58 () 12 (3) 17,42 () 204 (') 4,288
1958........... ,9 5,484,9 2 7 261 24 102 5,052 3

0

0 336
1959...-....-. 73,627 701 20,637 4 4,282 0 32, 19 390 0 299 10.079 8
19O .---- 115,1 8,180 13,932 464 5,2 1,417 57, 20 4,88 2,9961475 35,69 938
1961--...... 10,405 3,951 8,218 192 710 1,082 1,393 1,880 81 516 3 2O8
1962--- 7,927 9,667 2.362 795 1, 368 1,894 4,196 3,155 0 2, 692 2 1,131
19648..-.- 70.8 0 93,933 12,313 11.294 695 2,957 57,798 14,090 44 63,465 0 2,126
1965-........ 398,957 93,90 4107,854 11,295 108,750 2,957 159,978 14.090 25 63,466 ,30 2,126

i Sheet and strip Imports are combined in the AISI statistics. Individual product detail can be obtained
by compiling schedule A commodity classification data from FT-I10 reports. In view of the Insignificance
of total sheet and strip Imports during this period, this lengthy manual compilation has been omitted and
only the total figures shown.

2 )ue to changes in the tariff schedule effective Aug. 31, 1963, imports of hot and cold rolled sheets are
not clearly Identifiable. The combined hot and cold rolled sheets are shown.

* A clear separation of hot and cold rolled sheets because available with tariff schedule changes effective
June 1, 1964. The hot rolled sheet figure therefore is overstated to the extent of the first 5 months' Inclusion
of pickled sheets in the cold rolled category, and the cold rolled sheets understated to the same extent.

Source: American Iron & Steel Institute.

9.869604064

Table: Table 113.--U.S. imports/exports of steel mill products from/to ECSC, 1956-65
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T.BLE 115.-U.S. imports/export8 of cold rolled sheets from/to ECSC, 1956-65

[Metric tons)

Total ECSC Belgium- France West Italy Netherlands
Luxembourg Germany

Im- Ex- Im- Ex- Im- Ex- Im- Ex- Im- Ex- Im- Ex-
ports ports ports ports ports ports ports ports ports ports ports ports

1966-..'.-. 18,884 57,68 ()
6 $1 1,411 (I) 4

31,028
248

1967....--18,114 55,401 (I) ,879 (I) 46,288 6,917 (l
1958...... 344 09,972 75 4,189 28 263 55,539 0 6,752 0 464
1959..... 8,775 51,638 3,524 3, 0 2,922 2,329 43,776 ,10 2,7
1960 ... 39,377 10b008 15,473 9,3864796 1,361 6,378 81,807 104 37,839 2,006 6,616
1961........... 570 57,674 166 1,947 26 6667 48,574 4,141 11 2,46
1962............3,20 48618 142 891 43 777 4 42,643 0 3,403 2,67 904
1963*-.- 32,110 45,318 1,786 5,302 3,431 1,947 26,794 27,233 4 9,174 96 1,66
1964 .. 101,747. 062 3,31 26,631,57 74,284 7,68 6 3,34 6 976
1965........477,r6617,025260 3,312144,312 1,556220,948 7,685 116 3,533 67,930 976

I Sheet and strip imports are combined in the AISI statistics. Individual product detail can be obtained
by compiling schedule A commodity classification data from FT-l10 reports. In view of the insignlficance
of total sheet and strip imports during this period, this lengthy manual compilation has been omitted and
only the total figures shown.

s Due to changes In the tariff schedule effective Aug. 31, 1963, imports of hot and cold rolled sheets are
not clearly identifiable. The combined hot and cold rolled sheets are shown.

* A clear separation of hot and cold rolled sheets became available with tariff schedule changes effective
June 1, 1964. The hot rolled sheet figure therefore is overstated to the extent of the first 5 months' inclusion
of pickled sheets in the cold rolled category, and the cold rolled sheets understated to the same extent.

Source: American Iron & Steel Institute.

WEST GERMANY

Since 1960, steel capacity has been increased from 39.6 million net
tons to 51.7 million tons, or at the rate of about 4 percent annually.
By 1966, demand for German steel had fallen to 39 million tons and

capacity was used at an alltime historic low of 70 percent. In that
year, 25 percent of all steel consumed in Germany was imported,
productivity per hour worked had increased 25 percent between 1960
and 1966, but wages had increased 50 percent. Interest on loans had
risen from 7 percent to 10 percent, and prices for export steel had
fallen by some 40 percent since 1960. As a result, many steel producers
operated at a loss in 1966; Krupp's loss was over $6 million.

While steel still accounts for 93 to 94 percent of metal consumption,
Germany produced 2.2 million tons of plastics in 1965 and con-
sumed 666 million tons which displaced about 2k percent of the 25.3
million tons of consumption of domestic steel mill products. Aluminum
displaced another 1 percent.
Other reasons for decreased demand for steel are the well-known

factors of reduction of the weight of steel used in construction and
manufactured articles, as well as the much longer life of articles made
from steel due to better anticorrosion properties.

9.869604064
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TABLE 116.-Foreignt trade, between West Germany and the United States, 1960-66
[In millions of deutsche marks]

Total foreign trade Steel products Automotive Machinery
Year

Ex- Im- Deficit Ex- Im- Sur- Ex- Im- Sur- Ex. Im- Deficit
port port port port plus port port plus port port

1966 .... -- 7.178 9. 178-2. 00o 445 10 +41 ...... ....... . ......

1965 .5..---. 6.741 9.196 -3.466 470 26 +444 2.154 - 584+1.570 854 933 -79
1964....... 4.785 8.066-3.281 242 57 +185 1.867 430 +1.427 63 750 -97
1963 .....-.- 4.195 7.9421-3. 747 174 M6 +108 1.524 322+1.202 500 702 -202
19 12...------ 3.858 7.033-3.175 156 60 +96 1.299 263 +1.06 486 745 -259
1961 ...... 3.497 6. 100-2. 603 171 71 +100 1.021 327 +694 44 678 -234
1960...---- 3.768 5. 977-2.200 242 97 +145 1.183 259 +924 415 516 -101

I UntU 1963 includes airplanes.
Souro3: Official Gennan data.

ITALY

Inquiries made of Associazione Industrie Siderurgiche Italiane gave
the following data for capacity and consumption for steel products,
as reported to the High Authority:

[Millions of metric tons]

Year - Capacity Consump-
tion

1965..5-7............ .................................. 5.7 6.0
19668...,.........----....----- .----- ......... ..----- 4 6.3
1957......................................................................... 7.5 6.8
19 ...................................................................... 7.9 6.8
199 ................................................. 7.9 7. 7
1960---------. -.....---. ....---------.---------..8.7 9.6
1961-,--..------------.....------...-- .. 9.8 11.4
1962-...-....-...-...........--.--........--. .10.4 12.8
1963-..--------------------. -------- .10.9 14.1
1964-.._..........._..-...........------ 11.6 12.1
1965.................-.......14.9 12.5
1966-.....-.-------...-----.---...........--...... 17.4 14.6
1967...---------------..----.------.----- ---------------.1.18. 6 ---

1968 .....-- .----------------------------..... 191.1 ... .

1960...-.-......--...........----------.....-------- - 20.4 ..---

1970..--.-............---........ ..--.----- .. - 20.6......

The indicated expansion plans make it likely' that the Italian steel
industry may want to export the widening divergence between the
growing capacity and the probable domestic demand.

9.869604064

Table: Table 116.--Foreign trade, between West Germany and the United States, 1960-66


Table: [No Caption]
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FRANCE

EMPLOYERS' FEDERATION OF THE
FRENCH IRON METALLURGY,

Paris, March 31, 1967.
Mr. R. M. WEIDENHAMMPR,
Committee on Finance,
U.S. Senate, Washington.
DBAR SIR. Thank you for your letter of February 21 in which you asked me

to let you know what my thoughts have been regarding the request addressed
by the U.S. steel industry to Congress to establish a complementary tariff pro-
tection under the form-I am relying on the information available to me at
present-of a temporary surtax on imported goods. I do it very gladly but it is
not my intention to submit to you an exhaustive study on it. All I wish to do is
to indicate to you a few reactions to what I may call a measure of which I, by
the way, do not have any official knowledge and whose exact objectives I do
not know.

First of all I wish to mention the difficulty which I personally experience when
trying to grasp the real meaning that should be ascribed to a measure of this
sort. Moreover, I know that this feeling of mine is largely shared by my colleagues.

I, personally,.do not see much opportuneness in a measure which, as we see it
from here, seems to run counter to the Geneva negotiations of the "Kennedy
round.".
The U.S. steel industry is, indeed, the only great world iron metallurgy whose

production and benefits achieved new records m 1966 and whose margin of self-
financing will-seen at least with our eyeo-stay extremely large if we consider
the steel market world crisis. Its financial effort in the fields of investment and
research is beyond all comparison to the possibilities of any other steel industry in
this world. The U.S. steel industry, nevertheless, asks for an increased tariff protec-
tion when we all agree on the necessity of a tariff harmonization and a tariff
reduction and concur in the U.S. plan according to which Congress and the Federal
Government aim to obtain in agreement with the "Trade Expansion Act," a
general tariff reduction of 50 percent.

This position intervenes exactly at a time when the official U.S. delegation
wishes to obtain from the C.E.C.A. [Communaut6 Europeenne du Charbon et
de l'Acier (European Coal and Steel Community-ECSC)] its consent to a
"target rate" of 5 percent on steel and when this delegation severely criticizes
the refusal of the governments of the European Steel Community to lower by
approximately 6.5 percent a tariff which has already spontaneously been cut
down by 50 percent without any ensuing similar action by the world iron metal-
lurgies at the time the Common Market came into being. The U.S. market is
still benefiting by a protection which for certain products goes frequently up to
10, 12.5, and 14 percent.
Moreover, it seems to me that it is fitting not to lose sight of the fact that the

U.S. commercial balance rests on the positive side with some $4 billion which
represents more than one-third of the total French exports. During the same
period, the French commercial balance is only covered up to the amount of 91
percent and the French deficit with respect to foreign countries amounts to about
5 billion francs, or approximately $1 billion. Traditionally, by the way, the
Franco-United States commercial balance is showing a sensible deficit to the.
disadvantage o France and is, according to the periods, only covered between
40 and 50 percent. Thus, for example, the average deficit of the Franco-United
States commerce was approximately $500 million yearly during the last 4 years.
The U.S. steel industry emphasizes the deficit which occurs in its outer trade.

This is correct as far as tonnage is concerned. It appears much less in value due
to the high degree of elaboration and to the considerable value of a ton of exported
U.S. steel.

It is, undoubtedly, true that the Franco-United States steel balance is advan-
tageous to France but the dollars which are spent for the imported French steel
serve to pay for the U.S. coal, to cover the amortization of the American rolling
mills, built in Lorraine or in the north of France, to buy the necessary separate
parts, and to pay for the royalties of utilized U.S. licenses.
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In connection with the imports of U.S. coal the purchases of the French steel
industry represent today 1.2 to 1.3 million tons as opposed to a little more than
1 million tons in 1964 and only 400,000 to 500,000 tons from 1962 to 1963. During
the same period we sold 630,000 tons of steel to the United States as opposed to
a little more than 300,000 tons from 1963 to 1964 and approximately 200,000
tons from 1960 to 1962. The progression is, as one sees, likewise twofold and
threefold as it is the case with our coal purchases. In 1966, we bought approxi-
mately 100,000 tons-of U.S. coal less than in 1965, but we also sold 100,000 tons
less of French steel to the United States and our sales in 1966 dropped to 632,000
tons as against 739,000 tons in 1965, while the U.S. steel imports continued
progressing or at least kept their level.

This example and this parallel which, undoubtedly, are fortuitous in one way
have the merit of emphasizing the correlation between the U.S. coal exports and
U.S. steel purchases: Commerce calls for commerce. The sum of approximately
$75 million for French steel sold in the United States allows France to purchase
in addition to other items U.S. imported steel for about $35 million.
But we likewise have to consider that if the U.S. coal returns to the United

States as a part of French steel, the French steel returns to France in the form
of machines: 40 percent of the French imports from the United States consist of
machine and transportation material manufactured of steel; our purchases of
U.S. material and machines are incessantly increasing and represented $230
million in 1965 (15 percent of the material and the machines imported into
France); the U.S. material represents 28 percent of the optical and measuring
instruments; 29 percent of the material for electrical construction and 62 percent
for planes, These figures can be usefully compared with what the U.S. market
represents for our own exports: approximately 10 percent for steel, only 3 percent
for our machines, 11 percent for our planes, and 13 percent for our optical
material.
The foreign steel imports to the United States against which the U.S. steel

industry is protesting thus favor the continued outflow of U.S. material produced
with a considerable value of U.S. technical know-how and specialized skill.

Moreover, it would be fitting to show here the relative importance of the U.S.
steel and, notably, the French steel imports.
The statistics of the Department of Commerce effectively show a progression

of the foreign deliveries, 12.8 million short tons in 1966. But of this tonnage 8.8
million only are iron metallurgical products in the European sense of the term
(pipes and wire-drawn goads excluded); of these 8.8 million tons only about a
half comes from Europe and only 700,000 torts from France. The French deliveries
represent only a little less than 8 percent of the steel imported by the United
States against 30 percent for the other ECSC [European Coal and Steel Com-
munity] and 45 percent for Japan. At this juncture, we should recall that Japan
delivered only 16 percent of the foreign steel imported into the United States
from 1960 to 1961.
These tonnages, however important they may be, must be considered on the

scale of the U.S. market. They definitely represent only 8 to 9 percent of the domes-
tic U.S. deliveries while on the other hand the imports in France represent one-
third of the deliveries of the French plants and one-fourth of the supply of the
internal market; the last percentage even goes up to 50 percent for certain products
such as H-beams and heavy sheet metal. The French market absorbs propor-
tionally three times more foreign steel than the U.S. market.

I wish to add one more point to this too-long account. Often we hear people
talk about the apparent contradiction of exporting European steel to the United
States. To me this does not appear at all to be antieconomic if we look at the world
as a real open market to free-competition, however paradoxical it may seem, it is,
indeed, not antieconomic to transport French steel to the United States or U.S.
coal to Europe or South American iron ores to the United States. The freight to
the ports oil the Atlantic coast, the Gulf [of Mexico], Chicago, or Pittsburgh
run from $13 to $15. Those to San Francisco are not above $25 in spite of the
distance.
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You are in a better position than I to acknowledge that these prices for ship-

ment are sensibly lower than those paid for the domestic U.S. railway transpor-
tation between the American mills and the numerous markets of destination when
the latter are a little far from the centers of production.

I apologize for-having written a hasty and spasmodical report on a subject
that, undoubtedly, deserves some deeper thoughts. Nevertheless, I hope it will
help you grasp the reason for the emotion that has overcome the European eco-
nomic circles in the face of a possible complementary tariff protection that will
run counter to the U.S. steel imports.

Yours very truly,
J. FERRY, President.

Steel Industry in the United Kingdom
The United Kingdom steel industry was nationalized for the second

time in July 1967. Its policies as to investment and pricing had been
supervised since return to private ownership by the Iron and Steel
Board, which set prices on the basis of a reasonable return on the
most efficient facilities.

In July 1966, the so-called Benson report was published. The Benson
Committee had been set up in 1965 by the British Iron and Steel
Federation to determine the optimum structure of the United Kingdom
steel industry by 1975.

This report suggested:
1. A. regrouping of the companies into a few units, each larger

than the industry had heretofore known. Net additions to capacity
would be only slightly more than 3 million tons by 1975, but
some 9 million tons of present capacity would be retired and
replaced by modern facilities.

2. The new capacity would be concentrated into large inte-
grated works located in three growth centers-North Lincoln-
shire, South Wales, and Tees-side-as shown on map below in
squares designated "1." These works would be located at deep-
water ports, providing facilities for the importation of foreign
iron ore. Steel making would be by the BOF process, with the
smaller nonintegrated units near industrial centers making steel
in electric furnaces from local scrap.

3. In 1965 steel produced by 317,000 workers amounted to
27 million tons; in 1975 it was expected that 35.3 million tons
would be produced by only 215,000 workers.
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The steel Industry In the mld-1970s

1
2

3

The following information was submitted to the committee staff
in reply to the questionnaire:

Chart 117 indicates the decline of profits since 1960 which coincides
with the declining trend of "Continental European Export Prices1 as

shown in chapter VI.
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The steel industry in the mid-1970s
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Fourteen major steel companies
Cpt noyled, profit end nrom on-clt .mpWloyd

ftytima

760
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CHART 117

1956 67 68 69 60 ' 61 62 63 64 6
Total profit rdfe to total profit after depreciation and before intert and tax

Fourteen major steel companies Capital employed, profits and return on capital employed
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The "British Steel Corporation" in its first report presented to
Parliament by the Minister of Power by command of Her Majesty,
August 1967, made these comments on the world steel surplus:
"World crude steel production grew by 74 percent between 1958

and 1966 from 264 to 460 million metric tons. A significant feature
within this overall growth was the increased output of newer produc-
ing countries, and particularly the rapid emergence of Japan as a major
steel producer.
"This growth of production has been accompanied by the continu-

ance of worldwide surplus -capacity. This surplus capacity is likely
to remain an important factor in world trade and current estimates
are that it will be between 60 and 70 million metric tons in 1970.

"Several major causes underlie the creation of this surplus capacity.
These include, first, the rapid development of indigenous steel indus-
tries in a number of countries that have traditionally been importers;
i.e., Canada, South Africa, and Australia. Second, the ending of the
demand generated by the postwar reconstruction period and the slower
subsequent growth of demand than had been provided for; and thirdly,
expansion of capacity which has resulted automatically from moderni-
zation programs associated with changes in the technology of
production.
"Severe competition induced by the surplus has weakened prices to

the point where much of the international trade is unprofitable and in
many cases does not even cover full production costs."
Both France and Germany, partly in response to world competition,

are now concentrating their industries into a small number of large
units. The profitability of the United Kingdom industry, in common
with that of many other major producers, has dropped. Return on
capital employed by the 14 major companies (after depreciation but
before interest and tax) fell from 13.5 percent in 1958 to 3.7 percent
in 1966.
The Corporation regards its basic objective as being the achievement

of the maximum long-term return on its capital investment consistent
with-

(a) Strengthening its marketing and technological position in
the world steel industry;

(b) Providing British industry with (steel) products that are
competitive in price, quality, and service; and

(c) Insuring the efficient and socially responsible utilization of
human resources.

The British Steel Corporation, since it took over the nationalized
industry at the end of July 1967, has found that the previously pri-
vately owned steelmakers had been selling steel to overseas customers
at very different and often very low prices.
By central control of exports, the British Steel Corporation hopes

to avoid these unprofitable sales. It is felt that by stopping exports of
steel at "dumped" prices, some progress toward a more stabilized
world steel market could be made. Steelmakers would prefer not to
sell at a loss but they are forced to do so by the world steel surplus
capacity with so many competitors chasing after too few customers.
The British Steel Corporation is offering its domestic customers

"loyalty rebates" if they buy only from it instead of from foreign
steelmakers at "dumped" prices. In order to permit some latitude of

210
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supply, such "loyalty rebates" are granted even if up to 5 percent of a
domestic customer's needs are met from imports, provided, however,
that they are not bought at "dumped prices."
The following information was supplied by the BISI:
Average hourly earnings in United Kingdom iron and steel industry, 1947-66

sha- SkA-
ltna Pence tng# Pence

1947----------------------- 3 2 1962.-----.------------ 7 8
1950----------- 3 7 19f3--------------- 8 0
1953---------------------- 4 6 1964------------ 8 8
1956----------- 5 8 1965--.------------------ 9 6
1959----------- 6 8 1966-----------._-------- 9 9
Total labor costs per hour are difficult to assess since company

arrangements vary widely in the field of "fringe benefits." However,
an approximation was recently made within this office on lines which
would permit a measure of comparison with figures produced by the
ECSC so far as information available in the United Kingdom would
permit, which suggested that for the year 1964 there should be added
to the figure for average hourly earnings shown above a little over
Is. 6d. per hour per worker to afford anestimate of total labor costs.
Changes since 1964 are unlikely to affect the validity of this estimate
materially.
Table 118 gives an index of the trend in labor productity in the

United Kingdom steel industry.
TABLE 118.-Labor productivity in the United Kingdom steel industry, 1960-66

1950--- -----

1951---- ----------

1952 -----------
1953_----- ---------_
1954 ----------------------

1955 --. ----

1956 ----------
1957 ------- -----

1958 ------------------------

[Index, 1

Output
per

man-hour
80. 3
84. 4
90. 4
93. 2
100.0
106. 9
108. 1
111. 2
105. 5

954-100]

1959------
1960-----------------
1961-- -----

1962 ------

1963 ------

1964----------- ------

1965 ---------------------

1966 ----------------

OuWput
per

man-hour
108. 2
120. 9
113. 9
112. 9
122. 7
134. 2
141. 4
139. 5

With regard to hourly labor costs divided by output per man-hour.
the calculation can be done for the United Kingdom in respect to
average hourly earnings, and since it is the trend that you are interested
in, the omission of fringe benefits from the calculation will not con-
stitute a material disadvantage. The index is given on this basis in
table 119.

TABLE 119.-Direct labor costs per unit of output, 1966-66

1955 -------

1956 --------

1957----------
1958-- ----------
1959--..-----------
1960--_---------

20-479 0-68-16

[Index, 194-100]
102.4 1961--------------------- 139.9
111.6 1962---------------------- 145.4
115.8 1963 -----------141.6
127.2 1964.--------. ---------- 139.5
129.3 1965 ---------142.9
123.9 1966-----------------------154.5

I

9.869604064

Table: Average hourly earnings in United Kingdom iron and steel industry, 1947-66


Table: Table 118.--Labor productivity in the United Kingdom steel industry, 1950-66


Table: Table 119.--Direct labor costs per unit of output, 1955-66
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Raw Material Costs
The buying costs of imported ore to the United Kingdom steel

industry are generally the same as elsewhere. However, landed costs
tend to be inflated in some measure by the poor port facilities, both
directly and because these in turn limit access to the economies con-
nected with the use of large ore carriers.

Scrap is at present a little dearer than in the United States in
bought-in terms, despite the existence of governmental limitations on
scrap exports whenever the -home demand for scrap so requires.
Moreover, account has to be taken additionally of the effect of the
scrap levy operated in the United Kingdom. (This is an arrangement
internal to the industry, by which, in order to prevent the distortions
as between scrap and pig iron usage in steelmaking, which could arise
from the moderation of scrap prices consequent on the export ban,
steelmakers pay a levy on their receipts of bought scrap, which is used
to make payments to steelmakers on their consumption of pig iron,
the arrangement self-balancing financially over a period.) The present
total cost, of scrap to United Kingdom steel furnaces, including levy,
is £12.8.0. per ton for No. 2 specification--heavy wrought iron and
steel scrap, minimum one-fourth inch thick. For an approximately
equivalent grade (Grade 11) in the ECSC,4he current domestic price
indications in Community countries are as follows: West Germany,
£10.6.0.; Belgium, £10.5.0.; Fiance, £9.16.0.; ttluy,' £3.7.6.; Nether-
lahdsr £10.19.0. Theseeseprices are all delivered works per long ton,
except the Italian which is delivered to the Milan area. The com-
parable U.S. price (No. 1) is currently £9.9.3. per long ton delivered
works.
Energy costs have moved against the United Kingdom steel industry

over the past decade, largely because of the effects of protective
devices to safeguard the coal industry, notably the duty on heavy
oils and the ban on imports of coal. The consequence is that the clear
advantage in energy costs enjoyed by United Kingdom steelmakers
in the early fifties has now virtually, or possibly completely, gone.

Table 120 shows movements in the cost of raw materials used per
ton of crude steel made (not per ton of the raw material itself). It
thus reflects economies in the consumption of raw materials (cf. the
reduction in coal usage with the shift to oil firing) as well as changes
in raw-material prices as such.

TABLz 120.-Indez of raw material costs per ton of steel, 1965-66
[1968-180l

Year Ore Coke Coal Scrap Other Total
materlalr

198 438 476 179 252 423 347
1968 27 590 150 24 427901
1961 467 629 113 257 489 376
1962 461 6o5 101 237 6b0 382
1963 436 580 87 247 574 367
1964 440 613 66 232 608 368
1966 445 60 52 2536 1
1966 442 603 47 259 6a 379

9.869604064

Table: Table 120.--Index of raw material costs per ton of steel, 1955-66
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The Steel Industry of the Communist Bloc
The growth of the U.S.S.R. steel industry since the end of World

-War IIhas been spectacular, exceeded only by Japan and Italy.
U.S.S.R. raw steel production

In million net tons)
1966--------------------- 106.4 1950-------- 29. 8
1965..--.-------------------- 100.3 1947--------------..-----... 17.0
1960-------------------- - 72. 0 1940- --------- 20. 1
195".5----,-,; -------- - 50.0 1930------------------- 6.5

The magazine "U.S.S.R." in July 1962 stated, as follows:
Expansion of the iron and steel industry is another primary requisite for the

foundations on which a Communist society will be built. By 1980 Soviet steel
output will climb to 250 million metric tons a year 1275.5 million net tons.] In
1960 the United States, Britain, France, and West Germany combined produced
168 million metric tons. The target figure of 250 million metric tons [275.5 million
net tons] means that the Soviet Union must in 20 years produce three times them
present American steel output.
But even this 275.5 million net tons goal is based on a growth rate

of steel output of only 3.8 times of that of 1960 while total industrial
output was to be 6.2-6.4 times that of 1960. Other sectors of the
economy were planned to grow as follows:

Number of times 1.980 output will exceed 1960 level
19/8

Electricity ------------------..----------------------.-----------10.3
Oil----------------------------------------------- 4 8
Gas--.-------------------------------------------.. 15.2
Cement------------------- ------- - ----------------- ----- 5. 2
Machine-tool and metal-working industries -------------------- 11.0
Mineral fertilizers.------- ------- ---------- ------ 9. 7
Goods for cultural and household use -----------.--.------- 10. 1

These data, therefore, indicate that as Russia approaches a higher
standard of living and achieves a more mature economy, the demand
for steel is expected to grow only at half the rate of total industrial
output. From more recent reports, it appears that since 1962 the
expansion goal for steel capacity has been considerably reduced
below these 275 million net tons. An estimate of 1970 capacity.pulb-
lished by ECSC in June 1967 is 139 million net tons. The following
steel consumption projections for the Communist bloc were prepared
for this study by BDSA, U.S. Department of Commerce.

Steel Consumption Projections-Centrally Planned Countries
The steel consumption projections for the centrally planned

countries are based on regression equation relationships between
steel consumption and gross national product (GNP) in each country
d(lring the period 1956-64. Projections of GNP in each country
were then used to derive the steel consumption projections from
these relationships.
The regression equation for mainland China was derived from data

for 1956 through 1964, excluding data for 1959 through 1961. The
years 1959 through 1961 were years of exceptional growth in the
Chinese steel industry, and it was believed that a more correct trend
would appear as a results of their exclusion.

9.869604064

Table: U.S.S.R. raw steel production


Table: Number of times 1980 output will exceed 1960 level
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In light of the industrialized nature of the Soviet economy, the
growth rate of steel consumption in the U.S.S.R. was projected to
increase at decreasing rates that are lower than the projected growth
rates of GNP.
GNP projections were obtained by applying rates of growth of

gross domestic product projected by the U.N.1 to 1966 GNP's.
These growth rates are given as ranges, and consequently, the steel
consumption projection's take the form of ranges.

Population projections, centrally planned countries
iln millions

1964 1970 1975 1980

Centrally planned countries...........--.....--....-..... 1,065.0 1,189.1,01,30.0 1,441.0U.8.S. -....... - ..........................-. 227.8 242.6 254.9 268.5
Eastern Europe * --......-.-...................... 99. 4 103.2 107.0 111. 1
Mainland China .......--- ...-..... .............-- 738.0 843.0 944.0 1,061.0

I
-

Annual percentage change in gross national product, centrally planned countries

1964-75 1975-80 1964-80

Low High Low High Low High

U.S.S.R......_.... _ ... . . 0 6. 5.0. ..5
Centrally planned countries---------- 4. 5 6.0 4.5 6. 0 4.5 6.10
U.S.S.R. 5----------------------- b.0 6.5 5.0 6.5 6.0 6.5
Eastern Europe -.....---.....--.--........-. 42 5.5 4.3 5.5 4.2 5. 5
Mainland China.................. ..... .... .. 3. 5.0 3. 5.0 3. .50

Steel consumption projections, centrally planned countries
(Ingot equivalent in thousands of short tons]

1970 1975 1980
1964 _____________

Low High Low High Low High

Centrally planned countries ..... 136, 531 195,572 210,188 253,081 294,076 321,971 402,456U.SB.8.R .............--.. - .....- 89,120 126,179 134,152 159,491 182,128 198,725 244,525Western Europe ................ 32,541 40,022 49,358 59,735 68,920 76,910 9, 059
Mainland China................ 14,870 423371 26,678 33,855 43,028 46,336 6 ,872

Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, East Germany, Hungary, Poland, Rumania.
Source: United Nations.

I United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization, Agricultural Commoditles-Projections for 1975
and 18, vol. II (1966).

9.869604064

Table: Population projections, centrally planned countries


Table: Annual percentage change in gross national product, centrally planned countries


Table: Steel consumption projections, centrally planned countries
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Average annual percentage change in projected steel consumption, centrally planned
countries

1964 1970 1970 1976 1975 1960 1964 1980

Centrally planned oountries....................- 6.2 7. 4 5. 6.9 4.9 6.4 5.5 7.0
U.S.S.R .---.- ..---------.- ... ... 6.0 7.1 4.8 6.3 4.5 6.0 5.2 6.5
Eastern Europe---------.--.---.-.....--...-...65. 7. 2 5.3 6.9 5. 2 6. 4 5. 6.9
Mainland China ................. ..-.....-....-- 7.9 102 7.7 100 6.4 8.2 7.4 9.6

Steel consumption per capita projections, centrally planned countries
[In pounds)

1970 1907190
1964 __-

Low High Low 'High Low High

Centrally planned countries ............. 243.0 311.0 335.0 366.0 425.0 423.0 529.0
U.S.S.R ...................... ........ 783.0 1,041.0 1,107.0 1,252.0 1,429.0 1,479.0 1,821.0
Eastern Europe---.-.---.-------.- 655. 0 M893. 0 957.0 1,111.0 1,283.0 1,385.0 1,693.0
Mnlanand China .---------- 40. 55.3 63.3 71.7 91.3 87.3 120.4

9.869604064

Table: Average annual percentage change in projected steel consumption, centrally planned countries


Table: Steel consumption per capita projections, centrally planned countries
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CHAPTER XIV

ROLE OF U.S. COAL EXPORTS TO FOREIGN STEEL INDUS-
TRIES IN U.S. FOREIGN TRADE

The United States became the world's leadin exporter of coal
during World War II. Up to 1950 Canada was stifl the principal for-
eign market for U.S. coal which accounted for more than 50 percent
of Canada's coal consumption. Canadian capital was and still is in-
vested in coal mining facilities in this country, and U.S. coal pro-
ducers have maintained sales organizations in Canada as they do in
the United States. Overseas coal exports from the United States for
the first time exceeded shipments to Canada in 1947 at the height of
the European fuel shortage. Not until 1951, however, did overseas
exports, principally to Europe, become permanently more important
and at the present time, they are twice as large as exports to Canada.

Prior to World War II, Great Britain was the world's leading ex-
porter, and its preeminence in international coal trade goes back to
the 19th century. During this period the coal industry had a dominant
influence on the economic alnd social life of the British nation. It
provided more employment than any other industry with the possible
exception of agriculture, and throughout this period British coal was
an important factor in many international trade agreements. The
reason for the decline of the British coal industry, which began in the
late 1920's, can be traced to the decline of her coal export trade,
largely attributable to the displacement of English coals by those
produced on the Continent.

Early in the postwar 1 period, a fuel supply crisis developed
throughout most of the world. The coal mines of the continent of
Europe were being rebuilt and coal supplies were short, even in the
United Kingdom. The United States was the only country able to fill
the fuel deficit throughout the world. Between 1944 and 1947 U.S.
overseas exports skyrocketed from 2 million tons to 43 million tons.
This fuel shortage had abated by 1949, British exports increased
sharply, and in 195Q U.S. overseas exports fell back to 2 million tons.

During 1946 and 1947, when the Suez Canal was closed and fuel
shortages threatened Europe, U.S. coal and coke exports reached an
alltime peak of 81.5 million tons. The Suez crisis was settled early in
1957, but U.S. coal shipments remained at a high level throughout
that year due to prior purchase commitments. This resulted in a
large surplus of coal in Europe; consequently, U.S. overseas exportsdropped to 25 million tons in 1959 and remained at that relatively
low level until 1962 when they again began a gradual rise.

Several other important developments occurred during the postwar
period with respect to the U.S. trade balance in fuels as shown on
table N-l. An unfavorable trade balance for petroleum products

I See appendix for al tables prefaced by a letter.
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was shown first in 1950, but the value of oil imports did not con-
sistently exceed exports until 1953, and since then the U.S. oil trade
deficit has widened steadily. In 1964, for the first time in recent history,
the value of coal exports exceeded the total value of petroleum exports,
and in 1966 coal exports made up almost a third of the petroleum trade
deficit as shown in table N-l. Although the value of petroleum imports
did not exceed exports until 1953, the volume of petroleum imports
was greater than exports as early as 1948. The reason for this apparent
disparity in the foreign petroleum trade balance is due to the respective
unitvalues of oil imports and exports. The United States has exported
higher priced petroleum products and imported cheaper crude oil.
The total value of coal production in the United States is a relatively

small percentage of gross national product, i.e., less than one-half of
1 percent. Exports of coal in 1966, however, accounted-for about 2
percent of total merchandise exports, or $493 million.

Coal Exports
Steam coal and coking metallurgicall) coal are two general classi-

fications which designate how coal is used, i.e., in boilers to generate
steam or in coke ovens to produce coke for blast furnaces. Anthracite
and bituminous coal is used as steam coal, but 99 percent of coal car-
bonized in coke ovens is bituminous. Coking coal must conform to
exacting chemical specifications, and commands a higher price- than
steam coal because mines producing metallurgical coal usually have
higher production costs. Although 25 States produced coal in the
United States during 1966, only 10 States produced any coals suitable
for blast furnace fuel-the three principal States being West Virginia,
Pennsylvania, and Kentucky. Because metallurgical coal for steel
making accounts for two-thirds of U.S. coal exports, these three States,
in addition to Virginia, are the major sources of supply. Several coun-
tries import only metallurgical coal. It must be pointed out, however,
that metallurgical coal is not only used for coking purposes. Due to its
low sulfur and high b.t.u. content, it also makes an excellent steam
coal and space heating fuel, but, due to the higher price-several
dollars per ton-its use for heating rather than in the blast furnace is
considered wasteful.

Thle principal countries exporting metallurgical coal are: the United
States, Australia, and West Germany. Coal exported from the United
States is marketed widely, as shown in table N-2. Australian coal is
principally exported to Japan. France has been the principal customer
of West German coal. Currently the United Kingdom does not import
U.S. coal, even though during the past several years British steel
producers have sought permission to import U.S. coking coal. The
British Government has so far consistently refused to license such
imports due to their effect on employment and the balance of payments.

Restrictionist Government Policies

Various measures have been undertaken by foreign governments
to restrict the importation of coal from the United States as well as
other countries, or otherwise adversely alter the competitive status of
imported coals in relation to domestically produced coals. In most
countries these restrictive trade measures are part of national policies
affecting all energy sources, whereby-'national standards are estab-
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lished and measures are adopted that determine the degree of compe-
tition permitted to exist between foreign coal and oil, and indigenous
coal that historically had been the major source of domestic energy.
In certain countries, such as Yugoslavia and Turkey restrictions on
coal imports have been due to problems associated with their balance
of payments. In Japan, the Government requires a minimum per-
centage of domestic coal to be used in coking operations. This ratio
is not rigid but the policy is attributed to a number of reasons; such
as, balance of payments, high transportation costs on imported coking
coals, and the insistence on maximum utilization of domestic coal
resources. In spite of these limitations of coal imports from all coun-
tries, Japan has been the largest importer of U.S. coking coal during
the last decade.

All major coal-consuming countries, except Italy, have exercised
control over the volume of U.S. coal imports through licensing
systems. Belgium and the Netherlands, largely due to requests from
their steel industries, have eased restrictions on U.S. coal imports.
In France, where imported coal is subject to Federal price controls,
in order to maintain competition between foreign and indigenous
coals, the price of U.S. coal has been reduced recently to steel pro-
ducers in Lorraine, and a tidewater plant at Dunkirk operates almost
entirely on U.S. coking coal.
German imports of U.S. noal are restricted by a tariff quota-system

which regulates the amount of duty-free coal that can be imported
from non-ECSC exporters. The total duty-free quota is 6 million
metric tons annually of which about 5.5 million metric tons has been
allocated to non-Communist countries. Imports in excess of the duty-
free quota are taxed at the rate of DM 20 (U.S. $5) per ton, a measure
designed to protect the German coal industry.

In the United Kingdom, the National Coal Board is the only
authorized importer of coal. Applications for licenses to import U.S.
coking coal have been consistently rejected.
Exports to Canada are unrestricted but there is a duty of 50 cents

a ton on noncoking coals. The competitive impact of the Canadian
duty on bituminous coal is absorbed by the lower costs, free on board
mine, in the United States compared to the higher mining costs in the
Atlantic Provinces. However, the Canadian import-duty functions
as a penalty on U.S. coal with respect to competition between coal
and nuclear energy. The Canadian Government has paid subsidies
to the domestic coal industry, an amount necessary to permit Canadian
coal to meet the delivered cost of U.S. coal, even after taking into
account quality differences.
Other countries grant various forms of economic assistance to their

indigenous coal industries. Interest-free government loans have been
extended in some countries such as Japan, to assist modernization
programs. Under the ECSC treaty subsidies are banned, but the
member countries have always paid them. Recently, however, the
high authority has proposed to legalize the existing level of financial
aid rendered by member states.

Cost, Productivity, and Prices
Chart 121 and table N-3 show that in-spite of large increases in

the cost of extraction since 1950, free on board mine prices actually
have fallen due to increased productivity in bituminous coal mining.
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The productivity of labor in the U.S. bituminous coal industry
increased at an average annual rate of about 5 percent between 1950
and 1965. The comparison of tons per man-shift shown in table N-4
illustrates the major problem that has confronted coal industries
outside of the United States, that is, the relative lower productivity
of labor. The basic reason for the lower productivity of labor is the
nature of coal deposits in foreign countries. The coal seams are gen-
erally deeper, thinner, and more pitched than in the United States.
Although technological innovations have been introduced in coal
mining abroad, they have been offset by the unfavorable character-
istics of the coal seams. The difference in the productivity of labor and
capital, to a large extent has been due to natural conditions, not a lag
in the use of highly efficient mechanical extraction techniques. The
lower quality of indigenous coals in many foreign countries has
increased the demand for U.S. coal.

In every major coal-producing country outside the United States,
the closing of the most inefficient mines has been fostered by the
respective governments. Mine shutdowns, emphasis on mechaniza-
tion in the best mines increased importance of petroleum in the total
energy market, and increased U.S. coal imports constitute a general
trend.

Transportation Costs
In recent years 90 percent of U.S. overseas exports have been

shil)ped through Hampton Roads, with most of the remaining 10
percent shipped through Baltimore and Philadelphia. Transportation
costs, railroad; and vessel charges represent more than one-half of the
landed price of U.S. coal abroad, but for shipments to South America
and Japan ocean freight rates range from $5.50 to $8 per ton.
The instability of short-term ocean freight rates, during periods of

shifting demand, as illustrated in table N-5, has been a cause of serious
concern to exporters and importers., Since 1958, the lower charter
rates have enhanced the competitive position of U.S. export coal.

There is a continuing trend to large-size, low-cost bulk cargo vessels
in the overseas coal trade. Importers of large volumes of U.S. coal
have increased their demand for large tonnage colliers to coincide
with long-term coal purchase contracts made with U.S. producers.
Table N-6 shows that there is a significant decline in average rates per
ton as the size of vessels increase., A 65,000-ton vessel can carry coal
under a long-term contract to Japan for about $5.50 _per ton,1 con-
siderably lower than for the 35,000-ton vessel shown in table 6. In
recent years, the average coal cargo loaded at Hampton Roads has
been rising steadily, reflecting larger vessels used. In 1960 the average
coal cargo leaving Hampton Roads was 14,000 tons; in 1965 it was
25,000 tons.2

Several supercolliers are under construction or planned by every
major importing country for transporting coal from the United States.
TIhe first ship to carry 70,000 tons of coal was a Japanese vessel which
took 70,491 tons abroad in May 1965. A sister ship loaded a cargo of

An Economic Analysis of the U.S. Export Coal Distribution System. A report submitted to the U.8
Department of the Interior, Office of Coal Research, by W. B. Saunders & Co., Washington, D.C., on
Mar. 25, 198, p. 71.

3 International Coal Trade (February 1966), pp. 13; and 85 (January 1966), p. 5.
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69,233 tons several days later. The world's largest collier, the Cetra
Columbia, left Hampton Roads in January 1967 with a record cargo
of 83,868 long tons, which required more than 1,000 railroad cars of
coal. She carried steam coal destined for a new powerplant at Le
Havre, France. The ship's capacity is 87,000 tons and she is scheduled
to haul 1 million tons of coal annually to Le Havre on monthly trips.
Two other supercolliers are planned by the French. A contract for a
62,000-ton collier to supply U.S. coal to West Germany was let to a
Norwegian shipbuilding firm, and similar sized vessels have been
proposed or under construction for coal shipments to the Netherlands
and Italy. The willingness of foreign importers to invest in super-
colliers is an indication of favorable future prospects of U.S. coal
exports.
The subject of transportation costs with respect to coal exports has

--received considerable attention during the past several years. The
ability to load 70,000-ton cargoes in 24 hours requires coordination
of a railroad and collier transportation network extending from the
mines to tidewater ports. For the maiden voyages of the Cetra Coluim-
bia, the services of two different railroads were required. Compared
to vessel rates, which at times have fluctuated widely, rail rates in
the United States have had a relatively stable influence on landed
prices. Several studies have been made with respect totransportation
costs and coal exports, the latest, an economic analysis of the export
cdal distribution system, concluded that lower costs could berealized
on export coal if certain changes in the present distribution system
were adopted.3

Long-Term Contracts for Export Coal

The long-term future for U.S. coal exports to foreign steel industries
depends on the expansion of raw steel production abroad, tempered
by the substitution of other fuels for coke, and the improvement in
thermal efficiency of blast furnaces throughout the world. The sub-
stitution and efficiency parameters are reflected in steadily declining
rates of pounds of coke consumed per ton of pig iron produced. The
long-term outlook for steam coal is dependent on the rapid growth of
electric energy generation, tempered by competition from fuel oil,
natural gas, nuclear energy, and an efficiency curve, pounds of fuel
per kilowatt-hour generated, that has flattened out in many industrial
countries.
Developments in these markets have been characterized by greater

emphasis on long-term contracts between coal suppliers and consum-
ers. The purpose of long-term commitments, which may range from
5 to 35 years, is to provide an assured supply of coal, relative price
stability, and the coordination of supply and transportation. Sales
made under long-term commitments with consumers in the United
States, Canada, and overseas, currently account for 75 percent or more
of their total sales.
The principle of long-term contracts has the advantage of lessening

the depressive effect of periodic distress spot-market pricing.
Until recently long-term contracts were little used in the export

coal market, except in Canada. Long-term commitments between U.S.

3 W. B. Saunders & Co. report to the Office of Coal Research.
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producers and overseas importers were uncommon because (1) the
existence of import restrictions on U.S. coal; and (2) the lack of a
formal long-term policy of foreign governments with respect to U.S.
coal and their domestic coal industries. The principal exceptions to the
adoption of long-term contracts by foreign purchases were long-term
agreements entered into by Italian and Japanese steel companies.

Italy has had a free-import policy and all of her coking coal require-
ments have been obtained from the United States, West Germany,
Poland, and the U.S.S.R. In 1965 approximately 95 percent of Italy's
coking coal, and 35 percent of her steam coal requirements were filled
by imports from the United States.

In 1950 approximately 40 percent of the steel industry's consump-
tion of coking coal was imported, and in 1965 the ratio of imported
coal had increased to 64 percent. Essentially all American metallurgical
coal currently imported into Japan is under some form of long-term
agreement, ranging from 3 to 15 years.
The German steel industry has taken strong issue with the Govern-

ment's protectionist attitude toward Ruhr coal because tidewater
plants in France and Italy enjoy competitive advantages over steel
mills in the tuhr, not only due to the former's accessibility to low-cost
duty-free U.S. coal, but also due to low-cost, high-grade, imported
iron ore and cheap water transportation to ship, finished products.
Production costs of German steel could be considerably reduced by
switching from Ruhr to U.S. coal. During much of the postwar period
the German Government has been frustrated in its attempts to recon-
cile differences between the steel and coal industries, and this was one
of the principal factors responsible for the defeat of then Chancellor
Erhard's Christian Democratic Party in Westphalia in the July 1966
elections. Despite numerous measures undertaken to sustain the
German coal industry, coal's proportion to total primary energy in
Germany dropped to 40 percent in 1965, as oil, most of it imported,
has been gradually eroding coal's formerly dominant role. Against this
background the environment has so far not been conducive for nego-
tiating long-term contracts for U.S. coking coal for steel markets in
Germany and in other countries with similar problems.

Prospects for U.S. Coal Exports
During the past 10 years numerous authorities have published

forecasts on the outlook of U.S. coal exports. The most comprehensive
study was prepared for the U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of
Coal Research. A summary of projections to 1970 is shown in table N-7
Forecast A for 1970 is 80.7 million tons. Forecast B is 137.9 million
tons, compared with 52.2 million tons in 1966 as shown in table N-8.

Differences between the two forecasts pertain to the relative degree
of emphasis to be placed on the liberalization of coal imports by foreign
governments. Forecast A assumes, for example, the granting of
licenses for the importation of coking coal by certain tidewater plants
in the United Kingdom. No basic change from present policies with
respect to imports and indigenous coal is assumed in Canada and
Japan. In the ECSC some relaxation of existing restrictions on U.S.
coal imports is assumed.
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Forecast B assumes a very liberal policy with respect to coal im-
ports. The United Kingdom, for example, would grant import licenses
for coking coal, as well as for steam coal, for power generation. Canada
would eliminate its 50-cents duty on U.S. coal imports and substan-
tially reduce subsidies. Other countries woukl. relax their protection
of domestically produced coal.

Forecasts A and B for 1970 "provide a measure of the upper and
lower levels of U.S. exports that could result from effective efforts by
the U.S. Government and the coal industry to achieve a reduction of
foreign import barriers, and to achieve a fuller integration of U.S. coal
into the energy markets abroad."

In the past, foreign coal buyers feared shortages and rising cost of
U.S. coal, but recent-forecasts, indicate their recent willingness to
engage in long-term commitments because they assume abundant
supplies and stable or even falling prices for imp rted U.S. coal.
Table N-9 shows that the United States owns the world's largest
known coal deposits.

Although U.S. coal has been confronted with serious competition
from Australian coals in Japan, West German coals in Italy, and
Communist-bloc coals in other parts of the world, large reserves of
high-quality coals, stable prices, and ability and willingness to make
long-term commitments, has steadily enhanced the competitive status
of American coal abroad. Foreign coal buyers have publicly an-
nounced they have been sincerely impressed by the joint efforts of
the U.S. coal producers, the United Mine Workers Unlion, and tile
transportation companies in maintaining and constantly striving to
im )rove the competitive 1)osition of U.S. coal.
The Japanese steel industry depends upon overseas supplies for

90 percent of its iron ore and 65 percent of its coking coal needs.
In 1966, Japan imported 45.9 million tons of iron ore. The following
table gives the percentage of iron ore imports from various countries:

Percent Percent
Chile.----------.-------.. 16.6 Africa-.------.-.-.---------- S. 0
Malaysia----- ...-..----------. 12.6 Australia...----------- 4. 5
(Goa ------_-------_ -- 12.1 Canada --------------------- 4. 0
Peru-. .--------------I...... 11.0 Brazil.--------------------- 3.7
India -------------- ------ 9.9 Philippinms ------ - 3.
United States------ . 8. 1 Others--------------------- 0

In 1966 Jalan imported 17 million tons of coal foralhe steel industry;
but the U.S. part of it had fallen to 40 percent from 80 percent of
total coal iml)orts in 1956. Australia, in 1966, contributed 44 percent
of all coal imports, thereby exceeding the United States, as shown in
tlie following table:

Percent lPfrcent
Australia ------------------ 44.2 Canada------- 4. 7
lIitedt States -- ...- ...3......39.5 China -----..- 3.1
7.S.S1 . . ...----------.---.- 7.9 -Poland --.------------------- .6
Steel scrapl imIl)orts were 3.5 million tons, 75 percent of which came

from' the United States. Pig iron imports were 2.9 million tons,
mostly from South Africa.

9.869604064

Table: [No Caption]


Table: [No Caption]
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U.S. EXPORTS OF BITUMINOUS COAL TO JAPAN (CONTRIBUTED BY
NATIONAL COAL ASSOCIATION, WASHINGTON, D.C.)

Shipments of U.S. bituminous coal to Japan in 1966 amounted to
.7.8 million net tons, compared with 7.5 million tons exported in the
previous year. All of this tonnage consisted of high-quality metallur-
gical coal, principally for use in the Japanese steel mills. The value
of 1966 coal exports to Japan was approximately $80 million, and
represents an important contribution to this country's balance of
payments. Long-term contracts were recently negotiated between
Japanese interests and U.S. coal suppliers involving about 70 million
tons, for delivery over periods up to 15 years. In a recent story carried
in the "Japan Economic Journal," it was stated:
The move on the part of the Japanese steel companies to buy a vast amount

of U.S. coal was ascribed to their desire to consolidate a stable supply source for
steel-making coal over a long period, as in the case of their purchases of iron ore,
along with signs of an international tightening of such coal.

All U.S. coal exports to Japan move through the port of Hampton
Roads, Va. In 1965 Congress approved a program to dredge the chan-
nels in Hampton Roads to 45 feet to accommodate the larger vessels
which are now being constructed by foreign nations, including Japan.
Thle project, estimated to cost $31.8 million, wiill enhance the position
of Hampton Roads as the world's largest port. complex in the export
of coal.
While the United States has remained the principal coal supplier

to Japan, Australia has been steadily increasing its coal shipments to
this nation and in 1966 will export more coal tonnage to the Japanese
steel industry than U.S. suppliers.
The situation in regard to Japanese coal imports from the U.S.S.R.,

Canada and Conmmulnist China is similar to that of Australia. Each
of these countries supplied larger quantities of Japan's imported coal
requirements in 1966 than in the preiolls year.The magnitude of the growth in Japan's imported coal requirements
for recent years is significant when compared with less than the 5
million tons requirement in 1959. It- is expected that 1966 Japanese
coal imports w1l establish an alltime annual high of al.proximately
19 million tons. The heavy demand for imported coal is attributed to
the progressive upward trend in requirements of the iron and steel
industry.

For the first time in history, Japan imported Polish coal in the
amount of 47,000 tons in August of last year. Indications point to a
continuation of Polish coal exports to Japan. Plans to improve the
port facilities at Gdansk are now being considered, and could result in
an even lower price for Polish coal. It has also been reported that
because of the recent shortage of coking coal in Japan, plans are being
considered by Japanese steelmakers to import West Gernan coal.





CHAPTER XV

ROLE OF SCRAP IN U.S. BALANCE OF TRADE

Since 1950, the United States has exported 12 to 30 times as much
scrap than it imports. Scrap exports to-foreign steelmakers, therefore,
constitute a substantial contribution to our favorable balance of trade.
Our best customer is Japan, which, in 1966; imported over 50 percent
of our total scrap exports. In chapter IV, the U.S. trade balance in
steel was adjusted for the trade in steelmaking raw materials, in-
cluding scrap.

Tonnage and value of U.S. scrap exports, 1967-66

Total exports Exrt
toYop

Year to

Millions Millions Millions
of todi of dollars of tool

19 ..............--. ...........................6. 8 172 .0
19 -....----------------- ---------..------.----82 198 24
1 4--....-...---------------------- --------------- -- 7.9 243 &9
19 -....--.----------..----------------------. 6 4 174 4.0
1960-....-------.------------2S.1. 6.1 149 2.
1981-.....------..-------.------- -------- 9.7 353 &3
19608 ......-....----------------....- 8.0 241 3.5
19w-...-----------------------.------------- -4.9 167 I.
198.. ...-------..-----.---.--.--- ------------ 2.9 96 .0
1967-..........----------- -------- 68 32 2.4

There are three sources of iron and steel scrap. First there is home
scrap; that is, whatever falls by the wayside between the raw steel
made, and before the finished steel mill products leave the steel mills.
This home scrap has fluctuated between 30 and 35 percent of raw
steel, the scrap ratio rising along with quality requirements. The
ratio will fall in the future as continuous casting grows in importance
to perhaps 20 to 25 percent. Home scrap never leaves the steel mill
and is fed into the steel furnace along with purchased scrap at stand-
ard rates of 30 percent in the BOF, 50 percent in the OH, and 99
percent in the electric furnace.
Purchased scrap is collected and prepared by the iron and scrap

industry from two sources; namely, prompt scrap and obsolete scrap.
Prompt scrap is the borings and cuttings left over when automobiles
or other final products are made. Obsolete scrap comes from auto-
mobile graveyards or demolished buildings.

Prior to the advent of the basic open hearth furnace in this country,
the principal steelmaking method (the bessemer) was a low scrap
iuser. Actually, scrap used in the bessemer was less than the amount
of home scrap produced by tihe steel industry in its own operations.
As more steel came into use, more obsolete scrap also became avail-
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Table: Tonnage and value of U.S. scrap exports, 1957-66
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able. This increase in the total scrap supply was one of the factors
which served to speed adoption of the basic open hearth..
Today's scrap processing industry stemmed originally from the

junk industry, and from the oldtime peddlers who made their living
by traveling about the country buying and selling goods. As demand
for iron and steel scrap grew, specialization increased, and until today
the iron and steel scrap processing industry has its own trade asso-
ciation, the Institute of Scrap Iron & Steel, Inc., Washington, D.C.,
with some 1,350 member companies.
From 1900 on, major growth in the steel industry was largely con-

fined to open hearth furnaces, with bessemer furnaces providing a
dwindling proportion of total production. Paralleling this increase, but
to a lesser degree, was the growth of electric furnaces.

During the period of the great depilession in the thirties, scrap
spllpl)lies became relatively scarce, even if demand fell likewise. 'More
and more obsolete scrap had b)eguin to come from conslnumer-type
l)ro(lucts, suchI as aultomliobiles and refrigerators, and sales of ('1nl-
stllner goods declined severely tnd the life of products in use was
extended(. Likewise, demolition preceding construction l)ro)jec(ts
declined.
Then c(amie World War II, with its heavy demands onl the steel

industry and therefore on the scral industry. )aage to the collection-
system of the scral) industry dulrilng the thirties had been so great.
thaLt (ollections coldd(not be speeded ui) fast enough to meet demands.
Had it not been for foreign markets in the late thirties, eveii fewer
firms in the scrap industry might have survived. As a result of the
depression, scrap drives were conducted at the start of World War II
and maintained until thle system had been geared up again to meet
demand.
As far as the reservoir of obsolete scrap was concerned during the

wartime period, it was drawn upon heavily. Again output of consumer
hard goods was cut back severely, and again the life of existing hard
goods was prolonged. In addition, much of the steel going into military
items; trucks, guns, tanks, jeeps, was shipped abroad and failed to
return to this country after the war, aside from the many ships sunk.
The exception to this was in 1947-49 when battlefield scrap was
brought back to meet severe scrap shortages which had originated
because of the facts cited above.
No sooner had scrap supply and demand begun to reach some

equilibrium than the United States found itself embroiled in the
Koreani conflict. Military production was superimposed upon existing
civilian demands, and again scrap drives were started until equilibrium
was achieved.
With the late fifties came the development of the BOF, which re-

quired about 70 percent hot metal (iron). New sources of high grade
iron ore and the upgrading of lean ores through beneficiation and
pelletizing helped to produce more metal with existing blast furnace
equipment.
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As the integrated steel industry turned more and more away from
scrap, supplies continued to increase and scrap prices fell from $64 a
ton in 1966 below the $30-level price. The scrap industry became
more selective in its buying, and improved its scrap production tech-
niques, and the quality of scrap through the use of the hydraulic
guillotine shear, and the automobile shredding machines.
During the years of falling scrap demand in the late fifties and the

early sixties, it was exports that helped maintain at least part of the
collection system. Despite this, census figures show that actual scrap
processing firms in operation declined from some 2,800 to 1,800 during
the last decade. With ample scrap supplies and prices low, the concern
of the steel industry is how to increase the amount of scrap used in
the BOF.
On the horizon is continuous casting with its higher yields of finished

steel mill products from raw steel and consequent reduction in home
scrap. Widespread adoption of this process willmean increased demand
for purchased scrap, but integrated steel companies will still retain
their flexibility in scrap use, because of the opportunity to increase
hot metal charges into the BOF and the oxygen-lanced open hearth
furnaces.

Iron and Steel Scrap Exports
The scrap industry has joined the steel industry, especially its

merchant pig iron section, in strongly opposing imports of low-priced
pigiron from Communist nations. Merchant pig iron producers sell
iron to steel producers which have no blast furnaces, or to foundries,
and include such large integrated steel companies as United States
Steel Corp. and Republic Steel Corp.
The steel industry has likewise asked the scrap industry to take a

stand against imports of steel, but the scrap industry cannot do this
without the risk of offending its foreign customers. This does not
apply to the steel industry's request that nontariff barriers against
U.S. exports of steel should be removed. Here the stand of the scrap
industry is quite consistent. Any increase in U.S. steel exports will
widen the market for domestic scrap and coincide with the scrap
industry's stand in favor of free world trade.
The scrap industry needs markets and finds exports a welcome

alternative for the domestic market, even if it may cost more to ship
the scrap to foreign countries, credit terms may be more difficult to ar-
range, and language may at times present problems. But being able to
export scrap has been essential to the scrap industry's sales in the face
of the absolute, or at least relative, decline in domestic demand of
scrap bought by the U.S. steel industry. The cause for this decline
is the rise of BOF production, which uses only some 30 percent scrap
and 70 percent hot metal (iron) rather than the traditional 50 percent
scrap used in the O.H.

In 1956 steel production was 115 million tons. Steel mill use of scrap
purchased on the outside totaled 29 million tons. In 1966 steel mill
output was 132 million tons, and scrap purchased on the outside was
stilf 29 million tols.
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Higher steel consumption creates more prompt scrap; that is, scrap
resulting from fabricating steel mill products into automobiles and
other final products. The increased supply is bound to depress scrap
prices, as shown in the chart 122.
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Incidentally, as foreign steel producers install BOF capacity to
replace open hearth capacity their demand for scrap will decline rel-
ative to their raw steel output. On the other hand, as in Europe, BOF
capacity replaces Thomas converters, which nevei used scrap, the
demand for scrap will rise. Once continuous casting is installed here
and abroad, home scrap in the steel mills will decline sharply and the
denland for purchased scrap (prompt and obsolete) will again rise.

Scrap export markets, while assisting the scrap industry to meet
the strains of reduced domestic demand,have at the same time assisted
the United States in its continuing fight to maintain a satisfactory
balance-of-payments position.
There are no significant tariff barriers to U.S. export of scrap.

Similarly, the United States does not impose any tariffs on the import.
of scrap, including scrap iron. It has also been mentioned that some
of the larger scrap dealers now own their own ships to export scrap
and, perhal)s, to Import foreign steelmill products as return freight.
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CHAPTER XVI
SPECIALTY STEELS (TOOL AND STAINLESS)

The development of new alloy steels and their production are
especially important to national defense. The often voiced argument
that specialty steels take more hours of labor to make than carbon
steel is correct, but it does not follow that they are therefore more
susceptible to competition from countries with low labor rates.
Actually, labor constitutes a smaller percentage of the total cost of
specialty steels than of carbon steels because they contain very high
cost allowing materials and they require very expensive equipment to
treat relatively small quantities. In other words, specialty steels are
material and capital intensive rather than labor intensive.

The following statement was prepared by AISI. \
Producers of tool and stainless steel make up an industry which is distinct from

the basic carbon steel industry. Specialty steel is high-alloy high-performance
material. It is made in smaller quantities, has a higher labor content and is less
susceptible to automated production than carbon steel.

Specialty steel has a unique importance to national defense and security because
of its superior chemical and physical properties. The research and development
activities of the specialty steel industry have made valuable contributions to
metallurgy for all phases of domestic industry.
As of the end of the year 1966 the specialty steel industry had lost 13.3 percent

of its domestic market to imports compared to approximately 11.8 percent for
basic carbon steel. This penetration of U.S. markets by foreign specialty steels
has increased steadily over the past ten years.
Japan is the source of almost half of all stainless steel imported into the

United States. Sweden and Austria together account for more than half of the
imported tool steel sold here.

1. DIFFERENCES BETWEEN SPECIALTY AND CARBON STEEL INDUSTRIES

Tool and stainless 'stel producers in the United States produce about one per-
cent of the total annual tonnage of the domestic steel industry. Until fairly recently
the specialty steel industry has therefore been regarded as a small segment of
the basic carbon steel industry. There is now a growing awareness, however, that
the specialty steel producers by the nature of their products and market compose
an industry which is distinct, although not apart, from the basic carbon steel
industry.
The specialty steel industry differs from the basic carbon steel industry because

of the sophistication of its products. Stainless steels are made highly resistant
to rust, corrosion, and heat by the addition of substantial amounts of chromium,
nickel, and occasionally other alloying elements such as molybdenum, titanium,
and columbium. Tool steels may contain tungsten, vanadium, molybdenum,
cobalt, and other elements for toughness and strength under high-tempernture
high-stress operations.

Specialty steels have chemical and physical properties which enable them to
do things that carbon steel cannot do. These properties, however, make specialty
steels more difficult and expensive to produce than carbon steel. For example,AISI type 302 stainless steel, a common stainless steel, contains approximately18 percent'chromium and 9 percent nickel, The chromium ina ton of this steel
costs $90 and the nickel costs $153. The alloy material alone in an ingot ton of
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type 302 stainless steel costs more than most carbon steel ingots sell for. Another
factor contributing to the differences between carbon and specialty steel is the
higher number of man hours per ton required to produce, finish, and ship the prod-
uct in this segment of the steel industry. Finishing operations alone in the specialty
steel industry require more man hours by a wide margin than in the basic carbon
industry. The number of man hours per ton in the specialty steel industry averages
6.5 times that in carbon steel, and reaches 10 to 20 times the carbon average in
some instances. These man hours cannot be eliminated by automation to the
extent possible in the basic carbon industry because of the specialized nature of
the product and the fact that stainless and tool steels are produced in much
smaller quantities than carbon steels.
The complex metallurgy of specialty steels increases research and development

costs, the chemical and physical properties of the product increase production
costs, and the sophisticated applications of these high performance steels increase
marketing costs. All these higher costs mean higher prices, averaging 7 times the
prices of comparable carbon steels. The U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics reported
the price of type 302 cold rolled stainless steel sheet in May 1967 at $1,074 per
ton compared to carbon steel cold rolled sheets at $142 per ton. Tool steels sell
anywhere from $1,000 to $7,000 per ton and higher, while carbon products com-
monly are offered anywhere from $120 to $200 per ton.

Specialty steel tends to be produced in small quantities on a custom basis.
Many specialty producers are small companies, entirely dependent on their pro-
duction of tool or stainless steel. -

2. IMPORTANCE OF SPECIALTY STEEL TO NATIONAL SECURITY AND DEFENSE

As an example of the crucial importance of the specialty steel industry to the
national defense effort, it should be noted that present requirements for steel as
set by BDSA and the Department of Defense under the Defense Production
Act of 1950 amounted to six percent of the production of the basic carbon steel
industry and fourteen percent of the production of the stainless steel industry.
A list of strategic products which are dependent upon specialty steels would

include missile and rocket frames and parts, airplane structures, atomic reactors,
jet engine turbine blades, ball bearings, oil refining equipment, drills, taps, reamers
and other cutting tools and dies. Not only is the Apollo spacecraft fashioned
from stainless steel but also is the anti-spike innersole in the combat boot now
being worn in Viet Nam. Aircraft parts such as drive shafts for the Army's
helicopters are made from stainless steel. The inner support members of other
aircraft are of a special ultra-high strength steel developed by the tool steel
industry7.Also,-the Atomic Energy Commission has awarded a contract for the
development of a "mobile military nuclear power plant" which must be made
completely of stainless steel and which is to be used as a source of power by
combat forces. The Supersonic Transport program as well as newer combat
aircraft are dependent on the ability of the specialty steel industry to exist and
supply both the materials of construction and the tools for fabrication.
The research and development capability of the specialty steel industry is vital

to the national defense and security. For example, this industry pioneered in
vacuum melting techniques for the production of nickel and cobalt alloys for
jet engine blades-which must operate and maintain their strength and toughness
at white heat, and for the manufacture of bearing and gear steels of utmost
reliability to permit the safe operation of helicopters, hydrofoils, and power
generating equipment.

This is only a small list of examples where the defense of the United States
is strategically dependent upon specialty steels. In addition to the direct strategic
importance of specialty steels to the national defense, mention should also be
made of the dependence of all industry upon specialty steels for dies, machinery,
precision tooling, and other in-house applications. Twentieth century industry
relies upon specialty steels for their high performance under stress and close
tolerances to do jobs which other steels or materials cannot. The Department of
Defense thinks \u terms of "material systems." The properties demanded of
materials used in missiles and rockets, for example, are such that only a tailor-made
steel or vacuum melting specialty materials can satisfy requirements.
The research and development costs borne by the specialty steel industry are

high. These costs are incurred with the expectation that new products mean
new growth and new methods mean new economies. Underwriting these costs
are the routine sales of staple specialty steel products. As explained more fully



STEEL IMPORT STUDY 233
in section 4 below imports of specialty steel have cut deeply into the U.S. mar-
ket for standard tool and stainless steels, and are increasing at a rate which
indicates that the growth potential of the domestic industry is being drained
off. Loss of growth potential cen only reduce the enthusiasm of the specialty
steel industry for continued expansion of this vital research and development
function.

3. CHANGING PATTERNS OF WORLD. TRADE IN SPECIALTY STEELS

World War II is the watershed between two distinct periods in world trade
in specialty steels. The prewar period witnessed the birth and full development
of the specialty steel industry-one of the many new industries created in the
twentieth century. During this period, the production of specialty steels was
confined to the industrialized nations. The United States was the largest pro-
ducer of specialty steels in the world, in addition to being the world's largest
supplier of these steels.
The postwar period, on the other hand, has brought some dramatic changes

to world trade in specialty steels. To begin with, more nations are becoming
specialty steel producers. This expansion is no longer confined to the industrialized
countries.
The principal objective of all foreign specialty steel producers is to move toward

greater self-sufficiency, striving for reduced dependence upon imports.
In many instances foreign specialty steel producing nations, because of limited

home markets, have increased their production capacity beyond home market
demand and look to the export market to absorb the excess tonnage. To encourage
exports, foreign specialty steel producers like other foreign manufacturers receive
extensive government assistance in terms of liberal credit, subsidies tax rebates,
and other incentives to expand their exports abroad, For example: A French
steel manufacturer which exports 25 percent of its annual production thereby
becomes eligible for special financial benefits. In H olland the government subsidizes
the importation of labor in order to increase productive capacity, a substantial
portion of which enters the world export market. The Austrian government owns
the Austrian steel industry outright. On the other hand the domestic markets of
these same foreign producers are protected by an elaborate network of tariff and
non-tariff trade barriers. As a result, competition in specialty steel in the world
market has resulted in a steadily decreasing world market share for the United
States.
Thus, the changing patterns in world trade in specialty steels have created two

serious problems for our industry-threat of severe injury from extensive imports
at home, and the proportional erosion of our markets abroad.

4. IMPORTS OF SPECIALTY STEELS

In 1966 stainless steel imports were 137,000 tons, compared with 80,000 tons
in 1964 and only 8,000 in 1959. The share of apparent domestic consumption
claimed by imports has jumped from 1 percent in 1959 to 13.5 percent in 1966.

This increase is dramatically illustrated by the recent history of imports of
stainless steel cold rolled sheet appearing in Chart 123, Imports of this staple
product have jumped from 8,000 tons in 1962 to 47,000 tons in 1966, with a
corresponding increase in market penetration from 6 to 20 percent.
Tool steel imports have increased rapidly during the past three years from

3,600 tons in 1962 to 17,600 tons in 1966, Foreign tool steels now claim 12.8
percent of apparent domestic consumption of these specialty products. Chart
124 shows this increase in imports of high speed tool steel bars, which rose from
748 tons in 1962 to 3,572 tons in 1966.

Meanwhile United States exports have not kept pace. Our balance of trade in
specialty steel was favorable up to 1965 when exports exceeded imports by $13.3
million. In 1966, however, imports exceeded exports by $11.6 million, and the
projections for 1967 are more pessimistic.

In the face of recent production cutbacks and the import growth trend it ap-
pears certain that both the share of the domestic market occupied by imports
and our unfavorable trade balance will increase in 1967.
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Foreign specialty steels are of no better quality than domestic products, and
foreign suppliers cannot provide the same customer service that the domestic mills
offer. The principal factor that has made the United States market so vulnerable
to foreign steel is the substantially lower price offered by the foreign producer.
Several elements combine to permit this'lower price. For example, specialty steel
imports tend to be concentrated in the less sophisticated, standard sizes and
grades. This permits a foreign producer to realize substantial volume economies 1
in its production for export. This same concentration simplifies the distribution of
imported steel in the United States, permitting additional economies in marketing
operations. As a matter of fact, distribution of imported steel mill products is
usually entirely handled for the foreign producer by a jobber or service center in
the United States.
The principal price factor, however, is the wide differential in labor content

between foreign and domestic specialty steels.
The average hourly wage of an American steelworker is $4.63 including fringe

benefits. The earnings of his Japanese counterpart are less than one-quarter of
that amount. The best information available to the American Iron and Steel
Institute indicates that it takes 97 man hours to produce a ton of cold rolled
stainless steel sheet. This means that the Japanese steelmaker starts out with a
labor cost advantage alone of over $336.60 per ton on this product. An analysis of
43 recent shipments of cold rolled stainless steel sheet into the United States
shows the median difference between the landed duty-paid price of the imported
material and the price of identical domestic material delivered at the same spot
was $213 per ton, or 21 percent of the United States selling price. This is by no
means an unusual price differential between imported and domestic specialty steel
products. Stainless steel producers have reduced prices on many items during the
past 6 years as shown in Table IV. Each reduction, however, has been followed
promptly by a corresponding reduction in the price of the imported product.

This price differential has enabled imported specialty steel to penetrate United
States markets at an ever-increasing rate. From 1962 to 1966, during an unprece-
dented expansion of the United States economy, shipments of stainless steel mill
products increased at an average rate of 10 percent per year. During that same
period imports of stainless steel increased an average of 51 percent per year.
This wide discrepancy indicates that imported specialty steel mill products are
eating into the growth potential of the domestic industry. During periods of eco-.
nomic expansion imported steels established themselves in the bread-and-butter
specialty products, and when the boom slows they cannot be driven out. During
the first five months of 1967 shipments of tool and stainless steel lagged behind
1966 by 5 percent, yet imports of specialty steel increased 38 percent over the
comparable 1966 period.
The rate of increase of imports of foreign specialty steel presents a problem of

national significance which transcends the immediate difficulties of the domestic
tool and stainless steel producers. The strategic importance of the domestic
specialty steel industry has been discussed earlier in this chapter. A healthy,
growing industry can expand with the economy, maintaining its special technical
skills, its reservoir of highly trained labor, and its research and development
capability. The health of our specialty steel industry depends uron its markets
for standard products: the stainless steel sheet, and the high speed tool steel bars.
These markets are being seriously penetrated by increasing imports of steel from
Europe and Japan. As its present markets are invaded, the industry's growth
potential declines, producing a directly proportional decline in its ability to
maintain and expand its labor skills, technical abilities and research capacity.
These are assets which cannot be stockpiled, nor can they swiftly be built up in
time of need. As they atrophy in the domestic industry, we must become more
and more dependent, not only upon imported techniques, skills, and metallurgy.
As emphasized elsewhere in this study, such a situation cannot be tolerated in
an industry of such overriding strategic importance.

5. STATISTICS

Tables 0-I through 0-7 relate to stainless steel. Table 0-1 and 0-2 show
stainless steel imports for the years 1962-1966 broken down by mill products.
Flat rolled products make up the greatest tonnage of these imports, followed by
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semi-finished shapes and wire rod. In market penetration wire rods are well in
front with imports claiming 46.5 percent of apparent domestic consumption in
1966. Cold rolled sheet shows a 20.6 percent penetration by imported product,
and round wire has lost 22 percent of the domestic market.

Table 0-3-and 0-4 show Japan to be the leading exporter of stainless steel to
the United States by a wide margin, accounting for nearly half of all foreign
stainless sold in this country.
Table 0-5 shows the values of imports by shape and form and by country of

origin to rank in essentially the same order as the volumes. Flat rolled products,
which exceed semi-finished shapes by a slim margin in volume, account for more
than twice the dollar value, however.

Table 0-7 shows stainless steel prices on selected grades from 1960 to 1967.
Tables 0-8, 0-9, and 0-10 show imports of tool steel. The bulk of these are in

bars which account for over 90 percent of all tool steel imports. Here Sweden and
Austria together provide over half the foreign tool steel sold in the United States
with Canada and Japan in third and fourth place.

Explanatory Note to Tables

The U.S. Bureau of the Census began to report imports of stainless and tool
steel products separately in July 1962. Before that date, specialty steel products
were reported together with other alloy steel products.

Schedule A commodity classifications were in effect through August 1963.
Beginning in July 1962, Schedule A was modified and separate classification
numbers were assigned to certain specialty steel products.

In September 1963, Schedule A was replaced by the new classification of the
Tariff Schedule of the United States Annotated. Not in all instances do the
TSUSA commodity numbers correspond exactly to those of Schedule A. The
TSUSA commodity numbers with the comparable Schedule A numbers are
shown below.

Stainless categories

Product TsSU8A Schedule A No.
No.

Ingots, bloo, bbillets, slabs, sheet bars and 608-18-20. Not shown separately for stainless steel.
die blocks.

Bars:
Hot rolled---....-...--- .......--- .--.-..6-8-62-10- 600-88-01.
Cold rolled .---..----........----------.- 608-52-50- 60088-11.

Wire rods-..----------.--..----- 608-76-20.- Not shown separately for stainless steel.
608-78-20- Do.

Plates and sheets, hot rolled .................. 60-85-10.- 60-76-01.
608-85-40--

Plates and sheets, cold rolled-----.---------- 608-8&-10. Not shown separately for stainless steel.
60-88-40.. Do.

Strip and flat wire..-.....-0...0-.........--1-60906-20. 609-51-01,
609-07-20-. 609-61-11.
609-08-20.. 60963-01.
609-30-20.. 009-53-11.
609-31-20.-
60-32-20--

Round wire-....--.---.--------..-.... 609-45-10. 809-43-01.
609-4-40--
609-76-20 -

Pipes and tubes ...........----------. 610-51-20-_ 60928-01.
610-52-20.-

9.869604064

Table: Stainless categories
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Tool steel categories

Product TSUSA Schedule A No.

Bars:
High-speed tool steel, hot rolled -.--.--.-- 608-52-20 6008-02.
High-speed tool steel, cold rolled - ... 608-52-60 600-88-12.
Tool steel, hot rolled .- ..-- - . 08-52-30 600-883.
Tool steel, cold rolled ..--...-.--.--..-- 606-52-70 600-88-13.
Other alloy steel, hot rolled-.....--....- 608-52-40 60.0-4.

600-88-05.
Other alloy steel, cold rolled2--------....-606-52-80 600-88-14.

600-88-15.
Plates and sheets:

High-speed tool steel ..---.-..-......-.. 608-85-20 606-76-02.
608-85-50 605-76-12.
808-#-20

608-88-50
Other alloy steel ..------.-........- .... 608-85-30 605-76-04.

608-85-0 605-7-05.
608-8-30 605-76-14.
608-68--0 605-76-15.

Round wire:
Iligh-speed tool steel-.....-........-.... 609-45-20 609-43-02.

609-45-50
Other alloy steel-.-----.....--.. 609-45-30 609-43-0.

609-45-60 609-43-05.
609-76-40 6-804.

609-81-04.

Source: Unless noted otherwise, all data are from the reports of the U.S. Bureau of the Census: "U.S.
Imports of Merchandise for Consumption by Country of Origin, 1922-66."

Stainless steel imports were not reported separately by the Census Bureau
before July 1962, and in some instances not until September 1963, but were
included in alloy steel imports of individual products. Except for the three product
groups-Ingots, Billets, Etc., Wire Rods, and Plates and Sheets, Cold Formed,
the estimates for the January-June 1962 period were made by determining the
proportion of stainless steel imports of each product of the total alloy steel im-
ports of that product during the second half of 1962 and by applying this propor-
tion to the reported total alloy steel imports of the same product during the first
half of 1962. All these estimates were carried out for each country individually.

Stainless steel imports of Ingots, Billets, Etc., and of Wire Rods were not re-
ported separately until September 1963. The procedure employed in estimating
these imports during 1962 and January-August 1963 was similar to that described
in the note above except that the proportion of stainless steel imports of total
alloy steel imports of each product was based on the data for the September-
December 1963 period.

Stainless steel imports of Plates and Sheets, Cold Formed were not reported
separately prior to September 1963 but were included under "Sheets and Plates
of Iron and Steel, Polished, Planished or Glanced"' nder Schedule A Number
6039700. Japan, France and Sweden appear to have accounted for 96-99 percent
of such imports during each year in the 1962-1965. period, with Japan being by
far the most important exporter of these products to the United States. Japanese
and Swedish official export statistics show exports of stainless steel plates and
shleot, to the United States during 1962 and 1963. These data were used in ar-
riving at import figures for stainless steel plates and sheets, cold formed, from
these two countries during 1962 and 1963. The procedure employed in using
these figures and in arriving at estimates of imports from other countries is
described below.

Japan
Japanese official statistics show exports of stainless steel plates and sheets,

hboh hol rolled and cold formed, to the United States at 11,211 short tons in 1962
and 20,507 short tons in 1963 (converted from metric tons). The U.S. Census
figures show imports of stainless steel plates and sheets, hot rolled, from Japan
of 2,098 short tons in the second half of 1962 and of 6,718 short tons during 1963. -

Imports of hot rolled stainless plates and sheets during the first half of 1962 were
estimated at 1,091 short tons (see note above). For the entire year 1962 such
imports therefore are estimated at 3,189 short tons. D)edlucting imports of hot
rolled stainless plates and sheets, based on the U.S. Census figures, from the

9.869604064

Table: Tool steel categories
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total imports of stainless sh(ets and plates, as reported by the Jal)anese official
statistics, the imports of cold formed stainless plates and sheets were estimated at
7,015 short tons in 1962 and at 13,78s9 short tolls il 1963.
Sweden
Swedish official statistics report, exports of cold formed stainless l)lttes and

sheets to the United States at. 68 short tons in 1962 and 323 short tons iln 193
(converted from metric tons). Thl estimate for the Jantary-August 1963 period
was made by deducting 11)09 short tons, as reported by the U.S. Census for the
Septeinber-)December 1963 period, from the total of 323 short tons, as reported
by the Swedish official statistics. In the absence of any reported imports frolln
Sweden of this product during 1962 (no imports from Sweden are given under
Schedule A Number 6039700), the distribution of the 1962 imports of cold formed
stainless steel plates and sheets, as reported by the Swedish official statistics,
between the first and the second halves of 1962 (which is immaterial for the
purposes of the final analysis) waks a;.slsmned to be il equal proportions.
Other countries
Of the other exporting countries, only France had significant, though relatively

smna', exports of cold formed stainless p)Iltes and sheets to the, United States in
1962 iind 1963. Exports from three other countries-Canada, United Kingdom
and West. Germany--were insignificant. In the absence of national statistics on
exports of stainless steel Iprodults from these countries during 1962 and 1963,
an approximation of imports of cold formed stainless plates and sheets from these
countries to the United Statc.h was nlmade by assuming that 90 percent of Schedule
A Number 6039700, as reported by the !.S. Census Bureau for each of the two
halves of 1962 and for the January-AugusKt 1963 period, represented imports of
stainless steel plates and sheets. This assumption was taken in accordance with
the views expressed by a U.S. Customs Official dealing with imports of these
products. (It may also be noted that the figure of 7,015 short tons of stainless
l)ates and sheets imported from Japan during 16o'), as reported by the Jap:aes(
official statistics, represented 92 percent of the Schedule A Number G039700 of
7,721 short tons for Japan in that year).
The value of most of stainless steel imports during the first half of 1962 was

estimated as in the case of quantities, by determining first the proportion that
the value of stainless steel imports of each product was of the value of total alloy
steel imports of that product during the second half of 1962 and then by apply-ing this proportion to the value of total alloy steel imports of the same product
during the first half of 1962. A similar procedure was used in estimating the value
of imports of stainless steel ingots, billets, etc. and wire rods during 1962 and the
January-August 1963 period, with the proportion used based on the September-
December 1963 period. This procedure was based on a supposition that the com-
position of products within each group, that is the proportion of each product
made of different alloys, did not change within the periods involved. In tile case
of value data, there is an additional underlying asstuml)tion that the price relation-
ships of the product made up of different alloys have not changed either. These
two assumptions are likely to be correct, within limits, when applied to large im-
ports from major countries of origin. In the case of small imports, usually from
the countries which are not major exporters of such l)roducts to the United States,
these two assumptions are likely to be less valid.

As an example of distortions which may be introduced into the value/quantity
relationships in the case of small imports, the following imports of stainless and
alloy steel strip and flat wire, not over 0.01" in thickness and 8' in width, from
Switzerland are cited below:

Period Schedule A Product IQuantity Valu i'.S.
No. (pounds) dollars)

Januntry-June 1962..-...-. 609-51-04 Alloy strip, et.e-.....---........... 354M 8.24
July-l)ecenit1er1962..... .00-51-01 Stainless ?te elstel rip,etc........---- . 19.
July-l)ecembr 1962...... 609-51-0) Alloy strip, etc ....... - 311.9t5Jinuary-Auugust 19630....6-51-01 Stainless steel strip, etc ...... ....143 3.334

9.869604064

Table: [No Caption]
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It may be noted that the average value of all stainless steel strip and flat wire
imported during 1962 and 1963 ranged from about $1,000 to $4,000 per short ton;
also that no imports similar to those cited above have been reported in the sub-
sequent periods.
The value of cold formed stainless steel plates and sheets imported during the

January-June 1962, July-December 1962 and January-August 1963 periods was
estimated by applying the unit values based on the imports from each country of
origin during the September-December 1963 period to the quantities imported
from these countries during the threeearlier periods. This was done on the assumlp
tion that the unit prices did not change significantly during the periods involved.
In the September-December 1963 period, of the exporting countries only Japan
exported a small quantity of cold formed plates to the United States, the bulk of
imports from Japan and all of the imports from other countries having been only
stainless steel sheets. The imports from Japan consisted of 29 short tons of stainless
steel plates and 8,959 short tons of stainless steel sheets. Since the imports of
stainless steel plates accounted only for 0.3 percent of the total, the unit values
used were in all instances those of stainless steel sheets. It may also be noted that
the imports of cold formed stainless steel plates from Japan and from other
countries (Canada, France and West Germany) during 1964 and 1965 were also
insignificant in relation to the imports of stainless steel sheets from these countries.



CHAPTER XVII

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST PROTECTION

On the basis of the facts developed throughout this study, the ques-
tion naturally arises as to whether or not the domestic steel industry,
now or in the future, may need assistance from the Government to
maintain itself as a healthy, viable, and-dynamic force in the economy.
This chapter summarizes the arguments for and against protection
of the domestic industry against imports.

Arguments for Protection

Under section 232 of the Trade Expansion Act of 1962 a formal
procedure has been established whereby upon application of an
interested party, or apon his own initiative, the Director of the Office
of Emergency Planning shall set in motion an investigation to deter-
mine the effects on the national security of imports. This procedure
was outlined in the following letter received from the Office of Emuer-
gency Planning.

EXaCUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,
OiFICE OF EMERGENCY PLANNING,

Washington, D.C., June 26, 1967.
Mr. ROBERT M. WEIDENHAMMER,
Senate Finance Committee, New Senate Offce Building,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. AVEIDENHAMMER: In compliance with your request communicated

on June 15, to a member of my staff, I am furnishing you herewith an outline
of the statutory criteria contained in section 232 of the Trade Expansion Act
of 1962 Public Law 87-794, and the procedural steps involved in initiating a
national security investigation.
In general, the section provides that upon the request of the head of any Gov-

ernment department or agency, upon an application of an interested party, or
upon his own motion, the Director of the Office of Emergency Planning shall
set in motion an investigation to determine the effects on the national security
of imports of any article.

In making such a determination, the Director is required to take into considera-
tion, without excluding other factors, the following:

1. Domestic production needed for projected national defense requirements.
2. The capacity of domestic industries to meet such requirements, including

existing and anticipated availabilities of human resources, products, raw ma-
terials, and other essential supplies and services.

3. The requirements of growth of such industries to assure capacity to meet
projected defense requirements.

4. The effect which the quantities, availability, character, and use of imported
goods have or will have on the capacity of such industries to meet national security
requirements,

5. The economic impact of imports under investigation on the domestic industry
and the resultant effect on our internal economy, in light of the close relation
between the economic welfare of the nation and the national security. In de-
termining whether such impact may impair the national security by weakening
our Nation's. economy, any substantial unemployment, decrease in revenues of
Government, loss of skills or investment, or other serious effects resulting from the
displacement of any domestic products by excessive imports shall be considered.

241
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Twenty-five copies of an application for an investigation shall be filed with the
Director, Office of Emergency Planning. The application shall describe how the
quantities or circumstances of imports of the particular article affect the national
security and shall contain, as a minimum, the following information:

1. Identification of the applicant on whose behalf the application is filed.
2. A precise description of the article.
3. Description of the domestic industry concerned, including pertinent in-

formation regarding companies comprising the industry and their plants, loca-
tions, capacity, and current output of the industry concerned with the article
in question.

4. Pertinent statistics of quantities and values of both imports and domestic
production.

5. Nature sources, and degree of competition created by imports of the article.
6. The effect, if any, of imports of the article upon restoration of domestic

production capacity in an emergency.
7. Employment of special production skills.
8. Extent to which investment and specialized productive capacity is or will

be adversely affected by imports.
9. Revenues of Federal, State, or local governments which are or may be

affected by the volume of imports of the article.
10. Defense or defense-supporting uses of the article, including data on pastand current defense contracts or subcontracts.
Confidential business data within the meaning of section 1905 of title 18 of

the United States Code will be accorded confidential treatment if so requested
and the information properly marked.
The investigation by the Director of the Office of Emergency Planning or

his designee shall be such as to enable him to arrive at a fully informed opinion
as to the effect on the national security of imports of the article in question.Upon-undertaking an investigation, the Director normally publishes a notice
to that effect in the Federal Register and invites all interested parties to submit
25 copies of any comment, opinion, or data relative to the investigation within
45 days after such notice. Rebuttal material submitted may-be filed within 75
days after the public notice, and the record completed within 90 days after the
notice. The material comprising record of the case except for confidential infor-
mation, is available for inspection at the Office of Emergency Planning in Wash-
ington, D.C.
The Director or his designee may request further data from other sources, or

hold public hearings to elicit further information.
The Director or his designee shall in the course of the investigation seek infor-

mation and advice from appropriate Government departments and agencies.
Upon completion of an investigation, a report on the case is made and pub

lished. Copies of the report become available to the public at the Office of Emer-
gency Planning.

If, as a result of the investigation, the Director is of the opinion that imports
of the article are not threatening the impairment of the national security, the
matter ends there. This, however, does not preclude the applicant from submitting
at some future date new information of material character and request the
Director to reopen the investigation.

If, on the other hand, the Director, as a result of the investigation is of the
opinion that the said article is being imported into the United States in such
quantities or under such circumstances as to threaten to impair the national
security, he shall promptly so advise the President.
The President, unless he determines that the imports of the article do not

threaten the national security, shall take such action, and for such time, as he
deems necessary to adjust the imports of the article so that such imports will
not so threaten to impair the national security.

It has not been considered the function or responsibility of the Director to
recommend or suggest to the President the type of action to be taken in the case
of an affirmative finding. Presumably, such action could take the form of a
total embargo on the importation of the article in question, an import quota
system, an increase in import duties, or a combination of any of these.

I trust that the information in this letter adequately answers your questions.
If not, please let us know.

Sincerely,
W. C. TRUPPNER,

Director, National Resource Analysis Center.
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The pertinent criteria of whether imports have .risen to an extent
that a danger to national security may exist, or may be approaching
are: unemployment, loss of skills or investment, and decrease in
revenues of government. The more an industry or some of its products
are essential to defense, the more vigilantly the Office of Emergency
Planning obviously has to appraise the threat to national welfare
and security in case such imports should, at some future date, suddenly
fail to supply such products.

In the case of steel mill product imports, the impact on employment,
loss of skills or investment, and loss of Government revenues recently
has been obscured by the high levels of domestic steel demand. In
certain product lines, however, such as wire rods, wire nails and staples,
imports exceeded 40 percent of domestic consumption, and in barbed
wire and in woven wire fence they approached a third.

Idled or Dismantled Facilities
The adverse effect of these high rates of imports in certain product

lines has resulted in the closing down of a number of facilities in which
these specific products had been produced. But the upward trend
since 1962 in total domestic demand for all steel products, whether
made by U.S. steel mills or imported, has for the period of 1962-66
obscured the impact of imports on unemployment of steel workers,
on steel industry sales and profits, and on<Government revenues.
More ominous has been the trend in the first 6 months of 1967 when
steel imports increased by 13 percent, while domestic shipments fell
7 percent, and profits of steel producers declined by 28 percent with
Government tax receipts falling in proportion.
The following is a list of facilities closed due to imports. In some

cases the equipment has been sold to steel producers abroad which
have lower labor costs, while the workers found employment either
in other departments of the mills or in other industries.

LIST OF FACILITIES CLOSED DUE TO IMPORTS

Jones & Laughlin: Barbed wire and woven wire fence (February
1965); nails (Alquippa, March 1966).
Armco: Barbed wire and fence (Houston, 1963).
Pittsburgh Steel: Merchant Trade Products Division (1959); re-

maining rod and wire operations, (Monessen, June 1936).
Colorado Fuel & Iron: Steelmaking facilities and hot mills for blooms,

billets and rods (Buffalo, N.Y., 1963).
United States Steel: Steelmaking and finishing facilities of Ionora

plant. In this case, however, imports were not the only reason for
closing the plant-others include shifting markets, high costs of the
mill, and air pollution (over a period of years 1961-64).

I Hearings on Imnact of Imnorts on American labor, September and October 19g6, and May 1967 before a
subcommittee of the House Committee on Education and Labor.

20-479 0-68-18
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Impact of Employment
During 1966 steel imports as a percent of the U.S. market were

11.9 percent. Among the "destructive effects" of these imports that
exceeded 10.8 million tons in 1966, are claimed to be the often-
mentioned loss of some 80,000 employment opportunities. The
80,000 "lost" employment opportunities may be calculated by
dividing the 10.75 million tons of 1966 imports by 0.70-approximate
yield of raw steel to finished steel-to arrive at the raw steel equivalent
of 16.2 million tons. To produce 16.2 million tons of raw steel, approxi-
mately 80,000 employees would have been required on the basis of
1965-66 data because 200 tons of raw steel were produced per em-
ployee during this period. But, the "lost" employment opportunities
do not mean to imply that layoffs have taken place in the industry.
The contrary has occurred during the 1963-66 period.
Employment has been remarkedly stable in the steel industry since

the 1955-63 interruption of the industry's long-term growth trend.
Between 1963 and 1966 total employment has actually increased
approximately 10.6 percent.
The 58-percent increase in steel output of 1966 over 1947, with

approximately the same number of employees, is a reflection of the
steel industry's continuing effort to reduce the cost per ton of steel
produced in order to increase productivity and to combat competition
from domestic substitutes and foreign producers of steel. Tons of raw
steel produced per employee has risen from 129.5 net tons per annum
in 1947 to 205.9 net tons by 1966, as shown in table M-l.
An analysis of steel industry accession rates and separation rates

indicates that employment has been more stable than in most manu-
facturing industries, even if it has not shown increasing job oppor-
tunities. The industry, of course, would have experienced some fur-
ther growth in employment and enjoyed greater utilization of existing
capacity if it were not for imports; Adding the 80,000 jobs discussed
above would have meant record employment in 1964-66 accompanied
by record tonnage output, sales, and earnings.

It appears that the domestic industry in 1966 had sufficient overall
capacity to meet domestic requirements, but it encountered difficulties
in locating the needed numbers of steelworkers for certain steel
centers like Chicago.

Steel imports did not increase appreciably until the 1962-63 periods
except during the 1959 shortage resulting from the record strike of that
year. Simultaneously, domestic demand for steel expanded, and the
upward shift in demand was stronger than increasing imports for the
1963-66 period which resulted in employment opportunities opening
up for more than 50,000 steelworkers. At the same time that imports
were increasing, thereby raising questions of the balance of payments,
domestic demand for steel responded to the expansion phase of the
business cycle with favorable consequences for employment.
A comparative analysis of accession and separation rates, table

P-l,1 of the U.S. steel industry and total manufacturing for the period
1.958 through 1966, and the first quarter of 1967 (estimated), indicates
that total manufacturing experienced a greater degree of employment

I See appendix for all tables prefaced by a letter.
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fluctuation than the steel industry. In each of the 9 years compared,
total manufacturing experienced a higher percentage than steel of
quits, new hires, total separations, and total accessions. Only in
layoffs, and it occurred but twice, in 1960 and 1962, in the period 1958
through 1966, did the steel industry exceed total manufacturing.
During the first recession year of this period, 1958, steel industry
layoffs were the same as total manufacturing at 2.6 per 100 employees.
The recession of 1960 caused steel layoffs to increase to 3.4 per 100
employees, while total manufacturing layoffs were at an annual
average rate of 2.4 per 100 employees. In 1962 the steel industry was

experiencing a recession of its own, its layoffs rising from 1.6 in 1961
to 2.8 per 100 employees, while total manufacturing was responding
to conditions of improved economic output with layoffs declining
from 2.2 to 2.0 per 100 employees.

Layoffs in the steel industry peaked in May 1962, then declined
steadily until after the passing of the strike threat and the beginning
of the inventory adjustment process in October 1965. Layoffs declined
after the inventory adjustment period throughout 1966 with the
annual average rate falling to 0.5, the best record on an annual average
basis since 1959.
A comparison of steel imports as a percentage of the U.S. market

to U.S. unemployment rates, steel industry layoffs and new hiring is
presented in table P-3.

Steel imports have increased from 2.8 percent of the U.S. market
in 1958 to 11.9 percent during 1966. However, during the same period
the U.S. unemployment rate dropped dramatically from 6.8 percent
of the work force m 1958 to 3.9 percent during 1966.
The average annual layoffs (1958-66) of steelworkers fluctuated

with the business cycle but as table P-3 indicates, the performance
was better in the latter part of the period, 1963-67, than the first
part. From 1958 to 1962 layoffs ranged from 0.4 to 3.4 per 100 workers,
but from 1963 to 1966 average annual layoffs ranged from 0.5 to 1.7
per 100 workers. This is strong evidence that unemployment in the
steel industry was quite low during this period. The demand for labor
experienced by the industry for the period 1963-66 is further evi-
denced by the improved new hiring rate, ranging from 0.7 per 100
workers in 1963 to 1.8 in 1966.
So far in 1967 increased imports together with a decline in domestic

demand for-steel have resulted in a softening of domestic production
and employment of steelworkers. Employment in the steel industry
in 1967 has declined as follows:
Thousands of workers as reported by BLS under Standard Industrial Classification

331
1966 December ------------------------------------------------- 640.1
1966 average --- ------------------------- .------------ ---------- 651.3
1967 January ----------------------------------------.------------ 639.6
1967 February -. ..-..-- .--------------- ..-- ..-.-------- --- ..-- .. 635.6
1967 March ----- ....------ .-------. ------------- .------- 636.6
1967 April------------..---.---------.-..--------------------- ..1--630.1
1967 May---------------------------------------------- 628.5
1967 June-----.-------------- --------------------- ---O4-------634 6
1967 July----------------------------------------------- 635. 3
1967 August-------.----------------------.-----------634. 8
1967 September----------------.----------------------- 634 8
Bouacz.-U.8. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistlcs. "Employnient and Earnings and

Monthly Report of the Labor Force," vol. 13, No. 11, May 1967, p. 139. SIC 331---last furnace and basic
steel products.

9.869604064

Table: Thousands of workers as reported by BLS under Standard Industrial Classification 331
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Impact on Profits and Government Revenues

In chapter VIII it has been shown that the steel industry in recent
years has ranked in relation to net profit as percent of net worth in a
tabulation of 41 leading manufacturing industries as follows:
Year: kRan

1966 ----------------- 39 out of 41.
19656---------------------------------. 37 out of 41.
1964--------------------------------------------- 35 out of 41.
1963---------------- ------------------------ 41 out of 41.

The net profits for the first 6 months of 1967, as mentioned above,
have declined by 28 percent. Corporate income taxes fall in proportion
to corporate profits.

Impact on Balance of Payments
The relationship of net steel imports and the U.S. balance of pay-

ments has been referred to by tie Chairman of the President's Council
of Economic Advisers, Gardner Ackley, on January 3, 1966, as follows:
The deterioration of our balance of payments due to steel over the last decade

is $1.3 billion, probably as large as our entire balance-of-payments deficit in 1965.
For a more detailed discussion of net steel imports and of the-balance

of payments, see chapter IV.

IMPACT ON NATIONAL WELFARE, SECURITY, AND DEFENSE

Regardless of steel's relative decline in competition with substitute
materials, especially plastics, it is still not only the basic material
of an industrial economy but also the basic material for national
defense.

If the United States would rely more and more on importing steel,
it would gamble with the national welfare and the national security
by assuming that these imports would always be available in the
future. We probably can afford to take this risk on Scotch whisky,
French cognac, German beer, and Japanese motorcycles, but we
cannot allow a basic industry like the steel industry to decay. Even
the most quoted of all economists, Adam Smith, inl advocating free
trade stated in his book "The Wealth of Nations": "As defense,
however, is of much more importance than opulence, the Act of
Navigation is perhaps the wisest of all commerce regulations of
England." He was referring to a law which assured the naval domi-
nance of the high seas by his country in terms of foreign trade in British
ships.
The Office of Emergency Planning is at this time not prepared to

commit itself to any specific percentage which imports of steel,
either overall or for specific products, would have to reach or al)proach
before it would make a finding that national security is endangered.
In lieu of silch finding by OEP, three arguments minimizing the
danger of steel shortages to national security must be considered.
The first such argument, namely, that modern war probably uses

fewer tons of steel than if a comparable dollar outlay were to be spent
for peaceful purposes is sound. So is the second argument, namely,that we now have excess steel capacity, and the third argument,

9.869604064

Table: [No Caption]
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that in an all-out war, we can severely restrict civilian uses of steel.
But, these three arguments miss this point: The pattern of defense
steel product requirements is distributed unevenly over the entire
steel product mix and it is those areas of high defense demand and
low product capacity that bottlenecks could be suicidal. The steel
industry's support of a war effort in year X is dependent on the basic
research for new products and new technologies for making new
special steels.

National defense has always been in the vanguard in creating new
demands for superior steel products. In World War II, welded tank
armor, helmet steels, and steel spring technology all resulted from
research efforts of the American steel industry.
At the present time, a number of new products has been introduced

to meet the ever-increasing demands of rthe military. Maraging
steels for high strength aircraft and missile requirements; dual hard-
ness armors for helicopters, river patrol boats, and armored vehicles;
high tensile strength plate for submarine hulls, and mortar-proof
revetments for aircraft shelters are just a few of the examples of steel
products designed to meet the specific requirements of the military
market.

Today, national defense requirements have created the initial need,
and now represent almost the entire market for vacuum melted steels.
Other specialty steels have particular importance to the security of
the United States, stemming from the unique capabilities and qualities
of these steels. Specialty, steels, because of their varied high alloy
content and unique properties, have myriad important applications.
Some can remain stable at high temperatures, some have extraordinary
toughness, particularly at low temperatures. These unique qualities
have made specialty steels an integral part of the defense program
of the United States.
A list of strategic products which are dependent upon specialty

steels include missile and rocket frames and parts, airplane structures,
atomic reactors, jet engines, turbine blades, ball bearings oil refining
equipment, and cutting tools and dies. Not only is the Apollo spacecraft
fashioned from stainless steel but is also the antispike innersole in the
combat boot now being worn in Vietnam.

This is only a small list of examples where the defense of the United
States is strategically dependent upon steels especially 'produced
for defense requirements. In addition to the direct strategic importance
of specialty steels to the national defense, mention should also be
made of the dependence of all industry upon specialty steels for dies,
machinery, precision tooling, and other in-house applications. Twenti-
eth century industry relies upon specialty steels for their high per-
formance under stress and close tolerances to do jobs which other
steels or materials cannot.

Most specialty and tool steels have suffered severe inroads from
foreign steel products. In hearings held before the Senate Finance
Committee on Senate Resolution 149, testimony indicated that-
more than 50 percent of certain strategic materials needed in Vietnam were im-
ported into the United States, and the importation of strategically important
stainless steels had increased approximately 15 times since 1959.
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Arguments Against Protection

The arguments against protection can be summarized as follows:
(1) The economic principle of comparative advantage;
(2) the national concern with our balance of payments and its

being imperiled by inflationary tendencies in the U.S. economy;
(3) the political need for the United States to keep its allies, and

finally
(4) the importance of permitting steel merchants and fabricators

to have alternative sources of supply.
The Principle of Comparative Advantage

There can be no doubt that a world in which goods would be made
only in countries where costs are the lowest and exchanged for goods
for which other countries enjoy cost advantages would be the best
of all possible worlds. Such an arrangement presupposes the existence
of pure competition, including absolute certainty that the supply of
such imports is assured under all possible future conditions. History
hardly warrants a belief in such an ideal and permanent state of
affairs, and national security, in the framework discussed above, may
force certain limitations on this ideal. Obviously, a balance has to be
found between cost advantages favoring imports and the national
security.

The Anti-Inflation Argument (Balance of Payments)
The Council of Economic Advisers has analyzed the relationship

\of steel price trends in the 1950's to the general price level:
The behavior of steel prices in recent years is in marked contrast to their

steady rise in the 1950's when steel played a central role in the inflation of indus-
trial prices which did so much to weaken our competitive position abroad. Rapidly
rising labor and material costs contributed to the steel price increases of the 1950's.

Steel remains by far the most important industrial material, three times as
large in industrial production as all other metals combined. It is an important
material input, accounting for more than 5 percent of the inputs in 20 of the 52
manufacturing industries; including, for example, 8.5 percent in automobiles,
nine-fifteenths percent in machinery industries, and 44 percent in metal contain-
ers. 'Tbe output of steel has fallen in relation to the economy's industrial output,
but because of the increased price of steel, its value-weight in the wholesale
price index has fallen only slightly from 5.2 to 4.8 percent since 1947.

Apart from its arithmetic weight in the wholesale price index, the price of
steel has a strategic significance for the price-cost behavior of American indus-
try. Because steel is America's number one industrial, its price is viewed as a
key indicator or barometer. When the price of this basic input is raised, hun-
dreds of other prices are re-examined. Few other cost changes are as likely to
lead to price changes: a rise in basic wage rates in excess of productivity gains,
and' a rise in the price of steel are the two cost changes most likely to upset the
general stability of industrial prices.

Imported steel products began to penetrate the U.S. market significantly in
1959 as a result of the 116-day strike * * *. New channels had been established
and many steel consumers had discovered that they could use the cheaper foreign
product.

' Report of the President on steel prices by the Council of Economic Advisers, 1965.2 The CEA refers here and in the next sentence to steel In terms of dollar costs; In terms of tonnage the
role of steel is, of course, much higher: Steel in terms of weight Is over 95 percent of all materials used in
industrial production and over 90 percent of an automobile.
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Most of the loss of U.S. exports of the 1950's was concentrated in durable

goods. It has been estimated that of the $1.2 billion loss of our exports in par-ticular markets between 1954-56 and 1961, $600 million was suffered in auto.
mobiles, $260 million in iron and steel, and $190 million in machinery * * *.
Increased costs of U.S.,products played a large role in these losses.

Five steel companies feel that discriminatory ocean shipping rate differentials
do not put them at a major disadvantage, either because they can deal effectively
on an individual basis with the shipper, or because the shipping rate problem is .a
minor part of the overall export problem. Two companies, however, do feel that
discriminatory freight rates place them at a competitive disadvantage.
These quotations from the CEA report have been selected to high-

light the CEA view of steel prices as a factor in both domestic price
trends and in the U.S. balance of trade.
To test the relationship between the degree of severity of import

competition for specific steel mill products and the trend of prices for
these specific products, an analysis was made giving May 1967 prices
with 1957-59 as a base (100). The results of this analysis are not con-
clusive. It is true that prices have actually declined to 90 percent of the
1957-59 base for wire nails, where imports in 1966 were 45.8 percent of
total domestic consumption, but they rose to 101.4 percent for wire
rods, where imports were 45.9 percent. Even the latter, of course,
compared to an average price increase of 105.7 percent.
The largest price increases were for tool steel bars (114.6 percent)

where imports were 16.2 percent, while reinforcing bars prices de-
creased to 95.7 percent with imports amounting to 17.1 percent.
The largest decline in prices was recorded for cold rolled stainless

sheets to 80.3 percent with imports reaching 18.6 percent, but hot
rolled carbon sheets with imports reaching 16.2 percent rose to
107.7 percent, or in excess of the average price increase of 105.7
percent.
On balance, while the results as mentioned above are not

conclusive, there seems to be some evidence that import pres-
sures have caused price declines or price increases smaller
than the average price increase of 105.7 percent.
bp to a certain annual rate of growth, and up to a certain percentage

of domestic steel output, the competition of imports and substitutes is
anti-inflationary and stimulates technological progress. But beyond
these points, outce competition slows down domestic output growth to less
than the increase of fixed costs per ton due to heavy investment in new
technology, or once such competition actually reduces domestic output,
imports begin to constitute a cost-push type of inflationary factor. The
steel industry would either have to increase prices or suffer financial
decay2
One of the anti-Government intervention arguments is based on

the belief that any pro-industry measures are bound to result in
higher prices for the products of the protected industry. The steel
industry might counter this argument by replying that it would use

t See table P-4.
· The steel industry's fixed costs, ~ro high and rising ra a result of depreciation of new Investment and

rising interest burden on debt. Any\reductlon of output due to competition from Imports is bound to Ln-
croase boost per ton produced. Increasing cost would be compensated for by raising prices, or would decrease
profits. The financing of new facilities will have to come primarily from retained profits, because debt is
already close to a safety limit and equity financing is precluded as steel stocks are selling at less than either
par or book value.
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the cash flow from protected earnings to install modern facilities and
thereby reduce its costs; that the domestic steel industry would
be able to improve its profits and cash flow because of an increase
in output if exports were rising or imports falling, rather than by
increasing prices; that if net imports were to increase further and
cause a decline in output the result would be a higher unit cost of pro-
duction and therefore either lower profits and cash flow or else the
need for a price increase.

Antiprotectionists might counter that it has been the spur of foreign
competition that has forced the domestic industry to increase its
efforts of cutting costs and of improving the quality of its products.
The industry would answer that it already has sufficient competition
from its own members and from substitutes and that any further
competition will only decrease the industry's ability to fight back
with research and investment in cost-cutting facilities.

The Political Goal of Keeping Alliances
Tn a world where Communist economies have greatly restricted free

international trade, and where U.S. foreign policy has been directed
toward making and keeping friends among allied and noncommitted
nations, a preference for freeing trade from tariff and nontariff barriers
is a prime objective. The recent success of the Kennedy round has
been considered a milestone toward this goal.

This study has indicated that Japan's steel industry is by far the
most puissant competitor of the U.S. steel industry. But Japan is
also, next to Canada, our best trading partner, with a balance of
trade until 1964 in our favor. Japan is also a political ally in a part
of the world where Red China constitutes a potential threat to both
our countries. Edwin 0. Reischauer, former U.S. Ambassador to
Japan, has stated:
Japan and the U.S. have a great identity of basic interests. We are both

trading countries, believing in as free an international trade as possible * * *.
Nothing helps the Japanese economy more than prosperity in the U.S., and vice
versa. If the Japanese economy prospers, then it becomes a larger market for Amer-
ican goods. As we both prosper, we benefit each other; it has been proven time and
again.
Matters of foreign policy may be considered by our State Depart-

ment to be of overriding importance, but a question of priorities
arises: To what extent can the United States afford to neglect
the health of one of its strategic industries in order to please
political allies? If a conflict arises between foreign policy goals
and the viability of the U.S. steel industry, where lies the
danger point?

Imports and Competition in the Domestic Market

The traditional view that the demand for steel is inelastic, i.e., that
a decrease in price will not increase effective demand sufficiently to
raise total revenue or that an increase in price will result in grater
total revenue in proportion to the price increase, no longer holds true
for the long run. Since the mid-1950!s the U.S. steel industry is com-
peting in its domestic market with both foreign steel. and substitute
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materials, especially plastics and aluminum. Any price increase carries
with it a risk of less than proportional increase in revenue because of
the danger of increased competition from imports and/or substitutes.

Steel Service Centers and Dual Distribution
There are two groups of businessmen who have traditionally com-

plained of the adverse effects on them of the steel industry's so-called
"dual distribution" system. The independent warehouses or jobbers,
now called service centers, compete with the wholly owned subsidiaries
of the steel mills. In times of shortages the independent service centers
can be denied supplies, while the centers owned by the mills receive
regular shipments. The other group is the independent fabricators who
have complained at times that the steel mills charge their wholly
owned fabricators less than they charge their independent customer-
competitors for steel of like quality.1 Prof. W. Adams 2 has classified
the techniques of abuse of market power into three methods, namely:

(1) Raising prices for steel without a corresponding change in the
finished-product price (simple squeeze);

(2) Reducing the finished-product price without a corresponding
change in steel (simple squeeze);

(3) Raising the price of steel and simultaneously reducing the price
of the finished product (double squeeze).

Denial of supplies can be practiced only in times of shortages, but
the price squeeze can be applied as long as price leadership is followed
by all steel producers.
The trend of steel distribution through service centers and oil and

gas supply houses accounted for 20.1 percent of all steel shipments in
1956 as against 17.7 percent in 1965, but no breakdown is available
as to what percentage of such shipments was by independents or by
steel mill subsidiaries. It is most likely, however, that the ready
availability of foreign steel, especially so-called shelf items, has been
welcomed by many of the independent service centers.

Regarding the annual meeting of the Steel Service Center Institute
(SSCI) in San Francisco, the American Metal Market reported (May
8, 1967) that those members interviewed "sought anonymity and
were scathingly indictful of the steel producers."

I think they still suffer from a seller's market mentality,
scoffed one SSCI member.
The sales managers, in particular, don't understand how to compete with
imports-fairly or otherwise.
They cited a number of possible things the mills might do to keep service

centers and others from buying imported steel. Among them-
Laying down metal on consignment;
Offering extended terms of payment;
Widespread adoption of Wheeling Steel's price at time of order concept;
Better packaging;
Better scheduling;
Annual contracts at a firm price where the buyer would commit himself to an

absolute minimum tonnage.

8Statement of Senator Ruswll B. Long, Democrat of Louistana, on dual distribution, hearings before
the Subcommittee on Anttrust and Monopoly of the Commlttee on the Judiciary, U.S. Senate, 89th Cong.,1st sea,, pt. 1, Sept. 1, 16, and 17, 19, pp. 10-14.

8ttement of Dr. Walter Adams, profesor of eoonomkl, Michigan State University, East LnslnR,
Mich., on dual distribution In the steel Industry, hearin, Subcommittee No. 4, Select Committee on
Small Busine, house of Representatlve, 88th Cong., 1st sM,, vol. 2, May 22, 28, 28, June 7 and 3, 190,
9p. 435 and 436.
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An attempt was made to obtain opinions from buyers of foreign
steel products as to their position on the question of protection for the
domestic steel industry. Geerally, the firms contacted did not wish
to be quoted as to their position. An exception was made by the
Independent Wire Drawers Association, which supplied an analysis of
answers to a questionnaire it sent to its members. In the appendix to
this chapter there is a letter from the general counsel of this association
together with the analysis. There is also a reply to this analysis
furnished, by a major U.S. steel producer.
Summary
The arguments against Government intervention to provide pro-

tection for the domestic industry are persuasive in the abstract. The
goals of keeping political alliances, maintaining price stability, and
pursuing a consistent trade policy that upholds the principle of com-
parative advantage are all worthwhile and important. The real ques-
tion is however, at what point can a nation afford to allow one of its
vital industries to undergo a serious decay because of imports? Perhaps
the United States could afford to import 10 percent of its domestic
consumption of steel. But would it be in the national interest to
import 15, 20, 30, or even 50 percent? It is the trend which must be
of concern, and a judicious decision will have to be made at some
point as to how much the Nation can depend on imports of steel to
meet domestic civilian and defense needs.

I For Imports as a percentage of U.8. consumption and of U.S. shipments for the years 1967-66, and the
frst 8 months of 1967 (me table P-b); for Imports of specific steelmll products as a perontage of U.8. co-
sumption (see table D-4).
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APPENDIX A
TABLz A-l.--Steel production since 1900, world total and United States

[In millions of net tons)

Year . World United- Ratio Year World United Ratio
total States (percent) total 1 8tatesa percentt)

1900 ......... 31.17 11.41 37 194...---. 90.83 29.18 - 32
1901--..... 34. 23 15.09 44 15 ....---. 109.79 38.18 36
1902......... 38.06 16.7444 196 -.....-- 137.08 53.60 30
1903..---- 39.77 16.28 41 1967 -.------ 149. 53 56.64 8
1904 ......... 40.08 16.52 39 1938....----. 121.653 31.76 26
1906--......... 61.70 22.43 43 19......... 151.86 62.80 35
1908..--... 6. 46 26.21 46 1940 ...--..- 155.96 66.98 43
1907-...-- 68.39 26.17 45 1941 ....- .. 170.90 82.84 48
1908 ......... 45.64 15.71 4 1942 -....-.. 168.00 86.08 61
1909- -....-. 59.78 26.83 45 1943-......... 176.66 88.84 60
1910-..----. 66.12 29.23 44 1944 ...-- 108.92 89. 64 53
1911.. -...-. 66.72 26. 52 40 194... 129.67 79.70 61
1912--......... 80.21 35.00 44 194... 123.97 66.60 54-
1913...----- 84.12 35.06 42 1947-....- 149.88 84.89 67
1914 ........ 68. 60 26.33 40 1948-...--- 169.33 88.44 62
1916-..-..- 73.42 36.01 49 1949-..- ..- 172.C, 77.98 45
1916......86, 21 47.91 6 1960...-----. 207.13 96.84 47
1917......... 90.40 49.79 5 19561......... 232.16 105.20 45
1918--- .. .86. 03 49.01 68 1032 .....--.. 234.24 93.17 40
1919 ......... 64.41 38. 10 69 1963...---- 28.76 111.61 43
1920...... 79.99 46.18 68 1964 246.45 88.31 36
1921......... 49.87 21.64 43 1966-.---- 297.84 -117.04 39
1922......... 75.86 38.96 61 1966....--.. 312.96 116.22 37
1923......... 8.26 49.02 67 1967- --- 321.70 112.72 36
19 ......... 86.61 41.45 48 19- --- 298.88 86.26 29
192 ......... 99.74 49.70 50 190- 337.17 93.46 28
1926 .... ...- 10292 62.90 61 1960-..--- 381.68 99.28 26
1927......... 112.25 49.27 44 19613.....-390.06 98.01 25
1928 ........ 121. 12 56.62 47 1962....394.64 98.33 21
1929--......... 133.1 61.74 46 1963...---.. 422 24 109.26 26
1 01......... 101.82 44.69 43 1964 .....--. 479.03 127.08 27
1931......... 76.74 28.61 37 19 ........ 603. 08 131.46 26
1932...-. 6. 91 15.12 27 1966-....-... 519.81 134.07 26
19 ........ 74.98 25. 72 34

8Source: BI8F (1900-44]; AI8I 1946-66O .
t 8Soureo: A18I.
PreUmlinary.
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Table: Table A-1.--Steel production since 1900, world total and United States
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254 STEEL IMPORT STUDY

TABLZ A-2.-Raw steel production by major producing countries, selected years,
1910-66

[In thousands of net tons tnd peromt

Countries

United Stated ..-- ....
Canada-..--------------
Belium/Luxembourg....
Fran.c...-------.-.-.-
West Oermny -....------.
Italyr..--:.: .

United Kingdom..........
Japan-------------
Czechoslovakia..-...-------
Poland...-.-----.- -.-----
U.8.B.R........
Red China...--...----..--
Al other.... ...

Total world ....-.----

1910

Pro-
duo- Ratio
tlo

29,220
830

2, 800
3,763
14,436

806

^
7,134

('
3, 897

3.,22
66,113

.44

22

1

6
....

100

1920

Pro-
duo- Rt.tio
tion

47,185 b0
1,243 2
2,016 3
3,360 4
10,225 13

851 1
10,158 13

93a 1
1,075 1
1, 075 1

180 (8)
1,692 2

79,990 100

1930

Pro-
duo- Ratio
tion

44,501 44
1,131 1
6,194 6
10,416 10
14,392 14
1,926 2
8,210 8
2,566 a
2,027 2
1,366 1
6,462 7

2,22 2

101,612 100

1940

Pro-
duc- Ratio
tion

66,93 42
2,174 1
3,221 2
4,864 a
2, 732 15
2,487 1

14, 27 9
8288 5

2
1

13

6
100

2,606
1,600

20,130
661

9,628
160,901

1947

Pre-
duo-
tio

84,94
2,902
5,060
6,338
5,519
1,874

12,248
1,041
2, 20
1,731

17,060
655

8,615

149,856

Ratio

57
2

4
4
1

1

1

(I)
6

100

1950 1955 1960 1965 1966

Countries
Pr- PrPro- Pro- Pro-
due- Ratio due- Ratio -duc- Ratio duo- Ratio duc- Ratio
tlon tion tlon tion tlon

United States. ------..--- 98,836 47 117,036 39 99,282 26 131,402 26 134,072 26
Canada-..--...-..---. . - 3,384 2 4,529 2 5,790 2 10,028 2 10,003 2
Belglum/Luxembourg...--. 6,857 3 10,050 3 12,416 3 15.153 3 14,667 3
Franco. -..----. - 9,537 5 13,880 5 19,089 6 21,604 21,650 4
West Germany........... 7 008 9 7, 10 40,588 8 38,920 7
Italy---.----------------- 2, 583 1 5,947 2 9,071 2 13,980 3 16,017 3
United Kingdom ------ 18,240 9 22,165 7 27,222 7 30,247 27,233
Japan-...-........ . 5,332 3 10,370 3 24,404 7 45,372 9 52,657 10
zecshoslovaki ..... ........ 3,190 2 4932 2 7,460 2 9,480 2 9.983 2

Poland..--...-- 2,750 1 4,880 2 7,364 2 10,013 2 10,793 - 2
U.S.8.R -.--..... ...- 29,8O 14 49,902 17 71,71 19 100,328 20 106,422 21
Red China---------.. 750 () 307 1 20,337 - 13,228 3 13,700 3
All other-... ..- . 12, 442 6 23,834 8 39,606 10 61,600 12 4,756 12

Total world............ 207,134 10 27,840 100 81,582 100 503, 03 100 519,813 100

I Includes Saar and, until 1950, East Germany.
' Not available,
Negligible.

Source: AI8I, BISFi

_ .I

9.869604064

Table: Table A-2.--Raw steel production by major producing countries, selected years, 1910-66
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TABLE A-3.-Steel ingot production-Specific areas

In millions of net tons]

1966........... ..

1965.............
1964.............
1963............
1962............
1961 ..........--.
1960 ......-......
199..... ........
1968..............
1957 .............
1966 ..........
1965 ..........
1964 ............-
1963..............
1962..............
191 ...........
1960 .............
149..............
1948.............
1947...........
1946 .............

United
States

134.1
131.5
127.1
109.3
98.3
98.0
99.3
93.4
85.3
112.7
115.2
117.0
88.3
111.6
93.2
106.2
96.8
78.0
88.4
84.9
66.6

U.S.S.R.

106.4
100.3

3.7
88.4
84.1
78.0
72.0
66.1
60.4
56,1
53.6
419. 9
45.6
41.8
38.0
34.5
29.8
23.6
18.7
17.1
15.6

Japan

52.7
45.4
43.9
34.7
30.4
31.2
24.4
18.3
13.3
13.8
13.2
10.4
8.5
8.4
7.7
7.2
5.3
3.4
1.9
1.0
.6

Eastern
Europe

32.9
31.0
30.0
27.8
27.1
26.1
22.9
21.4
19.1
17.8
16.9
16.3
13.9
13.7
12.1
10.6
7.7
6.7
6.4
6.1
3.7

Italy

16.0
14.0
10.8
11.2
10.6
10.1
9.1
7.6
6.9
7.6
6.6
6.9
4.6
3.9
3.9
3.4
2.6
2.3
2.3
1.9
1.3

Canada

10.0
10.0
9.1
8.2
7.2
6.5

6.8b.9
4.3
5.0
6.3
4.6
3.2
4.1
3.7
3.6
3.4
3.2
3.2
2.9
2.8

Latin
America

10.0
,9.2
9.0
7.7
0.5
5.9
5.4
4.4
3.7
3.2
2.9
2.8
2.3
2.2
1.9
1.6
1.4
1.2
1.1
.9
.7

Source: AISI.

TABLE A-4.-World steel production-Major areas
[In millions of net tons)

United Western Eastern Japan Rest of the Total
States Europe Europe world

196 ............. 134.1 139.7 139.3 52.7 54.0 619.8
1960 ..-.-.----- 99.3 120.2 94.8 24.4 43.9 382.6
1950....---- . 96.8 67.7 37.5 6.3 9.8 207.1
1940.---..-- 67.0 53.6 25.5 8.3 6. 160.9
19o30...-......-- 45.6 43.9 10.4 2.6 2.3 104.8
19290...--------- 47.2 27.7 2.4 .9 1.8 80.0
1910 -....-----..- 29.2 32.1 3.9 (0) .8 66.0
1900------...-.--11.4 17.2 2.4 (-). .--.--. 31.0

s Not available.
Source: 1910-30, British Iron & Steel Federation; 1940-6, AISI.

TABLE A-5.-World raw steel production by major economic blocs, selected years,
1930-66

(In thousands of net tons]

Economic blocs 1930 1940 1947 1950 1955 1960 1966 1960

World 16........................ 101,12 16001 149,856 207,134 297,840 381,682 603,083 619,813
Red bloc............ ............ 10,271 272 22,509 38,606 0,148 116,865 145, 66 154,
Free world .......9..............91,237 134,62 127,347 168,628 228,692 265,717 367,117 366,263

United States................... 91 66,983 84,84 9836 117,03 9,282 131,42 134,072
Other free world........... 4 67,646 42453 71, 7 111,66 166, 436 225,6 231,191

Developed area ............ 4, 918 , 8 40,228 8,80 106,782 146,879 207, 47 212, 374
Less developed areas........ 728 1,678 2,225 2,966 4,874 19,656 17,708 18,817

Source: AISI, BISF.

__ I

9.869604064

Table: Table A-3.--Steel ingot production--Specific areas


Table: Table A-4.--World steel production--Major areas


Table: Table A-5.--World raw steel production by major economic blocs, selected years, 1930-66
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TABLE A-6.-Compilation of reports of world raw steel production, 19S3-66
[In thousands of net tons]

1930 1940 1 1946 1947 1948 i1949 I 1950 191 1952 1953 1964
I I I

t

l

North America:
United States-------------------------------
Csnada-----....----.....- --

44,591
1,131

Total-__... ..... -...... .. ------ 145,722
Latin America:

Argentina-....---..-------.---------------I
BraziL----------------------------------
Chile ----.-------------------------- ---I
Colombia-----------

Costa Rica .------------------------------

Cuba---------------------------------
El Salvador_...----.----------------------
Honduras- ----------------------------
Mexico _-- -- ------------------ -----
Per ----------------------------------
Puerto Rico-------------------- -----

Ecuador1 _---------------------------
Jamaica------------------------------
Uruguay_ .--------------------------
Venezuela-..--------------------------

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

Free Europe:
Belgium----.---.----------------/,---
Luxembourg -----...----------------------
France..-.-- ---- .------------ --------------
Saar ------------------------------
Western Germany-------.----.----.---------.
Italy ---...- --....--.---- -.-------------------

Netherlands------- -----------

Total ECSC -------------------------

Austria_---.---- - ------------
Denmark- - ..-------------------------
Ireland-_---.----------------------
Finland-----------------------------------
Greece---------------------------- ----

Norway--.= ------------------------

Portugal-....--- -------------------- .
Spain----...------------------------
Sweden----------------------------------

/ Switzerland------------------------

--22

;:'":----
12

--------------------

----------

66,963
2,174

69,157

79,702
2,803

82,505 1,

66,603
2,293
68,896

84,894
2,902

87, 796

88,435
3,159

91,594

77,978
3,186
81,164

96,836
3,384

100,220

105,200
3,567

108.767

93,168
3,659

96, 827

111,610
4,104

115,714
___t I

156

----------

----------

----------

----------

"""'2-'------ n 426 673 677
100 150 I 150

-i'...i'...-- -I-I.... .380.---i6
.---- -

-834
152

- - -

930
200

..........11

139
983
268

1,118
345

508
. - - -- -

. - - -- -

. ,--

,---- -

.---- -

88,312
3,158
91,470

205
1,263
354

500

_----

34 279 428 686 879 1,091 1,207 1,376 1,630 1,949 2,163 2,322

3,696 2,06 805 2,08 3,188 4,200 4,242 4,155 5,590 5,621 4,997 5,522
2,498 1135 291 1,426 1,881 2,823 2,507 ',702 3,391 3,273 2,914 3,075
10,416 4.864 1,822 4,859 6,338 7,984 10,6 9,537 10,842 11,954 10997 11,90
1,680 1,243 --317 780 1,922 1,936 2,092 2,890 3,105 2,952 3,086

12 7121 23,732 ,500 ,604 4,739 6,127 10,090 13,361 14,88 18,387 16,962 19,177
1,26 2,487 436 1,69 1,874 2,342 2,265 2,583 3,362 3,889 3,850 4,628
1-----7 ---- 146 213 370 470 58 609 754 945 1,020

32,928 35,7268 8,854 14,129 19,013 25,768 31,596 34,968 41,551 46,983 43,617 48,198.~~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~~1 1,3 1,1
526

34

67

840

901

1,280
I.---------

189
-------- -.

617
1,327

207

101

1,335
656

1,335

394
100

90

67

1581
1,311

713
150

123
78'

6014

1,270

1,044
152

----

6

"'-----I

1I793i 90 902
1,511 1,587

-
1,658

1,133
200

i46'

-ioi"

1,163
194

i82

108

1,858
----- -

1,412
198

162

i22-

1,901,960

1,818
219

193

133

1,210
2,048

165

'.3

M

M
V

0

1~
OD

i i----------I----------I I i I t I I

---- - --

r----------

9150150
------iii- I----------112

9.869604064

Table: Table A-6.--Compilation of reports of world raw steel production, 1930-66
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Iceland - .- ...........................---------
Turkley--------. ......-.- ....- ..- ............

United Kingdom---- ..... ............

Yugoslavia ..--............-..............
Total, excluding ECSC --..._-........._....
Total, Free Europe--..-----..- ...

Africa-
Algeria ------------------------
Angola_-----...-

Ghana------------------------------
Moroccoo.. -- ---_---.--__--------
NigeriL..- - _,---------------.
bodeaes--------------------------------

a... .------------------------..------------.Somalia,----------------------
Tunisia-------------------------
Ugand-a----------------- --------

Union of 8auth Africa _._.___._

Total, Afrca .-- ---- -_-------------
Middle East:

Egypt ---_----.----- ----------

Ira --------------- --------------

Iraq_--...---------_ _----_--_.
Lebanon _------------------------

r d . ----- ----- --- ---- ---- --- --- --- ---

Saudi Arabia------- ------------------

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

Far East:
Burma ------- ---------__..__ -_-_._.
Ceylon_....--------- ----

Taiwan...--.------.-- ---- -.---

Hong Korng----..-___.__.___--__ ---------_.
India_-------.....-------------- 694
Indonesia---__...-- ---..-- .--._-__
Japan-L_ - ---------------- I2....,565
Malaysia.-------....- ..........

Pakistan-------___-------- t--South Korea ....__---- --------- ..

Thailand ----------- ----
Vietnam. South--....-- --- ---

Total-------------------3.259 j

8...----,210
9 280

1-------. ..------ ... ifi:67 90 101
13, 243 14220 12,248

78 224 i 347

112
16,662

403

112
17,256

437

101
18,240

470

146
17,516

470
18,388

486

180
19,722

567

186
20,742

678
8,942 17,906 15, 65 16,900 15,239 20,115 21,392 2 2,27 2 3, 526 25,307 27,392_I. -- -I - .-~~~------
41,870 53,632 24,510 31.029 34,252 45,883 52, 9 57,664 63,823 70, 509 68,924 75,59

---------- ---------- -------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ------ ------------------------------------

:::::::::: ::::":-~l:-:::::::::::"::: i::-": ----------^ ^ -:::::-::::: ::::: ::::: :::::
---------- ---------- ----- ---- t---------- ---------- ---------- -------------------- ---------- ----------------------
----- -------------------------------------------------L----------------------------------------------

----- 1--- ------ 1---------- --------- ---------- ---------- 4 83
------------~------- --

------'---- ------I-------------- -- ----- ---------- ---'-----'--- ---------- -- -------- ----- ---------- ---------------------
---------------- ---------- ---------- -------- ---I-----""'-""I""'7 - - -- ----------------------------------,

_____5̂ 896 584 668 600 750 699 830 1,046 1,326 1,368 1,518

___
3

----------_----------_ --- ------ -- - - - - - ---------- ----------
1 6

---------- -------------------- - ------- -- - - - -- - - - -- - - - -- - - -- - - - - -- - - - -- - - - - -

---------- --------------------I------- - - -- - - - -- - - - - -- - -- - - - -- - -- - - - - -- - -- - - - -

---------- ----------------------------- - - - - - -- -- - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - --- - - - - - - --- - - -

---------- ---------- ------------------ --- - - -- -- -- -- - - - -- - - - - -- - -- - - - -- - - - -- - - - - -

---- ----'--- ---------- -------I--- ----- --I

- - -- - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - -- - - - - - -- - - - - - - -- - - ---------------------i

1,399
8,288

,426 1,373

..----- .-...--.-
1.177 608----

.--

- - -

1,346

1,041
.--

,--

- - -- -

9.6871 2,63 1.9811 2,387

1,237

1,916
.--

.--

.--

.--

.--

3,153

1,517
3, 352

.----

*-

*--

I--

I-'-------

1, 610

'5,332

---- ----

17

1,'680 1,"768
7,'167 7,687I-:-::::: -------.i--

i.i55I
-.

---------::----:-----

22I- 1,687
---'-S-I

12i

w

0
r

28

1,887
8.525

.1

4,86 6,942 8,847 _ 9. 482 10.150 10.452

S-eefototnotes at eld41 of ;tablh, . 2i1.

|_ t- .----------I----------:1------~-lIl- -__

_· . ..

_ _

-~--Ov
In



TABLE A-6.-Compilation of reports of world raw steel production, 1930-66-Continued
[tn-tbosands ,of net tons

Oceania:
Australia------------------------
Philippines -----------------

New Zealand _ ----------------

Total ---------

Total, free world-..--__- __------------

Red bloc, Europe:
Albania-__-_.___------------------
Bulgaria-- -----------------

Czechoslovakia---------..-- -----

East Germany --------------------

Hungary---- ---------------.

Poland-----------------
Rumania -----------------

U.S..R-----------------------------

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

Far East:
China ----------------..----------

North Kore --------------------------------
Vietnam, N rth--- -------

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

Total, Red bloc--------------------

Total, world ._ ---------

Number of s-tel-producing countries---------

847

1940 1 194

1,478 1,505

1946 1947

1,184 _1,373
---- - - - - -

1948

1,425
- -

....'-_-.

1949

1,309

l----------!

1950

1,596
I

1951

1,606
-- - -- --

1952 1953 1954

1,818 2,295 2,486

47 1,478 1,505 1,164 1,373 1,425 1,309 1,58 1,06 1,818 2,295 2,486
91,237 134,29 112,145 104294 127,347 143,896 142,236 168,628 185,718 181,951 200,6421 183.874::::---- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---:------ -:------- ---------- ---------- --------- I....--;--.......;-a-----14614 as
2,027 26068 1,045 1,843 2,520 3,157 2,756 3.190 3,651 4,168 4.873 499
() ()()) () (2)(2)) (2) (') 1,111 2,082 2,395 454
403 827 142 389 5 794 882 1,100 1,360 1,536 1,697 1,40

1,366 1,600 546 1,344 1,731 2,116 2,539 2,750 3,078 3,501 3,9 4,344
17 291 14 168 202 370 50 616 '720 708 791 0

6,462 20,130 14,800 15,620 17,050 18,700 23,600 29,800 34500 37,950 41,800 45,577
10,275 25,454 16,17 19,6 M 22,161 25,137 30,281 37,456 45,020 50,006 55,54 59, 472

--- 661 1,008 34 55 34 111 750 997 1,655 1,946 2,453
157 847 280 293 260 304 300 428 630 640 650

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

10,275

101,512
25

818 1,355 314 348 415 1,0501 1,425
:1;I I=

26,272 17,522

129,667
30

19,678
123,972

30

22,509

149,856
32

25,431
169,327

32

30,696 38,5061 46,445
172,932 207.134 232,163

32 32 33

2,285 2,586

52,291 58,120
234242 1 258,762

38 39

4
Mtv
PI

0

g
B

H

0~

.v
0-3

10
P<

3,103

62,575

246,449
40

North Amrica:
United States--------------------
Canada ----- ...--.-----.-

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

195 19586 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 19" 16
iminary

117, 036
4,529

115,216
5,306

112, 715
5,088

.85,255
4,345

9, 446
5,922

99,282
5,790

98,014
6,466

98,328
7,173

109,261
8,190

127,076
9,131

131,462
10,029

13, 072
10,008

121,56 10, 2 117, 768 89, 600 99,638 105,072 104,480 105,501 117.451 136, 207 141,491 14407:l,I5LEIl~

- I--------I r I 1 I I-------

I r r=



Latin America:
Argentina......................................
Brazil. ..........................................
Chile............................................
Colombia--............................ .......
Costa Rica......................................
Cuba...........................................
El Salvador---.------------------------------
Honduras.......................................
Mexico-------------..-----..---------.............-----..
Peru __...-_....-.--....-....-.............
Puerto Rico...-__.-......................-
Ecuador -...-.............................-..

Jamaica.........................................
Uruguay------............................Vaenezuela ......................................
Total-_......................................

Free Europe:
Belgium_-. .-.--........-....................
Luxembourg----........--........-.......... .
France -----.--------------------
Saar- .-... .....................................
Western Germany--............-.........-..
Italy-----..................---------------
Netherlands ----...---..........-------.-

Total, ECSC- ...............................
Austria ........................................
Denmark ...................................
Ireland-........................................
Finland..-.....................................
Greew-e......--------------------------
Norway ........................................
Portugal.......................................
Spain..........................................
Sweden.--------.--- ---

Switzerland.....................................
IoeandI-..-.................................Turkey.........................................
United Kingdom-...............................
Yugoslavia---------....---....................
Total, excluding ECSC.......................
Total. Free Europe.---........-.......----

See footnotes at end of table, p; 261.
/:

256
1,281
320
85

812
10

223
1,513
419
80

10'

g650

242
1,628
427
100

7----"'"'756'

10 I-------------- -210 20

260
1,760
390
133

1,088
30

2i
25

237
2,057
458
119

30

1,441
45
15

22
25

305
2,516
497
190

-----33

1i,697
55
15

;. .1862

487
2,693

431
212

1,854
83
15

10
78

710
2,816

582
173

1,887
79
35
10

156

986
3,131

575
245

2,223
84
35

395

1,394
3,413

253

50'

2,566
90
40

486

1,508
3,326

525
268

.50
3

2,706
102
35

15
689

1,395
3,814

586
181

50
4

102
35

15
713

2,789 2,915 3,198 3,731 4,449 5,378 5,883 6,477 7,731 8, 52 9,227 9,956

6,403 7,008 6,22 6,26 7,092 7,9 7,718 8,094 8,295 9,618 10, 9,28
3,647 3,807 3,814 3,68 4,038 4,497 4, 4,420 4,445 ,025 5,054 4,839
13,880 14,785 15,510 16,09 16,752 19,069 19,375 19,004 19,350 21806 21,04 21,500
3,480 3,711 3,812 3,835 3,983 4,167 4,355 26 3gO0 1,l0223,519 25,508 26,957 25,065 28,465 33,423 32,526 31,631 830 41,10 40,588 38,
5,947 6,502 7,466 6,898 7,454 9,071 10,059 10,45 11,196 10,795 13,90 15,017
1,073 1,161 1,304 1,581 1,841 2,141 2,172 2,301 2,582 2,930 3,467 3,625

57,968 62,476 65,786 63,798 69,625 80,287 80,739 80,172 80,68 91,334 94, 792 93,819
2009 2,286 2,760 2,62 2,768 3,486 3,420 3,273 3,251 3,521 3,52 3,53
261 264 288 281 322 349 356 405 396 437 454 448

15 25 25 139 44 44 45 45 4 22 22 30
206 217 230 221 274 301 328 365 35 392 40025
66 66 66 2 72 72 72 230 231 232 260
183 316 381 410 49 527 539 599 679 756 789

. ......................................... 75 250 245 276 301 289
1,336 1,367 1,482 1,716- 2,026 ,652,565 424 2,556 3,333 3,875 18

.2,342 2, 2,758 2,640 3,131 3,547 3,920 3,979 4,278 4,947 5,208 5,251183 188 258 268 276 303 327 351 35 380 383 450
....-.... 33 38 .-..-.--- .-.............-.- ........-..... ...... ....... .......-........__J__ 33 38-

217 223 203 190 251 309 335 282 400 446 641 915
22,165 23,138 24,303 21,914 22,609 27,222 24,736 22,950 25,223 29,378 30,247 27,23

888 974 1,153 1,231 1,432 1,590 1,689 1,758 1,750 1,852 1,950 2,040
29,871 31,765 33,945 31,608 33, 664 39,866 38,404 39,6 45,894 48,021 45,858
87,829 94,240 99,730 95,406 103,289 120,153 119,143 116865 120,384 137,228 142,813 139,677

Ia
-4
'0

9

,-

t'0D

----I------------



TABLE A-6.-Compilation of reports of world raw steel production, 1930-66-Continued
[In thousands otinet tons]

Africa:
Algeria--- ....----.---
Angola ---------___-___ ---------.

Ghana --_-___-__-_-__-----------_-----_-
Morocco --------------..........-----

Nigeria.------------------------
Rhodesia---_..------------------
8eneal...--------------------------
Somalia--- --------------.-

Tunisia- ........--.-------7-------Uganda------------------------ ..

Union of South Africa-..------------------

Total, Africa----------------------

Middle East:
Egypt --.---_--------------._------
Iran_.---------..
Iraq-_-------------__. ._
Lebanon -------------------

Lrael --------------------

Saudi Arabia------_...-------------
Total-------i---------_-----_--_-_-

Far East:
Burma[ -....-------_------------
Ceylon-- .---..-
Taiwan ----------------------------
Hong Kong.------..----------------
India _..... _-----------------_
Indonesia----------------------------------
Japan----------------------------- -

Malaysia -----------------

Pakistia----..----------------..
South Korea ---------------.-

Thailand__--......--------------._
Vietnam, South ------------------------

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

1955

40
---------

1,781

1956

17.
62

.-i-...,.7

1,787
1,787

1957

17

65

1,850
1,932

1958

17

1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965

_~Ii --l---- --i- - I * I I I II

17...... /__-
J .........

70 701
-

. 2,107

2,090

2,177

..18. 18
-- -- -~~~~~~~~~~~~

18
-

- - -

." .....'91. 906.

2,405

2,517

2, 725

2,833
.2,890
2,998

35

100
100

3,26022
3,260

35..--- i-5I 10

12
150

, _ _ _ _-

, _ _.--

3.426

3,633

35

30

12
125
25

40
20

3,624
3,911

1966 pre-
liminary

35

30
12
115
25
5
60
20

3.591

3,893

55 330 30 110 110 110 165 165 165 200 300 350

30 --- - .--03 35 34 50 22 22 22 322 22

.------------------- - ---------- ---- ---- - -------- -- ---------- ---------- ---------- 20 20 0 0

15 70 670 176 187 50 265 227 292 392 442

30 -------_-_-_- ------- 20 35 34 50 22 22 22 22 22

.--------------------_- - - 68 75 75 601,910 1,946 1,915 2,1033 2,725 3,623 4,517 5,885 6,587 6,653 7, 887,
10,370 13, 217 13, 827 13, 332 18, 330 24,404 31,160 30,364 34,724 43,870 45,372 52,657-----------------------------------"--"-"_ ""'------ - - """- ---""-"---- ---....-----4......

13 .10 15 15 17 17 13 15 15 13 13 13 13
10 ---- ---- 17 20 22 50 75 176 143 189 219
.7___ _ _ _ _ _ 10 10 10 1012,34 15,2415,827----2------ 2_---... .......--2......---..---- 0 10 10 10

12,345 15,248 15,827 15,4851 21.197 28,228 35.942 36.511 41,82 51.105 53074 60.704t _

r
t

0

I



Oceania:
Australia -.--- -------------.. -- .....-

Philippines-------.------..-.--...............--
New Zealand......................... ........
Total-------- ... ...........

Total, free world--.--...............-------...-
Red bloc, Europe:

Albania-... ..-- .-- .............................

Bulgaria.----- .--..----..-- .....L.
Czechoslovakia-.--. ---------- -.

East Germany ----

Hungary----------------------.---- ..- ..

Poland --:..-....-...........

Rumania .--.............
U.S.S.R-- . .. ......-

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

Far East:
China-- ...- .. ...........
North Korea. .---.- ..............

Vietnam, North--.---.-.------------ ..-.-i-
Total .............

Total, Red bloc..------..---...-I.........
Total, world........................................
Number of steel-producing countries.-------.....

2,313
15

2,916
40

3,413
50

3,540
50

3,796
50

- - -

4.127
55
r-.-----

4,339 14,650
75 100

------I-----------

5,119
100
.----

5,622
100
50

6,059
100
50

6,396
100
50

2,328 2,956 3,463 3,590 3,846 4,182 4,414 4,7560 5,219 5,772 6,209 654

228,692 237,738 241,998 210,095 234,502 265,717 272,945 273,367 96,122 343,189 357,117 366, 2

63 143 1655 232 254 279 36 460 494 523 648 75
4,982 5,373 5,683 6,061 6,764 7,460 7,761 8,420 8,375 9,23 9,48 9,98
2,765 3,421 3,634 3817 4,086 3,678 4,314 4,480 4,511 4,8 4288 4,453
1,796 1,568 1,515 1,790 1,937 2,078 2,315 2,572 2,617 2,06 778 2,90
4,880 5,515 5,834 6,206 6,790 7,364 ,973 8,469 8,823 9,445 10,013 10,79

843 857 950 1,027 1,564 1,991 2,345 2,702 2,981 3,347 3,77 4,00
49,902 53,568 56, 147 60,355 66,083 71, 971 77,990 84,112 88,434 93,691 100,328 106,422
65,181 70,442 73,918 79,488 87,478 94,821 103,062 111,215 116,235 123, 86 131,305 139,320

3,307 4,565 5,486 8,800 14,693 20,337 13,200 8,800 ,000 11,000 13,22 13,700
66 200 300 495 500 707 855 1,157 882 1,150 1 433 1,500

3,967 4,765 5,786 9,295 15,193 21,044 14,055 9,957 9,882 12,150 14,681 15,200
69,148 75,207 79,704 88,783 102, 671 115,865 117,117 121,172 126,117 135,838 145,966 14, 52

297,840
49

312,945
49

321,702
52

298,878
53

337,173
53

381,582
53

390,062
54

394,539
55

422,239
57

479,025 503, 093
'60 64

519,813

0

t3

I No current evidence of production or planned capacity. and foreign trade reports, such as American Iron and Steel Engineer, Iron and Steel
Included with West Germany. (London), Metal Bulletin (London), Japan Metal Bulletin, Far East Iron and 8teel

Source: The foregoing production data through 1964 were compiled from available Trade Reports (Japan) Far Eastern Economic Review (Hong Kong), Indian Prew
official sources augmented by American Iron & Steel Institute reports and by domestic Iron and Steel Trade Reports, etc.

--
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262 STEEL IMPORT STUDY

TABLE A-7.-Steel export--World total and United States, selected years, 191S-66
[In thousands of net tons of finished products]

1913........... ...........

1925............................
1929...........................
1936....................
1937 -...........------...--..
1938 ............................

1936-38 average.......-- ----.--
195 .......................
1951 ..........................

1952.......... .................
1954. ... .... .--.....-
1955 ..........................
1956 ...... ..... ............

1957 ......... ................1956. . . .. ..

19 ....--..-.-----.----.---..---1968......... ...................

1961........,,,,-.........
196 3.....- ...........-......
1962 ......................

1963 .....................
1964 ......................
1965...........................-
1966..-----------------------

Total
world
steel

exports

13,254
13, 92
19,735
12,774
15,923-
11,404
13,367
17, 49
20,495
20,366
20,367
22,359
28,793
30,347
33,918
32,149
35, 716
43,164
42,701
46,572
49,466
57,331
66,633
62,000

Intra-
ECSC
steel
trade

.....

2,042
2,.339

4,325
6,670
5,226
5,849
6,766
7, 678
10,611
10 777
11,436
12, 644
14,600
14,252

114,200

Intr-
Red bloc

steel
trade

1,013
1,381
1,566
1,755
1, 747
2,190
2,382
2,704
3,045
3,371
3,844
4,295
5,477
6,726
6,330
7,663

17,800

World,
exclud-

ing
intra-
ECSC,
Red-bloc
trade

........

14,617
17, 072
16,461
16,668
16,287
20,933
22,740
.26,365
23,348
24,767
28,709
27,629
29,659
31,195
36,401
43,818

140,000

United
States
steel

exports

2, 803
1,626
2, 492
1,184
2,711
1,673
1,856
2, 840
3, 236
4,001
3,082
2,800
4,079
4,323
6,312
2, 949
1,735
2, 88
1,999
2,004
2,161
3,438
2, 508
1,725

U.S.

World
total

21
12
13
9
17
15
14
16
16
20
16
13
14
14
16
9

7
6

4
4
6
4
3

ratio

World,
exclud-
ing

intra-
ECSC,
Red-bloc
- trade

.........

.......25

20
19
24
20
17
20
19
21.
13
7
10
7
7
7
9
6
4

I Estimate.
Source: Economic Commission for Europe (ECE).

TABLE A-8.-World steel exports
(Thousand net tons of products]

Economic blocs (exporting) 1929 193 - 1950 1955 1960 1906

World .................................... 19,735 12,774 7,469 28,793 43,164 65,633
Red bloc.................................. 879 649 1, 188 3 064 5,124 10,496
Free world .............................. 18,866 12,12 16,281 26,729 38,040 65,138

United States........................ 2,492 1,184 2,840 4,079 2, 88 2, 08
Other free world...................... 16,364 10,941 13,441 21,0 3,052 2,630

Developed areas....... .. 16,364 10,1 13,441 21,0 35,052 2,630
Less developed areas I

............ ....... ....................... ....... ....................

I ECE trade statistics contain no data on exports of less developed countries. On the basis of available
statistics, total exports by the less developed countries are estimated at about 1,000,000 tons In 1965.

Source: Economic Commission for Europe (ECE).

__ __

9.869604064

Table: Table A-7.--Steel exports--World total and United States, selected years, 1913-66


Table: Table A-8.--World steel exports


460406968.9



STEEL IMPORT STUDY 263
TABLE A-9.-World steel exports by exporting regions, selected years, 19*9-65

[In thousand net tons of productal

Regions exporting 1929 19 190 1966 1960 1966

United States .... ........... 2,492 1,184 2,840 4,079 8 2,20
Canada.......................30 193 236 842 919
Latin America .-................... ................1- -

Western Europe........................... 16,160 9, 36 12, 61 19,151 31, 121 40,496European Coal and Steel Community. 12,342 7,663 9,693 16,3 3 26,442 33,036
United Kingdom . ................ 3,22 1,877 2,6 2,820 3,418 4,328
Other Western Europe ............... 296 296 324 8 2,261 3,131

Eastern Europe................. . 879 1,188 3064 ,124 10,495U.S.R...................................... 71 712 1,926 3,312 5,497Other Eastern Europe .............. 879 678 476 1,139 1,812 4998
Africa and Middle East .................. .......... ......... . B164 107

South Africa........-............. ..........-...--- ..... ......-... 164 107
Other Africa and Middle E st ............s .... ... - ..........

Asia and Far East ........................ 174 914 4 2,063 2,926 11,109
Japan..- .................. 174 872 602 1,953 2,471 10,743China, North Korea, North Vietnam ............ ......... .........

India...-.................... . .................... ....

Australia ......4..... .... .....42 2 110 464 366
Other Asia and Far East ............................. . .........

World Total.. ......... 19,735 12, 775 17,469 28,793 43,164 65,633

Source: Economic Commission for Europe (ECE).

9.869604064

Table: Table A-9.--World steel exports by exporting regions, selected years, 1929-65
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TABz A-1O.-World steel export by major exporting countries, selected yeas, 1929-65
[Volume amounts In thousand net tons of products]

1929 196 60 1965 1960 6
Exporting countries

Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent PercentVolume world Volume world Volume world Volume world Volume world Volume world
total total total total total total

Austria---_._____------- 114 93 1 189 1 619 2 1,277 3 1,262 2Beltgum-Luxembourg--. 4,5 23 3,306 26 3,708 21 6,05 21 8,338 19 10,489 1Csechoeovlia _ 629 3 296 2 288 2 866 3 1,000 2 2254 5West Oemany. - 4,267 222870 22 ,926 11 2,849 9 8652 20 10,23 16France------.---------.___ 3,412 17 387 11 3,618 21 5,462 19 6.076 14 7,240 11Itawly--------- --------- 67 ) 134 1 399 1 1,229 3 68 4Japan..-- __-- 174 1 872 7 602 3 1,953 7 2,471 a 10743 16Netherlandsa-... 80 () 34 () 209 1 588 2 278 3 2099 3Poland_-----__-- 250 1 283 2 188 1 273 1 812 2 1.05 2Sweden.-----------_- _... 183 1 197 2 131 1 290 1 5891 1,06 2U.8.8.R --.- --- -------- 71 () 712 4 1,925 7 3,312 8 5,497 9United Kingdom 3, 522 18 1,877 15 2634 15 2,820 10 3418 8 4,328 7United tates.------------ 2,492 13 184 9 2,8 16 4,079 14 2 988 7 2,08 411other__. ....___30 2)23 2 291 2 58 2 1,724 4 3,917 6
Total world_..-_,--- 19,736 100 1o 17, 46 1 28,71 100 4314100 66 63 100

' Neiidbi Ipermcnta. Source: Economi Commllon or Europe (ECE)a

4
M

M
Lii

5
'.
wD

9.869604064

Table: Table A-10.--World steel exports by major exporting countries, selected years, 1929-65
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STEEL IMPORT STUDY 265

TABLE A-ll.-Steel import--World total and United States, selected years 1918-68

1913..............
1925... ..........

1 . ...............

1936 ............
1937 .............
1938 .............
193638 average...
1950---.......-
1951..........
192a.... ...------
195 - ...... --
1954 ...... ....

1955 .............

1956......---...
1957 ...........
1958.... .19659----------1956 .. ........

1961.... ......-192..-..-...---...1962..- ....---.

1964-......-----
1965.....-..--
1P66-.-- ..-----

Thousand net tons of finished products Percent of U.8.
absorption

I-I... -

Total
world
steel

Imports

13,254
13, 692
19,735
12,774
15,923
11,404
13, 367
17,469
20,496
20,366
20,367
22,359
28,793
30,347
33,918
32,149
36,716
43,164
42,701
46,672
49,466
67 331
65 633

1 62, 000

Intra-
EC8C
steel
trade

1,939
2,042
2, 339
3,054
4,325
5,670
6,225
6,849
6,766
7,678
10,611
10,777
11,436
12, 44
14,600

-14,262
114,200

Intra-Red-
bloc
steel
trade

.I,

1,013
1,381
1, 66
1,765
1,747
2,190
2,382
2,704
3,046
3,371
3,844
4,295
6,477
6,726
6,330
7,663

17,800

World,
excluding

intra-
ECSC

Red-bloc
trade

..........

14, 17
17,072
16, 461
16, 68
16,287
20,933
22,740
26,366
23,348
24,767
28,709
27,629
29, 69
31,196
36,401
43,818
40,000

U.8.
steel

imports

147
229
368
268
281
184
244

1,231
2,252
1,232
1,641

761
847

1,294
1,001
1, 66
3,902
2,741
2,832
3,836
4,933
6,119
10,262
10,763

World
total

1
2
2
*2-
2
2
2
7
11
6
8
3
3
4

11
6
7
8
10
11
16
17

1Estimat4.
Source: Economic Commission for Europe (ECE),

TABLE A-12.--World steel imports by major importing economic blocs, selected
years, 1929-65

(In thousand net tons of products]

Economic blocks 1929 1936 1960 1966 190 1966

World ......-.....------...-.. -............... . 19,735 12,774 17,409 28,793 43,164 66,63

Red bloc .........-.-...--............ .... ..... 1,232 1,328 1, 478 2, 83 7,026 9,774
Free world........---- -........ ---...- ..- 18, 503 11,446 1,991 26,21036,139 6, 89

United States....-.............. 36 268 1,231 847 2,741 10,282
Other free world-1.....-.....--..... ..... 18,13i 11,178 14,760 25,363 33,398 45,607

Developed areas ..................-..... . 12,16 6, 96 8, 823 16,084 22,915 32,661
Less developed areas ......6..........6,99 4,223 , 937 9,279 10,483 13,066

~ ~ ·,,,

Source: Economic Commission for Europe (EOE).

- World,
excluding

Intra-
trade

.. ............

....... ....

., 113
8
11
4
6
4
7
16
10
10
13
16
17
23
26

............

............

............

9.869604064

Table: Table A-11.--Steel imports--World total and United States, selected years 1913-66


Table: Table A-12.--World steel imports by major importing economic blocs, selected years, 1929-65
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TABLX A-13.-World steel imports by importing regions, elected years, 1929-65
[In thousand net tons of products]

Importing regions 1929 1936 1960 1955 1960 196-~~~~~~~~~,J ........I I..L1 .

United States.....-6..8.-.---........-- .-.-. 6 268 1,231 847 2,741 10,252
Canada.......-14..........1, 4 88 1,189 1,222 107 2,089
fLtin America-...-.....2,35 1,6522,364. 3, 2 3,333 3, 466
Western Europe....................................8,706 5,30 6,124 13,267 20,330 28,201

ECs8 .................8.........401 1,715 2,422 ,83 -12, 83 16,772
United Klngdom ............................... 2,580 119 29 1,72 1,3 71
Other Western Europe............ ............ 2,725 2,395 3,178 4,760 6, 382 10,714

Eastern Europe.....-............- .. - 769 700 781 1,798 6,122 8,89
U,.8..R........................... 340 284 153 179 1,400 1,36
Other EaternEurope-...---- . 429 416 628 1,619 4,722 7, 29

Africa and Middle East .... ...-...........- l,33P 1,361 2,42 3,024 3,744 5,457
South AfCoa............................... 356 50 348 202 942
Other Africa and Middle Et .. .................. 982 831 2,2,6 2676 3, 42 4, 51

Asia and Far Ena!t .......-..................... 4,302 2, 809 3,17 4,642 5,828 7,015
Japan... ...... 1,066 297 6 62 206 86
China, North Korea, and North Vietnam... 47 625 7 790 902 879
India . ..........- ................ 1,090 41 291 1,009 1, 306 987
Autralia........-.....-......... .. .91...4 772 729 689
Other Asia and Far Eat-... .. .................. 1,2961,21, 009 2, 8 4,374

Unallocated ................ .............. .. 487 291 177 831 29 258

World total ...................... ........ 19,735 12,774 17,409 28,79 43,164 6,6

Source: EoFnmic Commision for Europe (ECO).

9.869604064

Table: Table A-13.--World steel imports by importing regions, selected years, 1929-65
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STEEL IMPORT STUDY .267
TABLE A-14.-Steel trade interpenetration among major producing areas

[In thousands of net product tons]

lW0.19I I 9I 19"

Exports:
Japan to-

United Kingdom.......... .........

ECSC... .. ....................................

United States..-.....................
Total... ... . ..............

United Kingdom to-
Japan .....---........--..--........--................

EC ..--- ----..--........................ ' --

United States..-..........................
Total.. .... ..........................- ....

EC8C to-
Japan...:.............. .....................
United Kingdom............................
United States...........................
Total................................. .......

United States to-
Japan ............-.-...................-
United lingdom-.-................. .....
C SC............... .... ....

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

Grand total ....-..-..---.........

Imports:
Japan from-

United Kingdom ...............................

ECC ...... ............ ........

United States................-..........
Total ..... .- ....- ...............

United Kingdom from-
Japan ..... .... ........................

ECSC ................. ........................

United States.... .......-............

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

EC 0 brom-
Japan. ............ ........--..--.... ..
United Kingdom ............ .....
United States ....... .................-..---.
Total .... .....................

United States from-
Japan..............................-United Kingdom,......----..-.----.---.-----.
ECSC .................

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

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

(')
26.6

26.6

......iifiIlO.t
61,2

171.3

1.3
434.4
922.1

1,367.8

2.9
66.8
265.8

336.6

1,891.2

.,o...... .o
1.3
2.9

4.2

. ('40 434,4
86.8

38.8
6.3
40.7

86.8

.3
137.6
61.9

189.8

3.0
699.6
687.7

1,140.2

66.7
860.0
468.7

1,374.4
2,790.2

.3
8.0
66.7

9.0

38.8
069.8
860 0

1.8
p 1.3

480.8

483.9. 9

91.0
273.8
196.4

663.2

23.0
667.9

1,693.3

2,274.2

76.2
369.735, 7
360.8

796.7
4,118.0

91.0
23.0
76.2

190.2

1.8
567.9
369.7

601.2 1,488.3I 919.4
_==.- _ _ _

...... .ii.'110,1
266.8

376.9

26.6
61.2
922.1

1,009.9
1,891.2

6.3
137.6
468.7

012.6

40,7
61.9

637.7

630.3

2,790.2

1.3

ad0. 83.8
636.9

480.8
198.4

1,693.3
2, 3726

4,118.0

I Negligible.
Source: Economic Commisslon for Europe (EC E).

6.6
176.2

4,543.7
4,726.5

2.1
497,7
717.6

1,217.3

3.6
393.7

4,146.0
4.542.3

8.0
28.0
00,0
121.0

10,607.1

2.1
3.6
8.0

13.7

6.6
393.7
23.0

423.3

176,2
497.7
90.0

763.9

4,643.7
717.6

4,146.0

9,406.2
10,607.1

I1;1 I I--i -

I_ _

9.869604064

Table: Table A-14.--Steel trade interpenetration among major producing areas
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TABLE A-15.-Apparent steel consumption-World total and United States, selected
years, 191S-66

[In tbouaand net tons of raw steel]

191...... .. ...................................................

192 ..........................................,................
19 ..................... .................

1937..-..--......-------------------
198 -------------------------------- -----

1980.. .........
- -. ..........-

198...........................................---..
194......................................................-..-
19 .....................................---.......--

.....................................

196..-.- -- -------.....--------. ..197................. . ...... ....

...... .............. ............... ........................
1960...........................................................1960...........................................................
1961..-- --.--.--.

19 ...........................................................

1902.
... ........................1903..8--...... --.-.....-.-....-

19 ................... ......... .................. ....
19

..........................1966.---- .------- -- -----.-. ----- -

WoU.S.prtedtWorld totl united Stte of world
consumptlo

84,120
99,740
133, 10
187,080
149,680
121,60
18, 047
207,10
232,100
234, 240
25, 760
24,460
297,840
312,90
321,700
29, 880
387,170
81, 680
90, 000

384,640
422,240
479,00
503,080

t 619,810

31,474
47,814
M8,873
82,264
5,359
29,739
45120
9i6

103 871
89,432

109,664
86,844
112,67
111,181
106900
88880
96,876
98,940
99,134
100802
118,018

0,700
141, 914
140,260

37
48
44
38
24
38
46
48
38
42
35
83
30

25
20

2628
27
27
28
2a

IPrelmnry.
Source: EOE, AII, BIBF.

TABLE A-16.-World apparent steel consumption by major economic blocs, selected
years, '1929--6

[In thousands of net tons of raw steel]

Eoonomic blocs 1929 1930 1950 1956 1960 1905

World.. ol....13---..--1---- - 18,17,077 207,134 297,840 881,582 58, Ou

Red blood..--................. ... ..... 10, 23 23,048 38,87 68,498 118,43 144, 9
Free world....... .................. . 122,523 114,029 168,237 229,342 263161 85 090

United states .......... ............ 2,26 94, 04 112,674 9,948 141,916
Other free world....---.. 62,188 61,768 73,673,116,8 14,26 216,174

)Dveloped areas.-- .-- ..- . 53,289 54,751 62,572 99,207 130,494 180,840
Les-developed areas..-..-...--. . 8,899 7,012 11,001 17,401 33,700 63a

9.869604064

Table: Table A-15.--Apparent steel consumption--World total and United States, selected years, 1913-66


Table: Table A-16.--World apparent steel consumption by major economic blocs, selected years, 1929-65
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TABLz A-17.-Apparent steel consumption by regions, selected years, 19f9-26

[In thousands of net tons of raw steel

Regions 1929 1936 1950 1955 1960 19

United Sta te..-..- -.......---..- 60.336 2 ,26 94,864 112,672 98,948 141,916
a .......................... . . 3,437 1,652 4,670 ,0 6,053 11,606

Latin Americ ...-..- .........----- 3, 20 2,319 4,567 7, 33 9,878 13,906
Western Europe. ........... ..... 44,292 45,762 48,988 79,885 106, 86 126,211

E080 ....-... . ................ 2,78727 8,447 25,288 46,418 62,927 72, 83
United Kingdom . .......... . 9,26. 12,273 15,398 20,615 24,451 25, 69
Other Western Europe-................ , 979 , 032 8,302 12,852 18,206 28,011

Eastern Europe ....................... 9.99 21,819 36,906 3,472 96,169 129,146U.S.8.R...-.....-.. ........--.96----- 18, 296 29,045 47, 44 69, 390 94,751
Other Eatern Europe ................ 4,029 3, 23 7, 81 1,928 26, 779 4,394Afrca/Middle East-............ 1, 851 2,173 4,108 5,918 7,57 11, 26
Republic of South Africa-.......----- 25 1,052 1,361 2,211 2,457 4,752
Other Africa/Middle East............ 1,326 1,121 2,747 8,707 5,090 6,774

Asia/Far East ..- ....... .............. 9,913 11,096 18,281 22,570 57,411 6 707
Japan ................................ 3,2 4981 4,527 7,817 21, 345 0,98
China/North Korea/North Vietnam. 630 1,225 1,991 5,034 22,262 15,848
India .......... ............. 2122 1,5 2,008 272 ,38 8,
Australia .................. ... 1,102 1,100 2,722 ,207 4, 498 , 495
Other Asia/Far East ..... ............ 2,337 2,198 1,988 3,240 3920 7,042
World...............--............ 183,146 137,077 207,134 297,840 881, 82 , 083

I Unallocated imports are included in other Asia and Far East.
Source: ECE, AIBI, BI8F,

TABLx A-18.-Significant relationships by major economic blocs, selected years,
1937-66

[Cols, A, B, D, F, and Q in thousand net tons of raw steel]

Economic bloc

World ..... -.............

Red bloc..................

Free world ... ........

United States.............

Free world (excluding
United States)....----.

Developed areas (tree world
excluding United States)

Less developed areas"ree
world)..............

Yean

1937
1950
1967
1960
1966
1937
1950
1967
1960
1965
1937
1960
1967
1960
1966
1937
1960
1967
1960
1965

1937
1960
1967
1960
1966

1937
1950
1957
1960
1966

1937
1950
1967
1960
1966

(A)

Capac-Ct-ity

192.1
217.7
368. 4
446.9
56.2
27,7
40
80.6
116 6
146.5
16 4
177.7
282.8
330. 4
421. 7
78.1
99.4
123. 5
148.6
156. 5

86.3
78.3
149.3
181.8
265.2

84.2
74.2
142.2
167.0
240.9

2.1
4.1
7.1
14.8
24.3

(B)

Produc-
tion

149.
207, 1
321.7
381.6
503.1
26.2
38.6
79.7

115. 9
146.0
124.3
168.6
242.0
26 7
367.1
566.
98.8
112.7
99.3
131.6

87.7
71.8

129.3
166.4
22. 7

66.5
68.8
123.9
146.9
207.9

1.2
3.0
5.4

19.6
17.7

(0)

Operat
ing

percent
rate

(B+A)

78
96
89
88
89
91
96
99
99
99
76
96
86
80
86
72
97
91
67
84

78
92
87
92
86

79
93
87
88
86

67
73
76

72

(D)

Exports

21,6
23.6
46.8
58.3
88.6
1.1
1.6
&.1
6.9
14.2
20.4
22.0
40.7
61.4
74.4
3.7
3.8
7.2
4.0
3.4

16.7
18.1
33.6
47.3
71.1

16.7
18.1
33.6
47.3
71.1

(E)
Exports
percent
of pro-
duction
(D+B)

14
11
14
15
18
4
4
6
6
10
16
s13
17
19
21
7
4
6
4
3

25
26
26
28
32

26
26
27
32
34

(F)

Oon-
mump-
tion

149.6
207.1
321.7
381.6
%1

38.9
80.4
118.
145.0
123.6
1688.2
241.3
263.1
358.1
63.3
94.7
106.9
99.0
141.9

70.3
73.6
134.4
164.2
216.2

61.8
62.6
113.8
130.6
180.8

8.6
11.0
20.6
33.7
35.3

(a)

Imports

21,5
23.6
46.8
68.3
88.6
1.8
2.0
6.8
9.5
18.2
19.7
21.6
40.0
48.8
76.4
0.4
1.7
1.4
3.7
13,8

19.3
19.9
38.6
45.1
61.6

12.0
11.9
23,4
30.9
43.9

7.3
8.0
16.2
14.2
17.6

0H)
Imports
percent
of con-
sulmp.tion
(<+F)

14
11
14
15
18
7
6
7
8
9
16
13
17
19
21
1
2
1
4
10

27
27
29
27
28

19
19
21
24
24

88
73
74
42
50

Source: Eoonomlc Oommission for Europe, AISI, BISF.

9.869604064

Table: Table A-17.--Apparent steel consumption by regions, selected years, 1929-65
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TABLE A-19.-Significant relationships by regions, selected years, 1937-65
[Cols. A, B, D, F, and G in thousand net tons of raw steel]

Regions and years

Canada:
1937 ........
1960 ............

1957 ............
1960 ............

1966.............
Latin America:

1937.............
1960.............
1967............
1960............
1966.............

European Coal and
Steel Community:
1937.............
196750............
1967 ......

1965............
United Kingdom:

1937 ............
190.............
1967.............
1960.............
1966.............

Other Western
Europe:

1937 ..............
1960.............
1967............
1960 ..........
196............

U.S.8. R.:
1937............
1950.\ ...........

1957............
1960............
1956...........

Other Eastern
Europe:
1937...........
1950 ...........
1957.............
1960.............
196.............

Republic South
Africa:

1937 ............
190.............
1957 .............
1960.............
1965 .............

Other Africa and
Middle East:

1937 ............
1960............
1957.............
1960...-........
1966...........

Japan:
1937 .............
1960.............
1967.........
19e0..-..;...-...
1966 .. .....

China North Korea,North Vietnam:
1937 ............
1960 ...........

1957 ...........
Itwi.... ....

1906.........

Capacity

(A)

1.8
2.7
6.3
6.8
11,8

.3
1,8
4.1
6.6
12.3

44.4
37.0
74.3
84.3
110.8

16.3
19.3
26. 1
28.9
34.7

14.3
4.8
11.0
14.2
18.7

19,6
30.1
66.4
72.0
100.3

7.2
9.1
18.0
23.6
31.6

.4
1.0
2.0
2.6
3.6

.........'
.2

.6
1,1
1.a

7.7
19.9
26.9
66.1

1.0
.8

6.2
21.0
14.7

Prdc-Co

Produc-
tion

(B)

1.6
3.4
6.0
6.8

10.0

.1
1.4
3.2
5.4
9.2

40.0
36.0
66.8
80.3
94.8
14.5
18.2
24.3
27.2
30.2

2.4
4.,
9,6
12.6
17.8

19.b
29.8
66.1
72.0
100,3

6.1
7.7
17.8
22.9
31.0

.4

.8
1.9
2.4
3.6

.3

.7

6.4
6.3

13.8
24.4
46.4

.6
1.0
6.8

21.0
14.7

Operating
(percent)

rate
(B+A)
- (C)

89
....... .

79
- 86

93

33
77
78
83
76

90
95
89
96
86

94
97
94
87

17
94
87
89
96

100
99
99
100
100

71
86
99
97
98

100
80
95
96
100

....-33.
27
69

91
69
09
94
82

Exports

(D)

0.2
.3
.4

1.1
1.2

12.0
13.0
24.3
34.3
44.6

3.0
3.8
4.6
4.6
6.8

.4
2.6
3.1
4.2

.1
1.0
3.3
4.5
7.4

1.0
.6
1.8
2.4
6.7

.2

.1

.9

.8
1.8
3.3
1I6

Exports
as percent
of pro-
duction
(D+B)

(E)

13
9
8
19
12

30
37
37
43
47

21
20
19
17
19

26
9
26
26
24

(')
3
6
6
7

20
8
10
10
22

14
16
13
14
32

60 .. ..... ......10 . .......... ..........

100 .-.........

100..... .......

Con-
sumption

(F)

2.2
4.7
7.6
6.1
11.6

3.3
4.6
9.3
9.9
13,9

30.9
26.3
61.3
63.0
72.8

13.3
15.3
21.0
24.4
26.4

5.7
8.3
13.6
18.2
28.0

19.7
29.0
63.9
09.4
94.7

4.7
7.9
19.8
26.8
34.4

1.1
1.3
2.62,6
2.5
4.8

1.4
2.7
1.6
5.1
6.8

6.8
4. 6

13.4
21.4
31.0

1.4
1.9
6.7

22.2
16.9

Imports

(0)

1.0
1.6
2.9
1.4
2.8

3.2
3,2
6.1
4.6
4.7

2.9
3,3
9.8
17,0
22.6

1,8
.7

1.2
1.8
1.0

3.9

8.6
14.6

.3

.2
1.1
1.9
1.8

.6

.8
3.8

4,3
10.2

.7

.6

.7

.3
1.3

1.4
2.7
1.4
4.8
6.1
1.3

1.4
.3
.1

.9

.9

.9
1.2
1.2

Imports
as percent
of con-

sumption
(O+F)
(H)

45
34
39
23
24

97
70
66
46
34

9
13
19
27
31

14
6
6
7
4

68
62
48
47
62

2
1
2
3
2

13
10
19
24
30

64
38
27
12
27

100
100
88
94
90

19

11
(I)

64
47
13
5
8

1
9.869604064

Table: Table A-19.--Significant relationships by regions, selected years, 1937-65
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TABLE A-19.-Significant relationships by regions, selected years, 1937-66-Continued

(Cols. A, B, D, F, and 0 in thousand net tons of raw steel]

Regions and years

India:
1937.-----
1950 ..........
1957 . .........
190 .............
19 .............

Australia:
1937 ..........
1950.............
1957.............
190.... .........
195.............

Other Asia and Far
East:

1987 .........
1950 ....-
1957.------.-.--197 .............
1980 .............

1965 .........

European Coal and
Steel Community
(excludinglntra
trade):

1937.--------
1950 ...........
1957 .............
1960 ...........
1965 .............

i Negligible.

Capacity

(A)

1.2
1.9
2.1
6.6
9.8

1.4
1.7
8.6
4.4
6.2

.6

.2

.3

.6

.9

44,4
37.0
74.3
84.3

110.8

___~~ ~~~~rdc-Cn

Produc-
tion

(B)

1.0
1.6
1.9
3.6
7.1

1.2
1.6
3.4
4.1
6.1

.1

.1

.3

.8

40.0
35,0
65.8
80.3
94.8

Operating
(percent)

rate
(B+A)
(C)

83
84
90
7272

86
94
94
93
98

17
.......ii..33

50
98

90
95
89
95
86

Exports

(D)

.1

.1

.5

.6

.5

10.4
11.1
18.5
23.7
30.3

Exports
as percent
of pro-
duction
(D+B)

(E)

8
6
15
15
8

26
32
28
30
32

Con-
sumption

(F)

1,6
2.0
4.2
5.4
8.4

1.3
2.7
3.2
4.5
6.5

2.4
2,0
3.8
4.0
7.1

30.9
25.3
51.3
63.0
72.8

Imports

(G)

.6

.4
2.3
1.8
1.3

.2
1.2
.3

1.0
.9

2.3
2,0
3.7
3,7
6.8

1.3
1.4
4.0'
6.4
8.3

Imports
as percent
of con-
sumption
(U+F)

(II)

38
20
55
33
15

15
44
9
22
14

96
100
97
93
8980

4
6
8
10
11

Source: Economic Commission for Europe (EOE), AISI, BISF,

The steel producing countries of the world have been listed in three
categories: (1) countries producing raw steel in 1966; (2) countries
that have produced raw steel only since 1945 indicated by asterisks;
and (3) countries with steel mills under construction or soon to be
constructed.

1. Countries producing raw steel (ingots)
North America:

1. Canada
2. United States

Iatin America:
*3. Jamaica
4. Mexico

*5. Cuba
*6. Puerto Rico
*7. El Salvador
*8. Argentina
9. Brazil

*10. Chile
*11. Colombia
*12. Peru
*13. Uruguay
*14. Venezuela

Free Europe:
15. France
16. Italy

17. Belgium
18. Luxembourg
19. Netherlands
20. West Germany
21. United Kingdom
22. Norway
23. Sweden

*24. I)enmark
25. Spain
26. Austria

*27. Switzerland
*28. Ireland
29. Finland

*30. Greece
*31. Portugal
32. Turkey
33. Yugoslavia

_ __
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1. Countries producing raw steel (ingots)-Continued
Africa:

*34. Algeria
*35. Ghana
*36. Nigeria
*37. Rhodesia
*38. Senegal
*39. Somalia
*40. Tunisia
*41. Uganda
42. Union of South Africa

Middle East:
*43. United Arab Republic
*44. Lebanon
*45. Israel

Far East:
*46. Pakistan
47. India

*48. Formosa (Taiwan)
*49. Hong Kong
50. Japan

*51. South Korea
*$2. Singapore (Malaysia)
*53. Thailand
*54. Burma

Oceania:
55. Australia

*56. New Zealand
*57. Philippines

Red Bloc-Europe:
58. Czechoslovakia
59. Hungary
60. East Germany
61. Poland
62. Rumania

*63. Bulgaria
64. U.S.S.R.

Red Bloc-Far East:
65. China
66. North Korea

2. Countries with steel finishing capacity only
Latin America:

1. Guatemala
2. Panama
3. Costa Rica
4. Ecuador

Europe, other:
5. Malta

Middle East:
6. Libya
7. Saudi Arabia
8. Iran

3. Steel works under

Central America:
1. Nicaragua
2. Honduras
3. Trinidad

Middle East:
4. Morocco
5. Iraq

Afric

Asia

ca:
9. Angola

10. Zambia
11. Tanzania
12. Ethiopia
13. Ceylon
14. Malaysia (Malay Peninsula and

Islands)
15. Nepal
16. North Vietnam

construction or announced to be built as of the
end of 1966

Africa:
6.
7.

Asia:

Ivory Coast
Liberia

8. Indonesia
9. South Vietnam

*Countries not in production of raw steel prior to the year 195.
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APPENDIX B
TABLE B-l.-Steel capacity, production, and capacity utilization, United Statee,

1961-67

Production Production
Year Capacity of steel as parent

ingots and of capacity
castings

MWkn oJf MH iow of
nct tow mrt tonw

-1961i.......................... ................. 1 96.0 6.
1962-.-....-.-----.-----...- -. 167 96.3 62.019.2........................................................... 167 91 77 .

1968 ............. ..................................... 162 100.1 67, 6
1964.... 166 127.1 77.0
1965.... ..... -168 la1.5 78..
1966" ........-...-..----... ........... 174 184.1 77, 1
1967 (Ist 6 months) .... ...... ......................... 184 62.1 67.

Unadjusted Sesonally Unadjusted Seasonally
adjusted adjusted

Thwouands T7otsawds
MonttU avaoge for quarter: otnt totnof w Percent Percent

1964-January-March.-.--.....- . ... 9 9,9,476 71, 68.0
April-June.......-.-..--.....--.. .. 10,602 10, 364 77.1 76.4
July-September................. 10,430 11,060 76.9 80.4
October-December ................ 11,491 11,491 88, 6 83.

1966-January-March ..................... 11,681 11,23 83 80.4
April-June .......................... 11,867 11,624 84.7 83.0
July-September-1................ 10, 941 11,602 78 2 82.9
October-December ................ 9248 9,248 8 6.1 66.1

1966-January-March ................... 10,97090 68 76.6 72.9
April-June......................... 11,721 11,491 80. 9 79.3
July-September ...... ...-...- .. 11,066 11,724 76.3 80.9
October-December ................. 10,0,944 10,983 76.5 75.6

1967-January-March-..................... 10, 6 ..-.... .6........8.....
April-June ......................- 10,167- 66.3 .......

I Official industry figures on steel capacity are not available beginning in 1961. Estimates for 1961-67
are from Wall Street Journal. Capacity figures for all years include obsolete and standby plants as well as
high-cost or marginal plants.
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9.869604064

Table: Table B-1.--Steel capacity, production, and capacity utilization, United States, 1961-67


460406968.9



274 STEEL IMPORT STUDY

TABLE B-2.-World basic oxygen furnace installations of over 3,000,000 net tons
annual capacity I

Rated annual capacity (net tons)
Company Plant location Furnaces 2 R

Operating Announced Total

Koninklijke Nederlandsche Ijmuiden.......... 3X110 2,480,000 ...

IHoogovens en Staalfabrleken 2X300 ........ 2,760,000 , 240,000
Yawata Iron & Steel Co., Ltd.. Tobata (No, 1) .... 3X85 2,100,000 .......... ......

Tobata (No. 2)... 2X170 2,380,000 ...... . 4,480,000
Sakal............ 2X175 2,00, 000 ... ... ...........

1X195 ............ 2,360,000 4,410,000
Bethlehem Steel Corp ......... Lackawanna...... 3X290 4,700,000 ....---... . 4,700,000
Fuji Iron & Steel Co,, Ltd ....... Iirohata (No. 1).. 2X105 2,650,000 ........................lXlI5

Hlrohata (No. 2).. 2X105 1,490,00i0 4,140,000
Jones & Laughlin Steel Corp.... Aliquippa ........ 2X80 1, 00,0000 ............ ..........

3X160/190 . 3, 000,000 4,000, 000
Met Zavod Krivorizhstal........ Krivol-Rog ....... 4X55 1,800, 000 ........ .........

3X11 2200,000 ........ 4,000,000
Kawasaki Steel Corp............ Chlba ............ 3X175 3 0,00 ......,,970,000
Sumitomo Metal Industries, Ltd. Wakayama....... 3X 175 3,860,000 ..... . 3, 800, 000
Fuji Iron & Steel Co., Ltd ....... Muroran (No. 1).. 2X125 1,650,000......... ...........

1X125 ........... 1,430,000 ............
Muroran (No. 2). 1X55 330,000 ............ .........

1X ....... 170,000 3,80,000
Algoma Steel Corp........S.....Sault Ste. Marie... 3X110 1,560,000 ......... .........

2X20 ............ 2, 000, 000 3, 60, 000
National Steel Corp ........... Ecorse........... 2X300 3, 300, 000 ............ 3,300,000
Italsider BpA ...-......... Taranto.......... 2X290/330 3,200,000 .......-.. 3,200,000
Fuji Iron & Steel Co., Ltd ....... Nagoya......... 2X180 1,670,00 ..... .......

1X195 .. 1,630,000 3,200,000
United States Steel Corp.- ...... Duquesne........ 2X210 2,000,000 ....... .....

1X210 ......... 1,500,000 3, 500, 000
Oary ........... 3X200 3,500,000 3, 500,000
South Chicago... 3X 160 -.. 3, 000,000 3,000,000

I Capacity of single plants as listed by Kaiser Engineers.s Number of furnaces and output/heat.
NOTE 1.-Variation In rated capacity of BOF installations Is exemplified by the following plants: Usinor

(France) I)unkerque Works 3-176 ton vessels rated at 2,600,000 net tons, estimated production 3,000,000.
Jones & Laughlin (United States) Allqulpna Works 3-160 ton vessels rated at 3,000,000 net tons, actual
production (not yet operating). Kawasaki (Japan) Chlba Works 3-175 ton vessels rated at 3,970,000 net tons,
actual production 4,770,000. At the end of 1968 the leading BOF steelmaking companies on the basis of
capacity will he: Ist-Yaw.tta Iron & Steel Co., Ltd., 12,730,000 net tons; 2d-Fuji Iron & Steel Co., Ltd.,
11,860,000 net tons; 3d-United States Steel Corp., 10,000,000 not tons.

9.869604064

Table: Table B-2.--World basic oxygen furnace installations of over 3,000,000 net tons annual capacity1
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There are 23 steel plants throughout the world with rated, operating
and announced, annual capacities between 2,000,000 and 3,000,000 tons
per year. These plants are-
United States:

Armco Steel Corp.: Middletown---.--..--.-.-.---- 2, 000, 000
Bethlehem Steel:

Bethlehem ,----. .....-......-...............-2, 500, ()0
Sparrows Point --------------.---------------- - 2,200, 00(

Ford Motor Co.: Dearborn--..2---------.-.............--2, 500, )00)
Granite City Steel: Granite City ..- ..-. -------.------ - 2,200, 000
Inland Steel: East Chicago -- ....-------------------------- 2, 600, 000
Jones & Laughlin: Cleveland -..--------------------------- 2, 250, 000
McLouth Steel Corp.: Trenton------------------------------ 2, 800, 000
National Steel: Weirton-..-.--------.-.--------------...- 2, 500, 000
Republic Steel: Cleveland -----.------..-------------..--- 2, 000, 000
Wheeling Steel: Steubenville--- .------------.--------.---- 2, 000, 000
Youngstown S. & T.: East Chicago --..----------------.---- 2, 400, 000

Canada:
Dominion Foundries & Steel Co.: Hamilton -----.. .-..---- . 2, 000, 00()

France:
Union Siderurgique du Nord de la France (USINOR): Dun-

kerque ---. ----------------------------------- 2, 500, 000
West Germany:

Hoesch AG Huettenwerke: Dortmund-Hoerder------------- 2, 650, 000
Italy:

Italsider, S.p.A.: Bagnoli ------------------, 430, 000
Czechoslovakia:

Vychodoslovenkse Zeleziarne Narodny Podnik: Kosice-..-_---- 2, 200. 000
U.S.S.R.:

Novolipetskiv Met Zavod: Novo-Lipetsk--------------------- 2, 200, 000()
Zhdanovskiy Met Zavod "Ilyich": Zhdanov ----------------- 2,200, 00)(

Japan:
Kawasaki Steel Corp.: Mizushima------------- 2, 760, (0)0
Nippon Kokan Kabushiki Kaisha: Mizue-------------------- 2,430, 00
Nisshin Steel Co., Ltd.: Kure------------------------------ 2, 121, 000

Australia:
Broken Hill Proprietary Co., Ltd.: Newcastle ------- 2, 290, 000

20-479 0-68-20

9.869604064

Table: [No Caption]
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TABLE B-3.--.Wrid LD (ROF) Steel Plants
Kaiser Engineers, Oakland, Calif., has recently published its annual list of LD steel plants in operation, under construction, or in anadvanced stage of planning. This list, reprinted below, shows that world capacity has reached nearly 137 million short tons, an increaseof 35 million tons on a year ago. Of this increase, the U.S. share was 12 million tons, and LD steel now accounts for about 24 percent oftotal ingot output there, against 17 percent last year. By 1970 another 65 million tons is expected to be added to world capacity.

Annual capacityNumber Output per sortt tons ofingot)Location and company LD plant location f beat (bort Startup date
furnaces tons of

ingots) Existing Future
additions

NOBTH AMERICA
United States:

Alan Wood Steel Co....................................
Allegheny Ludlum Steel Corp.------------- ...---

Armoo Steel Corp ---------..................---
Bethlehem Steel Co -------------------------

Colorado Fuel & Iron Corp.---------.--.------Crucible Steel Co. ofAmerica.--------------
Ford Motor Co--- -----------

Granite City Steel Co ---

Inland Steel Co ----

Interlake Steel Corp.--------

Jones & Laughlin SteelCorp..- ----------------

Kaiser Steel Corp -------------------
McLouth SteelCorp.-...__------------"
National Steel Corp.:

Great Lakes Steel Corp......------Weirton Steel Division---- -----------

Pittsburgh Steel Corp_......................Republic Steel Corp --......................-......--

United States Steel Corp ...............................

ConshohockenPa...
Brackenridge,Pa.------
Natrona, Pa......-----------------...
Ashland, Ky.__----------------------
Middletown, Ohio.-----.---------------
Lackawanna, N.Y.--.-------------.....-
Sparrows Point, Md.--------------------
Pueblo,Colo.------------------------
Midland, P8a.s---------------------
Dearborn Mlch.----------------------
Granite ity, II-..---------------------
East Chicago, Ind.-------------.------
Chicago, lI_.....................................
Aliquippa, Pas._------------.----..-._
Cleveland, Ohio.....-----------------
Fontana, Calif_.-_------.----------.
Trenton,Mich._......----------------

Ecorse, Mch........._.-_....-........

Weirton, W. Va- . .............................
Monessen, Pa--........................
Warren, Ohio .-- ... ........
Gadsden, Ala............ .....................
Cleveland, Ohio..............................Duquesne, Pa-.................................
Gary, nd ......---------------..............------

2
1
2
2
2
2
1
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
3
2
3
3
2
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
1
3

140
20
65
150

290
250
200
116
90
250
220
230
75
80
160
230
110
00
106
105

300
300
190
15
160
220
190
150
160

1967
1964
1966
1963
1968
1964
1966
1966
1961
1908
1964
1967
195
1969
1957
1967
1961
19681964
19658
1900

1962
1967
1964
1965
1965
1966
1963
1967
196

(,)

--------------1,400,000

1,900, 000
1,000, 000

""20,'00'
LOOOOO'

728 000
1,000,000

, 440. 00

tM40

}
3,200,000
1,500,000
1, 500, 000
1,500,000
2,000,000
1,600,000

'3,'-0i00o

1,250,000

500,000
--------

(.)

1, 250, 00

2204000---3,--00-. a

..........oo._

__---- -

M
M02

'3
M
02

89

(2)

2, 500, 00(

1,500,00M----------000

2000,000

9.869604064

Table: [No Caption]
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Wheeling Steel Corp ...............: ...--
Wisconsin Steel Div. of International Harvester Co-----

South Chicago, Ill ............................. 3 160
Steubenville, Ohio1......-.-....-....-.-....- 2 226
South Chicago, Ill -.......................... 2 140

Subtotal ................... .-............................ ..........--..
Aa-I

- -
I-

-
I

The Algoma Steel Corp.-....--..-..-....-------.-.-- Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario-...--....---........
Cominco-...........--------- Kimberley, British Columbia. ---..-----..
Dominion Foundries & Steel .------------.H--------. Hamilton, Ontario-..----- -..----------..
Subtotal-..... ........-...-----------..--I-...-------------.. ....... ---------

Total, North America ............--....-...I....-..------------.. -----...------.

SOUTH AMERICA
Argentina: Somisa----------------------- San Nicols.-------------

Brazil:
Siderdrgica Belgo-Mineira-.--------------------

Siderirgica Mannesmann.---------------------
Siderirgica Nacional ------------------------

Cosipa,- -----------.-------------

Siderigica Barra Mansa ---.-------------------

Usiminas ----------------------------------------

Subtotal ------ ----- ----------------
Peru: Sogaes--a,--------------------.--

Monlevade . ..-----------------
Belo Horizonte----------------------
Volta Redonda---.-----------
Piacguera-----------------------
Barra Mansa-----------------------
Ipatinga_-----.-- . .---------------Chimbotee -..................

Total, South America----------------------------- -

WXITRN XTIOPZX-CSC
Belgium:

Forges de Clabecq....---.-----..-------------
CockrisU-Ougr6e-- -........---------- ..-------

Forges de la Providence .....--....-----.------

MtalUurglque d'Esperance-Longdoz--.---.---------.
Sidmar-.................-...------------
Hainaut-Sambre-.-- --..--------.-----.---------------

Ittre --------------------------- --

Ougr6ee------ --------------

Seraing--...-...- .. . ................---
Marchienne-au-Pont---- -------

Chertal......-----------------------
Ohent--.------------------.----
Montignies...------------------

Usines Gustave B6iel ..--.................. -- - La Louviere...--------......-------------

3
2
1
3

2
222

22
2
1

2
1
2
1
2
2
1
2
2

110
200
20
150

130

40
30
130
86
20
60

200
440
165
220
26

96

1967
1965
194

1968/84
1966

1981/66

167--------------1967
1963

1970/72
1965
1967
196

1964
1963
1965
19B5
1963
19B7
1963

1967

2,000,000
1,200,000

38,015,000

1,560,000

2,000,000
3,620,000

3.000,000

16,20,000

2,000,030

41,66,000 17,200, 00

-.-------.--- 1.260,000
1-I-

330,000
260,000

00,00070,0002,110,000

2,110.000

600,000
200.000
170,000

1, 100,000

80,000

1,210,000

220,000

1 840,0oo

, 10,000

1,320,006
7100.000

.....----i;'-------
--- . . . . . --

Subtotal ...-- ..- ..-..-..... ............. 0...... ....... 3,760,000

See footnotes at end of table p. 282.
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t00
0rTABLE B-3.-World LD (BOF) Steel Plants-Continued

I.1~~ Annual capacity
Number Output per (short tons of ingots)

Location and company LD plant location of heat (short Startup date
furnaces tons of

ingots) Existing Fuiture
additions

France:
Acieries du Furan-.-.........-. -....-....-

H.K. Porter-France
...........

Forges de la Providence...- ........ .......
Society des Aci6ries de Pompey....- . ......
Society Mtallurgique de Normandie- ... .....
Society ]Miniere et Metallurgique du Perigord..---..
Usinor.-.....-..-------- ...------------------- ------

Saint-Etienne-I-- - -

Marpent-Marpent ............. --. . ...-......--
Rehon...- ..... -...

Pompey----.. .-.-,-..- -------.---. ..- .----

Mondeville---...... ......-...--.--..
Fumel ---..... ..... .... ........

Dcnain-.- ..... ....... -.-------------------
Dunkirk ....... .........-.......-....- ---.--

Subtotal-------..------.. ----------.------.-.. ---------------------.--------
Germany (West):

i)illinger Huttenwerke--. --------------- Dillingen (Saar)--. -------------

August Thyssen-Huitte-------------------------

Hoesch AG Hiuttenwerke-------------------------
Edelstahlwerk Witten. ---------------------
Fried, Krupp Huttenwerke:

Gussstahlwerk Bochumr.er Verein --------------
Hittenwerk Rheinhsuien----------------------

Hittenwerke Oberhausen------ -------------------

Ilseder Ifttte/Peine-----------------------
K1!okner-Werke------------------
Mannesmann ------.--------------------

Beeckerwerth....-----------------------------
Ruhrort----------------------------------
Ddrtmund-Horde------------- -------------

Witten (Ruhr) -----------------------------

Bochum-Hontrop------------------------
Rheinhausen--------------------------------

Oberhausen ------------------- ----

Peine--------- -------------------------
Bremen -------------------------------
Duisburg-Huckingen------- --------------

Salzgitter Hiittenwerk--- -------- Salzgitter-Driitte--- --------

Bagnoli-------------------------

1
I1
1
2
1
1
3
3

2

2
3
1

2
2
2
2
3
2
2
3
1

3........Na..ionale'r.g.ne--..----------------Taranto..----------------------NaSuiotole Ccgne-Ao-tal.--------- ..----------------------------- 2

2 12

35
145
00
2

70
17.5

35
145
245
100
200
35

45
95
95
195
90
245
220
45
70
175

140/165
90s,330

40

1963
1961
1963
1964
1967
1963

1900/61/64
1962/63

1960/61
198

196266
1963/66
1957

1957
1963/64
1967
1969
1954
1968
1966

1967
1967

1964
1964
196I

20.000
10,000
120.000
390, (00

10.000
600. 000

2,500,000

3,650,000

230,000
1,70,O
1,440.000
2,650,000

120,000
70, 000

I .2'R Mn

120,000
....

o.....6220,000

340,000

1, l0oo,000

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

_ _,0-----0 0 1,320, 000

1, 430, 000--------------

1,650,000
1, 000

790, 000
44000 --------------

11,800,000 5, 190000

2,430,000 ---------
3 200.000------

_.....-------_ 190.000

5, 30, 000 190 000

3

1-12
4.

r

0

3
d

0

'.4

Subtotal-- --------------------- ---

Italy:
Ttali.d r_....



Luxembourg:
Arbed --- --...----.---...............--------------------

Mini6re et M6tallurgique de Rodauge-..................
8ubtotal .......................................

Netherlands:
Hoogovens-...... --... .....................

I Subtotal..............................................

Total, ECSC ---.---.--....................-----
W]STKRN XRUOPI-OTHBR

Austria:
Oesterrelchisch-Alpine Montangesellsehaftt .............
V/est . ................................................-

Subtotal .........................................
Greece: Halyvourgikl.................................
Norway: Norsk Jernverk..................................
Portugal: Siderfrgia Nacional ........................
Spain:

Altos Hornos de Vizel ya. ..........................
Ensidesa ........ ........... ...........................

Dudelauge .----- ............................
Each-Schlfflange ....................
Each-Belval... ..... ............................
Rodange ----..----............................

Umuiden -. ........................

Donawitz ..........................
Linxz -...........................................

Elehis
Mo l Rana ................................
Seixal..........................

Sestao--.. ..... ......... . ...

Avi s..........................................

Uninsa ............................................ Verifia..........................................
Subtotal ........................................................

Sweden:
Fagersta Bruks --------. ---------..----------.........

GrAngesberg-OxelIsunds -----.-- ..... ..............--

Subtotal.........................................
Turkey:

Eregli ..... .....................................

Subtotal....................... ................

See footnotes at end of table, p. 282.

Fagersta .....................................

.Oxeliund--------------.........................

EreglL .........................................

1
1
1
2
1

3
2

3
2
1

. --

2

2

. 1o
21
2

3

I
1
1

2

3----

_- --

. 2--

.--

.--

35
55
85
130
25

110
275

40
35
55
65

SO
46

45
65
70
70
110
110

25
40
145

100
:
_

1958
1962
1964
1967
1965

196/61
1968

1952/56
1959
1967

1961
1961

1966/67
1966
1967
19e0

199/70

1958

1968

1965
1967

440,000
330, 000

90,000

2,480, 00o2.480,000

2,010,000

440,000
1,50,000

1,960,000
300.000

250,000

3o, 0oo

1,160,000

130,000

130,000

560,000

660,000

2, 760,000
2,760,000

12,900,000

440, 00

720,000

770 000
1,100,000
1,650,000
4,240,000

rao ooo
730,000

220,000
'"""226,006

II
r

o
.3

0

550 00 | 220,000 Wt
Co



TABLE B-3.-World LD (BOF) Steel Plants-Continued

I' Annual capacity
Number Outpt p short tons ingots)

Location and company LD plant location of et (ot Startup date
furnace tons of

ncots) Existing Fuatre
additions

United Kingdom: *
Colvilles ...... .. .....---- -. Motherwell -------.------

Consett Iron Co ....--..--------------------- Consett. ...-..--------.--.-----

Lysaght's Scunthorpe Works (GKN Steel)--.------
Richard Thomas & Baldwins - ..------------------

Stewarts & Lloyds-....------------------------
Subtotal-- ....- ----------------- -

Total, other Western Europe------------------
EASTZX EXUBOP?

Bulgaria: Kremlkovta Iron & SteelWorks ----------
Csechoslovalia: East Slovakia Iron Works.-.-------.
Poland: Luin Steel Works --.....----.---------
Rumana: Gheorgbe Gheorghlu-Dej Iron& Steel Works ...

U.B.S.R.:
Chelyabinskiy Met. Zavod-----------------------
Kuznetskly Met. Kombinat.---.------- ----

Mt. Zvod Imeni Petrovskogo .--------- ----
Met. Zavod "Krivorizhstal' .-------------------

Scuntborpe---.-----------------------
Ebbw Vale .----------------------------
Llanwern (near Newport)-...-----.-------
Corby--------------.---..----.

Kranlkovtei--------------------- --- ---

Kolde--..--.----....-
Nowa Huta- --------------
alt ......................................-----

Chdlabinsk (Uuri) _-..----------------------
Novokunnteks (wtern SBiberia).--.......
Dnepropetrovsk (:Ukralne)-----::::
Krilol-Rog (Ulkraine)---.....--------------

Novolipetakiy Met. Zavod-.._---- ---.----.------ Novo-LApetsk (Central European U.8..R.)-...
Novo-TagilsHy Met Zavod. -........ -----.------I Nlshnly-Tag (Uras)-...------..---.

Zhdanovsy Met Zavod"Iyich"-_-------------I Zhdauov (UkraiM ).--.----- .------

Subtotal . ------- -----------------------

Yugoslava: Rudni i Zelearnicsa Skopje-------- -Skope a..---------------- - --

Total, Eastern Europe.-_ -------------------.

ASIA

China: 8hlbchhngsban Iron & Steel Works....... Peking-....................

2
2
1
2
3
8
3

110
145
170
90
45
146
125

197
1964
1967

19021985

94o 000
1,2o0000
700,000700,000

1,000,000
1,680,000
7,240,000

90, 000
......... ...-. 4

M
V

0

tzj
LJ

__..__.. __......__.......------11,0 l m O

3
3
2
3

8
2
3

. 4
a8
3
2
1

2

.3

110
110
110
14

110110Ono
10U5

110110
U.
110110
U9

lu

1968
.!

1966
1967

1966O70
19657
1968
196666
1965/66

1966

1967

1,100,000

1, soo00o000
2,200,0002,200,000

1 o20 000
14m000
/lmmw

1,V0, 000

].'o, oo2,200,000

1,08000
4 ,40000

860,000
..........

I ............
O50,Ooc

81e40K

(1) I--------------1 38
---I----



India.
Bokaro Stem ... ........... ..........................
IHindustan Steel ---...................--

Boka-o Steel City, Hazarbagh (Bihar)........Rourkela (Orisa)...............................
Thy Mysore Iron & Steel, Ltd-............ ......... Bhadravatl (Mysore).........................

4
3
2
2

Subtotal .........................................................----------·-------I --- --- --- --- -- --- --- --- -- --- --- --- I----i-
Japan:

Daido Steel Co ............................
Fuji Iron & Steel Co.----.................-.........

Kawaaaki Steel Corp..................
Kobe 8teel..--......................1......
Nippon Kokan ........................................

Nisshin Steel Co___------------------
Niso Steel Manufacturing Co................North Japan Special Steel Co-...............Osaka Iron & Steel Co........
Sumitomo Metal Industries---- -.....................
Tokai Iron & Steel Co. (subsidiary of Fuji Iron & Steel).
Toohoku Electro-Chemieal Industries Corp.......Yawata Iron & Steel Co --- ...........-..

Chita ............

Hirohata No. 1..................................
Hirohats No......
Muroran No. 1.----------...."------'-----__.-
Muroran No.2.---............................
Kamaishbi
Chiba .-..--,.............--------------
Mizushimsa

Amag.:t'................................
Kobe------:

Ki k ................. ............
Mizuei
Ts urumi-- ----- ---- ----- ---- ----- ---- ----

Fukuyamau-
Kure ---------.----------..................-
Toyama -------..................---------
Hachinohe ------------------------------

Nishtimma-_ .....Kokurs -----
Wakayama.- --------------------------------
Nagoya .-- -................---

Gunma-
Yawata No. 5 (Kuk)lotks)...........Tobat No. 1---.....................
Tobata No. 2 -- ..............
Bakal.......---.-.......................

Yawata No. 1--...........................
Higashida---------------.......................

2
2
1
2
2
1
1
1
2
3
2
2
1
2
'31,
3
2
2
2
1
1
I1
2
2
3
2
1
1
3
3
2
2
1
I
1

110
55
65
13

46
106
115
105
125
126
55
55
76
175
200
90
90
35
55
90
90
165
80
65
S

14
35
75
175
180
195
10
76
86

85

170
*85

1970
1959160
1965

1965

1967
1965
19671961
1967
1964
1967

19611967

1961

19606196019"
19062
1963

19661965
1961
1961

196361964
1961
196365

1960
1957/64
1959/60
1962
1966
19w
1967
1967

SubtotaL.
Malaysia: Mallyawata Steel Ltd....-...-..__I.._.._ .- Pral.---------2 ---12 19-67Philippines: Iligan Integrated Steel Mills ..-.. ... Ilgn City (Mlndanao)-'": 2 60 1069

'Taal A i

See footnotes at end of table p. 282

1,710,ooo

1,800,00000

2,650,000

330,000
940, 000

,970, (000

060, 000
460,000

1,270.000
2.430,000
1,100.0
1,660,000
1, 150, 000

A0.000

'""oo, ooo
400,000

1,100,000

LS1O, oo
1,570,000

2380,000
2,060,000
,880,00o

1,870,000

1,870,000

420,000

1,490,000

1,430,000....... i5o.'170,000

o0; 00o

7970,000

2,60,0oo00
1.100'i 000oo

0
0

.3

P

3-"

34 940, 00 a 1.20,000
1-140,000

-.............. , 000

36, 740.00 15 630,000

I L L E

--- -----,---------------------------------------



TABLE B-3.-World LD (hOF) Steel Plants-Continued

Annual capacity
Number Output per (short tons of ingots)

Location and company LD plant location of heat (short Startup date
furnaces tons of

ingots. Exisatng Future
additions

AFRICA

South Africa: Highveld Development Co. Ltd--- . Witbank (Transvaal) -.... ..-- 2 56 1967 440,000Tunisia: Elfoula:dh -........................-..........Menzel-Bourguiba--------------......--- 2 15 1965 100,000 --

Total. Africa-............------------..- .-.................. -..- - 100,000 440,000
OCIANIA

Australia:
The Broken I1111 Propriclry Co---- .........--... Newcastle-----.-........... . . . . . . . . 1...2 225 1962 1,900000 --------

1 55 1966 ------ 390,000
Whyalla - --.----------------------------- 2 110 1966 870000 45000

Total. Oceania ..-- -------------- ------....--.....---- ----- ..-- - -------- -------- -------------- 2,570, 000 840.000
Total world, excluding United States-.------------.. ----------------------------------- ---_. --------__-_____9...8, 740,000 50,130,000
Total, world----- --- .-.......... .......... ..-_______________--------------.--- -.............. .... . 13, 75, 000 65, 330, 000

_.t
1Experimental.

s Not announced.
* Under construction.
*LD and Kaldo combination process.

*In planning. /
Excluding plans announced by Steel Co. of Wales (3 270-ton LD's.
Removable LD furnace enabling production equal to normal 2-furnace shop.
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STEEL IMPORT STUDY 283
LIST OF EUROPEAN COAL/STEEL COMMUNITY STEEL MERGERS AS AUTHORIZED

BY THE HIGH AUTHORITY
Date of authorzation

March 10, 1965---

Nov. 25, 1965-------

March 3, 1965 -------

October, 1964 ----.--

December 15, 1965.--

April 28, 1965---.---

July 14, 1965----

July 21, 1965----

November 25, 1965..-

November 25, 1965..--
November 25, 1965--..

November 25, 1965...----

July 22, i964----

July 15, 1964-----

December 21, 1964--

February 26, 1964_...

April 8, 1964----------

April 22, 1964-------

NAE ofcmpanUf
Societe Denain-Anzin and Societe des Forges et Acieries
du Nord et de l'Est. These were two holding com-
panies, each owning 40 percent of Usinor, also con-
trolling interests in steel processing enterprises and
steel dealers.

Reorganization of the two companies: Forges et Acieries
de Nord et Lorraine and Hauts-Fourneaux de Saulnes
et Gorcy (both Paris) into Societe des Hauts-Four-
neaux Reunis de Saulnes et Uckange, Paris.

Friedrich Flick KG/Stahlwerke Sudwestfalen AG
merger with Friedrich Flick KG/Daimler-Benz AG.

Merge of Acieries et Trefileries de Neuves-Maisons
Chatillon (Paris) with Tissmetal Lionel-Dupont,
Teste & Cie (Lyons) into Chatillon-Tissmetal (Paris).

Societe Lorraine de Forgeage ("Lorforge") merged with
Forges de Bar-sur-Aube to form Bar-Morforge.

Union siderurgique lorraine/Societe industrielle de
laquage et produits anticorrosion, Marxheim.

Society des forges and ateliers du Creusot, Paris/Acci-
aierie Rochling S.p.A., Milan, special-steels whole-
salers.

Denain-Anzin and Nord-Est/Societe lorraine des pro-
duits metallurgiques, Societe nouvelle de metallurgie
and Societe lorraine des aciers speciaux, all steel
wholesale firms.

Societe des mines d'Anderny-Chevillon, Paris/concession
of the iron-ore mine at Sancy.

Friedrich Krupp, Essen/Spinnbau G.m.b.H., Bremen,
makers of spinning machines.

Heinr. Aug. Schulte Eisenhandlung G.m.b.H., Dort-
mund (Handelsunion AG)/Richard Auffermann KG.,
Dusseldorf, steel merchants.

Societe de construction and de galvanisation de
Montataire, Paris (Usinor)/Societe Le Phenix,
Rousies, makers of tinned sheet.

Formation of the Societe des acieries de Lorraine, S.A.
(Sacilor) for operation of the Gaudrange Steelworks
(Moselle) by 50% participation each of Union
siderurgique Lorraine S.A. (Sidelor) and De Wendel
& Cie, (S.A.) (Paris).

Formation of Societe pour I'agglomeration and l'en-
richissement de minerais S.A.E.M., S.A.R.L. (Mont-
Saint Martin) by the three following steel enter-
prises: Lorraine-Escant (Paris), HautsFourneaux et
Forges de Saulnes..Gorcy (Paris) and Forges de la
Providence (Marchienne-au-Pont)

Permission granted to Societe des Mines d'Anderny-
Chevillon to acquire shares in the Societe de Moutiers
(Paris) bring Moutiers indirectly utder the control of
Compagnie des Forges et Acieries de la Marine, de
Firminy et de Baint-Etienne (Marine) and Com-
pagnie de Pont-a-Mousson (Nancy).

Permission granted to Compagnie des Forges and
Acieries de la Marine de Firminy and de Saint-
Etienne (Acieries de la Marine), (Paris). to acquire
majority holding in S.A. Chaudronnerie Industrielle
de Bezons (Bezons).

Permission granted to Hoesch AG (Dortmund) to
acquire all shares of Iittmann & Neuhaus AG
(Herbede-Ruhr).

Permission granted to Societe des Hauts Forneaux de
la Chiers, Longwy-Bas to acquire majority holding
in Lefort & Cie, Mohon.

9.869604064
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LIST Or EUROPEAN COAL/STEEL COMMUNITY STEEL MERGERS AS AUTHORIZED
BY THE HIGH AUTHORITT-Continued

Date ofauthortio
November 26, 1964.--

December 21, 1964--..

January 28, 1965----.

March 18, 1964.---

December 21, 1964 ...

December 21, 1964-.

December 21, 1964--..

March 18, 1964-----

July 10% 1963----

January 22, 1964-----

December 12, 1962....

May 22, 1964-------

October 30, 1964----

December 18, 1964.---

July 17, 1964.---

Nameofompania
Permission for Salzgitter AG to acquire shares in

Bussing Automobilwerke AG granted.
Permission granted: for Friedrich Krupp (Essen) to

acquire a majority holding in Atlas-Werke (Bremen).
Permission granted'for Hutten- und Bergwerke Rhein-

hausen AG (controlled by Freidrich Krupp) to
acquire majority holding in Westfalische Drahtin-
dustrie (WDI) of Hamm (Westphalia). The shares
held by Krupp family.

Granted permission for S.A. Metallurgique d'Esper-
ance-Longdoz, Liege (E.L.) to acquire shares in the
companies Covepum (Comptoir de Vente de Pro-
duits d'Usines Metallurgiques, Gennevilliers),
P.U.M. (Societe Produits d'Usines Metallurgiques,
Reims, Sopumor (Societe de Vente de Produits
d'Usines Metallurgiques, Lille) and Cisapum (So-
ciete de Cisaillage de Produits d'Usines Metal-
lurgiques, Reims).

Permission granted for Ferrostaal-Haniel GmbR
(Mannheim) to acquire all shares of Strabburger
Stahlkontor GmbH, Kehl.

Permission granted for Handelsunion AG, (Dusseldorf)
to take over N.V. Simons Metaalhandel (Rotter-
dam).

Permission granted to Rheinische Stahlwerke Essen to
acquire all shares of Richard Auffermann KG (Dus-
seldorf).

Permission granted for the formation of Societe Belge
d'Oxycoupage (Oxybel).

Permission for August Thyssen-Hutte AG., Duisburg-
Hamborn (A.T.H.) to acquire majority interest in
Phoenix-Rheinrohr AG. Vereinigte Hutten- und
Rohrenwerke (Dusseldorf).

Merger of Societe Metallugique de Knutange (Paris)
and Union des Consommateurs de Produits Metal-
lurgiques et Industriels (Paris) to form Societe
Mosellane de Siderurgie ("Somosid") granted.

Fiat not using permission granted by High Authority
to acquire 50 percent of the shares in Breda Sider-
urgica S.p.A.

Permission granted to Forges de la Providence S.A.,
Marchienne-au-Pont to acquire majority holding
in Establissements Demangels & Manestamp S.A.
(Charlesville).

Permission granted to Haute-Fourneaux et Acieries
de Differdange-St. Ingbert-Rumelange to acquire
majority holding in Societe des Usines, Boulonneries
et Etirage de La Louviere.

Permission granted to Compagnie des Forges et
Acieries de la Marine de Firminy et de St. Etienne to
acquire' majority holdings in Anciens Establissements
Charles Bertheiz (Paris) and Outillage Precy, St.
Etienne.

Permission granted to Hansa-Eisen GmbH (Dus-
seldorf), controlled by Dortmund-Horder Hut-
tenunion AG., (Dortmund) to acquire majority
holding in Dortmunder Eisenhandel GmbH., (Dort-
mund).
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LIST OF EUROPEAN COAL/STEEL COMMUNITY STEEL MERGERS AS AUTHORIZED

BY THE HIGH AUTHORITY-Continued
Dte of authorizatton

April 25, 1962-..-...

October 10, 1962...

October 10, 1962...
June 20, 1962---- ..

December 12, 1962....

July 25, 1962. -

Name of companies
Authorization given to establish steel concern "Sidmar"

in Belgium by combining: S.A. Cockerill-Ougree,
Seraing, S.A. Forges de la Providence, Marchienne-
au-Pont, Societe Generale de Belgique (Brussels),
Compagnie Financiere et Industrielle ('Cofinindus"),
Brussels; Compagnie Beige de Participations Paribas
"(Coberpa") Brussels; S.A. Acieries Reunies deBurbach-Eich-Dudelange ("Arbed"), Luxembourg;
Schneider & Cie, Paris, Societe Metallurgique de
Knutange Paris, Societe Miniere de Droitaumont-
Bruville, Paris.

Permission granted to Societa Acciarierie e Ferriere
Lombarde Falck (Milan) to acquire 5 percent of the
initial capital of Sidmar.

Friedrich Krupp/Capito & Klein.
Permission granted to Compagnie des Forges et Acieries

de la Marine de Firminy et de St. Etienne (Paris) to
acquire majority holding in S.A. Acieries Bedel
(Paris).

Authorization given to Fiat (Turin) to acquire 50
percent of the shares in Breda Siderurgica S.p.A.,
(Milan) from State holding company Finsider.

Permission granted for Klockner-Werke AG (Duisburg)
to acquire assets of Suddeutsche Drahtverarbeitungs-
werke, GmbH, Kehl.

Source: European Coal and Steel Community-The High Authority, Genera Report, Nos. 14, 13,12, and11(1966,1966, 194, and 19).

The following is a list of the world's major'steel companies, showing
the results of the recent mergers in the Common Market:

(1964 output in millions of metric tons]
European Community:

Thyssen-.. --------- -- ------------. 8. 44

DHHH 1_-------------------------------------------- 2. 94
Hoesch 1 .61----------------.-----------2. 61
Hoogovens ----- ----- --------------------------------- 2. 32

Total---------------- ---------- 7. 87

Usinor s-------------------------------- 4 03
Lorraine-Escaut 3-'---------------------------- 2.30

Total------------------------6. 33

Arbed-359---------------------.----------------3.59
Hadir I

--------------------------------- 1.40

Total--.-----------------------. 4. 98

Italsider--------------- 3. 89
Japan:

Yawata-- --------------------- 7. 74
Fuji---------------- 6.08
Nippon Kokan-.------------ 4. 41
Kawasaki- ------------- 4.31
Sumitomo-- .---- -------..--------- .--- .------ .------- 3. 92
Kobe (estimate)..-------5-----------------------.1. 50

(Continued on following page.)

9.869604064

Table: [No Caption]
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[1964 output in millions of metric tons)

United States:
United States Steel .-.----------------------.-----------.------
Bethlehem----.-------_---------.------------------.--.---.-.-
Republic ---..-.-.-.---------- ---- --.--.- ----. --. -.-.-.-.-

National ---------..------------------------------------------
Jones & Laughlin -.--.-------------------.----------.----------
Armco------.------------------.------------_-----------.---
Inland ---.-...- ..-...........-....-..-..-...................
Youngstown ------..------,----.-------.-.-.--------.---------
Kaiser---.--, .-.-----------------... .. ..---...-. .......-----

United Kingdom:
United Steel ----.........----------.---....----.- .---.-....---

RTB......................---....-..--............-.....-
SCOW ---....-.-.-.-...-_-.........-.-.-,--..-..-..-,-..
Colvilles .-----.-------------.------..------.---.------..----.-

Stewarts & Lloyds .-----.-------.----------------.--------

Guest Keen ---..------..-----------..-----.--------.-- .-------

Dorman Long.--------.---.-------.---.-----------------------
Summers--------------------------------------------.-------
S Durham.--.----..-.-........-....--------.--.........'---.-

I Linked. 3 Planning merger. 3 Merged.

32. 40
19. 44
10. 21
8.11
7. 44
6. 83
6. 41
5. 77
2. 55

3. 33
3. 22
2.46
2.40
2.04
2.00
1. 94
1. 77
1. 39

TABLz B-4.--Foreign raw steelmaking capacity by major economic blocs, selected
years, 1937-66

[In thousands of net tons]

Economic blocs 1987 1950 1957 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965

World-excluding United Btates-.--. 114.0 118.3 229.9 298.3 312.8 3284.9 3460.5 380.6 411.7
Red bloc. -------... .... 27.7 40.0 80.6 116.5 117.2 120.7 126.7 183.8 146.5
Free world-excluding United States.. 86.3 73 149.3 181.8 196.6 204.2 219.8 244.7 265.2

Developed areas---8........-.-.84.2 74.2 142.2 167.0 180.5 188.4 202.5 224.5 240.9
Le developed area.............. 2.1 4.1 7.1 14.8 15.1 15.8 17.3 20.2 24.1

TABLE B-5.-Foreign raw steelmaking capacity by regions, selected years, 1937-65
[In thousands of net tons)

1937 1950 1957 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965

Canada..............1................. 1.8 2.7 6.3 6.8 7.6 7.8 8.7 10.9 11.8
Latin America ........ ............... .3 1.8 4.1 6.5 6.9 7.6 8.8 10.8 12.3
Western Europe............................... 74.0 61.1 110.4 127.4 132.9 138.8 1456.4 152.8 164.2

ECSC.................................... 44.4 37.0 74.3 84.3 88. 92.0 96.8 101.6 110.8
United Kingdom......................... 15.3 19.3 265.1 28.9 29.7 31.1 32.3 33.6 34.7
Other Western Europe................... 14.3 4.8 11.0 14.2 14.7 16.7 16.3 17.6 18.7

Eastern Europe.............20..................4 .-13.8--111.2 116.2 123.8 131.8
U.8.8.R ............................... 19.6 30.1 56.4 72.0 78.0 84.1 88.4 93.7- 100.3
Other Eastern Europe.................... 7.2 9.1 18.0 23.6 26.8 27.1 27.8 30.1 31.5

Aica and Middle East ....................... 4 12 2.6 °3.63.8 4.0 4.2 4. 4.9
South Africa........................... .4 1.0 2.0 2.6 2.9 3.1 3.2 3.5 3.6
Other Africa and Middle East.......... ..... .2 .6 1.1 .9 9 1.0 1.0 1.3

Asiaand Far East........................... 10.8 12.3 32.1 68.6 67.7 . 63.2 777 86.

Japan.. 6.6 7.7 19.9 25.9 32.5 33.9 39.8 51.4 55.1
China, North Korea, North Vietnama... 1.0 .8 6.2 21.0 13.4 9.5 10.5 12.0 14.7
India....................1..1...........12 1.9 2.1 6.6 6.6 6.7 6.7 7.7 9.8
Australia.........4...........1.4 1.7 3.6 4.4 4.6 4.8 5.4 .9 6.2
Other Asia and Far East...........23 .6 .6 .6 .8 .7 .9
World total (excluding United States)... 114.0 118.3 229.9 298.3 312.8 324.9 346.5 380.5 411.7

Source: Economic Commission for Europe (ECE),

9.869604064
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Prospects for Steel Demand

The past and possible future trends of steel imports into the U.S.
market depend, to an important extent, on the prospects for steel
demand in the world and in the United States.

If world steel demand catches up with world steel capacity, world
steel export prices will rise and the U.S. industry will be more com-
petitive pricewise; imports into the United States would fall and
exports from the United States would rise.

Equally important are the prospects for U.S. steel demand. As
shown in section F the U.S. steel industry has made the managerial
decision to become competitive in the world market by high invest-
ments in the newest technology. The reduction in costs that can
result from these investments can only be achieved if production
rises on an average by over 2 percent a year. If imports fall or, at
least, do not rise substantially in future years, domestic production
will rise in response to domestic demand and the combined force of
higher capacity utilization and cost savings from new technology
should improve profits. If domestic demand fails to rise by over 2 per-
cent a year, the high rate of investment on new technology would
actually increase the cost per ton.
Estimates of U.S. steel demand vary greatly. Some official steel

industry forecasts are optimistic. Mr. Leslie B. Worthington, president,United States Steel Corp., stated in a formal address delivered on
April 26, 1967, and printed in the June issue of Iron and Steel Engi-
neer, page 145, under the title "Steel in a Competitive World":
And while we are concerned about foreign markets from a long-term standpoint,

the prospects for growth here in the United States during the next 10 years are
almost staggering. I recently saw a report, for instance, which I have reason to
believe is conservative, and which indicated that consumption of steel in the
United States would increase by 40 percent by 1977.1
Mr. Worthington thereby predicted a U.S. steel demand of 136 mil-

lion tons of steelmill products for 1977. How much of this demand will
be supplied by the domestic steel industry would depend on how much
steel would be imported in 1977. Officials of the domestic steel in-
dustry have stated before Congress that imports are expected to in-
crease.

In contrast, Mr. G. Doyle Dodge, in charge of market research for
McLouth Steel Corp., in a widely quoted forecast made in "Energy
and the Michigan Economy: A Forecast," published by the Bureau of
Business Research, University of Michigan, 1967, went further, both
in time and by projecting not only consumption, but also exports and
imports, as follows:

PROJECTION I
(In thousands of net tons]

Year Raw steel Shipments Exports Imports Consumption
production

1970 .......................... 115,000( 111,7l56 4,431 11,000 118,325
1975..............:.....--.... 183, 000 137.756 5,513 9.000 141,243
1980 .... ....................... 206, 000 162,155 6,77 7,000 162,678

M.r. 'Wothlington assumed 1977 to be a year like 1966, i.e., a year of high level capital goods output and
teml)ployment just below 4 percent.

9.869604064

Table: Projection I
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To get an opinion from outside the steel industry, Mr; Alan Green-
span, of the Townsend-Greenspan Co., Inc., economic consultant, fur-
nished-the following projection on the assumption that steel imports
would be held constant at the 1966 level through a system of quotas:

PROJECTION II
U.S. steel projection, actual 1966 and projected 1970 and 1975

[Million net tons]

Average annual
Domestic output 1966 1970 19756 _D____ngpe

1966-70 1970-75

Total raw steel (carbon, alloy, stainless) .......... 184.1 140.0 168.0 1.1 2.4
Total shipments................................... 90.0 100.0 116.0 2.7 3.2
Alloy shipments ..............0................80 9.a 11.0 9 3. 4
Stainless shipments................................. 93 1.0 1.2 1.8 3.7

On the basis of the same rate of growth in domestic demand, but if
imports were to continue recent trends, as assumed in testimony by
AISI before congressional committees, and increase to 30 million net
tons in 1970 l production of raw steel and shipments of finished steel
would actually fall.

PROJECTION III

Average
Domestic output 1966 1970 annual

change (in
percent)

Total .---....-- ------ ...- ..---- ------ ---- .----- -. 134.1 111.5 -4.5
Total shipments------.------.------.- ---..-. 90.0 80. 0 -2.9

An appraisal of the future implications of world steel industry over-

capacity tand of the future changes for steel exports from the United
States has to start with estimates of world steel demand for periods
up to 1975 and 1980. The staff requested several Federal Government
agencies and "Resources For The Future, Inc." (Ford Foundation)
for their views on such projections. BDSA (U.S. Department of Com-
merce) made steel consumption projections for the free world to 1975
and 1980, and the Bureau of Mines (U.S. Department of the Interior)
provided two previously made projections.
The BDSA projection for the free world steel demand in ingot (raw

steel) equivalent in millions of net tons for 1980, as shown in table
B-12, was 532 to 629; for the United States alone it was 197 to 222.
Table B-14 gives the range of estimate for per capital consumption.
Average annual percentage change in steel consumption 1964-80 is
2.9 to 3.9 percent for the free world, and 2.6 to 3.4 percent for the
United States alone, as shown in table B-13. Of the two Bureau of
Mines projections, the latter one was published in 1967, under the title

'his assumption waslnmae in a prepared statement by Mr. John P. Roche, president, AISI, in hearings
on steel Imports before the Committee on Finance, U.S. Senate, June 3, 196, p. 270: "Should this growth
continue unchecked at the same rate imports by 1970 would skyrocket to nearly 30 million tons....
Even allowing for a rising trend of industry efficiency, the 1970 employment lossrelated to 30million tons of
Imports would be on the order of 180,000 jobs."

9.869604064

Table: U. S. steel projection, actual 1966 and projected 1970 and 1975
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"World Demand for Mineral Products and the Shipping Supply of
Mineral Raw Materials," by Alfred Petrick, Jr. It is concerned with
pig iron rather than steel. The ratio between pig iron (hot metal) and
steel is actually increasing for pig iron because of the worldwide sub-
stitution of BOF for open hearth furnaces. It is therefore rather
ominous that the Bureau of Mines estimate for the annual growth rate
for pig iron for the United States, 1964-80, is only 1.8 percent, com-
pared to the BDSA estimate of 2.9 to 3.9 percent, indicated above.
A previous estimate of steel demand in the United States for the

years 1975 and 1980 was published by the Bureau of Mines in the
chapter on "Steel" by Robert A. Whitman in "Minerals: Facts and
Problems," 1965 edition. This projection is based on an annual
growth in demand "at a rate slightly above that for the U.S. popu-
lation" or 1.6 percent a year. The forecast is for 137 million net tons
of raw steel in 1975 and 150 million by 1980, with pig iron production
at 93 million net tons in 1980, and scrap use at 75 million net tons.
Chart B-6 shows estimated iron ore requirements up to 1980 and

expected sources of supply.
The following tables summarize these projections and another pre-

sented by P. J. James, vice president, Chase Manhattan Bank, Sep-
tember 14, 1966:
Chart B-7 shows estimated iron ore requirements up to 1975 and

expected sources of supply, as estimated by H. S. Harrison.

CHART B-6. Past trends and projections, 1940-80, for U.S. iron ore consumption
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Chart B-6. Past trends and projections, 1940-80, for U.S. iron ore consumption
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CHAT B-7 -

722
WORLD IRON ORE
PRODUCTION

MUIWOS OF GOSS TOIS

558.7
1 31.5

1950 1964
PROJECTION IV
[In million net tons]

BDSA:
1970........------------ --...---------

1975 ..--------..............................-----------------
19760---- -Bureau of Mines (Whitman):
1975-6 --.------------------------------
1980..-----......--...--..-.----- ---- -..--- -------..--

Bureau of Mines (Petrick): j980 --------------------------..--
Chase Manhattan Bank:

1970 - ....- .. ...- .........-..............--..
1975-... - ---------------- ..

290

1975

152-158
174-187
197-222

137
150

_ _ _ __ _ _

150
170

93 75121 .

105---

9.869604064

Table: Projection IV
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U.S. projected annual compounded growth rate

[Percentages]

Raw steel Steel mill Iron Scrap
products

BDSA:"
k 1964 to 1970...-- ..----.--.--...-..-----.-..2.6-3 -.-3 - . .. .... ---

1970to 1975 .------ .------- -------.------ 2.7- .6 .----.........................1970 to 19806..--....--..-.....- .. .....2.5-3.64---6. - -- ---- - --- -------

..------------
Bureau of Mines (Whitman): 1964 to 1980..-.- 1.6 -.----...- .... ---..-.................
Bureau of Mines (Petrick): 1965 to 1980-.-..---------.........-----. 1.8 ------

Chase Manhattan Bank: I
1965 to 1970 ..--------------.- -- .---- 2.7 2.5 --------........1965 to 1975..----...-- ---------.-- 2.6 2.56 -- --......---- ------------

I FRB index industrial production, 196-70, 4.3 percent; 1965-76, 4.4 percent. Steel Industry net profits,
1965-70, 6.5-8 percent; 1970-75, 6.5-8 percent.

An extrapolation, published July 1967 in "Perspective" (Calvin
Bullock), became available after this study was prepared in galley
proof. Its median projection is for a 2-percent annual growth rate or
slightly below that assumed in this study.
The long-term trend of durable production in terms of points of

the Federal Reserve Board industrial production index (1957-59= 100)
per million of population shows the following relationship for the
period 1946-66: Durable production (DP) = (.432X 1.03)(- . On the
basis of postwar correlations, in two-thirds of the cases, actual pro-
duction will be within 9 percent of the formula level.

Steel consumption in millions of tons per index point of the durable
production index shows the following relationship for the period
1946-66: Steel consumption (SC)-=9X.98(-"), but m years of devia-
tions above or below this trend of the durable goods index (X) steel
consumption is likely to increase or decrease by one-third more than
this index or Z= 1.33 X.
As a result, total steel consumption (TSC) in millions of tons,

when P equals future population in millions, may be expected to be:

TSC=DPXSCXZXP or TSC
=4.4496n-1X .882("-)X41) _1.33

with DPa being the FRB index of durable production in any givenfuture year. On this basis steel consumption which was 101.4 million
tons in 1966 and is expected to be about 96 million tons in 1967,
would be 100.7 million tons in 1970 and 115.8 million tons in 1975,
providing these years are median years not characterized by a capital
goods boom or a depression. Assuming a high and low range for 1970
consumption may be as low as 88.6 million tons and as high as 112.8
million tons, with a 1975 range of a low 101.9 and a higb of 129.7
million tons. The above mentioned statistics refer to consumption.
Domestic production and shipments would, of course, differ in each
year as a result of imports, exports and changes in inventories held
by steel consumers.

20-479 0-68-21

9.869604064

Table: U.S. projected annual compounded growth rate
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World projected annual compounded growth rates, 1964-80
lIn percent]

Total world,
Free world excluding

United States

BDSA ...........-------... ......- .. .......------... ..... - -.................... ............2.9
Bureau of Mines (Petrick) ................. ............................. ..........

For this study, the staff's own projections of steel consumption which
incidentally are in no way based on striking an average between the
above-quoted projection are 2 to 2.5 percent compounded from 1966
forward for the United States, and 4 to 5 percent for the rest of the
world.

Excerpts from Petrick's paper follow:
Since World War II, a complex and constantly changing world economy

has demanded an almost fantastic expansion in mineral output. And the end is
not yet. Current trends indicate that by 1980 world demand for copper, zinc,
and iron ore will nearly double. Aluminum demand will increase fourfold. Burgeon-
ing energy demand-will more than double fuel requirements, and to satisfy the
need for higher crop yields, a threefold to fivefold expansion of the fertilizer
industry will be required. To sustain such broad-scale expansion, a strong and
viable mineral industry is indispensable.

Shift analysis divides the countries of the world into two groups, those with in-
creased output of a given commodity at a rate faster than the world average and
who thus have upward net shifts, and those with increased output at a rate slower
than the world average-and who thus have downward net shifts. The group desig-
nation for a particular country was determined by calculation of its 'net shift" in
output. To calculate the net shift, each country's production in 1950 (or 1955)
was multiplied by the percentage increase in world production of that commodity
over the 1950-65 (1955--65) period. This gives the expected output for the country
if it had grown at the world rate. This expected output was compared with actual
output in 1965. If the actual output is higher tharrthe expected output, the
difference is termed a net upward shift. If actual output is lower than expected
output, the difference is termed a net downward shift. The total net upward and
the total net downward shifts were obtained by adding separately the net upward
and net downward shifts for all countries of the world.

Figures shown on the shift analysis maps are the individual country's percentage
share of either all net upward hifts or all net downward shifts. The analysis, there-
fore, measures more than just growth rates; the percentage net shift depends )on
growth rate and the scale of ol)erations. For example,, a country with large-scale
production growing slightly more rapidly than the world rate may account for a
larger share of the world net upward shift than a country with smaller production
growing much more rapidly. This explains why the big producers often were
responsible for the major shifts.

IRON AND IRON ORES

The world pig iron production projection for 10SO is 701 million tons, almost
double the 1965 level of 370 million tons. The more fully developed U.S. iron
industry is expected to expand at a slower rate (1.8 percent annually) than world
iron output (4.4 percent annually). The world and the U.S. projections appear to
be consistent with historical trends, industry forecasts, and expansion of world
industrial production.

9.869604064

Table: World projected annual compounded growth rates, 1964-80
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International developments in iron ore production during the 1950-6.5 period(see map) are characterized by a shift from North America to South America,
Asia, and 'Africa, reflecting the major changes in known resources, markets and
technology that have taken place since World War II. U.S. iron ore production
more than tripled between 1938 and 1942 as our country moved from depression
to wartime economic activity. The maintenance of a near 100-million-ton level of
output during the war years and requirements of the postwar boom rapidly de-
pleted .our limited reserves of medium-grade direct shipping ores in the Lake
Superior region. American and foreign producers responded to the challenge with
a worldwide search for high-grade ores. Results included important new discov-
eries in Canada, Venezuela, and Liberia. Significantly, these four countries are
the principal-suppliers of foreign ore to the U.S. iron industry. Significant, too, is
the fact that these countries account for 30 percent of the world's net upward
shift.

In South America important additions to iron ore resources and productivitycapability were realized after 1950. Venezuelan production moved from near
zero in 1950 to 17 million metric tons in 1(965. Resource estimates indicate 3.5
billion tons of high-grade (58- to 65-percent iron) ores and over 300 million tons
of medium-grade (40- to 50-percent iron) ores. Resources of medium- to high-grade ores (40 to 6) percent) expanded to 1 billion tons in Peru and I billion tons
in Chile. Brazil has 2.5 billion tons of ore containing more than 66-percent iron
and 25 billion tons containing more than 40-percent iron.

In Africa, Liberia expanded known resources to 400 million long tons of grade
56- to 68-percent iron and 300 million tons of grade 37-plus-percent iron. Iron
orbt production increased from zero in 1950 to 15.9 million tons per year in 1965,
becoming the base of the mineral economy and accounting for 90 percent of
Liberian mineral exports.

Concurrent with the search for foreign sources of direct shipping ores, a tech-
nological revolution in iron ore treatment got underway. Large beneficiation plants
production high-grade concentrates and pellets became feasible, extending our
concept of economic reserves to lower grade ores. This development affected the
industry world wide and led directly to a rapid shift from the use of direct shipping
ores at steel mills to preference for concentrates. Today the United States in-
cludes in its resource potential the taconite ores-more than 100 billion tons of
low-grade (22 to 30-plus-percent) iron ores in the Lake Superior district alone.
In Canada, the Federal Department of Energy, Mines, and Resources estimates
a potential of 30 billion tons of ore having a metallic iron content in excess of
10.5 billion tons.
The a'.S.S.IH.and mainland China are responsible for 36 percent of the world

net upwaLrd shift. Behind these gains is the enormously complex story of the
development of the world's most populous nation, mainland China, and the
world's largest political unit, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. Together
these two Communist nations have a popllation of close to a billion people, nearly
one-third of the human race, and command some 13 million square miles, four
times the size of the United States and nearly one quarter of the world's land area.
The potential in terms of land and people is tremendous. In spite of some exag-
geratedl,incompllete, or unreliable statistics on the mineral industries of these
collltries. it tal-es little imagination to project an enormous mineral potential.
What counts most about Soviet industrialization is the pace of development.

Between 1950 and 1965, the 9.7-percent annual growth of Soviet gross domestic
product was accompanied by an annual growth of 12 percent in industrial produc-
tion. Soviet illdlustrial expansion has been persistent and steady since the first
5-year plan in 1928.
The Soviet iron and steel industry was well developed in 1950. Its continued

expansion between 1950 and 1965 resulted in a more than threefold increase in
iron ore output. Iron ore production in the U.S.S.R. exceeded U.S. output after
1958sand by 1965 was 1.7 times U.S. iron ore production. These figures, although
not directly comparable because of differences in grade and efficiency of n( tal-!llrricnlfacilities, do give an order,of magnitude to the changes lunderway.
The boom in Siberia with its immllense resources of iron and coal is part of the

explanation of Russian iron ore expansion. Magnitogorsk, named after a mountain
of iron ore, is one of the principal iron and steel (enters in the Urals of western
Sib'ria. This center long depended for raw materials on local iron ores and the
conIls of the Kllznetsk Basin, 1.250) miles deeper in Sitberia. More r'lc(',t di('cov-
erir. of coal in Eltropealn Rllssia redllced the latboriouls atd expensive coal hraill.
I)isc,)ovries of iron ore and mine development in tlt,- U!kraine, the I'r:ll, :nd
Siltri; indicate a potential for additional expansion. Reserves, reported in 196:1,
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included 50 billion tons averaging 40- to 60-percent iron and an additional 32.7
billion tons averaging less than 50-percent iron. Usable iron ore reserves were
estimated at 5 billion tons in 1941, 57.7 billion tons in 1956, and 103 billion tons
in 1964. The rapid expansion is a response to exploration, technological change
and market growth. Like the United States, the Soviet Union has vast reserves
of low-grade ores that are being mined by open pit methods and heneficiated.
The decade and a half between 1950 and 1965 corresponds with the period of

transformation in China-a transformation without precedent in modern history.
From the beginning of their rule in 1949, the Communist Chinese dreamed of
transforming their country into a major industrial nation. The approach included
massive transfusions of Soviet knowledge, machinery, and trained manpower and
the diversion of China's enormous labor force from agriculture to industrial
production. It seems reasonable to infer that these efforts had a lot to do with the
dramatic upward shift in iron o:0. production.
The "Great leap Forward" program after 1957 was based on two policies-

one in industry, one in agriculture. The attempt to increase agricultural pro-
ductivity through communes is common knowledge. In industry, large modern
factories such as the giant Anshan Steel Plant, designed and built by the Soviet
Union, was coupled with an at tempt to utilize China's enormous labor force in
small- and medium-sized factories. Primitive furnaces using local ore, coal, and
other available mineral resources increased iron output but quality and pro-
ductivity were extremely low. however, the backyard iron production program
seemed to set the stage for growth of small industries and later business consolida-
tion. The production statistics tell us that between 1950 and 1965, mainland
China's production of iron ore rose from near 0 to 39 million tons per year. Prior
to the most recent crisis, working conditions, technical competence, and manage-
men t seemed to be improving. Exploration and drilling continued on a large scale
resulting in the discovery of many new iron ore deposits. A workable reserve of
5 billion tons appears to be a reasonable estimate.
Vast Australian iron ore resources have been discovered and. developed since

World War II. Prior to the 1950's, the Australians considered their iron ore
resources to be limited. In fact, the Commonwealth Government placed an
embargo on iron ore exports in 1939! to conserve resources for the development of
a domestic iron and steel industry. New discoveries boosted Australian resource
estimates, however, and brought the embargo to an end in 1960. In 1963, Australian
resources were estimated at 16 billion tons of 55- to 68-percent iron ore. New
legislation permits the export of up to 50 percent of the ore contained in iron ore
deposits discovered after 1960. Since 1960 Australian production hats expanded
at an annual rate of 9.7 percent, compared to 5.9 percent annually Ibetweemn
1950 and 1960.

MIETHODOLOGY USED IN STEEL CONSUMPTION PROJECTIONS, BDSA, JULY 1967

The method used for these projections in tables A10-1 to A10-7 was to estab-
lish a relationship between per capita steel consumption and per capital gross
national product (GNP) for certain areas and then to use projections of popula-
tion and GNP to derive projections of steel consumption from this relationship.
The relationship between per capita steel consumption and per capita GNP

took the form of the following logarithmic regression equation:
log (0,,el consupitmpon per capita)=.70359 log (GNP per capita) -.30099

The correlation coefficient was 0.94 and the standard error was 0.06965. The
data used for this regression were steel consumption per capita and GNP per
capita I for each of Japan, the Europeanl Economic Community (EEC), the
United Kingdom, and the United States, for the vears 1955-64, giving 40 pairs
of numbers for the regression. GNP was selected as the independent variable
partly because it provided a good fit, and partly because historical data and
projections of the future were available on a worldwide basis. By combining
data for all four areas, the upward bi-I caiicdt by the cyclical upswing of any
individual area in recent years was avoided.

Simple application of this regression equation to projections of (INP per capita
would have resulted in elimination of all differences between countries other than
level of per capita (NP'. 'he slope of this regression equation was used, but in
order to retain some element of other differences between countries a separate
GNP data in 1965 U.S. dollars were olbtuiled fronI Al), Office of Program Coordination, gross niitional

product by legion and country (Mar. 31, 19W7).
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intercept was calculated for each country or area. This intercept was obtained
by putting the 1964 data into the regression equation and solving the equation
for the intercept.

Population projections were obtained from the U.N.,2 using the "medium"
projection. CGNP projections were obtained by applying rates of growth of gross
domestic product substantiallyy the same as GNP) projected by the IJ.N. to
1964 GNP's. These rates of growth are necessarily given as a range rather thai
as a single number. Consequently the steel constiullption projections take the
form of ranges. They do not take into account the effect of technological changes,
such as continuous casting.

In Ihe case of Africa it was not believed to be worth while to use this procedure
becatue data were available for only five countries. The projections for Africa
were obtained by arbitrarily assuming that steel consumption would increase at
an annual rate of 3.5 to 4.5 percent.

TABLE. B-8. -Population projections, free world
(In millions

1964 1970 1976 19w1

Free world I-.......................................... 1,559 1,751 1,93 2, 144North America 2 ............................. 211 229247 '67
United Statos. .. ........ ............... ...... 192 28 223 241

Euronpe........................3349335359
F.iEC . .. ........................ ...... 180 1 181895
United Kingdom. .............. ..........b.....-.......-4 56 57

Japan -----.........--..-...,- . . --........ ..97 101 18 111
Othir Asia 4 ................. . .... 679 782 890 1,008
Latin Amneraic &.*......---...-.......................... 219 275 318 368Oc'\uia e .................................................... 14 15 16 18- ---- -- ---- -- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 14 16 16 18

I Includes only the countries specified.
2 United States and Canada.
s Excludes Albania, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, East (ermany, llungary, Poland, Rumania, and

U.8.S. .

Ceylon, India, Israel Pakistan, Philippines, Taiwan, and Turkey.Excludes Cuba and Haiti.
Australia and New Zealand.

Source: United Nations, Department of Social Affairs, "World Population Prospects." populationnstudies, No. 41, 1966).

T.BLE B-9.-Gross national product projections, free world, at 1965 prices
(In billions of U.S. dollars)

1964 1970 1976 1980

Free world .................................... 1, 786-1, 929 2, 125-2,454 2, 4893,130
North America I

........................... 68f 831-86 97-1,093 1,12-l1,349
United States.................4......43 777-823 909-1,011 1,04-1,241

Europe .................................... 48 -46 712-817 830-1,03
EEC ...................................... 287 353-382 419-486 486-617
United Kingdom ..................... 97 112-121 127-146 144-178

Japan ........................................ 81 115-132 154199 187-25
Other Asia 4 ............................... 104-114 122-147 146-195
Latin America 4......................... 4 105-117 127-155 15-208
Oceanla* ..................................... 25 31-34 37-43 43-55

I Includes only the countries specified,
I United States and Canada.
I Excludes Albania, Bulgaria, Czelhoslovakia, East (;erniny. Ifungary, Poland, tumania, and U.S.S.R.
4 Ceylon, India, Israel, Pakistan, Philippines, Taiwan, and Turkey.
* Excludes Cuba and hlalti.
Australia and New Zealand.

Source: AID-1964 ONP; UNFAO-Ratesof ( )P growth.
2 United Nations, Department of Social Affairs, "World Population Prospects" (Population StudlliF,

No. 41, 1966).
3 United Nations, Food and Agriculture Organiztilon, "Agricultural Commodities-Projections foi

1975 and 1985," vol. I1 (1966).

9.869604064

Table: Table B-8.--Population projections, free world


Table: Table B-9.--Gross national product projections, free world, at 1965 prices
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TABLE B-10.-Average annual percentage change in gross
world

national product, free

1964-75 1975 80 1964-80

Free world ............... ........... ....... ............. 3. 5-4.9 3.2-5.0 3.4-4.9
North Amerlca ................................ 3.2-4. 3.0-. 3 3.1-4.3

United States... .. .... .. ...... 3.2-4.2 3.0-4.2 3.1-4.2
Europe s

. .... ........ ................................. 3.5b4.8 3.1-4.9 3.38 ..8Eur e ..: :: :::3.5-4.8 3.1-4.9 3.3-4.8
EEC ......... .... . .................................3.5-4.9 3.0-4.9 8.3-4.9
United Kingdom ......... ......................... 2.5-3.8 2.5-4.0 2.5-3.9

Japan ............................................ 6.0-8.5 4.0-7.5 5.3-8.2
Other Asia 4

................ ...........................-5. 3. -5.9 3. 4-5.2
Latin America I................,................... . 3.9-5.8 4.0-6.0 3.9-5.8
Oce ania .......... ......... \.......................... 3.4-5.0 3.4-5.0 3.4-5.0

Includes only the countries specifled below.
* United States and Canada.
5 Excludes Allanla, Bulgaria, (Czechoslovakia, East Oermany Hungary, Poland, Rumania,and U.8.S.R.
4 Ceylon, India, Israel Paklitan, I'lillppines, rTawan, and Turkey.' Excludes Cuba and Haiti.
* Australla and New Zealand.
Notz.--Assume same rates of growth for 1964-75 as FAO rates for 1965-75, and saine rates of gro th for

1975-80 as FAO rates for 1975-5.

TABLE B-11.--Gross national product per capita projections, free world
(U.S. dollars at 1965 price]

1964 1970 1975 1980

Freeworld ................................. 931 1,020-$1,102 $1,00-$,268 $1,161-1,460
North Americ>a........... .............. 3, 256 3,624- 3,863 3,940- 4428 4, 219- 5,08

United States ......................... 3,347 3,742- 3,964 4,077- 4,534 4,375- 5,155
Europe .......................... ....... 1,437 1,721- 1,866 1,98- 2,279 2,246- 2,810

EEC ..................................... 1,600 1,919- 2,081 2,218- 2,571 2.496- 3,171
United Kingdom .......................... 1,787 2,042- 2,201 2,265- 2,601 2,517- 3,110

J an......... ........... ........ .. 839 1,132- 1,301 1,44 1,871 1,64- 2,
Other Asia . ................................. 125 132- 146 138- 1 144- 1
Latin America ............................. 382 382-. 427 400- 488 420- 65
Oceanliar ........ ....................... . 1,868 2,072- 2,273 2,267- 2,681 2,445- 3,121

Includes only the countries specified.
United states and Canada.
Excludes Albania, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, East Oennmay, Hungary, Poland, Rumania and U.S.8.R.
Ceylon, India, Israel Pakistan, Philippines, Talwan, and Turkey.'Excludes Cuba and Haiti.

* Australia and New Zealaud.

TABLE B--12.-Steel consumption projections, free world ' (ingot equivalent in
millions of short tons)

Free world....... - -......... ......

North America........................
United States ..... .....................

Europe........................
EEC....................... ............
United Kingdom .........................

apan .............. ..........................
Ot her Asia......... ...... .......... ......

Iatin America..............................
Africa ......................-............

Oceania-....- .............................

1964

340
140
130
126
77
26
34

,1
12
6
7

1970

405-427
163-171
1152-158
148-155
90- 95
30- 31
45- 50
19- 20
15- 16

7
8

1975

465-518
185-203
174-187
168-185
101-114
32- 35
55- 6
22- 24
18- 21
8- 9
9- 10

1980

532-629
212-240
197-222
188-222
115-136
35-41
65- 87
25- 31
22- 26
10- 11
10- 12

Data adjusted to cover all countries in free world.
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Table: Table B-10.--Average annual percentage change in gross national product, free world


Table: Table B-11.--Gross national product per capita projections, free world


Table: Table B-12.--Steel consumption projections, free world1 (ingot equivalent in millions of short tons)
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TABLE B-13.-Average annual percentage change in steel consumption, free world 1

LIn perct]

194-70 1970-75 1976-80 194-80

Free world ..................................... 3.0-3.9 2.8-4.0 2.7-4.0 2. 9-3.9
North America.......................... 6-3.4 2.7-3.5 2.63.4 2.6-3.4

United States................3....... 2. 6-3. 3 2. 7-3. 6 2.6-3.4 2.6-3.4
Euro ......................... 2.7-3.6 2.6-3.6 2.4-3.7 2. -3.6

Ee ....................................... 2.6-3.5 2.6-3.6 1.9-3.6 2.5-3.6
United Kingdom .......................... . 1.6-2.8 1.9-2. 9 1.9-2.9 1.9- 8

Japan.................... ..... ..... ....... 4..4-6.1 4. -6 2 3.1-. 6 4.0-. 9
Other Asia.... .... ................... 3.1-4.2 3. 2-4.4 3.34. 8 3.2-4. 5
Latin America............................ 3.9-6.2 3. 76.0 3.7-5.1 3.7-5.1
Aftrca .... ................... .............. . . 3.-4..6 3.6-.4.6 3. 6-4.
Oceania ..................................... 2.9-3. 9 2. 7-4.0 3. 14.1 2 9-4. 0

Covers all countries in free world.

TABLE B-14.-Projections of steel consumption per capita, selected areas in free
world

[Ingot equivalent in pounds]

1964 1970 1975 1980

North Amerioa t .....- .... ..................... 1,321 1,424-1,490 1, 10-1,640 1, 86-1,797
United State......-........-.. ...... ...1 1,356 1,466-1,628 1,6661, 678 1, 36-1,836

Europel ................... ....... 741 847- 893 937-1,032 1,023-1,197
EE .................... .--...- -. 862 979-1,036 1,086-1,204 1,179-1,396
United Kingdom........-....---.. 96 1, 00-1,118 1142-1,267 1, 28-1,426

Japan-.....-.......- . .... . ......... 714 882- 972 1,049-1,276 1,16-1,570
Latin Americal .....-........ 110 110- 119 11- 132 119- 146
Oceani 4........................ ...... 5 1,02-1,096 1, 093-1,230 1,153-1,371

I United States and Canada.
2 Excluding Albania, Lulgaria, Czechoslovakia, East Germany, Hungary, Poland, Rumania, Turkey,

and U.8.S.R.
I Excluding Cuba and Haiti.
4 Australia and New Zealand.

9.869604064

Table: Table B-13.--Average annual percentage change in steel consumption, free world1
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APPENDIX C
U.S. GOVERNMENT AND INTERNATIONAL AGENCY FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO

FOREIGN STEEL INDUSTRIES
TABLE C-1.-Cotntry byyvt

[In millions of dollars]

Country

Argentina..-. .......

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

Australia ............

Total ..........

Austria .-.-- .- .....

Total....- ....

Belgium ..............

Total...........
Brazil.................

Total----....

Canada .---..........--

Chile ........- ........--

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

Colombia. --......

Total ......

France .................

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

Year I Exinl)aik

1961
1968
1959

1962
1904
1965

1950
19521962
1954
1955
1956

1949
1950
1957
1958

1949
1950

1950
1952
1955
1956
1957
1968
1961
1964
1965

1948

1951
1956
1957
1960
1962
1964

1963
1965

1949
1950
1960
19611961

$60.00
.09

2.41
21.33

.41

.69

22.48

107.40

28.15

28.15

25.00
2.19
5.06

35.13
4.88
12.50

IB HIBR!)

$1.75
1.77

5. 28
4.20

13.35

12. 10

12.10

90.74 1..
5.70

59.15
3.55
16.00
15.57
8.30
11.30

IAI)B

$0. 20

.20

30.1io0
.20

30.30

-----

113. 87 ...........I....I----
-_

3.95

3.95

7.42
. 84

8.26

30.000I--------. 30.00 -..........

30.00 ------- ..

. . . . .. . ...

·-------·---r-- -----------1:::::::::::l::::::::::::-.

.-- - - -

IFC

..... ...i

... .....
-.!! .i .

3.68
. _ _=----
. ..----

. .... .--...... .......... ... ... .
------------I

6.
5.

*5. Ob

.----- .--=

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

All) and
predecessor
programs

_- ---------,_,1

. ..----

$18.74
6.38
1.73
1.42

28. 27

5.48
2.87

/8.34

. 6. 83
7.09

13.92

.- --

..---

Total

$60.00
.09

2.41
24.99

.41

.09

.20
22.48

111.26

1.75
1.77
.35

5.28
4.20

13.35

18.74
6.38
29.88
1.42

56.42

17.58
2,87

20,44
25.00
2.19
5.05

35.13
4.88
12.50
6.83
37.19
11.25

140.01

5.70

59.15
3.55

16.00
15. 57
8.30
11.30

113. 87

......--... - ------------. 30.00

.--- ------ -- 3.95

......__.. . __--------- 3.3.95

............ 7134 71.34

..-.---- . 4.13 4.13

.......------...-.--- - 7.42
....................84

........... 75.48 83.74
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------------

------------

--------

------------

------------

------------

------------

------------

............

............

------------

............`

------------

------------

------------

------------

------------

------------

------------

....... W6Wi ------------I
-

i~

-----------
-- - -- - ----

. .
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Table: Table C-1.--Country by year
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TABLE C-l.-Country by year-Continued
[In millions of dollars)

('ount ry

(ermnany..--..----..
India ...............

Total.... ..

Italy..................

Total..........
Jamaica........--...-

Japan ................

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

Korea.... ..---......

Tot al .....---.

Liberia................

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

Mexico ..... ........

Tot al..........
Netherlands............

Paklstan..-..........

Peru ...................

Total ........-

Year

1956

1952
1956
1057
1961
1962
1963
1964
1966

1947
1949
19,)
1951
1955
1956
1958
1962
1963

1965

1964

1955
1956
1957
195
1959

1961
1962

1955
1956

1949
1960

1948
1951
1952
1955
1956
1957
1960
1961
1962
1963

1964

1949

1958

1953
1957
1961
1962
196W
1964

Eximlbank

$10.00

28.29

7.00
4.85

13.560
25.00
55, 00
1.65

28.50

163. 79

.50

36.30
7,10
3.00
22.70
52.60
15.00

136.70

4.00
41.63

45.63

IBRD

$29.20
94.90
32.50
19.60

30.00

206.10

1.92

............

1.92

5.13
22.39

72.87
44.00
13.00

157.39:::::::::::. .

....----. _-----

1.50 ......

5.00 .--

8.10.----------
3.40
46.51.. .
16.00
6.87.....
1.57 .. ...

1.85 . .

16.90 .-

28.00

135.70 ..........

2 ..0.......
10.00
6.50. .

7.95 ............

1.2...5 . .

13.80

42.00

300

IAD)B

-

: --- - --

-

o-------*---

---------
-----=----

s-- - ---

IFC

$3.45'

__3.45

..---

. . . .---

.......28
5.07

6.45

5.88

17.68

._63

----i-ii--!. . .... ...

. . . . ..

1-- ---------

I..... .....

AID and
predecessor
programs...... _i-i-

$i.37
. i.002.37

49.20
6.67

54.77

1.99
.23

2.23

.-

_-
2.23----

..--

. .--

I, ----_.=-

1--- -- ---- -- -

..--

. .----

Total

$10.00
29.20
94.90
32.50
19.5(
1.37
3.45
1.00

30.00

211.92

28.29
49. 20
5.57
1.92
7.00
4.85
13.50
25.00
55.00
1.65

28.50

220.48

.50

5.13
22.39
36.30
79.97
44.00
16.00
22.70
52.60
15.00

294.09

.23
2.23

4.00
41.63

45. 63

1,50
5.00
8.10
3.40

46.51
16.00
7.15
1.57
6.92
16.90
34.45
5.88

153.38

.63
2.50
10.00
6.50
7.95
1.25
13.80

42.00

------------

-------------

------------

------------

------------

------------

------------

------------

------------

------------

----- ......

------------

-----------

--· ·---------

------------

------------

------------

------------

------------

------------

------------

------------

------------

------------

------------

------------

------------
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TABLs C-1.-Country by year-Continued
[In millions of dollars]

Country

Philippines .----.-.--.

Total-....--

Portugal..........-
Republic of China....

Year

1958
1969

1961
1962192

1949

1955
1957

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

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

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

Turkey.. ........

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

United Kingdom....
Uruguay..............

Total.........

Venezuela ..........

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

Yugoslavia...---------

Total.... ...

European Coal and
Steel Community..--

Latin American Iron
and Steel Institute._.

Agency totals
(all countries)..

Grand total
(all agencies,
all countries).-.

1952
1954
1958
1959
1960
1961
1962
194
1966

1954
1964
1965

.....

1949

1954
1961

1900
1903
1964

1953
1958
1961
1963
1964
1960

Eximbank

$0,06
.31
.10

62.30
5.00

67.76

1.20
6.80

6.60
20.10
40.00

117.90

15.00

........00
15.00

=~~

2.48
.10

2.58

.,.. ........

10. 50

10.50

16600

15.00

IBRD

$8.70

8.70

IADB IFC

. _ _ _---
.

.-
. -

: __--

...... ....

.. . ....

.... . ...

........

.........

.. ..
...

...........

$3.00
.14

3.14

1954 .. ------..-..--- ...---....---- ..--- .- --.--

1962 --------.-----------So----.6 -----------
---.-1·~;=- .. . _ -

.....1,121.13 429.56 30.55 33.61

AID and
predecessor
programs

$0.85

.47

.23

.70

.85
7.56

8.41

129.60
13.89
5.56

Totul

$0.06
.31
.10

62.30
5.00

67.76

.85

.47

.23

.70

.85
8.76
6.80
4.40
7.80

31.00
6.60

20.10
40.00

126.31

144.60
13.89
5.56

149.05 164.05

27.22 27.22

............

5.61
8.50
3.47
33.33
13.31

64.22

100.00

_ - - *- 2.4

2. 48
.10

2.58

3.00
.14

10.50

13. 4

8. 0
5.61
23.50
3.47

33.33
13.31

87.92

100.00

.05

50. 77 ....--

2,165.62

NOTES

Columns may not add to totals, due to rounding.
Eximbank-Export-Import Bank of Washington.
IBRD-International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (World Bank).
IADB-Inter-American Development Bank.
IFC-Internatlonal Finance Corporaton.
AID-Agency for International Development.
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STEEL IMPORT STUDY

TABLD C-2.--Year by countries
[In millions of dollars

Year and country

1947-Italy ..--------------
1948-Canada. --------------

Mexico--...-----------

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

1949- Austria.-------------.
Belgium-.-....-----
France...--------- -

Italy.......------.
Liberia......----.------
Netherlands.....--.--.
Portugal...-.-..-...----
United Kingdom.....-

Total .....--
1950--Australia. ... .-----

Austria.........- --------

Belgium.....----------
Brazil ...-... ------

France.-..------------

Italy....
Total----------

1951-Chile... ...-.-...-.
Italy ........ ..----
Mexico-----------------

Total........ --

192-Australl---.--------
Brazil.---.-.----.-------
Indiat---- .--......-
Mexico-.-----------

p193-crl .......---

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

1953-Peru ... -.-.-- .---------

Yugoslavia...

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

1954-Australia.... -..----.-
Spfnln .- .- .. -----..
'ruguay -..---------.-

Eiiropean Coal andr
Steel Community...

Exinbank IBRD

$28.29

5.70
1.50

7.20

4.00

4.00

25.00

25.00
59. 15

............

12.10
1.... ............

1.75

I. 75

........192

IIAr)B IFC

5.00 1............----------- - ------.--.-
64.15 i 1.92

...-....

2.19............
8. 10

10.29

2. .SO

2. 50

1.20
2.48

Total --..-.---- 3.68

195-Arent Ina......-----..
Australia .......--.
Brazil... ..--...
China .-.............-..
Italy........... .......--
Japan .........---.....
Korea ......... ..
Mexico...-.........

Total ....-..---

1.,iW-Austr
Brazil
Chile
lerm
India
Italy.
Japlan
Korea
Mexlc

0. 00 ..

5. 05

7.

3.40

75.45

1.77

29.20

30.97

8.70

..

.. ..--

5. 28

5. 13

10 41

...........

alla.----.------ . . . .----

I. f35.13 ---

.. 3. .55 ---

any .. 10.00.--.---

-----. 94.90 ....-.------94.90

...------------- 4. 8 ........... --------

1....... -------- ---.----- 22.39 i- ----
.....-..---------. -----.--. ..-.-......... ----

-o-t-l-------.46.51 ...-------

Total ........ 100.04 121.49 -!.....---...I

All) and
predecessor
-'rograms

6.48
71.34
49.20

14.94
.85

2.87

4.13
5.57

18.95

I-::::::::::
.---

.85

.85
,

7.56

10(XI. 00

107.56

.47

1.99

Total

$28.29

5.70
1.50

7.20

18.74
17.58
71.34
49.20
4.00
14.94

.85
27.22

203. 87

1.75
6.38
2. 87

25. (0)
4.13
5.57

45. 70

59. 15
1.92
5.00

66.07

1.77
2.19
29.20
8.10
.85

42.11

2.50
8.70

11.20

.35
8.76
2.48

100.00

111.59

60.00
5.28
5. (0
.47

7.00
5.13
1.94
3.40

....... 2.46 88.32

4. 20
35.13
3.55
10.00

-------------- 94.90

22.39
'"""3..23
-. - --- 1---- 221.76.51

.7......... .23 . 221.76
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----------
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------------

------------

------------

------------

------------

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

------------
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------------
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------------

------------
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------------

------------

------------
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9.869604064

Table: Table C-2.--Year by countries
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TABLE C-2.- Year by countries-Continued

[in millions of dollars]

AIl) and
Year and country Eximbank IBRDI IAI)B IFC -...predecessor Total

propr,,ns

1957-Austria -------------.- $28.15----.-------------- $1.73 $29.88
Brazil,---4.---------4.88 ----------.... 4.
Chile..--------.---------16.00 ------------ ------- 16.00
China----------2---- ----- .2.23
India.---------------- $2.0----------- ------- 32.50
Japan.----------------- 36.30.-.-... ----.----.-----. 36.30
Mexico------------ 16.00-------1---------13.00
Peru----------------- 10.00 -------....10.(X

Total. ---.--.. 111.33 32.50 ------ ----- 1.96 145.79

1958-Agrenltina --------------- .09...... ..----09
Austria.------ ------ I-------..--...--..--- -------.-- ------- -- 1.42 1.42
Brazil---------------- 12.50, -...-12,50
Italy ..---------- ---- 13,50 -..--....-..---- 13. 50
Japan---------- --- 7.10 72. 87 ..--- -.. 79.97
Pakistan..--------------------- --.----------------...$0. 6 .-3
Philippines--- ------..............0.0.......... 06
Spain ---------------- 80 -- -------80
Yugoslavia.--- --- --------------- -----.----- .- -------------.61 5. '1

Total-------- 40.05 72.87 .....3 7.03 120. 5

1959-Argeutina-2...------.-- 2, 41 ........-----41
Japan.---------------- --------- 44.oo ..---------....-------..- 44.00
Philfippines.- - - - .31 -...............--.---.--.----....

Spain------------ - -- 4.40 ---.. .........4.40
Turkey------------ 15.00--------- --------- 129.60 144.60

Total-------- 122.12 44.00---.....-..---- 129.60 195.72

19i0---Argentinah.---2-...--21.3---....-. 3 ---24.W.)
Chlile -...-.--------------- 1.57-.......-..-.. ---- --- 15.57
France- .42 ------.------- .42

eria----------- 41...............--- ------41.63
Mexico-------------- 6.7 ..28 ---------7.15
Ihilippines...--.---.-----. .10
Spain----------- ------- 0 ------ -----7.

1961---Arentilll...----- ------ .41 -.-..- .4t-~~~Brazxl~~l--~0-----------.- ----- -------------- 6.83 6.83,za- .--.--...---........... . -.:::::::::: ::::::::::--.... ..-----::::::: ----------

I1-arei-----a--------- -------- 50 -19.50
Japan --------- ----- 22.7 ------- 22.70
Mrexieo ..1....--------...... .57
Fajncru.................6.50
Philippines. --------- 62.30 ....... 30
Spin- ----- ---- -- .....-------- 31.(00
Uruguay.---- -------.,10 I--------- .--- ------ ------..--.10
Yugoslavia-....-- - - - - - - 15.00 . 50 23. 50

Total .----------- 110.42 1i. 50 . . .. ..- 15.33 175.25

m~ti2--^j-ml~rlna,--~-.-.--- .̂...-....-:::::- : :::-::::::: .:.:::.........\02-Argeia-.........69 ----------------- .69
In2liA..i..------------ -- .

Chil . ..........---...-8.30 --------- -------8.30
Inli--------..---..-----------. .----------- 1.3.3

Japan---------- .----. 52.( 0 -----52. 0
Mexico -------------- . ---- 5.07 6.92
Peru-------..7.------- 7.95
Philippines--- -----..--5.00 i--------- 5.00
Spain----------.-----0:.0
Latin American Iron

andl Steel Institute... .---.-:----i-----.--_.----..._.... --.-...- ....05
Total. -..-107.9,) ,---I-- .05 5.07 1.37 114.48

19T3-('olta 1la ... .......... ..0196-- olol ........-------------- ...- ..- ..... .'45.........43.45Itahl5..................5..... ---....--5.00
M xico-.::::::-. -.--. 16.90--90..- . .. .-.. .. I. -. -...16 90
p.ru-1.. ...5.2 ........-------..... -1.25nici.i.......................j:::::.::I. ::::::::I:::::-: I..
Venezuiela.............. . ........ .. 4
Yugoslavia...... ...............3.........7..... '.47 347

Total- ..... 73 15 '} 3. 59 .47 110.21
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TABLE C-2.-Year by countries-Continued
[In millions of dollars]

Year and country

1964-Argentina -........--.-
iBrazil...... .......
Chile...-......-...---.
India.....--.....-----
Italy-............
J amaica.---...........
Japan.- .. ...-----
Mexico-....
Peru ....-. ......... ---

Spain ......-----....-.... -----

Turkey--..--.-----...
Venezuela....------....
Yugoslavia .-..- ...--

Total ..- ....

1t5--Argentina ....-- ...---
Brazil .......-------..-
Colombia...-----------.
Italy . .............
Turkey ..-.......-----

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

1966-Inia ......-----------
Mexico.---------------
Spiain.-.--------- -----

ugoslavia- - .---------

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

Agency totals
(all years) ..

Grand total (all
agencies, all
years).--------

Exilmbank

$11.30

1.65
.50

15. 00
28.00
13.80
20. 10

. 10.50

--

100.85

22.48
6.00
3.95
28.50

60.93::----- 6

40.00

1,121.13

I BRI)

$30.00

30.00

429.56

AII).t
id

IA.l)Bn IFC ,predecessor
programs

. _ _--I

............

.------ ----- ----- ----- ----------.
- -- - - -- i!- - - - -- - - ---
-, - ......... ----..}- 8...
...-........----- I---------- -..........1. .......... .i......... ....88 .. 33.33
------ - - ---------.

30.30 6. 45 55. 31

.... ... .. .......
""~."S............. ......
..::.:----::::--:-::-!. 5. 56

.20 5.05 5. 56

: :.::::..... ..

-------.--. 5.88 13. 31

30.55 33.61 550.77

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

Total

$0. 20
37. 19
11.30
1.00
1.65
.50

15. 00
34.45
13.80
20. 10
13.89
10. 50
33.33

192.91

22.48
11.25
3.95

28.50
5.56

71.74

30.00
5.88

40.00
13.31

89.19

I---..--------

2,165.62

NOTES

Columns may not add to totals, due to rounding.
Eximbank-Export-Import Bank of Washington.
IBRD-Internatlonal Bank for Reconstruction and Development (World Bank).
IADB-Inter-American Development Bank.
IFC-International Finance Corloration.
AID--Agency for International Development,
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TABLE C-3.-Government ownership ani control of free world steel producers
A. LATIN AMERICA

Latest annual Percent of
Country Company raw steel national Degree of government control

production, production
net tons

Argentina- ...-------.---- Sociedad Mixta Siderurgia Argentina (OMISA)_ 880 000 58 Almost wholly government-owned, except for nominal number of
,(, shares held by private steel companies and individuals.

Altos Hornos de Zapla -.-----...-------...--. 170,000 11 Government owned under administration of war secretariat.
Brazil-------- -------- Acos Finos Pratini S/A------------------------ 45,000 () Owned 75 percent by Federal Government, 20 percent by State

government, and' 5 percent by private shareholders.
Companhia Ferro e Aco de Vitoria- ... .---..- 110,000 9 Banco Nacional de Desenvolvimento Economico, a government

entity is the main shareholder.
Usinas Sldenrgica de Minas Gerals 8.A. i70,000 26 Owned 25 percent by Banco Nacional de Desenvolvimento Econom-
(USIMINAS). ico, 24 percent by the Minas Gerais State government, and 51

percent by various private foreign (Japanese) and Brazilian in-
terests

Companhia Siderurgica Nacional-Volta Re- 1,85, 000 42 Federal government holds 87 percent equity interest.
donda.

Cila 8iderurgica Belgo Mineira.....- ...--.-. 500,000 15 Owned by private foreign interests (Belgium-Luxembourg) and
Minas Gerais State government.

Companhia Siderurxica Paulista (COSIPA) 175, 000 15 Owned 48 percent by Banco Nacional de Desenvolvimento Econom-
ico and State government of SUo Paulo, the balance by private
foreign and Brazilian interests.

Chile -------------- Compania de Acero delPaciflco-0---------- 800,000 93 Government holds a minority interest.
Colombia - --_ Acerias Paz del Rio, 8A--------.------- 225, 500 84 Owned 24 percent by Banco de La Republica, a government entity,

1 percent by the national government and various municlpal.ties,
and 75 percent by private firms and individuals.

Mexico------------- Altos Horns de Mexico, S.A---. -----1,300,-000 48 Controlledby Nacional Fioneiera, S.A., a Federal government
financing agency.

Toyoda de Mexico, S.A---(----------- ) (1) Controlled by Federal Government.
Peru..,----- ----- Corporacion Peruana del Santa "Chlmbote"-.-- 100,000 97 Owned 75 percent by government but self-operating under name of

Sogesa-a semiautonomous government agency.
Venuuela------------- CVG Siderurgica del Orinoco C.A. (Sidor) 0---00,000 87 Government owned.

B. EUROPE

VOEST-Vereinigte Oster-Reichische Elsen-
Und Stahlwerke, A.G.

Oesterreichisch-Alpine Montangesellschaft .----
Stehrische Ousstahlwerke, A.G ----------------

Karntnerische Eisen-Und Stahlwerks A.G-----
Gebr. Bohler& Co. Aktiengesellschalt------

1,920,000
1,060, 000

(I)
(I)
(1)

54

30
(1)
(1)
(1)

Government owned.

Do.
Government owned (controlled by Alpine-Montan).

Do.
Government holds substantial interests.

See bfootes at end of table, p. 308.

Austria...--------
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9.869604064

Table: Table C-3.--Government ownership and control of free world steel producers


460406968.9



TABLE C-3.-Government ownership and control of free world steel producers-Continued
B. Europe-Continued

Company

Rautaruukki Oy
Salzgitter Huttenwerk A.G ........... ..---.
Ilseder Hutte---..........--------------
Schwabische. Huttenwerke (Gmb H-----------
Irish Steel Holdings. Ltd.... -----------------.

Italy--N..-..............FINSIDER Group-.............-----..-

Netherlands -................

Norway-....................
Spain --..---------..---

Portugal .---------.----

Sweden ----............
Turkey.-..------..--..

U nited Kingdom- ..........

I

Societa Nazionale per Azioni-(Cogne)..---.
Stabiliment; di Sant' Eustacchio S.p.A
Koninklijke Nederlandsche Hoogovens en
Staalfabricken N.V.

A/S Norsk Jernverk..
Siderurgica Asturiana, S.A.-------------------

Empresa Nacional Siderurgica, S.A. (EN-
SIDESA).

Siderurgica Nacional..--------------------.
Norrlottens Jarverk Aktiebolag---.---..
Turkiye Demir ve Celik Isletmeleri Genel
Mudurlugu (Karabuk).

Eregli Iron and Steel Mills----------------

Celik, Ltd----- -- ---------------

Mahnesmann-Sumer Bank Boru Endustrisi
T.A.S.

Richard Thomas & Baldwin, Ltd.--------
Colvilles, Ltd ---.------
Consett Iron Co., Ltd.-----
I)orman, Long& Co., Ltd.-------
English Steel Corp.. Ltd ...-------.--..
(.K.N. Steel Co..Ltd- ....--...........
Johnl Summers & Sons, Ltd.....- ...-
'PTh LaTncashire Steel Corp., Ltd. ---......- -!
I'ark (;ate Iron& Steel Co.. Ltd ----

!ound-Oak Steel Works, Ltd .-- .---------

,ttet annual
raw steel

production.
net tons

Nil

2.500.000
1,100. 000

(')
2. 000

8,100, 00

250.000
(1)

3.100).000

540,000
75.000

60,000

301,000
550.000
450.000

173.000

()

(3)

3,690.00
, 970.000
1,180.000
2.170.000
720.000

2.300. 000
1.740.000

740. (X)
900.000

Percent of
national

production

Nil

6
3

(3)
100

.58
2

(1)0)
89

71

17

100
11
47

25

(I)

(3)
12
10
4
7

S

:13

Degree of government control

Owned 75 percent by government and 25 percent by private comn-
panies.

Government owned.
State of lower Saxony holds 25-percent interest.
State of Baden-Wurteaberg holds 50-percent interest.
Sponsored and controlled by government which has small equity

interest.
Government (through Institute per Is Ricostruzione Industriale.

I. R.I.) holds 5M-prcent interest.
Government-owned, but not part of FINSIDER.
(overnment holds 51-percent interest.
Owned 40 percent by government and city of Amsterdam and 60 il-r-
cent by private interests.

Government owned.
Government (through Institute National de Industria, l.N.LI.,hoids
33-percent interest.

Government (through Instituto Nacional de Industria. I.N.I.) holds
W0-percent interest.

Government owns 15 percent.
(Government has interests.
Government owned through Sumer Bank.

Government owns 51 percent of company with remainder belolnglig
to p-ivate foreign (American) interests.

Government controls 49 percent of company with remainder belong-
ing to German interests.

Government-run Sumer Bank owns 43 percent of company, with
remainder belonging to German interests.

Government owned.
Upon nationalization. June 28, 1907. will ie govwrnelnt owned.

Do.
D)o.;
I)o.
Do.1)o.,1).
Ino.
Do.

Country

Finland-----.................
West Ue maiy...............

Ireland--...................
Uo
ra
I-

0
Co

»>14
0-*»

0
»

0)

0-3<^
0
iC

__
_ _

I-, ,



Sollt.li )urham Si.iel &A Iron Co., Ltd ....
T'he Steel Co. of Wales, Ltd-..--..----. ...
SLtrwarts & Lloyds, Ltd. ---....--..-.
The United Steel Cos., Ltd--... .........--.
Zeljezara Zenica--........-.. ....
Zelezarna Jesenice--------------------------.
Zeijezara Sisak.----_--.------

Zelezarna Ravne---------------.----------------
Zelezarna Store-------------.--------..--.----
Zeijezara "Boris Kidric" --.--...--------------
Rudnici i Zelezara Skopje .------ ..---

Algeria.... Acilor--...
Societe Nationale do Sidleurgie.- ..Ghana-.... ...--........ ..iKwame Nkrummah Steelworks Corp -..........Nigeri. . . Nige steel Co., Ltd--........----........

Republic of South Africa..-.. South African Iron & Steel Industrial Corp.,
Ltd. (ISCOR).

The Union Steel Corp. (of South Africa), Ltd.
Rhodesia/Nyasaland.-------. The Rhodesian Iron & Steel Co., Ltd.----------
Tunisia..... ..-----. -- El Foulai.. .---------- ----.-

Uganda -......-----------.- Steel Corp. of East Africa,Ltd-.. --------..

Egypt .-- .............

Israel ---.- --.-.- ----

D.

The Egyptian Iron & Steel Co ----...-------

Delta Steel Mill, S.A.A-...-------........
The National Metal Industries, S.A.E..------.-
Israeli Steel Mills, Ltd --------- --------

Middle East Tube Co., Ltd., and Joint Pipe
Industries, Ltd.

1, 6(51), 00
3, 060, 000
2,20,000
3,700,000
2 880, 000
2 468,000
2 313,500
299,000
238,000

2 165,000
2 630,000

C. AFRICA

(0)
(0)
(L)
(1)
0)
(0)
(I)

0() (')
30,000o

(') (1)

3,100,000

(') 0()
125,000
40,000
20,000

MIDI)LE EAST

() (])
(1) (1)
(') (')
(') (0)(')'()

5 Do.
10 Do.
7 I)o.
12 Do.

Government owned.
Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.

Government owned.
'Do.

100 Do.
Government controls 49 percent (through the Eastern Region Oov-
ernment Development Corp.) and 51 percent belongs to an Italo-
Greek finance group.

89 Government holds 99-percent Interest.

Government has controlling interest.
100 Government has a participating interest.
100 Government owned.
100 Government interests held by the Uganda Development Corp.

Government has controlling interest.
Government controlled by Egyptian General Organization for the
Metallurgical Industries.
Do.

These companies are controlled by Koor Industries & Crafts Co.
Ltd., and are owned by tie Histadrut labor unions and other
investment groups; government has a possible minority equity.

(See footnotes at end of table, p. 308.)
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TABLE C-3.-Government ownership and control of free world steel producers-Ccntinued
E. FAR EAST

Latest annual PercentofCountry Company raw steel national Degree of government controlproduction, production
net tons

Burma....................... Ywama Steel Works -..-- ......................22,000 100 Owned by Industrial Development Corporation, a governmentagency.Ceylon -.--------- Ceylon Steel Corp...- ....................NiNil Nil Government owned.India-...................... Bhilai Steel Plant-----.-.-.-..............761, 491 16 Government owned and operated by Hindustan Steel, Ltd., a gov-ernment entity.Rourkela Steel Plant..---..-............-7...797,052 16 Do.Durgapur Steel Plant......................... 571,313 12 Do.The Mysore Iron & Steel Works.---------- 650,376 1 Owned by government and State of Mysore.Malaysia.................... Malays-Wata-............................ () () Owned 51 percent by government and 49 percent by Japanese in-
terests.Pakistan-.............. ChittagongWorks...-...-..................... Nil Nil Government has a majority interest through the East PakistanIndustrial Development Co. The Japanese firm, Kobe Steel, alsohas some interests.Philipines---- National Shipyards & Steel Corp ------20,000 20 Government owned.Singapore................... National Iron & Steel Mills, Ltd-- ........(1) (I) Owned 60 percent by joint government and local interests and 40
percent by Japanese interests.South Korea.................. Inchon Heavy Industry Corp................... 100,000 50 Government owned.Taiwan.....-................ Tang Eng Iron Works, Ltd-.................. () ( Owned 80 percent by government and 40 percent by private interests._)

' Not available. S Not available, estimated capacity. s Nil; will commence production in 1967.

M
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STEEL IMPORT STUDY 309
Tariff Reduction Under the Kennedy Round

AUGUST 10, 1967.
Re Steel Under the Kennedy Round.
To: Mr. I. W. Abel, Mr. Walter Burke, Mr. Joseph Molony, and all district

directors.
From: Meyer Bernstein.

As a result of the Kennedy Round General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade
(GATT) negotiations, import duties in the steel sector will be reduced by a
weighted average of 12.8 percent over a period of 5 years beginning January 1,
1968.
This total reduction-divided into five equal annual installments-represents

a drop from a weighted average steel import rate of 7.44 percent in 1966 to 6.49
percent in 1972. Average annual reductions, therefore, will be 2.56 percent of
the 1966 base or less than two-tenths of a percentage point per year. Put another
way, steel with a value of $100 a ton in the exporting country now has an average
duty of $7.44. For each of the next 5 years the duty will be cut by 19 cents.:The
final concession rate will be $6.49 on that $100 foreign value.
The steel sector, as understood by U.S. representatives at Geneva, consists of

115 categories. It is wider than what we normally call steel products, for it also
includes pig iron, sponge iron, iron and steel powders, and a few finished items
like foil. It excludes, however, certain wire products.

Forty-three of the 115 categories will not be reduced at all under the agree-
ment. These include some of the steels most heavily imported in 1966. The import
value of steels on which there will be no rate reduction whatever under the
Kennedy Round amounted to $499,962,000 in 1966, or 40.4 percent of the $1,238,-
658,000 total imports last year. The highest normal cuts of 50 percent (or just
over that because of rounding) were made on eight categories with a total value
of $4,640,000, or 0.4 percent of total imports in 1966.
On two categories in which the tariff is a negligible amount; namely, pig iron

with a rate of 20 cents a ton and sponge iron and powder with a rate of 6214 cents
a ton, the reduction was 100 percent. The total value of these two products in
1966 was $46,646,000 or 3.7 percent of the total.
-The reductions can be recapitulated as follows:

Number of Value of 1966 Percent of
Group categories Imports total 19ci6

imports

Abolition of negliulhle rate..-..-.......--------...-----... 2 $46 ,646, 000 3. 7
0-I:ercent reduction .....- ..... --............., -----... , 8 4,646, 000 .4

40 to 49.9 percent--..-... .--.--------- ----.---..----- 11 41,573 000 3. 4
30 to 39.) percent ....-..--..----.-.... .--------------.. 6 11.856,000 1.0
20 to 29.9 percent-- ..--.--.- ...- .......... 21 193, 651,000 15.6
10 to 10.9 percent-. - -.- - ---.... 1681. 442, 000 12.
0.1 to 9.9 percent- ......-...---. -. ------.. ....- . 6 2H3,888,000 212.9
No reduction ... --.....--- -...--.. -- ........-- .---..--. 43 499,962,000 40.4

Total -.....-- ---..-- ------ ---.--- .------- 115 1,238,430,000 ....-.----

_-_-::::---i-i-ii-I_:i__i-i-:(

It is clear that the Kennedy Round will have little effect upon steel imports.
In most cases the tariff changes represent only a fraction of the normal price
fluctuations occasioned by market conditions.
A word should be said about methods used in calculating the tariff rates and

reductions.
It would be simple if all rates were. on an ad valorem basis; that is, as a per-

centage of the value abroad. A reduction, for example, from 8 percent ad valorem
to 7 percent ad valorem would amount to 12% percent. -

l3tBt many tariff rates are not expressed in that way. Some are based on so much
per pounld and others have a combination of a cent per pound rate plus ad valorem
rate, and in still other cases in steel, there is a cent per pound plus an ad valorem
plus a duty on the value of the alloys in the steel.
Such rates can only be computed by comparison with the value at a given time

ill the exporting countries. The figures contained in this report were gathered by
compa)rinlg the value of the individual steel categories abroad as a whole with the
actual dutties collected on those categories. The year used was 1966. The same
process had earlier been used for 1964, and because the product mix was different
in the 2 years, the percentages came out differently. In each case, of course, the
figure wtw correct for the particular year used as a basis, but in order to come up

9.869604064
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310 STEEL IMPORT STUDY

with a figure showing the reduction under the Kennedy Round, it was necessary to
assume a product mix and a value for 1972. This, of course, can only be estimated,
and the best estimate available was to use the product mix and prices for 1966.
Should these change radically by 1972, the reductions under the Kennedy Rotlnd
might turn out to be somewhat different from those here computed. In any event.
however, the variation will not be a significant one. This is because more than 40
percent of the rates won't be changed at all under the Kennedy Round and because
most of the other rates will undergo only relatively small changes.

Attached is a table showing the current rate of duty; the concession rate in the
final state; that i, after the fill reduction in 5 years, the percentage the full
reduction cut represents on the current rate, and the value of imports in 1966.

It should be noted that the figure for the cut in reference to alloy steels is based
only on the cut in the steel rate. It does not take into account the additional cut
of 50 percent which is to be made on the alloy content.



STEEL UNDER THE KENNEDY ROUND
Total reductions after 5 annual stages

TS US Cut, final Value ofNo. Product Current rate of duty Concession rate, final stage stage imports,
(percent) 1966

Plates and sheets, not cut, etc., not piclled-- ..........
Plates and sheets, not cut, etc., pickled or cold rolled-....-.
6o80--
610.32 pes andtub,or moe .D .................
0.95 Plate and sheets, coated, other than tin or terne.....

Wire rods, not treated, value not over 4 cents per pound--.
Bars, conerte reinforcing, value not over 5 cents per pound.
Pltes and sheet, not coated, pickled or cold rolled, alloy..
Pigiron-.... .---.......................................

Wire rods, valued over 4 cents per pound . ...-.. ..

Bars, valued not over 5 cents per pound .................
Round wire, 0.06 inch or more in diameter low carbon...
Ingots, blooms, billets, slabs, sheet bars, alloy ...........
Wire, 0.6 inch or more in diameter, other than low carbon..
Plates and sheets, tin plate----- ----...
Bars, alloy .--.--.--....................................
Round wire, under 0.6 inch In diameter--..---------------
Pipes and tubes, threaded ............ ....................
Pipes and tubes not suitable for uI in ball bearings- ....
Round wire alloy.---------------.... ...-..........

609.84 Angles, shpes and sections, drilled, etc -........
60.&78 Wire rods (alloy) tempered or treated ... ...........

Pipes and tubes, not suitable for ball bearings (alloy) ......

Bars, value over 5 cents per pound -..------- ---.----

Pipe, tube fittings other than cast iron.----... ........
Ingots, blooms, billets, slabs, and sheet bars, value not over
5 cents.

Strip, not cut, over 0.01, but not over 0.05--------.-----
Strip, alloy, not over 0.01 inch ...---................

609. 07 Strip, alloy, over 0.1 but not over 0.05 .---- ...........
8ee footnotes at end of table, p. 314.

8 percent ad valorem ..................
0.1 cent per pound plus 8 percent ad

valorem.
-0.1 cent per pound .....u n..........
0.3 cent per pound ...................
0.1 cent per pound plus 8 percent ad
valorem.

0.1 cent per pound--................
8.5 percent ad valorem................
0.1 cent per pound plus 12 percent plus
duty on alloy.

20 cents ton-............ ..............
0.25 cent per pound ..-..... .........
7 percent ad valorem....-..--......-...
0.3 cent per pound ....................
14.5 percent ad valorem plus duty on

alloy.
8.5 percent ad valorem ..............
0.8 cent per pound . ..................
14.5 percent plus duty on alloy ...--.-
8.5 percent ad valorem ................
7.5 percent ad valorem--.............
10.5 percent ad valorem ............
12.5 percent ad valorem plus duty on

alloy.
7.5 percent ad valorem..- --.. _
0.375 cent per pound plus 4 percent ad

valorem plus duty on alloy.
14.5 percent ad valorem plus duty on

alloy.
10.5 percent ad valorem...-----.-- -.

19 percent ad valorem--....---------
8.5 percent ad valorem.-------...--
.....do ..... ..
10 percent ad valorem plus duty on

alloy.
12.5 percent ad valorem plus duty on

alloy.

7.5 percent ad valorem................
8 percent ad valorem..... -----

0.1 cent per pound --................
0.3 cent per pound-...................
9 percent ad valorem.--------.....----
0.1 cent per pound--...-............
7.5 percent ad valorem...............
10 percent ad valorem plus duty on

a~loy.
Free. .................
0.25 cent per pound --...............
7 percent ad valorem .-....-.........
0.3 cent per pound ..................
8 percent ad valorem plus duty on

alloy.
8.5 percent ad valorem .. ............
8 percent ad valorem --------.........
10.5 percent ad valorem plus duty on

alloy.
8.5 percent ad valorem.--.............
7.5 percent ad valorem . ............
10.5 percent ad valorem .............
10.5 percent ad valorem plus duty on

alloy.
6.5 percent ad valorem--..--.
0.375 cent per pound plus 4 percent ad
valorem plus duty on alloy.

13 percent ad valorem plus duty on
alloy.

7 percent ad valorem-- ..---------
11 percent ad valorem.-----------
6 percent ad valorem_.----------
8.5 percent ad valorem-- ..-.......
8 percent ad valorem plus duty on

alloy.
10.5 percent ad valorem plus duty on
alloy.

- 3
20.0

84.8

(1)
11.8
1&8

100.0
(I)
(1)
(1)
44.8

()
11.7
27.6

(I)
(")
(1)

16.0

13.3
(')

10.3

33.3
42.1
29.4

(1)
20.0

16.0

$249l9l000

1220^ CU
13, 329, 000
9,350 000

54,374, 000
49, 291,00
37, 61 000

45,531,00
34.5A,
27,251,000
2, 11, 000

240,000ooo
22,0,ooo

14,6sa oo
14,443, 000
12 967. 000

9,361,000
7,940,000
,681, 000

59,13,000
4,654,000
5, 10,ooo

r

0

10

A-
)--

608.84
08.87

O0670
606 40
6O& 88

007.15
60& 71
008& 46
609.41
068.18

1KS9'
609.43

M08.52

60. 40
610.42
610.49
009.45

610. 52

O0K46
610.80
60. 15

609.03
600.06

9.869604064
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Total reductions after 5 annual stages-Continued Co
1I"

TSUS Cut, final Value of
No. Product Current rate of duty Concession rate, final stage stage imports,

(percent) 1966

Wire rods, value over 4 cents per pound-------------
Pipes, tubes, not threaded, etc.-------------------------
Angles, shapes and sections, sheet pilings -----------------
Bars, cold formed.----------------------------------------

Stri-,. over 0.05 in thickness.-.----------.--------------
Wir-' rods, alloy, not tempered---------------------------
Piles and tubes, other than oil well, alloy ---------------.
Str.p. not over 0.01 inch in thickness ---------------------
Wire,.lat, over 0.1 inch, but not over 0.5--- ---.---------

Angles. shapes and sections, hot rolled or cold fornned, alloy-

Pla'rs and sheets,not cut, not coated, other than black plate

Spange iron and powder. alloy---------------------------
Forgings, not machined, alloy---------------------------
Plat --. sheet and strip value over 8 cents per pound-.-----
Rails ---------------

Pipe and tube fittings. cast iron -------.----------------
Pipes and tubes. 0.375 inch or more in diameter -...---.
Pipe and tube fittings, cast iron.---------------------------
Wire not coated, not over 0.01 inch...---------------------
Cast iron pipes and tubes-------.----------------------
Strip. alloy, over 0.05 inch .---.--------------------

Iron and steel powders, not alloy (other than sponge).-----
Win'. flat, alloy --- ---------------

Wiri, flat, coated, over 0.01 inch but not over 0.0' Inch.---.-

Sponge iron and powder ...---------- -----

Ingots. blooms. slabs, sheet bars, valued over 5 cents per
pox id.

Pipes and tubes, alloy hollow bars-..-------------------
Hollow drill steel, valued over 8 cents per pouind.-----------
lHoll .v drill steel, alloy ---------..----

liar?:'. not coil form-ld, co.ttel. or plat;-l'..

0.375 cent per pound.--------------
0.1 cent per pound .-------------------
-.do-..--------------------------

10.5 percent ad valorem plus 0.625 cent
per pound.

9.5 percent ad valorem-------------
0.25 cent per pound plus 4 percent ad
valorem plus duty on alloy.

16 percent ad valorem plus duty on
alloy.

6 percent ad valorem---------------
8.5 percent ad valorem ..-------------
90.1 cent per pound plus 4 percent ad
valorem plus duty on alloy.

12 percent ad valorem plus duty on
alloy.

6204 cents ton plus duty on alloy
14.5 percent ad valorem plus duty o

alloy.
9.5 percent ad valorem..-------.---
0.06 cent per pound .-------------
3 percent ad valorem ------------0.3 cent per pound plus 4 percent ad
valorem plus duty on alloy.

22.5 percent ad valorem -. .---------
:6 percent ad valorem------------------
10 percent ad valorem----------..----
13.5 percent ad valorem plus duty on

alloy.
0.3 cent per pound .--.------

10 percent ad valoren plus duty on al-
loy.

0.1 cent per pound plus 8.5 percent ad
valorem.

62½2 cents per ton.--- ---------

10.5 percent ad valoremr.- -------

15.5 percent ad valorem plus duty on
alloy.

10.7 percent ad valorem -.-------------

14.7 percent ad valorem plus duty on
alloy.

I .I cents per! pout plus 10.5 percent
I ul vatloremn,

0.375 cent per pound------------
0.1 cent per pound------------.------
-----do--.---------------------------
8.5 percent ad valorem-c-------------

9.5 percent ad valorem------------
025 cent per pound plus 4 percent ad
valorem plus duty on alloy.

13percent ad valorem plus duty on

6 percent ad vlorem----------------
8 percent ad valorenm--....-------.-
0.1 cent per pound plus 4 percent ad
valorem plus duty on alloy.

9.5 percent ad valorem plus duty on

alloy.
31 .-eats ton plusduty on alloy .-

percent ad valorem plus duty on
all')y.
percent ad valorem---------------

0.06 cent per pound ....-------.---.
3 percent ad vlorem ------- ---..-
0.3 cent per pound plus 4 percent ad
valorem plus duty on alloy.

11 percent ad valorem----------
6 percent ad valorem-------------
10 percent ad valorem-----------
11.5 percent plus duty on alloy
0.3 cent per pound--- ----

8 percent ad valorem plus duty on al-
loy.

0.05 cent per pound plus 8 percent ad
valorem.

Free .----------------------------
6 percent ad valorem -.-.------------

13 percent ad valorem plus duty on al-
loy.

7.5 percent ad valorem ..------.-
9.5 recent plus duty on alloy.-----
S prcenl :ad v:lnre ii

I.~~ ~ ~ ~ (I
(*)
(l)

25.4
(')(*)

18.8

(1)
5.9

4..2
20.8

50. 4
44.8

15.8
(')
(I)
(')

51.1
(0)
(1)

14.8

(1)
20.0

10.2

100.0
42.9

16.1

29.9,
35.3

2.8

$4 636,000
4, 21, 000
4,079,000
3,238,000
2,912,000
2, 762 000

2,636,000

2.626.000
2.543.000
2,201, (0
2,114,003
2.111.000
1,989,000

1,948,000
1,868,000
1, 832, ()O
1,689.000

1,553,000
1, 488,000
1.413.000
1,260000
1,258,000
1,206.000

1,178 000

1,115,000
1,101,000
1,063,000
1.020.000
1,012.000

9s1. iWtw

M

0o
03

2-3

("

608.75
610.39
609.96
60. 50

609.01
608.76

610.46

609.02
609.21
609.82

608.85

608.04
608.27

609.13
610.20
610.65
610.37

610.74
609.20
61056
609.08

60&805
609.30

609.26

608.02
608 16

610.51

608. 61
608.62

61t. 48
I



Pipes and tubes, alloy.------ -----------

Plates, sheets and strip, alloy..-.-.--. .--.-----------
Plates and sheets, not coated, other than corrugated...---.
Wire, not round, not coated..--------
Pipe and tube fittings, cast iron.--.------......-----
Plates, sheets, and strip, not valued over 8 cents per pound
Wire, flat, alloy, over 0.01 in., but not over 0.05 in...----
Pipes or tules, conduit .--.--------.----.-------------.
Pig iron, alloy.... -.. . ---------.

Plates, sheets, strip, coated with other than tin, lead, or zinc.
Grit, shot, uad pallets--...----------..--------.
Pipes and tubes, fittings.-------- .--...-----.-----
Wire, flat. over 0.06 ad valorem.--.-. .---.

Angles, shapes and sections, drilled, alloy--.----------
Milliner's wire, not galvanized .--.--.---.-----------
Re-bars, valued over 5 cents per pound..-------------Plates and sheets, coated, alloy.--...----------------
Milliner's wire, galvanized ........................... . ... . ..

Foil ----- .......... .....................

Wire, other than round, alloy . .. ........------
Bars, wrought iron - .--...............-...
Stainless steel powders ----.........................Pipes and tubes, not for ballbearings, hollow .........
Rails, joint bars and tie plates- _ ---................._..
Forgings- -__-------... ... ......
Pipe and tube fittings, cast iron.. .....................
Wire, alloy, over 0.05 inch --------......
Plates and sheets, clad---... .......................
Wire, flat, coated, not over 0.01 inch--.... ...............
Wire, not round, coated ------------ --.....--

60036 Wire, flt, alloy over 0.01 inch, but not over 0.05 inch-.....
Pipes and tubes, for use in ball bearings--------.------
Pipes and tubes, 0.25-0.375 in .------..---------......
Pipes and tubes, not threaded, alloy. ..-..........-
Foil, cut ..-- ..................................
Plates and sheets, terne plate -..----.......------
Pipe and tube fittings, alloy cast iron---....--------.-
Pipe and tube fittings, not for cast iron pipe alloy cast iron..

Wire rods treated, value not over 4 cents per poudA-.-
Wire. flat over 0.05 in..--- .................---.

11.5 percent-duty on alloy ....--.---
13 percent ad valorem plus duty on
alloy.

8 percent ad valorem---....-------
12.5 percent ad valorem ..--..........
10 percent ad valorem --..-.-. ----.
8 percent ad valorem.e---. ------.
12.5 percent plus duty on alloy.----.
10 percent ad valorem...-......--.
564 cents ton plus duty on alloy.-- --

19 percent ad valoremn..-..--.----
0.3 cent per pound.....------------
19 percent ad valorem-------.--------
10 percent ad valorem----------------
11.I percent ad valorem plus duty on

alloy.
15 percent ad valorem----.----------
12.5 percent ad valorem.---.-----
0.1 cents per pound plus 12 percent ad
valorem plus duty on alloy.

0.25 cent per pound _.--------------
18 percent ad valorem----...-----.
16.5 percent ad valorem plus duty on

alloy.
0.5 cent per pound. -----_. ---

0.3 cent per pound-----.-------
11 percent ad valorem...........--
0.125 cent per pound ................ .
10.5 percent ad valorem ..--...---.--.
8 percent ad valorem ....-......-.
14 percent plus duty on alloy-..-..
24 percent ad valorem.- ....--
0.1 cent per pound plus 6 percent ad
valorem.

0.1 cent per pound plus 12.5 percent ad
valorem.

0.1 cent per pound plus 12.5 percent
ad valorem plus duty on alloy.

12 percent ad valorem..---------.
0.625 cent per pound.............
0.1 cent per pound plus 4 percent ad

valorem plus duty on alloy.
18 percent ad valorem ..--------..
1 cent per pound ------..--------
14 percent ad valorem plus duty on

alloy.
7 percent ad valorem plus duty on

alloy.
0.2 cent per pound . ..........---
0.1 cent per pound plus 10 percent ad

valorem.

11 percent plus duty on alloy .-----..
10 percent ad valorem plus duty on
alloy.

8 percent ad valorem------..-----
9 percent ad valorem----.. ---

10 percent ad valorem --......
8 percent ad valorem.--.....------
10 percent plus duty on alloy .....
10 percent ad valorem ------...
28 cents ton plus duty on alloy..-.--.
9.5 percent ad valorem....-..-----
0.3 center pound...--.--. -.--.
10 percent ad valorem--..........
8 percent ad valorem---------..----
8.5 percent ad valorem plus duty on

alloy.
8.5 percent ad valorem....-----..
7.5 percent ad valorem..- ----

11 percent ad valorem plus duty on

0.25cent per pound-----.--...
9 percentad valorem.-----..
11 percent id valorem plus duty on
alloy.

0.5 cent per pound..---...............
0.3 cent per pound .--..-.-----

11 percent ad valorem -.......0.125 cent per pound -.-..-........6 percent ad valorem -. ....-------.-
8 percent ad valorem..- ---------

10 percent plus duty on alloy.- - -

12 percent ad valorem_--..--....
0.05 cent per pound plus 6 percent ad
valorem.

0.05 cent per pound plus 9 percent ad
valorem.

0.05 cent per pound plus 10 percent
ad valorem plus duty on alloy.

11 percent ad valorem.-----------
0.625 cent per pound.---.---------
0.1 cent per pound plus 4 percent ad
valorem plus duty on alloy.

9 percent ad valorem.-----------
0.9 cent per pound ..--..--------.
12 percent ad valorem plus duty on

alloy.
0.2 cent per pound---...............
0.05 cent per pound plus 8 percent ad
valorem.

See footnotes at end of table, p. 314.

610. 43
609.15

60& 82
609.70
610.62
f09.12
609. 31
6S8. 30
607. 18
609. 17
G06 10
688.35
609.22
609.86

642 97
604.41
60.96

642.96
644.22
609. 75

60& 30
606.06
610.48
610.25
08.25
610.70
609.32
608.90
609 25

609.72

610.45
610.31
610.40

644.32
608 93
610.63

610.66

608 73
609.27

4.3
23.1

28. 0
(t)
( )

20.0
(I)50.2

50.0
(1)
47.3

20
261

43.3
40.0
10.7

(1)

(1)
(1)
(')
(1)
42.9

(')
28.6
50.0
5.6

29.2

21.7

8.3
(1)
(')

50.0
10.0
14.3

28.6

(')
21.5

913,000
897,000

851, 000,
708, 0)
703,000
632, o(n
598,000
427, 000
372,000
354,000
325, 00
279,000
236,000
224,000
224,000,
195.000
179,000
165,000
159, 000
151,000
138,000
172,000
126,000
117,000
109,000
83,000
77,000
68.000
62, 000

59, 000

48000
29,000
25,000
23,000
19,000
11,000
10,000

7,000
5,000
5,000

tn

r

0

q3
ss4

CO
C-o
03



Total reductions after 5 annual stages-Continued

TSUS Cut, final Value of
No. Product Current rate of duty Concession rate, final stage stage imports,(percent) 1966

610.21 Rails, joint bars, tie plate, alloy ------------.---------- 0.05 cent per pound plus 4 percent ad 0.05 cent per pound plus 4 percent ad () $5, 000
valorem plus duty on alloy. valorelm plus duty on alloy.

610.36 Pipes and tubes, welded 0.25-0.375 --------..-- ---- - 0.625 cent per pound plus 4 percent ad 0.625 cent per pound plus 4 percent ad () 5,000
~-"~ valorem plus duty on alloy. valorem plus duty on alloy.

609.76 Wire, round, coated, alloy .------------.. ----.------------ 0.1 cent per pound plus 16.5 percent ad 0.05 cent per pound plus 11 percent ad 33.4 4,000
valorem plus duty on alloy. valorem plus duty on alloy.

608.08 Other powders, alloy.--- --------------------..--------- 19 percent ad valorem - .....---9.5 percent ad valorem 5----------,500 4, 000
610.30 Pipes and tubes, under 0.25 inch.-------- -------------- 0.875 cent per pound...0.875 cent perpound...---.------.- (') 4,000
609.88 Angles, shapes, and sections, cold turned.---.------------ 8,5 percent ad valorem ------.------.- 7.5 percent ad valorem .-.--------- 11.8 3,000
608.42 Bars, alloy -----. ------. -------------------. 16.5 percent ad valorem plus duty on 9.5 percent ad valorem plus duty on 42 4 2,000

alloy. aloy.
610.35 Pipes and tubes, alloy, under 0.25 inch----------------- 0.875 cent per pound plus 4 percent 0.875 cent per pound plus 4 percent (1) 2,000

ad valorem plus duty on alloy. ad valorem plus duty on alloy.
608.32 Bars, alloy wrought iront-----.----..------. -- 0.5 cent per pound plus 4 percent ad 0.5 cent per pound plus 2 percent ad '28.5 (')

valoreml plus duty on alloy. valorem plus duty on alloy.
609.35 Wire, flat, alloy, not over 0.01 inch-------.----..--.------ 0.1 cent per pound plus 10 percent ad 0.06 cent per pound plus 8 percent ad 1 22.2 ()

valorem plus duty on alloy. valorem plus duty on alloy.
609.37 Wire, flat, alloy, not over 0.05 inch ..------------------ 0.1 cent per pound plus 14 percent ad 0.05 cent per pound plus 10 percent ad - 30.0 (s)

valorem plus duty on alloy. valorem plus duty on alloy.
609.90 Angles, shapes, sections, alloy, cold formed------------ 12.5 percent ad valorem plus duty on8.5 percent ad valorem plus duty on 240 ()

alloy. alloy.
609. 98 Sheet piling, alloy -----.---...-.-------.................---0.1 cent per pound plus 4 percent ad 0.1 cent per pound plus 2 percent ad 240.0 (1

valorem plus duty on alloy. valorem plus duty on alloy.
610.26 Rails, Joint bars and tie plates, alloy-..------...----------- 0.125 cent per pound plus 4 percent 0.125 cent per pound plus 4 percent (9) ()

ad valorem plus duty on alloy. ad valorem plus duty on alloy.
610.58 Pipes and tubes, alloy east iron.-----a-------.--------------14 percent ad valorem plus duty on 12 percent ad valorem plus duty on 143(1)alloy. alloy.
610.71 Pipe and tube fittings, alloy ast iron----------------- 12 peent ad aloren plus duty on 10 percent ad valorem plus duty on 16.7 (
talloy.
,,

03
l

t,

IV

0

0

O,

I No reduction. 3 Estimated. a No imports.



TABLB C-4.-Cost of entry comparison of duties, taxes, and other charges (excluding freight, insurance, handling, etc.) per $100 of product
NORTH AMERICA

Canada United States

Tariff-..-.-------....---- Percent on selling priceinmarket ofexporting country. Specific duties or ad valorem duties assessed on f.o.b. value.
Sales tax.-Pe----------------------Percent on duty-paid value all goods manufactured or pro-

duced in Canada or imported into Canada unless specifi-
cally exempted from the tax under the Excise Tax Act.
The tax is not levied at the time of importationwhen
goods are imported by manufacturers, wholesalers, or
Jobbers licensed to bay the sales tax at the time of the
final sale of the goods by them. Many specified products
and materials are exempt from the sales tax if consumed
or expanded directly in the manufacture or production of
goods.

10
U20

'-3

'.4

c

Cn

9.869604064
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C,
h-*Europe

EUROPEAN FREE TRADE ASSOCIATION

United Kingdom Norway Sweden Denmark Austria Portugal Switzerland

Tariff-----.-.---. Specific or ad C.i.f. value--....-. C.i.f. value- .C.i.. value --. C.i.f. value--S------Specific duties ..... Specific duties.
,>\ ~ *valorem (c.i.f.)

duties.
Turnover tax..-.....-----........ Percent on duty- Percent on duty- Percent on duty- Percent on luty- -----.-----

paid value. paid value. paid value, paid value.
Sales tax -....... -----.---------- --.-.---... ........---...... Percent on cost,

insurance and
freight duty-

If~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~I;~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~paid value.
Statistical tax----..--..-.---.--.-..---.- ------------- -------------------- ----------......... Percent on total

customs charges.
Transactions tax-.-- Percent on duty-

paid value.
I.mhport licenses --------------- ---- -----------------. -------------------------.---- --- X.-----------
Exchange controls---- --.-- .-- -------------- --------------- ----- ---------- ---- --- ----- X- ---- --- ---- --Exchange controls ...X

EUROPEAN ECONOMIC COMMUNITY

France Italy West Germany Belgium Luxembourg Netherlands

Tariff--- ---------- - C.i.f. value ...----- C.i.f. value C.i.t value----.-- C.i. valueC..value-C.i.i.valueC.i.f. value C .i.f.value.
Sales tax.------------- - 25 percent on the 4 percent on duty- --------------- ---

duty-paid value. paid value.
Customs stamp tax .--------- 2 percent on duty ----- ---------- ------------------------------------------

alone.
Compensatory import tax -.---------------------4.8 percent or 7.8 per- --------- ------

cent on duty-paid
value.

Administrative fee----------- 0.2 percent of total 0.5 percent on c.i.L -- ---- -- ------------

customs charges. 5
Turnover equalization tax-------------- 2 percent to 9.5 per- --3 percent on duty- 0 percent to 11 percent

cent on duty-paid and tax-paid value. on duty-paid value.
value.

Transmission tax... --- ---------- ---- ---------- ------- 7 percent to 19 percent ----

Transmissiointtax--I on duty-paid value.
Importtax----------------------------i 3 percent on duty-

paid value fo.b.
Luxembourg.

.~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~i3preto uy

Op

k-l
tj

3
013Z

j

9.869604064
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STEEL IMPORT STUDY

HOT ROLLED AND COLD ROLLED SHEETS (CARBON STEEL)

317

From the United States to-

Belgium France West Germany
Charges

Hot Cold Hot Cold Hot Cold
rolled rolled rolled rolled rolled rolled
sheets sheets sheets sheets sheets sheets

Duty (c.li.. value) ..----.-----------.- $5.72 $11.23 $10.30 $11.23 $10.30 $11.23
Sales tax --------.....-.-----.............. 31.21 30.91 ----.--
Stamp tax ------------------ ...- ...--..-.- .... .21 .23 ----------- --

Turnover equalization tax --..------.-.....------...- .--. ----- 11.85 11.74
Transmission tax-.--.--..-------- 8.41 8. 6 ... ----

Total charges, ex dock foreign port-. 14.13 19.88 41. 72 42.37 22. b1 22.97

To the United States from-

Belgium France West Germany
Charges ________

Hot Cold Hot (old Hot Cold
rolled rolled rolled rolled rolled rolled
sheets sheetf sheets sheets sheets sheets

Duty (f.o.b. value), total charges, ex dock,
New York---------- $8.00 $9.91 $8.00 $9.91 $8.00 $9.91

PLATES AND HOT ROLLED BARS (CARBON STEEL)

From the United States to-

Belgium France West Germany
Charges ___ _

Hot ot Hot
Plates rolled Plates rolled Plates rolled

bars bars bars

Duty (ci.f. value)....----.--...--. $5. 77 $10. 16 $10. 39 $10. 16 $10. 39 $10.16
Sales tax ------------- ------------- ---...-- --------- 31.47 30.74
Stamp tax-..... -------.---.---.- .2------.21 .20---
Turnover equalization tax -....---.... ..---- 10. 69 10.47
Transmission tax-...........-..--..-..48. 8. 62 ....... ----------.--- --------

Total charges, ex dock foreign port- 14.25 18.78 4207 41.10 21.08 20. 63

To the United States from-

Belgium France West Germany
Charges _________

HotHoHot
Plates rolled Plates rolled Plates rolled

bars bars bars

Duty (f.o.b. value), total charges, ex dock
New York-....--....,..-.......... .$8.00 $7.00 $8.00 $7.00 $8.00 $7.0(.~

9.869604064

Table: HOT ROLLED AND COLD ROLLED SHEETS (CARBON STEEL)
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WELDED PIPE (CARBON STEEL)

From the United States to-

Charges
Belgium France West

Germany

Duty (c.i.f. value).- ........- ............-.. --.....-- . $14.34 $18.99 $15.94
Sales tax ....-.......--.. ..-...---- .... ...--- --------- - -------------- .... ....

Customs stamp tax ...............---.---.---.-.- 38 .........

Transmission tax- ... .--... ............. -- -------- ---- 16.19 ...- ... .........-
Turnover equalization tax-.........-.-.... ------...............-------------13

Total charges, ex dock foreign port-..- ... ---...- 30.63 57.32 30. 07

To the United States from-

ChargesCharges ~Belgium France West
Germany

Duty (specific rate), total charges ex dock New York Port.... $12.50 $12.50 $12. 50_ ~-;._.._._.

318
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Table: WELDED PIPE (CARBON STEEL)
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Middle East and North Africa

Morocco Algeria Libya

_l II-__

Ta-iff..-............
Import licenses ...
Exchange controls..
Special tax----..--.
Stamp tax -....
Sales tax- .......
Quotas-----......
Customs tax.--...-.
Consumption tax...-
Marking

requirements.
Statistical tax ......
Dock tax._ .......
Surtax-........
Production tax....
Regulatory duty_..
Prollibited ---.---

C.i.f. value.---
X ...- ...-----.
X-.-.---.---- ..X.-.............

.- -

.- - -

_ ____ -____

_ _--- ----____ _______

I----------------------·

C.i.f. value ----------

....................................................................................... C..value. -.- ......

........................................................
.....................

Tunisia

C..f. value-------
X .--..------ . .X-.---------.------

X.------------------

X ------------------
X - - - - - -

- - - - -- - -

X- - - -- - - - -

United Arab
Republic

C.i. value ------
X -----..--.-.-.----

X.-----------

X...----------------

X-...--------

X- - - -- - - - -

X- - - -- - - - -

Turkey

C.i.f. value...--
X-.......-------
X .-..--....-------------.....---------..
X ............-.---.Xi --- ..------..

Some steel
products.

Saudi Arabia Syria Kuwait Lebanon Jordan Iraq Israel

Tariff--f-------- - C.I.I value.--------- C..1. value------- C.t1 value------ C.f.value0e.....salueC... lue----- Ot and freight value. C.l.f. value.
Itlort lienses . ---------- X ----

----------- X.
Exchange controls--- --.-------------....................------- X..---.---. .------------------------------------------- --- -------- - .

Stamp tax ------.....------ ------------------- X -----------..-------- ------------X----- ----------------.------ -. ----- --------- --------------------..Licensetaxsconros--------- X --------- --- ----- -- ------ -
Statisticaltaxx_----.--------X ------- ---- ------------CLieepsettaxs

-- ---------- X --------- --- ------ --------Statisticaltaxax X _ _ _' ___ _ _ __._
Colsumptiontax_____ ^ X _ _
Defense tax-------- X ----------- ---- ----- --- ----- --------

School tax ----- -------- X -------- --- ----- --- ---------

Dock and harbor ----- X ----
X---------- ------

taxes.
Marking require- ------ ------------

--------------X
ments.

Surtax X _.......Surtax -------.------- X---------------.---- --------------------------------------------

Othertaxes------------ --- -------------- ------- ---

Purchase tax
Municipaltaxa..------jX--- ---- ........

Pakistan

value.C.l.f.
X.
X.

X.

X.

X.

r4

WU

c31

0

0

CI

CO
1-"
CD

I I i

-- -r---------------!-_
---

- -- - --- - - --- - -- --

---- --- ---- - -- - --

---- --- ---- --- ---

---- --- ---- --- ---

---- --- ---- --- ---

------ ---- ---- ---

---- ---- --- ---- ---

---- --- ---- --- ---

---- --- ---- --- ---

9.869604064

Table: Middle East and North Africa
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Africa (south of the Sahara)

Ghana Liberia Republic of the Chad Gabon Cameroon Republic of the
Congo (L4opoldville) Congo (Bruaavfle)

Tariff---- C.vueC....... vueC..f. value----C.i.f. value----- ..C.L value-----C.if. value----_...C.i.Lvalue..

Import license---..- X.---.......-....... ...X._.....X ..... . X---..X X--.__ X--.------..-__ X.
Exchange controls.X-X-- ..---..----.----. X.-----..----.-- X ------ X.-....-..- XX.
Purchase tax---- .Percent on f.o.b..--------- ------ .---------- ---.plus assembly. RBales tax-...--- Percent on duty- ---- -------------- -----------

paid value. O8urtax------- -----------.-- Pr.Percent on duty _ _.-------

paid.Highway fund levy-- --------------- Percent on c.i.f. ----------------.------------Percent on c.i.f. -

value. value. c
Quota .....--.--------------....-.--. X------------------------ -

Statistical t - -------- --------------------- -------------X--------------_-'-'__-.--,_.------.-------
Import tax---------------------.-..-...-..- ------------------ .C.i.L value or gov- C.i.f. value or gov- C.i.f. value or gov- C.i.f. value or gov-

ernment-decreed ernment-decreed eminent-decreed ernment-decreed
market price. market price. market price. market price.

Turnover tax-.-.-------.-._ ---------.----------- Percent on c.l.t. Percent on c.i.f. Percent on c.i.f. Percent on duty-
value. value. value. paid value plus

import tax.
Stamp tax .......------------------------- . Percent rl c.i.f. Percent on all taxes -----

value plis all and duty (ex-
taxes. eluding road

tax).Customs servicetax.------------.--- X-X_-____ X ----___--Tra;nsactions tax ...------..-------------.-.Percent on c.l.t
value.

Muni ipaltax----------------. .--- . X.
Solidarity tax ... _._]-------------- Percent on c.i.f.

value.
River and port tax...-................. X--------------------------------X.

_

- - -- - -- -
--_-

9.869604064
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Africa (south of the Sahara)-Continued

Dahomey Ivory Coast Mal Mauritania Niger enegal Upper Volta_~~~~ ~ ~ ~~~~~ I1I I.1..

Percent on c.1.f.
value.

--do.------
Percent on c..f.
duty-paid value.

Percent on duty-
paid value and all
taxes.

Value-added tax -I------------

Duty on business
and series.

CoodItbonin tax ....

orbiture Import tax.

Development tax.-

8tamp tax ..

Price control support
tax.

Exchage oontrolas
----------------

X-------------------

I _

Percent on c.i.l.
value.

I--do---.---
----do.---------

Percent on c..f.
duty-paid value
plus taxes.

Percent on c.i.f.
duty-paid value
plus taxes....................... Percent on c.if.

value.
d--odo.------.-

Amount/unit----.-
Percent on cji..
duty-paid value
plus taxes.

Percent on c.i.f.
value.

Percent on c.i..
value.

Percent on c.i..
value.

-- do.---------Amount/unit.----
Percent on c.L.
duty-paid value.

Percent on c.i.f.
duty-paid vplueplus standard tax.

X............-------X.....--------......- X--------..........-
- - -.....~ ·

Percent on c.i..
value.

-- do..---------
.--do.---------Percent on duty-
paid value plus
taxes.

X.........

Percent on c.l.f.
value.

---do.----------
Amount/unit----.Percent on c.i.f.
duty-paid value.

Percent on c.i.t.
duty-paid value
plus standard tax.

------ -- --- ----_

X------------

Percent on cJ.L
value.
Do.
Do.

tlur

Do. O
Percent on c.Lf.
duty-paid value i

plus statistical tax.
Percent on c.l..value.

Do. C
Do. Q

X.

Ci00

Ta.in.-----------
Fscal import duty-. -

8tatistical tax-.-.---
Standard ta .--- -.

Turnover tax-----

Special import duty..

,_

i

----------------------

----------------------

----------------------

---------------------- ----------------------

----------------------

----------------------



Africa (south of the Sahara).-Continued

Nigeria

Tariff--..- ........ .Specific or c.i.f.
value.

Import licenses.. ...
Exchsge controls -..-

Quota-a_.......---

Fiscal import duty..-
Statistical tax.-- .......

Transactions tax .. .... ......--.-------.

South Africa Togo

F.o.b. export .--.--- None...---------.-............ ........ X ---------.-----.
...-.. ............X -.....- .... -- .---. -

....- .................. X .. .....-.....----.

Lighthouse tax ................ ....

Wharf tax _.. ... ......... .... ..-..-....- ......

Chamber of Com-
merce benefit tax.

Surtax-s -----

'',- -i-------....Percent on c.i.f.
value.

.....do--...-....
Percent on ci.f.
value plus all
taxes.

Amount/unit-.. -.-
.--do..--.--..----

.............- ... -......do........----.

Rhodesia Nyasaland Sudan
- I ___ _

F.o.b. export ....... F.o.b. export C.I. value---------

X --- -----X.---- ----

Percent on c.i.f.
value.

Somali Republic

C.i.. value plus
additional
charges.

X.

Percent on duty.

Kenya Tanzania Uganda Rwanda Burundi Malagasy Ethiopia

Triff ............... C.l.f. value ........ C.i.f. value-.- C.l.f. value--- ...-. C.If. value C.I.. value..--- C..L value---------- C..f. value plus
I percent.

Import licenses...... X-...-...-....---X .....-----..- X.................. X-- ..............X..........------ X--- -...---
Exchnge controls... X-......------... X-...X--.---.-.-. X-....--. --...---. .- X--..----- .--.......---------
Statistical tax ..- . ....--...-- .-...-.....--------.-------------.-- X.-------------- X- .---.-------- ----
Trade tax-- ------.----..-..---.--.--..----- X -----.-.---.------ - ------- --- --- --------- -------- ----- --------- ------ ------- .. ...........x--T de tax.....X. .. .. . .
Quotas-.............--------- ---- ------ ------ ----X--------------------- X------------
Municipality tax---- -....... .. .. . ........ . . .

iX~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

I
02

t'i0B

6-3
2

tv

1H

I --L-----------·--------l --I -

-------- ----~----
---------------------



Central America

|~, ~ Bahamas Costa Rica Guatemala Hait Honduras EI Salvador Mexico
*^i ______________

9p Tar-ff--------- Specific or c..f. Specific and c.1.f. Specific and c.i.f. Spe nciificandcJan Specificancnd c.J. Specific and per-value. value.alu valueue. value. cent on invoice orMexican value.Emnrency tax--z- Percent ad valorem-Mexicanvaue.Amended import tax-.--do-------- ---- --------. ------ --

ImpIt eena--- ---------
----- ---- ------- ----- --------.--- Etxcaebrcontrols-- ---------- ------ ----- ---- --- ----- ---------- ----------

.
Stamp tax------- ----- ----- X------- ------- -

---- ---- -------- ------------surtax_.._------- - ---------- - -------- ----------- Percent customs .......... .---------o
value.MaCorking--------- ----------..------ X----.------ --i.Conre..........ee....-----..--------------.---- ----------- -.-.----------------.-- Perocnt on freight ----.----------------

alongpide ship value.-W-tax-------------------------------------...-----.---------- ---------------------------.---......-Percentad valorem.

Jamaica Trinidad Tobago Panama Nicaragua

Tariff--------------- Duty free or c.it vlalue-_ C.i.f. value_-- -- C.i.f. value------ - Free or specific or .o.b. Specific plus c.LL value.
Tonnage tax----------- SpecSlcrates---------... v __ue
Surtax------------- Percent ofduty-- --- Percent on f.o.b.-valueStamp tax-- ...... .-.......-X------- --- X -------- .--._
Ctponsur *eposit ^_--_---------_____X_-----____________---------_-_------_-- Percent on L.o.b. .value............---------...------------------------- ---- --- . ....---_...._.X.Imp depod;tsl_ X.

02
M
M
tr,

0
02

b4

9.869604064

Table: Central America
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South America

Argentina Bolivia Brazil Chile Colombia Venezuela

Tariff.-- -...i.f. value. ..-----C.i.f. value------ C.i.f. value ----- Specific duties plus C..f. value--..----- Specific duties.
additional tax (per-
oent on c..f. value .

Import licenses...---- ---------- --- Importretstrtion X------------ X.
appllcations.

Exchange tcotrols.--..-...----- X.------------------------------------- X---------------- X--------------------------------
Sales tax ---- -------- Percent on duty-paid Percent on duty-paid --------- Pent ad valorem.....--------------

value. value.
Statistical tax .-.--------- ----do ----------------- ------ ---- ------------ -

Steel fund tax .....---------- Amount/unit -------------- ---------- ---------------

Marking------ -------- -X ------------.------------- X---------------------.-----------------
Consular fee----------.-------- ----- Percent on c.i.f. value. --------- ----------- -- --- Peroent on t.o.b. value.
8tamptaxp-----.---------- ----.---------- X.------------------- ------- ---------------------------

Surtax------------------------------Peroent on c.l.f. value. Percent on c.i.f. value- Percent on f.o.b--
lMechant marine improvement ------------------ ----.--------- Percent on right.------------.---- -- ---

tax.
Port improvement tax ------ Peroent on c.i.f.value.....--- ----------------- ---

Consumption tax -------------- Percent on duty-paid.------------------

crueiro value.
Import deposits ------ ------ --.. X..X-----------------------
Prohibition---------- ----------- ----------- X.---------------
Excise tax-. --------- Percent ad valorem--
m[~ ~~ ~~~~~------------ --------- I---- -------------

'-
W

C2§

9.869604064
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Uruguay Paraguay Ecuador Guyana Peru

Tariff ............ C.i.f. value ...... Specific plus additional tax Specific plus percent on c.i. C.i.f. value .-------. Specific plus percent on c..l.
(percent on c.i.f. value). value. value.

Import licenses.-.-.... XX.....-...-..... .... ...........---... . .--..-....
Exchange controls .........x..... .....-
Surcharge- .-.P.....--Percent on c.i.f. value----. Percent on c.l.f. value.-.. .- .. ------------ --- ---------------

Sales tax--..- . Percent ad valorem. ....... Percent ad valorem -... ........-------------- -- .----........ ----------

Consularfees.- ........ X....X.........-....X-......................--.....-.........--- X
Making....... X ...............
Prior deposit ---...- -. X .....................-X.-.....................-. ..

Analysis fee -..-..-.- --- Percent on total taxes and .-- ----- --------------------------
duty-paid value.

Merchant marine sur- Percent on c.i.f. value if -....-- --------.....---- -------------- ..----------.----

charge. goods are not shipped in
Uruguayan-flag vessels.

Maritime freight tax
.....................................

Percent on freight.Importdeposits ........Percent ad valorem.

Oceania

IAustralia NowZeandI|~Australia New Zealand
_____________________ _ ____________ 6______________»

mB
Mq

Tariff---..-.......-.-----------..------ .----- The greater of either Lo.b. value or curret domestic value. Current domestic value in country of port..
Primage duty- ----------------------------------- Percent on value -----------------------------
Sakes tax.---------------------- Pernt on the value in Austraian currency plus duty Perent on thedutible valuinNew Zealand currency plus

(including primage) lncresaed by 1/5 of the total. percent ofhe total.
Import licenses -----.-----------------.------------------- - -------.-- --- ----- --------------- X.
_~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ I

CO
C0n

9.869604064
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Asia

Japan Taiwan Malaysia Singapore Indonesia Hong Kong

Tariff _------.------------.__C.i.t value .------ - Wholesale market C.i.L value--...-- Free port..----...--- C.i.., rupiah value-.. Free port.value-perent on:

plus 0.14.
Import lenses ..----.....------ X.----.....--.-.--X. X _..0................... X..............X---....-._-.X _
Exchange controls-....... ...X-._._.. ...X-___.........--------------------.---- X........Harbor dues-------- Percent on duty-paid .............

value.
Defense surtax- - ----------------- Percent ofduty---.-..........._---.

Import surcharge-..---- --------------.__------- --. Rp. 1,3i5/U.8. dollar.National monument fund--------............-------....------------- Percent cost and
freight, ruplah
value.Transaction tax-------- -------- -...-. Percent on rupiah

, value.

Ceylon Korea Burma Cambodia India

Tariff--.................. Percent on wholesale mar- C.i.f. value ................. C.i.. value plus landing C.i.f. value..-........... Percent on duty-paid whole-
ket value in Ceylon. charges. sale cash price in India.Import licenses....----- ..- X...........................-..---.--- ................. ............................................... . . .. .....-.... X .

Import licenses -.X-..... X.Exchange controls-..-.._. X -X......------- - X.
QuotasX--.....----.. . ............................-.............. X.Commodity tax- ..............--. ........-..- Percent on duty-paid value . ...- .................

8ales tax-.-.....- ... ....-.----........................... Percent on duty-paid value- .....- ---

Turnovertax- ........-........ ............................. Percent on c.i.f. on duty-
paid plus percent of profit.Excisetax--_...................

1-3g
0ci

9.869604064

Table: Asia
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Steel Cartels
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,

Washington, March e, 1967.
Dr. ROBERT M. WEIDENHAMMER,
Senate Committee on Finance
New Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.
DEAR DR. WEIDENHAMMER: This responds to your letter of March 10, 1967,

to Mr. Fugate, in which you inquire whether.European cartels in the past used
their market power to hold up domestic prices while cutting export prices and
whether there are indications that the present trend in the steel industrytoward
setting up sales cartels in Germany and toward corporate mergers may have
similar results.

Several studies have been made on the activities of cartels during the period
between the First and Second World Wars. Among the most interesting are two
books by George W. Stocking and Myron W. Watkins: "Cartels in Action'"
(1946), which describes the operations of cartels in eight different industries, and
"Cartels or Competition" (1948), which analyzes the economic consequences of
cartels

In "Cartels or Competition," the authors concluded that cartel restrictions
led to higher prices, promoted price rigidity and fostered price discrimination
between different buyers. Since many cartel agreements provided that the domestic
market of the parties would be protected from competition by other members of
the cartel, high prices could be charged and so-called monopoly profits obtained
domestically as long as there was no effective competition from outsiders. With
regard to foreign markets the situation was different. Not only might there be
competition from domestic sources which were not members of the cartel, but
also in the distribution of the quotas, cartel members, after reserving home
markets for themselves, sometimes apportioned such large quotas for third
countries that they were able to command only relatively low prices there.

In their case study of the international steel cartel, Stocking and Watkins in
"Cartels in Action" discuss American association with the cartel during the 1930's.
Citing the TNEC Hearings, 76th Congress, second session, pursuant to Public
Resolution No. 113 (75th Cong.) part XX, page 10933 and following pages, the
authors indicate that one of the reasons why American producers agreed to respect
the domestic markets of other cartel members, was that the cartel made it clear
that if American producers did not cooperate, cartel members would sell large
quantities of foreign steel on the American market at very low prices.

Generally, cartel agreements are entered into to prevent not "dumping" but
all price competition. In such international cartel cases as Timken (U.S. v. Timken
Roller Bearing Co., 341 U.S. 593 (1951)), and Carboloy (U.S. v. General Electric
Co., 80 F. Supp. 989 (S.D.N.Y. 1948)), the foreign producers agreed to sell in the
home market of the other parties only at the prices fixed by the domestic pro-
ducers. The reported agreement, concluded in 1962, between the British and
ECSC steel producers is apparently expressly to this effect. (See London Times,
Feb. 27, 1963.)
We have seen no indications that the proposed establishment of four sales cartels

in Germany and the trend toward corporate mergers in the steel industry in
Europe will result in the use of this market power to hold prices domestically in
order to enable the same producers to sell at much lower prices on the American
market. The ability to carry out such a policy presupposes no effective compe-
tition on the domestic market enabling the domestic producers to achieve so-called
monopoly profits. It is true that the steel markets in Europe are oligopolistic in
character; agreements and arrangements serving to restrict competition between
these enterprises are, however, generally prohibited. The Paris Treaty establishing
the European Coal and Steel Community contains provisions to curb cartels,
industrial concentration, and restrictive practices. (See the study on "Carteliza-
tion in Western Europe" by Corwin Edwards for a discussion of the treaty.)
Moreover, not only is there competition between various enterprises in the Com-
munity, but there is also active competition from outside the Community, espe-
cially Japan and Eastern Europe. For example, on December 2, 1966, an article
in the Wall Street Journal mentioned that a downward trend had been forced on
producers in the European Coal andSteel Community by cheap imports of raw
steel from Eastern Europe. Finally, if European producers did try to "dump"
steel on the U.S. market the United States does have antidumping legislation (as
allowed by art. 6 of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade) to counter such
price discrimination. In fact, you are doubtless familiar with the complaints
brought by U.S. steel producers against European steel producers under our
Antidumping Act. (See e.g. Hot-Rolled Carbon Steel Wire Rods from Belgium,
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28 Fed. Reg. 6474 (1963); from Luxembourg, 28 Fed. Reg. 6476 (1963); from
West Germany, 28 Fed. Reg. 6606 (1963); from France, 28 Fed. Reg. 7368
(1963).)

Please let us know if we can be of further assistance to you in your study of
steel imports.

Sincerely yours, DONALD F. TURNER,
Assistant Attorney General, Antitrust Division.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, April 3, 1967.

Dr. ROBERT WEIDENHAMMER,
Member of the Staff of the Senate Finance Committee,
New Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.
DEAR BOB: Enclosed is the material on Japanese steel export cartels which our

Embassy in Tokyo sent to us. I hope you will find it useful.
Sincerely yours,

MARION W. WORTHING,
Assistant Chief, Industrial and Strategic Materials Division.

JAPANESE STEEL EXPORT CARTELS

The Japanese steel export cartel was formed in June 1966 by nine I steel manu-
facturers with the approval of the Ministry of International Trade and Industry
(MITI) and of the Fair Trade Commissiou pursuant to the provisions of Article
5(3) of the Export and Import Trading Law. Twelve types of ordinary mill products
(rails, shapes, bars, wire rods, plates, cold rolled sheets, hot rolled sheets, strips,
hoops, electric sheets, tinplate, and pipes and tubes) fall within the purview of
the cartel. Its effective term is from June 1 1966 (retroactive) to March 31, 1967.
The cartel applies only to exports to the United States.

OPERATION OF THE CARTEL

1. The total quota for each of the 12 items shall be determined every quarter by
a meeting of directors in charge of the export operations of the nine member
companies. Actual exports in Japanese fiscal year 1965 (April 1965 through March
1966), which amounted to about 4 million metric tons, and growth trends in the
U.S. market shall be key factors in setting the quota for each item.

2. Member company shares of the quota (by item) shall be allocated according
to the member's share of previous exports of individual items to the United States
(Criteria not available).

3. The quarterly quota established by the cartel shall be subject to MITI
approval.

SIZE OF QUOTA
No public announcement of the first year goal of the cartel was ever made, and

it is unlikely that it will be in the future since the quota is determined on a
quarterly basis. The figures reported previously and quoted in the Department's
instruction appear to have been misconstrued and should not be identified as the
goal of the cartel. In Japanese fiscal year 1965, total exports of iron and steel to
the United States amounted to 4,435,957 metric tons. Ordinary steel exports for
the same period (the concern of the cartel) were 3,787,483 metric tons.
The announced goal (industry and MITI) for Japanese fiscal year 1966 for

total exports of iron and steel was 10,000,730 metric tons. The practice of an-
nouncing individual country goals was discontinued several years ago. The con-
sistent response of industry sources queried about the level of exports to the
United States in fiscal year 1966 is that it will be "approximately equal" to the
fiscal year 1965 level. A similar projection is made for fiscal year 1967.
Some calendar year comparisons, shown in tables I and II of enclosure 2, reveal

a modest upward trend in ordinary steel exports to the United States. However, to
measure the cartel's performance, fiscal year data should be used, and this is
shown in table III of enclosure 2. Through December 31, ordinary steel exports
to the United States totaled 3,206,533 metric tons. January 1967 exports to all

Full Iron & Steel Co., Kawasaki Steel Corp., Kobe Steel Works, Nppon Kokan K.K., Nlishin Steel
Co., Olsa Steel Manufacturing Co., Sumltomo Metal Industries, Tokal Iron & Steel Co., Yawata Iron
& Steel Co. These nine companies account for about 86 percent of the total Japanese production of ordi-
nary steel mill products.
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countries are reportedly down 40 percent from the previous month's level, and a
continuation of the falloff is expected for February and March. If the level of
yearend shipments to the United States is projected with a 40 percent reduction,
the fiscal year total of ordinary steel shipments to the United States will be
approximately 3,700,000 metric tons, or almost identical with the previous year.
If shipments continue at either the same rate, or at the level prevailing in the final
quarter of fiscal year 1965, the fiscal year total will approach 4 million metric tons.
Based on available information, the Embassy believes the 3,700,000 level is more
likely to be the case.

It is anticipated that the cartel will be extended for a 1-year period.
The quantitative ordinary steel export cartel is only one facet of a multisided,

industry-organized, Government-approved cartel system designed to maintain
orderly export marketing of steel products. A summary table of other currently
effective cartels in this field is appended as enclosure No. 1.

[Enclosure 1]

CURRENTLY EFFECTIVE STEEL EXPORT CARTELS
1. ROLLED ORDINARY STEEL EXPORT CARTEL

Type of products: Bars, shapes, plates, hot rolled sheets, and cold rolled
sheets of ordinary steel.
Members: 27 producers including the major six.'
Agreement: On floor price, and announcement of inquiries.
Country of destination: United States of America and Canada.
Date of establishment: May 1, 1960.
Current effective term: July 15, 1966, to July 14, 1967.

2. WIRE ROD AND WIRE ROD PRODUCTS EXPORT CARTEL

Type of products: Wire rods, iron wire, galvanized iron wire, barged iron
wire, and common nail.

Members: Yawata, Fuji, Sumitomo, Kobe, Osaka Steel Mfg. and Azuma
Steel Works.

Agreement: On floor price, and announcement of inquiries.
Country of destination: All countries.
Date of establishment: April 1, 1958.
Current effective term: April 1, 1966, to March 31, 1967.

3. GALVANIZED IRON SHEET EXPORT CARTEL

Type of products: Galvanized iron sheets.
Members: 24 producers including the major six.
Agreement: On floor price, and announcement of inquiries.
Country of destination: All countries.
Date of establishment: October 1, 1958.
Current effective term: October 16, 1966, to October 15, 1967.

4. STEEL TUBES AND PIPES EXPORT CARTEL

Type of products: Steel tubes and pipes for gas use, 2 inches or less in diameter.
Members: Nippon Kokan, Kawasaki, Sumitomo, Yawata Steel Tube, Fuji

Sanki Pipe & Tube, Maruichi Kokan, and Nippon Pipe.
Agreement: On floor price, and announcement of inquiries.
Country of destination: West coast of the United States of America.
Date of establishment: April 1, 1963.
Current effective term: April 1, 1966, to March 31, 1967.

6. STAINLESS STEEL SHEET EXPORT CARTEL

Type of products: Stainless steel plates and sheets.
Members: Nippon Stailess Steel, Nippon Metal Industry, Nippon Yakin

Kogyo, Yawata, Rawasaki, Nissan Steel Co.
Agreement: On floor price, and announcement of inquiries.
Country of destination: All countries.
Date of establishment: October 25, 1962.
Current effective term: October 19, 1966, to October 18, 1967.

t Yawata, Fuji, Nippon Kokan, Kawasaki, Sumitomo, Kobe.
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[Enclosure 2]
TABLE I.-Total iron and steel exports

(In metric tons]

Calendar year Calendar year
1965 1966

All destinations......-.--------------.--.....----....-- ..--..-- 9,9, 800 9, 895,110
United States only-............--------------------..----. 4,348, 96 4,700,147

Source: Japan Iron and Steel Federation.

TABLE II.-Ordinary steel exports

Calendar year

1965 1966 1966 over 1965

Metric teons jMetric tons Percent
All destinationsl-------------8.-------,--236, 465 8,431,331 102.0
United States only..-. ................3, 726, 837 3;,94, 246 107. 2

Source: Japan Iron and Steel Federation. '-

TABLE III.-Exports
[In metric tons]

To United States All countries

Ordinary Total Ordinary Total
steel steel

1966:
April........-.......................- 421.4S2 482,482 812,156 930,696
M ay-..:. ...-..........--...---.. .

" 728 399,410 723,748 846,296
June-...---.-..-.-.----------- .--------38., 765 417,494 688, 926 801,434
July..-..-----.-.-- ....--- ..-- .-- 411,864 471,283 752,401 870,180
August ---- .---- ---....-----------.--- ---- 323,870 386,222 660,101 792,875
September...- ... .........-......-..---420,417 485,696 75, 772 885,367
October .. ... ..... .290,958 347, 058 680,254 797, 119
Novem be I .-..-..-..---- ...--.-- 280,262 332, 111 668,575 776,494
December ..-..-.-- ------ 362,187 427, 019 780,218 916, 577

Total -.....--- .--- .. .--..---...3,206, 533 3,748,775_ 6, 523,151 7,617,038
1967: January (preliminary) . . ..----- 473,0.56 497,208

Source: Japan lion and Steel Federation.

CARTELS FENCE IN-EUROPEAN STEEL

FRENCH AND GERMAN PRODUCERS ARE FORMING BLOCS TO REGULATE COMPETITION
AND FEND OFF U.S. GIANTS-TREND IS AN OUTGROWTH OF NEW NATIONALISM
THAT THREATENS ECONOMIC UNITY

Europe's cartels, those blocs of big business bent on regulating production,
prices, and markets, are reappearing. They aren't quite the same as the prewar
ones, but they have the same basic aim-limiting competition.
The trend is becoming increasingly evident:.
Two weeks ago, the German steel industry announced that 31 steel producers

would group themselves into four marketing cartels. Competition would be elimi-
nated among the member companies of each cartel.

France already has a secret cartel operating in steel. The Government now in-
tends to group more than 12 producers into two giant units, eliminating competi-
tion among members of each one.

I From Business. Week, Sept. 3, 196.
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There is a similar, though less clearly defined, drift toward cartel-like operations

in Itlay. Italian steel men say that a de facto steel cartel exists in that country-if
only because the industry is dominated by the Government's big Finsider group.
All these developments, including even the projected nationalization of Britain's
steel industry, pose a threat to the economic unification of Europe. Because they
are laid down along national lines, they run counter to the whole concept of a
European community. They represent a resurgence of nationalism in Europe that
could dilute the authority of the European Coal and Steel Community.

Concern.-The new cartels in Europe are .distinct from corporate mergers,
which both the Common Market and the Coal and Steel Community are trying
to encourage. Combining smaller companies to form larger ones generally is
accepted in Europe now as the best way to gain the economy and efficiency of
larger scale production, thereby strengthening Europe's ability to compete
against the American giants.
By contrast, the new trend toward cartelism involves the classic pattern of

setting production quotas, fixing domestic and export prices and imposing
severe penalties on companies that violate the cartel agreements. it is reminiscent
of the maneuvering that led to the establishment of the International Steel
Cartel, the Entente Internationale de l'Acier, in Brussels in 1926.
The U.S. steel industry is so concerned about the effect on international

markets that earlier this year it commissioned a private, independent study of
the whole world steel situation. The U.S. delegation to the Kennedy Round
of tariff talks in Geneva also is greatly concerned. It has been quizzing the U.S.
industry regarding the impact that the new resurgence of cartelism may have
on the United States.
The trend toward national steel cartels is gathering steam now because the

world's steel industry is in serious trouble. The postwar race to expand production
has outdistanced consumption; world markets are glutted with the largest steel
surplus in history. Most of it is moving in international trade at cutrate prices
which sometimes fall below the cost of production (Business Week, June 4, 1966,
p. 58).
I. French plan

Dividing up world trade by secret agreements to reduce competition is one
solution to the steel glut. Last fall, reportedly, a group of European and Japanese
steel executives met secretly in Zurich, Switzerland, and agreed that Japan would
be allowed to become the No. 1 steel exporter to the United States. Producers in
Europe, while continuing to export to the United States, would not attempt to
crowd the Japanese out of their favored position in that market. In return, Japan
agreed to stay out of the European market.
The secret French steel cartel, however, is perhaps a better example of European

response to the steel problem. In a sense, it is nothing new. French steel executives
for years have met regularly to discuss their companies' operations, usually in the
offices of the French steel association, the Chambre Syndicale de la Siderurgie, at
5 Rue de-Madrid, in Paris. These meetings are dominated by the chief executive
officers of leading producers.

Secrecy.-Once a month they work out company quotas on production, mar-
kets, and prices for both domestic and export production. No records are kept of
their discussions or decisions. The meetings are, of course, completely secret; even
the fact that they have taken place never has been publicly admitted.

Until recently, the Chambre Syndicale has been exclusive intermediary and
arbiter within the French steel industry. It has been a collecting house for all
technical data relating to steel companies' operations. The Chambre employs
more than 200 persons and has powerful committees for supply, marketing,
domestic and foreign sales, investment, and energy.

Enforcement.-Penalties for violating the quotas and price levels have varied
during the last few years, b)it they are of critical importance to the existence of
a cartel. It is only by the threat of penalties, and its ability to apply them, that
the French cartel can enforce its decisions.
Some penalties have been ineffective, because they relied on voluntary com-

pliance. One of these stated that if an "offending" company's orders exceeded its
quotas, it must turn over its "surplus" orders to the cartel for assignment to other
producers. Another penalty, also unsuccessful, was a requirement that any-
company exceeding its quota compensate the cartel at a fixed fee for each ton in
excess of the quota.

Early this year, however, the French conceived a foolproof penalty system.
So certain were they of its effectiveness, and so convinced were they that Europe's
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ailing steel industry needed a strong remedy, that they proposed it at a secret
-meeting of European steel producers in Brussels.

Blank check.-The meeting included steel executives from the six nations of
the European Coal and Steel Community: Germany, Italy, Belgium, the Nether-
lands, Luxembourg, and, of course, France. These also are allied in an informal
organization known as the Brussels Convention, which has a president and a
secretary but, naturally, no records.
The French proposed that:
Production ceiligs be set for the entire ECSC at roughly 95 percent of 1965

output, measured in liquid steel, with separate quotas for domestic, intracom-
munity, and export production.
Minimum price levels be established for all three categories of production.
A penalty system for violation of the quotas and price levels be built into the

agreement. Each producer would deposit with his national steel association a
blank check, made out to the association. If the producer broke the agreement,
an amount would be written into the check and the check deposited as a "fine"
against the offender.
The French proposal was rejected by the other European producers as a violation

of the 1951 Treaty of Paris, which established the European Coal and Steel Com-
munity. The French then went home and put at least part of the proposal into
effect in their own country. There are conflicting reports as to whether the "blank
check" penalty is in operation. A sampling of highly qualified steel sources in Paris
supports the view that is has been and probably still is. However, as far as anyone
in a position to know says, no company's blank check ever has been cashed.
Quid pro quo.-Strong as it is, the French steel cartel doesn't think it can solve

the French industry's problems on its own. Two years ago, the Chambre Syndicale
asked the Government to help it finance Mlodernization. Out of their joint talks
emerged plans for a structural reorganization of the French steel industry that goes
far beyond the quota, price, and penalty system of the French cartel.
With the industry facing declining sales, falling prices, and over-cap)acity, the

Government was eager to help. But it was also eager to rationalize the scattered,
splintered industry. Last July 28, it came up with a quid pro quo answer: In ex-
change for $600 million in Government loans at 3 to 4 percent interest, plus au-
thorization for the industry to raise another $600 million on the open bond market,
France's dozen or so major steel producers will be reorganized into two geographi-
cal groups. One will be in the north, the other in the east.

Details of how existing companies will be fitted into the two new groups still are
being worked out. But each giant will have a fixed share of the market, which
means that there . ill be no completely free competition between them. Riding
herd over the new arrangement will be an all-powerful steel board to be formed
later this year from members of the government's steel planning office, the Cham-
bre Syndicale and the individual companies.
Breakdown.-It is assumed that the northern group will consist of the recently

merged Usinor-Lorraine Escaut companies which will control around 30 percent
of the nation's output. Other companies, including Sollac, Mosellane, and Neuves-
Maison, are expected to gravitate toward an eastern group headed by De Wendel
and Sidelor, with about 40 percent of the market. The remaining 30 percent will
be scattered among specialty steel producers such as Ugine and Schneider.
The significance of the new French plan lies in the fact that individual steel

companies will have less to say in the running of the French steel business.
Conversely, the prestige and influence of both the Chambre Syndicale and the
Government will become greater.
II. German control
The German steel industry's plan for regrouping 31 steel companies into four

marketing cartels is similar to the French plan, except that it is the industry'sown idea. No Government participation is involved.
If approved by the High Authority of the Coal and Steel Community in October,

the four cartels would come into existence as corporate entities early next year.They would group the sales functions of the 31 producers geographically into a
Cartel North, a Cartel East and a Cartel West inl the Ruhr, and a Carte! South
in the Saar.

In addition to the marketing functions, the four cartels would also determine
the investment policies of their members and set areas of specialization and
rationalization.

Similarity.--On the surface, there is economic justification for concentration
in the ailing German steel industry. Since 1960 the labor cost per ton of German
steel has gone up 44 percent, while profits have declined 11 percent. Overpriced
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German coal, supported by GoVernment subsidies, also is to blame for soaring
costs of German steel.

But the German plan contains much of what the French proposed at Brussels.
Among the still-secret details:
The marketing cartels will control all production of their members.
Production quotas will be allocated by each cartel to its members, based on

an agreed percentage of the expected annual sales of the group. If a company
exceeds its quota, it will be fined double the list price of each ton overproduced.

If a company breaks the line on prices published by the group and approved
by the Coal and Steel Colmunity, it also will be fined.

Cartel members will have one basic vote, plus one vote for each 1,000 tons of
steel produced. The big companies thus will be able to outvote the smaller one'.
The claimed virtue of the German steel industry's plan is that the cartels

would compete among themselves. But there are skeptics, both in and out of
Germany, who wonder just how much competition will remain. If 31 competing
companies can unanimously, and simultaneously, agree to reduce the market-
place to four competitors, they reason, there is little to prevent the four "com-
petitors" from reaching additional agreement about the degree of competition.
The influential newspaper Frankfurter Allgemeine last week made a sharp attack
on the scheme, saying it could spell trouble for the whole economy.
III. How strong is ECSC

All of these do-it-yourself reorganizations of national steel industries in Europe
raise important questions about the role of the Coal and Steel Community's
ligh Authority. A Belgian steel executive, for example, is concerned that the
influence of the whole ECSC is being diluted. "How much initiative and supra-
nationalism is left in the High Authority if each country tries to go it alone?"
he asks.
Open and closed.-Under the Treaty of Paris, the High Authority should deter-

mine the legality of the proposed regroupings, for example. The German steel
industry says it will submit its plan to the High Authority next month. Last
week, an official of the Authority in Luxembourg said that in his opinion the pro-
posed German sales cartels aren't in themselves illegal. But production controls
definitely would be, he said emphatically.
The French steel industry, on the other hand, has concealed its tightly controlled

cartel from the High Authority. Even the new French Government plan for
regrouping the industry is going into effect without the explicit approval of the
E0CSC. Ardhitects of the French plan kept the High Authority informed through-
out discussion of it; and ECSC approval may be needed on specific implementation
of it. However, the High Authority already has declared that it regards the
French plan as not falling under the anticartel provisions of the Treaty of Paris.

In the meantime, it is clear that the national steel associations in France and
Germany, the chief instruments for the formation of the European cartels in the
1920's and 1930's, are gaining influence in their industries, and that individual
companies arc the losers. In France, the Chambre Syndicale and the Government
are now united in a strong alliance.
No surprise.-In any event, developments in European steel come as no great

shock to U.S. steel companies. One U.S. executive says he is well aware of what
has been going 1n.

"I've been invited to meetings of the 'club' in Germany and Belgium any num-
her of times," he said. "I turn them all down. We learned to live with the Justice
Department a long time ago."
But the U.S. steel industry is nonetheless concerned, and so is Congress.

Senator Philip A. Hart, Democrat, of Michigan, chairman of the Senate Anti-
trust Subcommittee, this week proposed the establishment of an international
anticartel agency to "ride herd" on antitrust problems.

During 2 days of subcommittee hearings in Washington, Hart urged tb.;
Government to endorse the idea of the next meeting of the Restrictive Practices
Committee of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Ievelopment
(OECI)). The proposed agency would have only investigative, not enforcement,
powers.

Assistant Secretary of State for Economic Affairs, Anthony M. Solomon, said
the State Department would give Hart's proposal serious consideration.

Although opinions obviously differ as to the meaning of this rebirth of cartel-
like associations, the possibility certainly cannot be ruled out that they might
follow historical precedence by returning to their prewar practices: to hold up
domestic prices by alloting sales quotas to their members. With their financial
position thereby improved, they could afford even better than today to export
into the world market at a lower price.
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TABLE D-.--U.S. foreign trade in selected raw materials and in steel products, year 1935, by principal steel exporting countries
[Value in thousands of dollars]

AU Japan Canada Belgium West France United Sweden Italy All other
countries Germany Kingdom countries

U.S. imports:
Iron ore and concentrates--------------------.-.- 443,807 ----------- 264,378------.-.---.-- 3 ------.1,10-8..----------.178,318
Iron and steel scrap----------------------------- 8,236 23 6,768 ------------ 762 312 56 16 1 298
Manganese ore and concentrates .----.-- 110,281 14---------- 110,267
Coal andcoke----------------- 3,148 1 2,960-1------76 ------------------ 11

Subtotal of above ----------------------- 565,472 38 274,106 ---------- 9 315 56 1, 124 1 288,894
Iron and steel products (including pig iron, ferroalloys,
and rough forgings and castings) -.----------------- 1,231,404 497,685 117,842 158, 555 126,464 95,414 89,296 34,253 30,476 81,419

Grand total, aboveimports-.------------------ 1, 796,876 497,723 391,948 158,555 127,402 95, 729 89,352 35,377 30,477 370,313
U.S. exports:

Iron ore and concentrates------------- ---- 80,418 25,425 64,399 ----..-----. 553n---r--ts---8,1.52..--------..---------- 41
Iron and steelscra-p,.------------------------- 197,459 73,991 33,903 ----- 752 140 1,962 1,W4 20,651 64,066
Manganese ore and concentrates----------------- 1,387 ----------- 733------ 654
Coal and coke-------- ------------------ 493,110 76, 586 141,223 21,406 43,748 20,429 72 8,522 83,791 97,333
Subtotal of above--------------- -- ---- 772,374 176, 002 230,258 21,406 45,053 20,568 2,034 10,516 104,442 162, 094

Iron and steel products (including pig iron, ferroalloys,
and rough forgings and castings-.------------- 628,614 4,325 202,589 12,310 12,804 5,397 19,937 3,858 9. G8 357,896

Grand total, above exports------------------- 1,400,988 180,327 432, 847 33,716 57,857 25,966 21,971 14,374 114 140 519,790
U.S. trade balance (plus or minus):

Raw materials shown-±----------------- ---- +206,902 +175,964 -43,848 +21,406 +44.115 +20,254 +1978 +9, 392 +104,441 -126,800
Iron and steel products----------------------- --602, 790 -493,360 +84 747 -146,245 -113.660 -90,017 -69,359 -30, 395 -20,778 +276 277
Combined total---------------------------------- -395,888 -317,396 +40,899 -124, 839 -69,545 -69,763 -67,381 -21,003 +83,663 +149, 477

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census, Repts. FT-125 and FT-410
including all iron ore and concentrates. group code 281; all iron and steel scrap, group code
282; all manganese ore and concentrates, subcode 283.7 of group code 283; regular coal

and coke, imports: Subcodes 321.4 and 321.8 of group code 321; exports: Subcodes 321.3
and 321.8 of group code 321; iron and steel products (including pig iron, ferroalloys and
rough forgings and castings) division code 67.c0
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Comments on Tables 31 and 34 (see Text)
The AISI calculated tables 31 and 34 at the request of the

committee staff, but submitted the following comments in a letter
dated June 23, 1967: "We realize that your purpose in including
indirect steel trade as well as raw materials in this analysis stems
from the arguments raised by importers. We would like to express
again, however, our reservations about the validity of this approach
* * * particularly with regard to the inclusion of raw materials in
the analysis. The basis of our concern is explained in the following
extract from the original report on the trade balance in steelmaking
raw materials which AISI sent to you on March 23:

In order to understand the effect of imports and exports of steel products
on the national balance of trade and payments, it is necessary to consider the
appropriate trade elements. In the context of the steel import problem, the
most relevant trade factors are the inflow and outflow of the primary products
of the steel industry itself: those which are customarily referred to as "steel
miill products." The production and sale of these products are the reason for
the industry's existence in the United States.
To bring into consideration the international trade in the steel industry's

raw material inputs such as iron ore and metallurgical quality coal is to confuse
the discussion of the steel import situation, since such materials are not products
of the industry but inputs to the production process. This is also a valid ob-
j(etion to consideration of trade in ferrous scrap, another input to the steel in-
dilstry, even though it is true that in a remote sense, such scrap represents pl)at
output of the industry. Likewise it i. irrelevant to consider exports and imports
of (nd-usel items made of steel-the so-called indirect steel trade-in attempting
to isolate the steel industry's international trade position and its effect on the
national trade and payments position. The factors that determine whether an
automobile will be exported or imported are very numerous and complex; but
the relative cost and quality of steel-which typically accounts for about one-
tenth of the car's value-arc not foremost among them.
As to the outlook for the U.S. balance of trade in steel making

raw materials, the AISI had these pessimistic comments:
From the standpoint of the raw materials shown, the outlook is for a continuing

decline in the overall favorable balance of trade. In iron and manganese ores, the
United States is a large net importer on balance and this situation will continue.
On scrap, where the United States has been a large net exporter, there has been

a decline in exports since 1964 and this is expected to continue. The trend to
increased usage of BOF furnaces for melting steel abroad decreases the propor-
tion of scrap utilized. In addition, the increase in "per capita steel usage" through-
out the world has increased scrap availability and resulted in organized local collec-
tion, processing, and usage of scrap in many countries where this previously was
not feasible.
With respect to coal and coke, U.S. exports in the period shown have been

relatively stable in spite of increased steel production in the purchasing countries.
This is due to the decreased usage of coal and coke per ton of steel produced
through technological advances, but even more importantly, to the develop-
ment of other world sources of coking coal, particularly in Australia and Africa.
It is unlikely that there will be any significant increase in U.S. exports of these
materials, particularly with apparent agreements within the ECSC to subsidize
local production. There may be an actual long-term decrease.
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TABLz D-2.-Distribution of steel exports by country
(In thousands of net tons]

Destination 1957 1958 1959 1900 1961 1962 1968 1964 1965 1966

Canada --.. .....------.------ 1,619 1,010 611 580 406 317 358 714 592 417
Total, Latin America-------- 1,446 766 431 641 424 329 333 431 578 514

Argentina..--. ..--..--. 100 68 52 113 75 36 25 133 264 162
Total, Europe .--..------- 890 446 213 1,009 313 265 277 866 401 182

Total, ECSC ----------.... 293 227 121 363 192 136 137 261 89 96
United Kingdom..------- 341 106 30 360 14 12 18 234 22 21

Total, Asia --------.--. 981 350 203 549 749 999 1,164 1,318 806 489
India-....-.--------- .-- 59 25 7 151 131 241 302 230 181 43
Pakistan.---.----.--.------.-. -..---- 14 116 17 418 513 836 395 166

All other...------------..- 241 11 50 200 98 102 91 107 119 122
Orand total.----.....5177 2,687 1508) 2.979 1,990 2,012 2,223 3,45 2,496 1, 724

Percent

Canada--------------------- 31.3 37.6 40.5 19.4 20.4 15.8 16.1 20.8 23.7 24.2
Total, Latin America -.--.--- 27.9 28.5 28.6 21.5 21.3 16.3 15.0 12.5 23.2 29.8

Argentina...--- ------- 1.9 2.5 3.5 3.8 3,7 1.8 1.2 3.9 10.6 9.4
Total, Europe .----.-------- 17.2 16.6 14.1 33.9 15.7 13.2 12.5 25.2 16.1 10.6

Total, ECSC.----------- 5.7 8.4 8.1 12.2 9.7 6.8 6.2 7.6 3.6 5.7
United Kingdom-.-------- 6.6 4.0 2.0 12.1 .7 .6 .8 6.8 .9 1.2

Total, Asia.------..---------- 18.9 13.0 13.4 18.4 37.6 49.6 52.3 38.4 32.3 28.3
India-.....-------------. .9 .5 5. 1 -6.6 11.9 13.6 6.7 7.3 2.5
Pakistnan --.---------- 0 0 .9 .6 9.9 20.8 23.1 24.3 15.8 9.6

All other....-..---.----. 47 4.3 3.2 6.7 4.9 5.1 4.1 3.1 4.8 7.1

Source: American Iron & Steel Institute.

TAB3LE D-3.--U.S. imports of steel mill products by category, 1957-66
(In thousands of net tons]

1957 1958 1959 1960 1961

Steel mllllproducts Net Per- Net Per- Net Per- Net Per- Net Per-
tons cent tons cent tons cent tons cent tons cent

of total of total of total of total of total

Semifnished products ..---- 62 5.4 199 11.7 540 12.4 477 14.2 631 19.9
Shapes and plates.-.-.---. 291 25.2 171 10.0 798 18.3 529 16.8 330 10.4
Rails and accessories--------- . 6 .2 10 .2 10 .3 23 .7
Bars and tool steel ---------- 263 22.7 649 38.0 1,339 30.6 840 25.0 906 28.7
Pipe and tubing --.--------- 191 16.5 200 11.7 533 12.2 .480 14.3 521 16.5
Wire and wire products --..--. 301 26.1 432 25.3 703 16.1 547 16.3 562 17.8
Tin mill products-----.-------. 0----. 0 67 1.5 39 1.2 19 .6
Sheet andstrip------------ 41 3.6 50 2.9 386 8.8 436 13.0 171 5.4

Total .----------------- 1,1 100.0 1,707 100.0 4,396 100.0 3,358 100.0 3,163 100.0

1962 1963 1964 1965 1966

Semilfinlslied products.------- 819 20.0 1,066 19.6 1,298 20.2 1,666 15.1 1,374 12.8
Shapes and plates-..------- 25 1.8 833 15.3 1,110 17.2 1,703 16.4 1,898 17.7
Rails and accessories.- 12 .3 12 .2 14 .2 24 .2 26 .2
iBars and tool steel----------- 995 24.3 1,081 19.8 1,174 18.2 1,641 15.8 1,718 16.0
Pipe and tubing------------- 665 16.0 778 14.3 790 12.3 930 9.0 1,0.58 9.8
Wire and wire products -.---- 665 16.0 755 13.9 89 12.6 866 8.3 862 8.0
Tin mill products.--------- 56 1.4 94 1.7 88 1.4 145 1.4 134 1.2
Sheet and strip..-.-.-------- 383 9.4 827 15.2 1,167 18.1 3,507 33.8 3,683 34.3

Total....---40..----4,100 100.0 5,446 100.0 6,450 100.0 10.382 100.0 10,753 100.0

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce.
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TABLE D-4.-Imports of steel mill products as percent of domestic markets 1957-66

[In percent 1I

Steel mill product 1967 1968 196 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966

8enifinished products ............... 1.9 7.9 16.0 15.1 21.1 24.8 27.4 28.2 29.0 28.5
Shapes and plates- ...--...........-1.8 1.8 7. 4 4 6 3.1 4.7 6.4 7.2 9.5 10.8
Rails and accessories-..-- ----...... ... 2 .6 .9 .9 3.1 1.3 1.2 1.0 1.6 1.5
Bars and tool steel -------. .........- 2.3 7.0 11.3 7.4 . 3 8. 4 8.5 8.3 10.3 10.
Pipeand tubing .-.....-----.--.-.... 1.9 3.2 6.4 6.5 7.1 8.7 10.3 9.1 9.9 10.6
Wire and wire products .-------------8.3 12.6 17.4 16.7 15.7 17.6 19.9 21.0 20.1 20.0
Tin mill products..-......--.........- --- 1.2 .7 .3 1.0 1.7 1.5 2.2 2.4
Sheets and strip....-................. .2 .2 1.4 1.6 .7 1.4 2.6 3.4 8.9 9.5

Total ..- ...-----.....,..-.. 1.4 2.8 6.3 4.7 4.8 5.8 7.7 7.6 11.2 11.9

I Based on data in tons.
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce.

TABLE D-5.-U.S. exports of steel mill products by caleqory, 1957-66
(In thousands of net tons]

1957 1958 1959 1960 1961

Steel mill products ___
Net Per- Net Per- Net Per- Net Per- Net Per-
tons cent tons cent tons cent tons cent tons cent

of total of total of total of total of total

Semifinished products...... 721 13. 5 124 4.4 35 2.1 129 4.3 185 9.3
Shapes and plates............ 1,075 20.1 554 19.6 306 18.2 386 13.0 320 16.1
Ralls and accessories....... 235 4.4 165 5.8 82 4.9 134 4.5 109 5.5
Bars and tool steel........... 216 4.0 123 4.4 68 4.0 85 2.8 91 4. 6
Pipe and tubing............. 1,185 22.2 623 22.1 266 15.9 195 6.6 211 10.
Wire and wire products-...... 39 0.7 35 1.2 26 1.5 29 1.0 26 1.3
Tin mill products .......... 802 15.0 495 17.5 460 27.4 686 23.0 481 24.2
Sheet and strip ............. 1,075 20.1 703 24.9 435 26.0 1,333 44.8 566 28.5

Total................ 5,347 10.0 2,822 100.0 1,678 100.0 2,977 100.0 1,989 100.0

1962 1963 1964 1965 1966

Semifinished products ..... 281 14.0 331 15.2 920 28.0 696 27.9 32 20.4
Shapes and plates............ 279 13.8 301 13.8 426 13.0 361 14. 198 11.5
Rails and accessories ...-... 117 6.8 81 3.7 68 1.8 63 2.1 46 2.7
Bars and tool steel .......... 103 5.1 118 5.4 175 5.3 170 6.8 106 6.1
Pipi and tubing............. 192 9.6 252 11. 6 286 8.7 240 9.6 266 15.4
Wire and wire products...... 47 2.3 76 3.5 64 1.6 45 1.8 39 2.3
Tin mill products........... 394 1.6 413 19.0 411 12.5 306 12.3 325 18.9
Sheet and strip ............ 600 29.8 608 27.9 90 29.0 625 25.0 392 22.7

Total .......... 2,013 100.0 2,180 100. 3, 8 100. 2, 49 100.o0 1,724 100.0

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce.

9.869604064

Table: Table D-4.--Imports of steel mill products as percent of domestic markets 1957-66
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TABLE D-6.-U.S. imports-Steel mill products by countries of origin

European Coal and Steel Community................
Belgium-Luxembourg.......................-..France .................................----
West Germany .............................Netherlands.------------- ----

Italy.. ..... . ..........---- -- -- -- -- --

United Kingdom..................................
Norway...............
Sweden---...............................
Yugoslavia..----.....-...- ------- --
Poland.......................Canada...................................
Mexico..............................................
Argentina ....................
Republic of South Africa.. .........

Japan..................
Australia ---.......-.

Other...................

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

1966

Net tons

3,840,958

1,612, 256
764,417

1,220,180
73,118170,117

Percent

35.7

15.0
7.1;

11.3
.7
1.6

1965

Net tons

4,191,327
1,751,068

858, 23
1,178,293

132,712
271,016

Percent

40.4

16.9
3.3
11.3
1.3
2.6

1964

Net tons Percent

2,584,543 40.1

1,384,014 21.5
440,305 6.8
676,352 10.5
48,735
35,137

.8

.5

748, 410 7.0 720,148 6. 9 25, 393 4.4
14,755 .1 27,520 .3 23,140 .475,282 .7 65,118 .6 66,018 1.0
10,421 .1 16,230 .2 16,339 .386,538 .8 83,719 .8 63,434 1.0

691,671 6.4 644,393 6.2 692,076 10.7
118,124 1. 1 123599 1. 2 97,403 1.527,252 .3 18,142 .2 60 782 1.036,509 .3 28 -26,431 .44,850,997 45.1 4,417,641 42.5 2,446,373 38.0147,002 1.4 '28,578 .3 34,425 .5105,103 1.0 46,578 .4 43,278 .7

10,753,022 100.0 10,383,021 . 6439 5100.06,439,635100.

1963

Net tons

2,245,278
1,279,326
358,805
539,438
47,417
20,292

349,431
15,311
56,969
23,684
11,648

582,932
128,530
44,879
112,885

1,802,552
38,142
34,065

5,446,326

Percent

41.2

23.5
'6.6
9.9
.8
.4

: 1

6.4
.3

1.0
.4
.2

10.7
2.4
.8
21

33.1
.7
.7

100.0 4,100,039 100.0

._j 1
1

Net tons

1,246,367
299,247
460,343
51,298
29,260

21 2 1 -
249,964
13,303
54,783
24,113
5,461

367,168
27,565

104
46,1611,070,744
113,574
40, 606

Percent

30.4
7.3
11.2
1.3
.7

6.1
.3
1.3
.6
.1

9.0
.7

1.1
26.1
28
1.0

Source: Department of Commerce, Census Bureau.
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9.869604064

Table: Table D-6.--U.S. imports--Steel mill products by countries of origin
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TABLE D-7.-The U.S. balance of payments
[Annual data in billions of dollars]

Year

1947..--.....
1948............

1949 ..---...-...

1951 ...........1954._----195...........

19526._-
1957............

19&5.

1959.--..--.---
19591959)

1962...........
I9il. . ----------

1963 ..--.. ....-

Ik;4 -_-_- __-_--1964 ----...-----

1965.--..-..__--
1 sii _ _ _ _ __

Goods and services

Exports

Goods Services

16.0 3.7
13.2 3.6
12.1 3.6
10.1 3.7
14.1 4.6
13.3 4.7
12.3 4.7
12.8 5.0
14.3 5.5
17.4 6.2
19.4 7.1
16.3 6.8
16.3 7.2
19.5 7.8
2O.0 8.7
20.6 9.7
2. 1 10.4
25.3 11.8
*'6.2 12. 9
-29.2 13.9

Imports

Goods

6.0
7.6
6.9
9.1
11.2
10.8
11.0
10.4
11.5
12.8
13.3
13.0
15.3
14.7
14.5
16.2
17.0
18.6
21.5
25.5

Services

Total Military
-- J - -

2.2
2.8
2.7
2.9
3.9
4.9
5.6
5.6
6.3
6.8
7.5
7.9
8.0
8.6
8.6
9.1
9.6
10.0
10.7
12.4

0.5
.8
.6
.6
1.3
2.1
2.6
2.6
2.9
2.9
3.2
3.4
3.1
3.1
3.0
3.1
2.9
2.9
2.9
3.7

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce.

Private capital Balance
I I

Long-term
(net)

-1.2
-1.1
-.

-1.0
-.4
-1.1
-.4

-.7
-2.0
-2.9
-2.5
-1.6
-2.1
-2.1
-1.7
-3.0
-3.8
-4.4
-1.5

Short-term
(net)

-0.2

+.2
-.1
-.1

+.2
-.7
-.3
-.5
-.2
--.

--1.
1.4
-.4
-.8
-2.0
+.9
-.1

Govern-
ment

grants and
loans (net)

-6.2
-4.9
-5.8
-3.7
-3.3
-2.5
-2.2
-1.7
-2.4
-2.5
-2.7
-2.8
-2.2
- 3.0
-3.0
-3.3
-3.8
-3.8
-3.7
-3.8

Goods
(trade

balance)

10.0
5.6
5.3
1.0
2.9
2.5
1.3
2.4
2.8
4.6
6.1
3.3
1.0
4.8
5.4
4.4
5.1
6.7
4.8
3.7

GOm

a
m
-3

M

.-1

4
s
0

04

Goods
and

services

11.5
6.4
6.1
1.8
3.7
2.2
.4
1.8
2.0
4.0
5.7
2.2
.1

4.0
5.5
5.0
5.9
8.5
6.9
5.1

Liquidity

+4.2
+.8
+.1
-3.5
0

-1.2
-2.2

-1.2
-1.0
+.6
-3.4
-3.9
-3.9
-2.4
-2.2
-2.7
-2.8
-1.3
-1.4

Official
settle-
ments

-3.4
--1.3
-?.7
-2.0
--1.5
-1.3
+.2

- -- -

- - -

+.2

Gold stock
(end of
period)

22.87
24.40
24.56
22.82
22.87
23.25
22.o0
21.79
21.75
22.06
22.86
20.58
19.51
17.80
16.95
16.06
15.60
15.47
14.06
13.23

*

_

CIss

9.869604064

Table: Table D-7.--The U.S. balance of payments
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STEEL IMPORT STUDY 341
TABLE D-8.-Liquidity balance in balance of payment and balance in steel trade

(In billions of dollars]

Steel trade
balance

Balance of Steel including
Year payments trade end-use

liquidity balance items and
raw

materials

1966. .... . . -1.4 -.899 -.499
1965......- ....-----.--.------ ----..-----..---..----..---. . - 1.3 -.842 -.324
1964..-.......-....-...........-........-. -2.8 -. 314 +.327
1963...........--...--..------...--.------..- -2.7 -.304 +. 352
1962..- ........--- ---- --- ..... ...-.... . -2.2 - 143 -----

1961..-.........I. .......--- -.----------- -2.4 .041 ....---
1960---..--- -3.9 .159.....-..
1959.- ...........----..-------------....-3.9 -.14.....
1958--...-............-..............--......-3.4 .481 ..---
1957.- ------ ----------.-------.---.- +.6 .742 --- -.

TABLE D-9.-U.S. imports of steel, by major points of entry, 1965-66

Thousands Percent Thousands Percent
of tons, of total of tons, of tons,
196 imports 196 1966

North Atlantic coast. .... ...................

New York . ..... .... ... .. .. ........
Philadelphia......................................
Massachusetts......................................
Connecticut ... ...... ..............

South Atlantic coast ..... ......... ...............

Florida ................................
Maryland .... ...... ................
North Carolina and South Carolina ............

Virginia...... ..... --.....--.. ....---.......
Georgia . .. ...... ............. ........

Gull coast... ....... ....................

Galveston ........ ........ .... .... ........

New Orleans..... .......... ... .... ....
Mobile -......-.- ..-- -..--........---. --...- .- .--

Pacific coast .. . ....... ...... ........ ...

Los Angeles .......... .................. -.--
Oregon and Washington ........................
San Francisco.-.......................

Canadian border and seaway. . ..............
Michigan .. ..... .. ... ...... ........

Chicago...................... .........

Ohio ..... .. .... ...............................
Buffalo .. ..................-......-.... ..

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

1,708
764
645
173
126

1,307
493
431
193
101
89

2,109
1, 09
660
221

1,704

1,068
347
291

3,307
1,638
750
667
192

16.4

7.3
6.2
1.7
1.2

12.6

4.7
4.1
1.9
1.0
.9

20.3

10.6
6.4
2.1

164

10.2
3.3
2.8

31.9

15.8
7.2
5.5
1.8

1, 73

667
671
181
144

1, 281
443
406
266
84
82

2,145
1,306
648
192

1,890
1,178
399
313

3, 63

1,581
1,033

611
144

14.6

6.3
6.3
1.7
1.3

11.9

4.1
3.8
2.5
.8
.7

20.0

12.2
6.0
1.8

17.6

11.0
3.7
2.9

33.1

14.7
9.6
5.7
1.3

160 1.5 194 1.8

Offshore United States ........ ......................248 2.4 300 2.8

Total imports... ........I 10,383 100.0 10,753 100.0

I Includes Puerto Rico, Hawaii, and Alaska.
Source: AISI.

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - -_ . _

9.869604064

Table: Table D-8.--Liquidity balance in balance of payments and balance in steel trade
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TABLE D-10.-Steel ingot production, 1947-65, U.S. and major steel producing centers

Millions of tons

1947 1948 1949 1950 1951 1952

United States....... 4. 89 88.64 77.98 96.84 105.20 93.174th district...-- 40.19 41.27 35.36i 43.95 48.02 42.35Other than 4th district 44.60 47.09 42.46 52.94 57.18 50.71Chicago-------- 17.16 17.75 15. O 1.12 30. 17.55
Pittsburgh-........ .2. 30 2'2.94 19.78 24.20 26.30 23.36Northeast coast... .10.31 11.01 9.75 12. 1 13.38 11.56Youngstown--.. 11.17 11.52 9.40 12.05 13.29 11.43Detroit.......-3.12 3.45 3.34 4.65 4.81 4. 60
Western.-- 4.33 4.69 4.27 5.43 6.16 5.73Southern-.... 4.01 4.35 3.96 4.92 5.03 4.58Buffalo ...... 4.21 4.37 4.06 4.87 5.38 4.82Cleveland-.-..--..----4.01 4.06 3.67 4.59 4.92 4.49Cincinnati --2.71 2.75 2.52 3.11 3.50 3.07St. Louis 1.45 1.48 1.48 1.84 1.95 1.86

1953 1954 11955

11'.61
49.14
62. 37

I22. 04
26.72
14.35
12.85
5.14
6.64
5.88
6. 0
5.99
3.58
2.2

88.31
36.47
51.95
18.92
19.99
11.70
8.69
4.10
5. 36
5.20
4.77
4.68
3.11
1.89

117.04
49. 35
67. 64
23.60
26.30
16.17
12.67
6.02
6.46
6.22
6.55
6.08

4.29632.63

Sources: American Iron & Steel Institute and Federal Reserve Bank of Cleveland.

1956 1957

115.22 112.72
48.53 45. 09
66.41 67.53
22.63 2:2.24
25.67 24.83
16.44 16.30
12.32 10.46
6. 24 6.24
6.64 7.01
5.43 6.67
6.29 6.45
5.75 5. 79
4.80 4.01
2. 74 2.63

1958

85.26
32.56
52.76
18.34
18.31
12.40
7.09
4.54
5.73
5.09
4.06
3.86

13.30
2.60

1959

93.45
38.34
55.13
17.94
19.99
13.10
9.04
5.63
5.55
5.20
4.72
4.83
4.48
2.99

1960

99.28
37. 85
61.18
20.68
19.99
14.35
8.33
6.51
6.16
5.65
5.18
5.55
3.97
2.66

19G1

98.01
36. 43
61.63
20.68
19.15
14.07
7.80
6.67
6.77
5.71
4.72
5.12
4.36
3.01

i t I Ii

1962

98. `3
37. 07
61.37
21.07
19.57
13.65
7.98
7.11
6.10
5.71
4.77
5.36
4.17
1)96

1963 1964 1 1965

109. 26
41. 24
67.97
23.02
21.67
14.77
8.93
8.42
7.01
6.::25.43
5.84
4.80
3.10

127.08
38.89
77.49
25.94
25. 25
17.69
10.90
9.41
7.80
7.23
6.04
7.19
5.54
3.37
3.3

121.19
50.29
80.39
26. 3
25.97
18.20
11.35
9.66
8.41
7.70
7.11
6.73
C.24
3.42

Average
annual
rates of
growth
(percent)

+1.5
+.1
+2.5
+1.8
-.3
+2.4
-1.5
+5.6
+2.6
+2.7
+1.4
+2.4
+4.0
+4.9

I

3Hm
m
t-1
P:

4
:0

C3
d
CCtv0-4

I I

,

9.869604064

Table: Table D-10.--Steel ingot production, 1947-65, U.S. and major steel producing centers
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TABLE D- 1.-Shares of total stecl ingot output produced by major steel centers, 1947-65
[Ii percelit]

' 7 1948 1949 1950 1951 1952 1 1953 419 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 196 1963 1964 1965itStte.s-.. ...........I
I-. 0

^ted States----- ------ lt). 0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 100. 0100.0 00. 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0thdistrict.........4 46.745.....4 4 5.4 45. 6 45.5 44.1 41.2 42.2 42.2 0.0 38.2 41.0 38.2 37.2 37.7 37.8 38 7 38.3Other than 4th district- - !2. f 52.3 54.6 54.6 54.4 54.5 55.9 58.8 57.8 57.8 60.0 61.8 59.0 61.8 62 8 62.3 62 2 61.3 61.7Chicago,_- .....................__ 2 20.1 20.1 19.7 19.5 18.9 19.7 21.4 20.2 19.7 19.8 21.5 19.2 20.9 21.1 21.4 21.1 20.5 20.1Pittsburgh__--------6.---------2& 3 26.0 25.4 25.0 25.0 25. 1 24.0 22.6 22.5 22.3 22.0 21.5 21.3 20.2 19.5 19.9 19.9 20.0 19. 8Northeast coast --- ...... 12.1 12.5 12 12.5 12. 712.7 4 12.9 13.3 13.8 14.3 145 14.5 140 14. 143 13 9 13.5 14.0 1.9Youngstown ---- --- 13.2 13.0 12.1 12.5 12.6 12.3 11.5 9.8 1. 10.7 9.3 8.3 9.7 8.4 8.0 8.1 8.2 8.6 8.6Detroit------------------------ 3.7 3.9 4.3 4.8 4.6 4.9 4.6 4.6 5.1 5.4 55 5.5 3 6.0 6.6 6.8 7.2 7.7 7.4 7.4Wenstern- .. 5.1 .3 5.5 5.6 5.9 6.2 60 6.1 5.5 5.8 6.2 6.7 5.96.2 6. 6.2 .4 .2 .4Southern--------- 4.7 4.9 5.1 5.1 4.8 4.9 5.3 5.9 5.3 4.7 5.9 6.0 5.6 5.7 5.8 5.8 5.7 5.7 5.9Buffalo ---------- 5.0 4.9 5.2 5.(0 5.1 5.2 5.4 5.4 5.6 5.5 5.7 4.8 5.1 5.2 4.8 4.8 5.0 4.8 5.4Cleveland ------4.7 4.6 4.7 4. 7 4.8 5.4 5.3 5.2 5.0 5.1 45 .2 5.6 5.2 5.5 .3 57 5.1Cincinnati - 3.2 3.1 3.2 3.2 3.3 3.3 3.2 3.5 3.7 4.2 3.6 3.9 4.8 4.0 4.5 4.2 44 44 4.8t. Louls ----- --- 1.7 1.7 1.9 1.9 1.8 2.0 2.0 2.1 2.2 2.4 2.4 3.1 3.2 2.7 3.1 3.0 2.8 2.7 2.6

Sources: American Iron & Stedel Institute and Federal Reserve Dank of Cleveland.
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Table: Table D-11.--Shares of total steel ingot output produced by major steel centers, 1947-65
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APPENDIX E
TABLE E- 1.-Comparison of major industries: sales, 1947-66

[Dollar amounts in billions]

Industry 1947 1965
Index

1947 1965

Primary iron and steel-..-------.-..--- ---------..-- $9.8 $24. 5 100 250
Food and kindred products--....-...-..........----31.0 69. 1 100 223
Motor vehicles and equipment ...-------7.-.-------.-- 10.7 48.3 100 451
Petroleum refining and related industries.....- --------- 12.2 41.4 100 339
Electrical machinery and equipment.------------------ 7.0 40.5 100 579
Chemicals and allied products..----..------------- 10. 9 40.1 100 368
Transportation equipment, except motor vehicles .--- 3. 4 21.0 100 618
Textile mill products -.--------.-----.----------...--. 9.0 18.0 100 200
Paper and alliedproducts-..4.-.............---.---.---5.4 15 2 100 281
Primary nonferrous metals .----------..---------.- 3.8 13. 3 100 350
Stone, clay, and glass products-----.---------------3. 7 12.9 100 349
Rubber and miscellaneous plastic products-------- 3.4 12.5 100 368

Source: Securities and Exchange Commission a'nd Federal Trade Commission.

TABLE E-2.-Federal income taxes, 1947-66
[Dollar amounts In billions]

Index
Industry 1947 1965___

1947 1965

Primary iron andsteel.-. $0.42 . $1.01 100 240
Food and kindred products...........--91 1.54 100 169
Motor vehicles and equipment.----.------------ .50 3.04 100 608
Petroleum refining and related industries-...---- --- 45 .78 100 173
Electrical machinery and equipment ----------------- .29 164 100 566
Chemicals and allied products-------------------..--.59 2.38 100 403
Transportation equipment, except motor vehicles--- .09 .62 100 689
Textile mill products ..--.-------.---------.-----.49 .58 100 118
Paper and allied products------..36 .52 100 144
Primary nonferrous metals.----- --------- .22 .60 100 273
Stone, clay, and glass products .------------.---- 14 .55 100 289
Rubber and miscellaneous plastic products ....------.15 .38 100 253

345

Source: Securities and Exchange Commission and Federal Trade Commission.

__.1_

9.869604064

Table: Table E-1.--Comparison of major industries: sales, 1947-65
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TABLE E-3.-Cash dividends, 1947-65
[Dollar amounts In billions]

Industry

Primary iron and steel.............................
Food and kindred products-.............--.---
Motor vehicles and equipment -...................--
Petroleum refining and related industries.........--..
Electrical machinery and equipment........-.....
Chemicals and allied products .....................
Transportation equipment, except motor vehicles ...
Textile mill products.. ................... ..

Paper and allied products...-...............-.....
Primary nonferrous metals.....................-..
Stone, clay, and glass products...... ...-......--..
Rubber and miscellaneous plastic products...--..--

1947

$0.24
49
.24
42
15
.44
.08
.24
.15
.19
.13
.08

1965

0. 58
.84

1.96
2.23
.78

1.56
.25
.20
.35
.45
.34
.17

Index

1947 ' 1965

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

Source: Securities and Exchange Commission and Federal Trade Commission.

TABLE E-4.-Total assets, 1947-65
[Dollar amounts in billions]

Indwx
Industry 1947 1965 _

1947 1965

Primary iron and steel.-...-...-..-................ . $7.8 $22.9 100 294
Food and kindred products . ....... .................. .. 11.8 31.2 100 264
Motor vehicles and equipment...-... ......... ...- ...... 6.1 29.6 100 485
Petroleum refining and related industries ......... ............ 13.0 65. 4 100 426
Electrical machinery and equipment . ........................ 4.2 27.3 100 650
Chemicals and allied products ................................ 8.7 35. 4 100 407
Transportation equipment, except motor vehicles ............. 3.1 12.5 100 403
Textile mill products. ................................ 5.6 11.1 100 198
Piper and allied products ... ........... .................. 3.9 13.0 100 333
Primary nonferrous metals............ ............................ 3.6 13.3 100 369
Stone, clay, and glass products................................ 2.9 11.4 100 393
Rubber and miscellaneous plastic products.................... 2.0 8.4 100 420

Source: Securities and Exchange Commission and Federal Trade Commission.

TABLE E-5.-Capilal expenditures, 1947-65
I)ollar amounts in billions]

Index
Industry 1947 1965 __

19541 1965

Prilianry ilron and steel.--.-.------------------. .-- $0.70 $1.71 100 244
Foo(x and kindredl products-------------------- .79 1.46 100 185
Motor vehicle and equipment .---------------- .73 1. 24 100 170
Petroleum lelining anld related industries...... ---. .67 .60 100 90
Electrical machiniery aind equipment-...-..--..---... 34 1.04 100 306
chemicalss and allied products..---------.. 93 2.52 100 271
Transportation equipment, except motor vehicles.-... 19 .43 100 226
Textile mill products....----------.----- ..-- . 23 .64 100 278
Paper and allied products ...-.-......53 1.16 1 00 219
Primary nonferrous netals-- .. 16 .53 100 331
Stone, clay, and glass products ------... --...... 30 .74 100 247
Rubber and miscellaneous plastic products ............ 13 .49 100 377

I Earliest census data available.
Source: Bureau of the Census.
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242
171
817
531
520
355
312
83
233
237
262
212

_ ___ ._.

------- I I- ----I-I------------I---------

C.IL _. 1_1_11

9.869604064

Table: Table E-3.--Cash dividends, 1947-65


Table: Table E-4.--Total assets, 1947-65


Table: Table E-5.--Capital expenditures, 1947-65
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TABLE E-6.-Value added by manufacture, 1947-65
[Dollar amounts billions]

Index
Industry 1947 1965 ___

1947 1965

Primary Iron and steel -.- .......-...-....-----.-. $4.3 $13.6 100 316
Food and kindred products --------.--------...-----.- 9.0 23.4 100 260
Motor vehicles and equipment- ..-...--..------. 3.8 16. 100 434
Petroleum refining and related industries..-..-----..-21.7 4.2 100 247
Electrical machinery and equipment--..--..---.-..---- 3.9 20.2 100 618
Chemicals and allied products .....--......--- --- 5.4 19.7 100 365
Transportation equipment, except motor vehicles .-.- 2.1 11.2 100 533
Textile mill products ..-------.---------..- 5.3 7. 5 100 142
Paper and allied products--..-..- ...-..-..-----. 2.9 8.4 100 290
Primary nonferrous metals....--.------.---.-------..- 1.2 4.8 100 400
Stone, clay, and glass products ---------...-.-.--....-- 2.3 7.9 100 343
Rubber and miscellaneous plastic products...--.----.-- .1.3 5.7 100 438

Source: Bureau of the Census.

TABLE E-7.--Total employment, 1947-65

Index
Industry 1947 1965

1947 1965

Primary Iron and steel ------ .....---.--- 890,000 902,000 100 101
Food and kindred products .................-...-...... 1,442,000 1,635,000 100 113
Motor vehicles and equipment .-.----------...--.. 701,000 822,000 100 117
Petroleum refining and related industries--..--....--- 173,000 144,000 100 83
Electrical rpachinery and equipment-.- .......---.801,000 1,004,000 100 200
Chemicals and allied products ------ 632,000 776,000 100 12
Transportation equipment, except motor vehicles...--- 481,000 910,000 100 189
Textile mill products...-.-- ----------. -...-.------- 1,233,000 892,000 100 72
Paper and allied products-.....-...--..-------......--450,000 606,000 100 135
Primary nonferrous metals ... ......--------------.215,000 317,000 100 147
Stone, clay, and glass products.--.-...........---..--- 462,000 599,000 100 130
Rubber and miscellaneous plastic products- ..... 259,000 461,000 100 178

Source: Bureau of the Census.

TABLE E-8.--Total payroll, 1947-65
[Dollar amounts in billions]

Index
Industry 1947 195

1947, 1965

Primary iron and steel-.....------------------- $2.78 $6.83 100 245
Food and kindred products ...--- ------ - 3. 79 9.12 1()0 241
Motor vehicles and equipment ..----,--..---------, 2.21 6. 61 100 299
Petroleum refining and related industries. .....---- .62 1.11 100 179
Electrical machinery and equipment-...-------.---2.27 10.30 100 44
Chemicals and allied products -------------------- 1.91 6.57 100 292
Transportation equipment, except motor vehicles.----- 1.51 7.01 100 464
Textile mill products...-..----------....-- 2.84 3.92 100 138
Paper and allied products-......_-.-------------. 1.28 3.87 100 302
Primary nonferrous metals.-.-------------. ..--. .65 2.20 100 338
Stone, clay, and glass products..... 1.21 3.56 100 294
Rubber and miscellaneous plastic products . .78 2.80 100 359

Source: Bureau of the Census.

9.869604064

Table: Table E-6.--Value added by manufacture, 1947-65


Table: Table E-7.--Total employment, 1947-65


Table: Table E-8.--Total payroll, 1947-65
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TABLE E-9,--Net profit after taxes, 1947-65
[Dollar amounts In billions]

Industry

Primary Iron and steel..---................- -.-.-.- ..
Food and kindred products..---..-------------.-.---.
Motor vehicles and equipment...-..---------...---...
Petroleum refining and related Industries --.-.-..--.
Electrical machinery and equipment ......--.---------
C chemicals and allied products.....---------...
Transportation equipment, except motor vehicles...
Textile mill products.. -.--- ...--....... ...--.
Paper and allied products ......................----
Primary nonferrous metals -...-........- .----------.-
Stone, clay, and glass products---....-.....---.---
Rubber and miscellaneous plastic products..-------.

1947

$0.65
1.31
.64

1.33
.44
.95
.01
.74
.57
.33
.30
.15

T.\BIE E-10.-U.S. apparent steel consumption, population, GNP, per capita
consumption, and GNP per capita, 1947-1966

1966..
1965 ...................196..---... .... ....

1963 .........

1963 -.... . . .....

1968................1961- ..- ....--.............
1960--..--............19598 ..----..-...-....
197 ----......-.......

1957--..-
1956-- ... ..

1955 ..................

19,54 ...................19532 --------...--.----
1951 .................

1950 .................1949 ...................1949 ...................
19487 .......
1947---------- ---

Apparent steel
consumption
(million net

tons)

99.0
100.6
87.9
7& 8
72.6
67.3
71.5
72.1
58.8
75.7
80.2
81.6
61.1
78.9
65.2
78. 0
70. 6
54.1
62. 2
57.2

Population
(million)

196.8
194.6
192.1
189.4
186.7
183.8
180.7
177. 8
174.9
172.0
168.9
165.9
163.0
160.2
157. 6
154.9
152.3
149.8
147.2
144. 7

ONP
(billion 1958

dollars)

647.8
614.4
580.0
551.0
529.8
497.2
487. 8
475. 9
447. 3
452. 5
4461
4380
407.0
412.8
395.1
383.4
355.3
324. 1
3t23.7
309.9

Per capita
steel con-
sumption
(net tons)

0. 503
.517
.458
.416
.389
.366
.396
.336
,440
.475
.492
.375
.493
.414
.504
.464
.361
423
.395

Per capita
GNP (1958
dollars)

3,292
3,157
3,019
2,909
2,838
2,706

4 2,700
2,677
2,557
2,631
2,641
2,640
2,497
2, 577
2,507
2,475
2,333
2,164
2,199
2,142

Source: Apparent consumption, AI8I; population, Statistical Abstracts of the United States, 1966, p. 5;
GNP, Economic Indicators, March 1967, p. 2; Economic Report of the President, January 1967, p. 214.
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Index
1965

$1.40
1.90
3.50
4.50
1.93
3.19
.72
.69
.75
.97
.76
.53

1947

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

1965

215
145
547
838338
439
336
720
93
132
294
253
353

_. __

.__ -

- -------------

9.869604064

Table: Table E-9.--Net profit after taxes, 1947-65


Table: Table E-10.--U.S. apparent steel consumption, population, GNP, per capita consumption, and GNP per capita, 1947-1966
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TABLE E-11.-Steel industry: Shipments of steel mill products related to durable

goods production

Year

1Q66

1966.-----------------.... ......... ...---.-

1964...------.........-.----------- .---.- .---.--

196--...------.--............-------------------.---.-.---
1961.......-------- --..--- ---.....-----.

1958.-------------

1957.--.--.-----.--..----.-- .. .. -------. .1958 ..---- ..-....-...-.. .... ...-.-.-...-...............1957 ..---------------- ------. ..

1953 .-...-....-. .......-...--------..-
1952 ........................ ...... ...-1951 ....---.... ---------........

1950.....3-............... ... .......
1949....--.----------- ..------.- .........--
1949..------.-.-.----..--.......................1948--.----------------- --------------

1947.---------------------------------------

Shipments of
steel mill
products
(million

short tons)

90.0
92.7
84.9
75.6
70.6
66.1
71.1
69.4
59.9
79.9
83.3
84.7
63.2
60.2
68.0
78.9
72.2
68.1
66.0
63.1

Durable goods
production
(FRB index
1957-59- 100)

165.1
148.4
133.6
124.6
117.9
107.0
108.6
105.6
90.3
104.0
104.0
101.9
88.4
99.9
88.5
83.5
74.1
60.9
67.0
64.3

Steel ship-
ments per
point of

durable goods
production

index
(million

short tons)

0. 64
.626
.636
.607
.699
.618
.655
.657
.663
768

.801

.831

.716

.603

.768
945
.974
.954
.985
.981

TABLE E-12.-National income originating in the iron and steel industry, in total
manufacturing, and in all industries

(Dollar amounts in millions]

All Industries Iron and steel as percent of-
Years Iron and Total manu- (total na- __

steel facturing tonal
income) Total manu- All

facturing industries

1948.......... ...$.......-...... $4,843 $68,707 $224,178 7.0 2. 2
1949 .....................-. 4,309 64,767 217,494 6.7 2.0
1950..--------...-- -- --5, 768 76,223 241,074 7.6 2. 4
1951 ....... ........ ............ 7,346 90,230 277,978 8.1 2.6
1952 ..........-........... 6,807 92,490 291,380 6.7 2.1
1953-...--..7.....-..--......7,491 100,36 304, 734 7.6 2.5
1954............................. 6,121 94,683 303,138 6.5 2.0
1955 ...........-..-........ 8, 216 107, 868 331,018 7.6 2.5
1956 ...-..... ................... 8, 23 113,072 350,799 7.6 2.4
1957.....-......-.-......... . 9,177 116,251 366, 09 7.9 2,
1958 ....... ............ ..... 7,218 107,741 367,762 6.7 2.0
1959 .......-................. 8,127 124,040 400,02 6.6 2.0
1960 ....-....................... 8,391 12, 822 414,622 6,7 2, 0
1961 ........................... 7,644 12, 051 427,341 6i 1.8
1962 ........................... 7,890 13, 988 467,687 6.8 1.7
195 ........................... 8, 28 143, 839 481,927 6 9 1.8
1964 .................... . 9, 883 16, 078 517,281 6.4 1.9
19651................... .... 11,031 170,408 659,020 6. 2.0
19661........1...... .. . 11, 00 188, 200 60, 900 6.1 1.9

IPreliminary.
NoTr.-National income estimates fot 1964-68 will be revised in July 1967.
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Office of Business Economics

---~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~I-----I

9.869604064

Table: Table E-11.--Steel industry: Shipments of steel mill products related to durable goods production


Table: Table E-12.--National income originating in the iron and steel industry, in total manufacturing, and in all industries
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TABLE E-13.-Distribution of finished steel to consuming industries 19?.;-66

[In thousands of net tonsl

Total Agriculture Aircraft Auto-
motive

Iii I
Toins Per- Tons jPer- Tons IPer- Tons Per-

icentj icentl cent cent
------|_ -Ii_- -

1923 37. 270
1924 31.457
1925_._ 37.393
1926-__3i. 755
1927_... 136 825
192S--- 42, 182
1929.... 145, 99
1930 33, 055
1931..121,477
1932-... 11. 705
1933--_17,171
1934.-- 19, 515
1935 --- 24.763
136-- 34, 927
1937- 38.315

1941 -lo60.943
19I42-- i60,591
1943 .-62 210
1944.___t64,193

100
100
100
100

I10
100

100100

100
100
100
100
100
100

100
100

100
100

100
100100I00

100

1.503
9SS

1.234
2,020
1.987
2.97S
3.0:51
1,709
1.349

i; s5
1,016
1,133
1. 23
2, 035
2,174
1.006
1.271
1,540
1,646
1,131
1,435
1,990

4.1
3.1
3.4
5.1
5.4
7.1
6.7
5.2
6.3
5.2
5.9
5.8
7.4
5.9
5.7
4.7
3.6
3.3
2.7
1.9
2.3
3.1

(^)
(6)
(")
(i)
(6)

i)(6)
(")
(6)
(6
(6)5!(
()
(S)(6)

(6)
48
549
(7)

(a)
(6)
(O)
(6)
(6)
(6)
(6)
(6)
(6)

(6)
(1)
(6)
(6)
(6)
6C)
(6)
.1

.9
(7)
(7)

(7)

14,684
3,339
5. 472
6,144
I5,482
7,799
7.353
4,935
3.527
2, 0OS'
3,621
4,219
6,217
6,935
7, 276
3,672
5, 284
7,524
9.629
'3,491
3.39517'4, 750

12.6
10.6
14.6
15.4
14.9
18.5
16.0
14.9
1t.4
17.9
21.1
21.6
25.1
19.8
18.9
17.2
15.1
16.4
15.8
5.8
5.4
7.4

Construc-
tion and
mainte-
nance I

Containers

Tons Per- Tons
ce nt

5.527 14.8 1,350
5,376 17.1 1,355
6,203 116.6 1,593
7,027 17.7 1,509
7. 71 21. 1,577
7,907 18.7 1,813
..543 18.8 1,912

7,355 222 1,871
4.589 21.4 1;5,55
2,693 23.0 1.161
2,713 15.8 1,805
3.26 16.7 1.G02
3.981 16.1 2,107
5,9 717.1 2,537
5,623 14.7 12,93
3,985 18.7 1,936
5,458 15.6 2,664
6,552 14.3 2,915
9.995 16.4 4,510
10,397 117.3 3,950
6,515 110.4 4,220
6,291 '9.8 3,916

Per-
cent

3.6
4.3
4.3
3.8
4.3
4.3
4.1
5.7
7.4
9.9
10.5
8.2

I8.5
7.3
7.8
9.1
7.6
6.3
7.4
6.4
6.8
6.1

Machinery
and
tools 2

Tolls

1.16S
1. 127
1,514
1,273
1,170
180»
2.02S
1,342
1 791

441
716
758

1.007
1.550
1,69S

753
1,306
2,201
3.291
2 767
3,214
3,274

Per-
cent

3.1
3.6
4.0
3.2
3.2
4.3
4.4
4.1
3.7
3.8
4.2
3.9
4.1
4.4
4.4
3.5
3.7
4.8
5.4
4.6
5.2
5.1

Oil, gas,
water,
mining 3

Tons

3.923
2,880
3,192
3,973
3,256
3,191
4,117
3,240
1, 722
718

1,015
i 1.320

2,476
2,825
1.649
1,648
l1,795
2,864
I1,539
1,867
2,503

Per-
cent

10.5
9.2
8.5
10.0
8.8
7.6
'S.9
9.8

I 8.0
6.1
6.1
6.0

7.1
7.4
7.7
4.7

13.9
4.7
2.5
3.0
3.9

Pressing,
ornning,

stamping 4

Tons !Per-
cent

(6) (

(6) (6)
(d6) (6)(6) (6)

5f5 1.3
700 1.5
643 1.9
412 1.9
1S7 1.6
531 3.1
612 3.1

1,168 4.7

1,391 3.6
786 13.7

1,648 4.7
2,169 4.7
3,596 5.9
2,700 4.4

I
2,786 4.5
1,9-26 3 0

Railroads

Tolls

9,43s
8,059
8, 746
8,574
6.98016,853
8, 163
5,211
3, 035
1,176
1,351
2,337
1809
3, 766
4,381
1.308
2,908
3,796
5.850
4,269
5,075
6,163

Per.
cent

25.3
25.6
23.4
21.5
19.0
16.2
'7.S
15.9
14.1
10.0
7.9
12.0
7.3
10.8
11.4
6.1
8.3
8.3
9.6
7.1
8.1,
9.6

Ship- Exports All
building others

* Tons IPer-j Tons Per- Tons Per-
|cent] cent cent

323 0.9 1,901 5.1 7,450 20.0
259 .8 1,703 5.4 6,371 20.3
341 .9 1,672 4.5 7,391 19.8
344 .9 2.103 5.3 6,783 17.1
445 1.2 1.953 5.3 6,194 16 8
202 .5 2,311 5.5 6,757 16.0
346 .8 2,477 5.4 7,198 15.6
371 1. 1,5Y2 4.8 4,766 14.4
224 1.0 810 3.8 3.433 16.0
102 .94 359 3.1 2,175 18.5
10 .6 I5f8 3.3 3,700 21.5
214 1.1 993 5.1 3,061 15.7
191 .8 970 3.9 4,003 16.1
266 .8 1,237 3.5 6,668 19.1
3yi .9 2,745 7. 2 6,905 18.0
353 1.7 1, 703 8.0 4,205 19.6
463 1.3 2,354 :6.7 9,951 28.7
945 2.1 7,617 16. 8.864 19.3

2. 864 47;G.1;2 10 O'10.37 16.5
10.062 16.6 673 11.1 13,522 2 .313, 522 22.313,068 21.0 6,622 10.6 14,013 22.7;12,068 1.&8 5,449 5 15,863 24.7

'e

4
M

Od

O

'-30

'.4

-I I- _ I------i

I ___ _

9.869604064

Table: Table E-13.--Distribution of finished steel to consuming industries ?
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194 ....57 242
1946 -. 77
1947--- 057
1948 _- 593
1949-, 58,104
1950... 72. 232
1951 .. 78, 929
1952....68,004
1953 --_ 0, 152
1964.-. 63,13
1955. _. 84, 717
1956 _ 23,51
1957_ .79,894
1968... 9,914
19590..e o,377
19600 .n71, 14

1962- . 70,552
1963--- 75,555
1964__. 84945
1965.. . 92,666
1966-___ 9,995

100 12,462
100 100
100 2422
100 2.743
100 2,644
100 3,004
100 3,281
100 2.764

100 2,417
100 2,802
100 2,456
100 2,236
100 2232
100 2,348
100 1,965
100 2,080
100 2.099
100 2,265
100 2,525
100 2,721
100 3,140

43
43
as
4.2
4.6
4.3
4.2
4.1
3.2

2.8
3.8
3.4
2.8
3.1
3.0
3.0
VO
2.9
3.5

(7)
32
44
39
44
153167
153
180
97
107
153
110
68
79
95
96
97
87
82
107
150

(7)
.1
.1
.1
.1
.1
.2
.2
.2
.2
.1
.2
.1
.1
.1
.1
.1
.1
.1
.1
.1
.1

75,553
7. 379
10,292
11,330
11,880
15,746
14,488
12.232
16,506
12,959
20,834
15,952
15,788
11,303
15,932
16,350
14,150
16,883
18,835
20,810

20,355

9.7
15.1
16.3
17.2

24.

20.
218
18.

20.6
2&5
24.6
19.1
19.8
18.8
22.9
23.0
21.4
23.9
24.9

24.6
22.6i 6

8.415
8,130
10,039
10,157
10,020
12,363
14.184
11,749
14,225
12,906
15,611
16,734
16, 514
13.683
13, 648
14,640
14,440
14, 613
15,978
17, 619
18,829
i8, 525

J14.716. 7
15.9
15.4

17.1

17.3

187.
20.1

20.7
22.8
19.7
20.6
2L8
20.7
121.1
120.7
120.3;20.6

4,350
4,749
5,596
& 844
5,026
6,409
7,242
6,218
6, 769
6,427
7,462
7,650
6,895
7,290
7,008
7,125
7,360
7,417
7,205
7,313
8,115
7,330

7.6
9.7
&.9
8.9
&.6
.9

9.2
9.2
as8
10.2
8.8
9.2
8.6
12.3
10.1
10.0
11.1
10.5
9.5
8.6
8.8

I8.1

4,751
4,4385,648
5,337
4,274
5.812
7,033
6,131
7,307
5,802
7,854
8,466
7,355
5,563
7,055
7,020
6,690
7,355
7,827
9,301
10,332
10, 325

8.3
9.1
9.0
8.1
7.4
8&0
8.9
9.0
9.1
9.2
9.3
10.2
9.2
9.3
10.2
9.9
10.1
10.4
10.4
11.1
111. 111.5

2,690
2,480
3,833
5,080
5,455
6,619
6.73.55.973
7,2116,097
7,336
7,620
8,384
4, 5246,0885,134
5,410
5,254
5,108
5,978
6,114
6,215

4.7
5.1
6.1
7.7
9.4
9.2
8.5
8.8
9.0
9.6

I8.7
9.2
10.5
7.5
8.8
7.2
8.2
7.5

I6.87.0
6.6
6.9

3,835
3,127
3,770
4,256
3,124
4,601
4.617
3,640
4,9D43.828
5,295
5,347
4,076
4,052
4,395
4,620
4,4654,738
4,8535,356
5,515
5,675

6.7
6.4
6.0
6.5
5.4
6.45.8
5.3
6.2
6.16.3
6.4
5.1
6.7
6.3
6.5
6.8
6.7
&4
6.3
6.06.3

I
____

5,266
4,764
5, 999
5,866
4,038
4,796
6.558
4,575
5,454
2 780
3,989
4,815
4,665
1,703
2,654
2,945
1,8602,334
2,983
4,0604,382

, 075

9.2
9.8
9.5

6.9
6.6
8.3
6.7

4.75.8
5.8
2.8
3.8
4.1
2.8
3.3
4.0
4.8
4.7
5.7

3,377
320
373
716
722
355
981

1,152
976
549
667
853

1,412
886
712
700
770764
784
909

1,165
,j150

5.9.6
.6

1.1
1.2
.5
1.2
1.7
1.2
.9
.8
1.0
1.8
1.5
1.0
1.0
1.2
1.1
1.0
1.1
1.3
1.3

4,354
4,375
5,919
3,950
4,344
2,639
3,051
3 918
2.907
2,659
3,871
4,157
5,176
2,687
1,563
2,830
1,890
1,812
2,038
2,989
2,295
1, 735

7.6
9.0
9.4
6.0
7.5
3.6
3.9
6.1
3.6
4.2
4.5
5.0
6.5
4.5
2.3
4.0
2.9
2.6
2.7
3.5
2.5
1.9

12,189
6,882
9,122
10,655
6,533
9,742
10,592
9,499
11,076
6,632
8,889
9.048
7,283
5,923
7,895
7.725
6,915
7,186
7,592
8,003
10,331
10,320

21.3
14.1
14.4
1&9
11.2
13. 5
13.4
13.6
13.8
10.5
10.6
10.9
9.1
9.9
11.4
10.9
10.5
10.2
10.1
9.4
11.1
11.5

'Includes construction, contractors' products; excludes oil and gas construction (pipe-lines).
' Includes both electrical and nonelectrical machinery.Includes oil and gas drilling, oil and gas construction, mining.Includes appliances and other domestic and commercial equipment.s Ordnance, conversion, forging, BNR, unclassified.

' Included in "All others."
7 Tonnage and percent are total for "Aircraf" and "Automotive," not shown sepa-rately.
NoTE.-1923-32 are based on the production of hot rolled iron and steel product, 1933-66 are ba.ed on shipments of finished steel.
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TABLE E-14.-Durable goods and structures, 1966-66

Durable Structures Index,goods (oontruc- Total 1955=100
tion) I

1969................................... 96.6 64.3 150.8 100.0
19.65...............5...... . ..........-.. 96.5.6 0 160.6 99.8
1967........... -.....................- 9. 2 52.6 148.8 98.7
1968..-...............-............ 83.6 63.1 136.7 90.6
19 -.. ..... ......... ..- .......---...... .. 94.0 57.0 161.0 100.1
19 ......-.............-.......-.. 97.8 66.0 162.8 101.3
1961......-.................. ....-------. 94.9 55.8 160.7 99.9
1962.........-............ ...-.10...107.0 68.8 165.8 109.9
1963.................-..- ..........-.. ........ 114.0 60.2 174.2 115.5
1964............ ........--....... 123.1 61.7 ' 184.8 2 122.
196 ...... ............. --- ....-- .- 3 136.6 64.8 200.3 2 132.8
19W ...........-..-...----....-...... .- ----.. 160.8 64.1 214.9 142.5

Billions of 1958 dollars.
Revi.ed.

Source: Steel shipments, net imports: American Iron and Steel Institute, "Annual Statistical Report";
1966 data: "Metal Working Facts and Figures," Steel, Mar. 27, 1967. Durable goods output and structures:
I)epartment of Commerce, Office of Business Economics, "Survey of Current Business," August and
October 1965; April 1967.

TABLE E-15.--Prices of steel and competitive materials 1955-66
[Average annual pric,-Index 1965-100]

Steel mill Cement Structural Primary Plastic
products clay products aluminum materials

19-5 .. ,.......--------- 100.0 100.0 100.0101 00 1000
1968 ....--...1-....-- --.---- 108. 4 106.3 10. 6 109.6 90.9
1W7..........- ----------- 118.8 111.7 110.0 116.0 90.9
1958............................ 123.0 114.6 111.8 113.2 89.7
1959............-- . ..----- 124.9 116.7 114.3 112.8 86.8
1960..........-....- 124.8 118.0 116.6 118.7 86.5
1961 ....-........---.------. 124.3 117.8 116.6 116.4 81.7
1962 ....---.. -...-.- ..-- ---- 124.0 117.6 116.9 109.1 81.4
1963 ...............-----..... 124.7 115.7 116.0 103.2 79.7
1964 ..-.......-- .-.-----------. 126. 7 116.2 116.9 108.2 79.0
1965 .................. .....---126.2 115.4 117.8 111.9 76. 0
tW ............................. 127.8 115.7 119.2 111.9 79. 0

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, "Prices: A Chartbook, 1963-62" and
wholesale prices and price indexes for later data (all on base of 1957-59-100; then converted to base of 1955
100).
The Aluminum Association, Annual Statistical Review, percent change In output, 1955-66: Plastics, 424;

primary aluminum, 95; cement, 30; structural clay products, 21; and steel, 15.
Federal Reserve Board, Industrial production Indexes.

T,BLE E-16.--Steel output lags behind output of major consuming industries
AUTOMOTIVE

Total Steel
passenger shipments
car and Index to auto- Index

truck pro- 1955-100 motive (in 19556100
ductlon (In thousands
thousands) of net tons)

1955.-........ ..--------------- ------- 9, 169 100. 18, 772 100. 0
195 .........------ -------.-----:----------

.
6.920 75. 14,142 75.3

19.57 . .- ...--....-----------------..----- 7,?20 78.7 14,227 75 8
19 .. .. . . ......---..---- ------- ..5, 13 6.0 10,126 53.9
1959.........-----.-------------- . f,7 73.4 14,214 5. 7
196).........-..-----..-----------------------7, < 85. 8 14, 10 77.8
11. ............- .------.-------.------------ t 77 7.8 12,694 67.1
19t .-..----------......- 8,173 89.1 15,181 h. 9
1 3.-.-.-..-............---- ..--.--------.---9,101 99.3 16, 88 9).0

4 ...............--------.------------ 9,292 101.3 18,384 97-.
IW -S........... -..----- ----- 11 7 120. 6 20.123 107. 2
19 ....... ....------- --- --------1 . 10,37A 113.1 17, 984 5.8

____ __L_.__I^_I _II.

9.869604064

Table: Table E-14.--Durable goods and structures, 1955-66


Table: Table E-15.--Prices of steel and competitive materials 1955-66


Table: Table E-16.--Steel output lags behind output of major consuming industries
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TABLE E-16.-Steel output lags behind output of major consuming industries-Cont.

CONSTRUCTION

1965--6---------- .-- ---------------------.

196---..--------------------------------
1957--.....--------.---------.----.------....----------

195 ---1...------.---..----.
196 ......................... .............................................

1W -----------...............................................-----

1964- --- ..---------------.... .. . .-------...----------------.
196 ------..-....-...............................-.............................
1966- --------- ---------------------------------------------------------

Value of new
construction

(1957-59
dollars)-
Index

1955= 100

100.0
104.0
109.1
106.2
106.8
110.3
113.5
116.3
120.1
127.5
140.0
150.2

Steel ship-
ments to con-
struction and
contractors'
products-

Index
1955-100

100.0
106.2
116.2
89.2
88.5
97.1
96.0
96.6
105.3
114.4
123.3
123.2

METAL CANS

Output Shipments of
steel for cans Index
and closures 1965 = 100

FRB Index Index (In thousands
1157-59-=100 19556 100 of net tons)

1955 -..-....-..9. ................ 94.1 100.0 4,947 100. 0
1956. .....--- ---... 100.2 106.5 5,026 101.6
1957 .- ..- . -.-. ,.....- . 96.5 102.6 4,831 97.7
1958 .-.. ...-..9- --..-.-.....--- 99.7 106.0 5,252 106.2
1959...................................... 103.8 110.3 5,010 101.3
1960.....--..... ........-....-........-....-... 100.6 106.8 4,976 100.6
1961-..---.-..-......- ..--.-.---......--- 104.6 111.3 . ,272 106.6
1962.................-........... .............. 108.5 115.3 5, 327 107.7
1963-.............................. ... . 103.4 109.9 5,101 103.1
1964-...-..-..---.......-.................... 107.6 114.3 15,321 105.7
19--........................................ 112.3 119.3 5,867 118.6
1966-........-...-............ ---...- 117.1 124.4 65,300 107.1

MACHINERY AND EQUIPMENT

Machinery output Shipments
of steel for
machinery

(agricultural, Index,
FRB index, Index, industrial, 1955-100
1957-59- 100 1965-100 electrical)

(In thoumnds
of short tons)

1955-- ..-------------.-.----- 96. VW 100. 0 8, 28 100.0
1956..---- ...- ... ....---------..--.--..--107.1 111.0 8,552 102.7
1957--.---------..---..-.....--..... 104.2 108.0 7,096 92. 4
1958----........------..----------- 88.8 92.0 6,146 73.8
1959......-.- ......- ....--.......--.....--.. 107.1 111.0 7,475 89.8
1960--...........-.........---------..---110.8 114.8 7,039 84.5
1961 --------- ..- ........-- . ------.-- 110.4 114.4 6, 778 81.4
1962..- ....- .......--- ...- .......- ......--.. 123.5 128.0 7,471 89.7
1963..- ....-....-.--..-.. . ....-............ 129.2 133.9 8,007 96.1
1964-14......-..-...-...-................41.4 146. 9,361 112.4
19656---------.... ........... 160.4 166. 2 10,341 124.2
1966-.-...-.......................-.....---.-.183.8 190.5 10,473 125.8

Footnotes at end of t ible, p. 354.

. · ._
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TABLE E-16.-Steel output lags behind output of major consuming industries--Cont.
RAILROAD EQUIPMENT

Output Shipment of
steel for rail
transporta- Index

FRB Index Index tion (in 1955=100
1957-59 =100 1955= 100 thousands of

net tons)

1955..--...... .....--.----..--....... 82.4 100.0 3,521 100 0
196..---.. ---.---------------..... . 122.1 148.2 4,227 120.1
1957 ..----..- -.-.------------------------.141.4 171.6 4,149 117.8
198.--- ------------ ------------------- 77.5 94.1 1,472 41.8
1989 ....-----.-..-------.... 81.1 98.4 2,357 66.9
1960 -------..---------------.--- -- 93.1 113.0 2, 25 71.7
1961-.-....---.---------------.-------...--- 68.7 83.4 1,594 45.3
1962 -.- .-.--- ---------------...... 92.8 112.6 2,029 57.6
1963------.--.-.-------..-------------- 101.9 123.7 2,563 72. 8
1964 .-----...-- .------ .---- 132.5 160.8 3, 469 98.
1965..--.------------------------ ----- ...---- 151.6 184.0 3,805 108.1
1966..--.--.:------...-------------.--.-. 166.1 201.6 4,332 123.0

APPLIANCES

Output Shipments
of steel for
appliances Index

FRB Index Index fin thou- 1955-100
1957-59 100 1955-100 sands of net

tons)

1955...-.---.---------. -------.--.-.-.- 93. 2 100. 0 2,199 100. 0
19M56-----. ---------------.------ - 103.8 111.4 2, 129 96.8
1967------------.- -----.. .---94..6 101.5 1,559 70. 9
1958 ...---.----.. .------------- 93.2 100. 1,590 72.3
1959..-..-..-....---.---. ----------.... 112.3 120.5 1.829 83.2
1960-...--....---- ------------.----- 111.5 119.6 1,760 80.0
1961-.............. ------ 110.7 118.8 1,749 79.6
1962.-......------.----.-----..-- . 121.4 130.3 1,866 84.9
1963 ---------.----.--.--.. ----. -- 130.6 140.1 2,010 91.4
1964....-..--.--...-------.. --.-.....- . 141.1 151.4 2,168 98.6
196 . . . ----------- ------------------ ---- 153.3 164.5 2,179 99.1
1966-..-.--.-..------1--...-----....---6.I.166.7 178.9 2,311 105.1

t Revised.
2 Estimated.

NOTES

Output indexes: (1) Automobile and truck production, Automotive News. (2) Construction: Based on
value of new private and public nonresidential construction, public utilities, sewer and water systems,
and highways put in place, in constant 1957-59 dollars, U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the
Census, "Value of New Construction Put in Place, 1946-63," supp. C30-61 to Construction Reports, Con-
struction Activity, October 1964. 1964 data: Construction Activity, C30-6, Janaury 1966. 1965-66 data:
Construction Activity C30-67-3, March 1967. (3) All other output indexes based on Federal Reserve Board
Industrial production indexee-as l'dicated on 1967-59 base of 100; then converted to base of 1955 as 100.
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TABLE E-17.-Comparison of steel ingot production with outpu of major competing

-makrial

Steel Ingots Primary 'Plastcs
Year and steel for Portland cement aluminum and resln

castings materials

Million shor Millin rrMllon bMillionarrels Thousand Thousand
tons produced shipped ahort tons Sort tone

1947 ............................ 84 9 186. 5 187.4 572 626
198 ............... ......... 88. 6 205.4 204.3 623 742
1949 ... ...... ...........-..... 78.0 209.9 206.2 603 746
1950-.. ..................-.. . 96.8 226.0 227.8 719 1,076
1951- ........... ...... 105.2 246.1 241.2 837 1,220
1952 ............................ 93.2 249.1 251.1 937 1,167
1953--..-' . ... --- ...- . 111.6 264.0 260.9 1,262 1,388
1954............ .............. 88.3 271.3 274.1 1,461 1,414
19-55........-.-....-......... 117.0 296. 8 296.3 1,566 1,870
1956 -..........1............. 115.2 316.6 308.8 1,679 1,988
1957 ......................... 112.7 297.8 289.1 1,648 2,170
1958 ........................ 85.3 311.3 307.0 1,566 2,269
1959.. ................... _... 93.4 338. 5 336.1 1,954 2,932
1960 .......................... 99.3 319.1 312.2 2,014 3, 072
1961 ---...........-..--....... 98.0 323.4 320.0 1,904 3,354
1962..............-......... . 98.3 336.3 332.0 2,118 3,971
1963........................ 109.3 353.3 349.3 2,313 4,484
1964 --....-...... ..... ...... 127.1 367.6 366 3 2,563 5,052
1966 ..........-................131.5 (I) 373.6 2,754 5,840
1966....-..;. ....... 134. .............. 380.7 2,967 6,700
Average annual rate of growth

(in percent):
1948-62.................. .7 3.6 3.5 9.1 12.7
1948-66 ........... ......... 2.3 --......... .. 3.5 9.1 13.0
1962-66 .. ................. 8. 1 ............ 3. 5 8.8 14.0

NLR.
Source: Steel production, American Iron & Steel Institute; cement and aluminum, Department of the

Interior; plastics, U.8. Tariff Commission.

20-479 0-68-25

9.869604064

Table: Table E-17.--Comparison of steel ingot production with output of major competing materials
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APPENDIX F
TABLE F-l.-Steel prices, United States and .selected foreign countries, 1961-66

[1952-100lo

Year United Belgium * France 4 Germany Japan United
States 2 Kingdom I

1966...------.- 151.1 123.2 122.4 119.2 70.6 91.1
1965------------ 149.1 123.2 122.4 119.5 74.1 91.1
1961.---.-.---. 148.3 123.2 122.4 119. 79.0 90.A,
193 ------------- 147.2 123.2 122.4 119.5 79.0 87;8
12 ----- ..-- 146.4 124.3 119.0 119. 80.4 81.-
1961-...-------- . 146.8 126.8 113.5 118.3 83.9 87.8
1960)..---.------ 147.4 126.6 111.1 113.8 86. 7 88;0.
1959 ..------- 147.6 121.8 104.6 113.8 38.2 88.9.
1958.---------- 145.2 123.5 93.0 113.8 81.1 101.1,
1957--.......--. 140.3 133.2 98.6 109.4 133.6 121.9
1956- ........128.0 125.9 110.9 104.4 132. 2 109.
1956- ........--. 118.2 114.2 102.3 101.8 99.3 8& 1
1954--...-.....-- 112.8 98.0 102.0 100.5 82. 77.4
1953 . ......107.9 100.9 103.7 104.2 90.9 99.6
1952 -...... 100.0 100. 0 100.0 100;0 100.0 100. 0
1951....------ 97.9 95.5 81.4 72.7 - ..... 74.0

I Based on price indexes converted to U.S. dollars. Reflects French devaluation of 1958 and German re-
valuation of 1961.

i Steelmill products.
s Bessemer billets, domestic/export price, t.o.b. border.
4 Heavy sections, domestic/export price, I.P.N. (80-260 mm.).
* Bessemer bars, domestic/export price.
I Mild steel plates, H inch by 4 feet by 8 feet, export price, f.o.b.
7 Plates 3e inch and over, export price, f.o.b.
NoTB.-Thls table was provided by the BLS, U.S. Department of Labor, but the BLS exposes its doubts

as to the comparability of these data.
Sources: Department of Labor and United Nations.

TABLE F-2.-Comparison of finished steel product prices with all commodities and
industrial commodities, 1946-66

(Index, 1940-100]

Finished steel Industrial All
product prices commodities commodities

Year:
1966---------------------------\------- 280.7 223.7 24. 3
1965..-------....--.-. -----276.9 219.0 238 4
1964 ---..--..--.--..------..-.----- 27 216.2 283.7
1963 ----------------------------- ----- 2735 215.2 23.L
1962 ..---.-----..------------------------------ 271.8 216 4 234.0
1961..------------ ------------------- 272.7 215 4 28. 3
1960---..-----.----.----..------------- 273. 7 216. 5 2342
1959 .---.---.---..--..-----...---------- .3 21. 5 234:0
1958 ..--.--------------.------. 269. 7 212. 6 238.
1957....------.------------------------- 280.6 212.0 230 2
1956 .---.----- ----------- ............ 238 1 206.2 223.
1965 ------------ .---------------- -- 219.6 197.4 216. 7
1964 .---- -.-------------------------------- 209. 7 193.2 216 0
19 .. .......................................- 201.1 192.5 2156
1952 ------.....----------------------- - 16. 9 191.0 218. 6
1951 .--------------------------- . 182. 8 196. 5 224.
190 ........----------...------..-. 169.2 177.1 ' 201.9
1949-.-----..-------------------. 161.1 170.9 194. 2
1948 . ....--------------------------..------ 148. 8 174. 6 -- 204.4
1947-. .....--------.---------------- 130. 8 160. 9 18. 8
1946..................---112.1 131.8 153.7

Percent change:
1946-6 ........... ........................... 1040. 7(. 2
19467--7- .---- .-..-------.---..---- 132. 5 60 8 49.8
19576 -.....--------------------....---- 7.7 6.5 7. 0

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistise
357

9.869604064

Table: Table F-1.--Steel prices, United States and selected foreign countries, 1951-66


Table: Table F-2.--Comparison of finished steel product prices with all commodities and industrial commodities, 1946-66
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TABLE F-3.-Comparison of change in price indexes of steel mill products, gross
national product (deflator), Consumer Price Index and Wholesale Price Index,
1946-66

[1967-59-100)

Finished Gross
Year steel mill national Consumer Wholesale

products product Price Index Price Index
deflator

1966.------------- ...----------- 104.7 114.2 113.1 105.8
195 ...........-------.--.-------.-------..-.-- 103.3 110.9 109.9 102.5
1964.-...-.. -----.- ---.-------------. 102.8 108.9 108.1 100.5
1963.--------------.----------.----------. 102.0 107.2 106.7 100.3
1962 - ..-.-- --..-.----.------.-----.-.--.. 101.4 105.8 105.4 100.6
1961.-------- ---------------- .---------------. 101.7 104.6 104.2 100.3
1960 -------- ------- ------------------- 102.1 103.3 103.1 100.7
1959 ..---------------------.----.. 102.3 101.6 101.5 100.6
1958..-----------------...-----.--..- ---100.6 100.0 100.7 100.4
1957.------.-----.----- -------..--------- .97.2 97.5 98.0 99.0
1956 -----------.--------------- ------- -- 88.8- 94.0 94.7 96. 2
1955---..--.----..------------------ 81.9 90.9 93.3 93.2
1954 ....... ---.--------..- --. ------... 78.2 89.6 93.6 - 92.9
1953....-------.---.. .- 76.0 88.3 93.2 92.7
1952...-.--- --.-----....-------------- 69.7 87.5 92.5 94.0
1951 .. .--..------...- ------------.- 68.2 85.6 90.5 96.7
1950.. -.--- -------.--- 63.1 80.2 83.8 86-8
1949 --.--*.--. -------------- --. ---.- 60. 1 79.1 83. 0 83.5
1948-...------.--------------- -- . 55.5 79.6 83.8 87. 9
1947 ....-.- ----- -----.---------- .------ 48.8 74.6 77.8 81. 2
1946......--.-..--------- -----.--.-----. 41.8 66.7 68.0 66.1

Sources: Department of Commerce, Office of Business Economics; I)epartment of Labor, Bureau Of
Labor Statistics.

TABLE F-4.-Changes in raw steel yields and steel prices

Yield (per- Index of im- BLS index
Annual cent) adjusted provement in of finished

Year yield (per- for mill In- steel quality * steel prices
cent) I ventory (1959 -100)

changes

1967 (3 months) .----.---.------ .-----.... 67. 54 68.48 103.8 103. 3+
1966-'---------- ------------------------ 67.12 69.06 102.9 102.3
1965 .--.---------.-----.-------.---- 7049 69.42 102.4 101.4
1964.--:=......-. ....-..----------.. 66.92 69.13 102.8 100.5
1963....-...--.----.----------.----.-.. 69.15 1 1 . 97 101.5 99.7
196271-------75------------------ --- 71. 75 70 --- 100.8 99.1
1961 -..----.--------- --------. 67.46 70.75 100.5 99.4
1960 ..-----..-....---------- - 71.66 70.91 100.2 99.8
199.----..------ -------- -- 74.26 71.07 100.0 100.0
1958-------------------------. 70.28 71.24
1957.-..-....---------..---- 70.88 71.42.------

1956 ..--.--------------- 72. 26 71. 57 ------

1955....--..... .....---------.....- 729 1.74 .

1954--....------.-- -.-----.----.. 71.51 71.91..------
1953 ....--.--..-----....---------.71.81 72.38 ..------
1952 ..----------.-.----------... . 72 99 73.21
1951 ..-.-.----------.------- 75.03 74.04..-----
1950 ....----..----.....--------74.59 74. 60...
1949....-.. ..--------- ---.---- .---- 74.51 74. 50
198...............------.................- 74.43 74.50 i---- ---

1947------------...------------ 74.28 74.50.---.-

i Mill shipments divided by raw steel production. AISI data.
1947-61 calculated from trend of 86-month moving averages o shipments and raw steel production;

1962-67 calculated on basis of mill inventory data published by Bureau of Census. (8ee table E-.)
I Inverted index of yield loss from the 196 level, but change in product mix may have accounted for part

of the decline in yield.
4 Year end prices were at a level of 100.0 after declining through most of 1964.

9.869604064

Table: Table F-3.--Comparison of change in price indexes of steel mill products, gross national product (deflator), Consumer Price Index and Wholesale Price Index, 1946-66


Table: Table F-4.--Changes in raw steel yields and steel prices
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TABLE F-5.-Percent change in U.S. imports of steel and in wholesale steel prices

in foreign supplier countries l

Percent changes from Percent changes from Percent changes from
1960 to 1962 1962 to 1964 1964 to 196

Value of U.S. Index of steel Value of U.S. Index of steel Value of U.S. Index of steel
steel imports pricesin steel imports prices in steel imports prices in
from specl- specified from specl- specified from speci- specified

fled countries countries fed countries countries fled countries countries

Japan .........- +641.7 -7.3 +128. 7 -1.7 +94.9 -6.2
Belgium -- .---- +4.6 -1.8 +1a 8 -. 9 +16. 9 0
United Kingdom. +4.6 -.2 +a 3 -3 1 +9. 2 +. 7
France .------- -22.1 +7.1 +61.8 +2.9 +9. 8 0
Germany ...... -27. 7 +6. 0 +8 6 0 +70. 0

I These list prices do not necessarily reflect transactions prices.
' September 1966.
Source: Imports from basic data of Census Bureau; wholesale price indexes from United Nations Monthly

Bulletin of Statistics.

9.869604064

Table: Table F-5.--Percent change in U.S. imports of steel and in wholesale steel prices in foreign supplier countries1
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TABLE F-6.-Export prices of selected products in selected countries, January 1963 to March 1966
[In U.S. dollars per ton 1]

EC8C export price
tailable prices.

Mer- Heavy
chant sections
bars

January 1963.-.---___ 81 80-1
February............... 80-81 80
March _----_-_-__... 79-80 77-78
April ----.------.-- 78-79 78-79
May-------------- ..... 80 76-78
June ..------------------ 77-78
July ---. .... 81 78
August ____----- 82-83
September_.....------.-83 -----.

October.--_-....- 82 -----

November--.----._--- 81-82
December.--.-----.- 82 -....

January 1964-.-.---- 84 ---....February.---- 87-88
March----- 991 84
April_.------------- 91-92 84-8
May--------- 93-94 8688
June------------ ... 88
July--------------.87
August __------- -- 87-88
September--- -------- 86-87
October--- -November ..._.....
December--- 958-85
January 1965---.------ 95 --..

ces-Actually ob-
.o.b. Antwerp

Heavy
plates

90
87-88

85
85

85-86
87

86
85

92
100-102

110

116
116-117

115
113-114
112-113

107
103
98
100

Cold-
reduced
sheets

115
112-114

112
112-113

114
114-115
112-113

112

1i7-i108
105-106

108
130

130M32

I130131128
124-125
117-118
111-112
112-114
- 110
113-114

United Kingdom export pri
United Kingdom po

Mer- Heavy Heavy
chant sections plates
bars

..
114.70 109.0 114.65

---------;------ .--

--------- 113.0 119.20.........--------- ---------

I--------

---i--:-----i -------------

---------::_____:___:-:::::_____

ces, Lo.b.
rt

Cold-
reduced
sheets

132.25
i---------
--------.-

U.S. export price. Lo.b. Atlantic
port

Mer-
chant
bars

134.25

139.75'
- -

I

Heavy
sections

126.30

Heavy
plates

11&860

124.'10

Cold-
reduced
sheets

140.20

145.'70

--------- --------- ----_-----
--------- --------- ---------,

----------

--------- --------- ---------I
-------- ----------------

-------- --------- ---------Ir-------- --------- ---------
1--------- ---------1---------I

I--------- ---------I---------|

-- -- ---------

j--------- --------- ---------I

Japan export price. f.o.b. Japanese
ports

Mer-
chant
bars

80.00
---------

---

8.00

-82-00
89. 00

--95.00
0---00100. (0

Heavy
sections

100. 00

105.00

110.00

115.00

1&----

Heavy
plates

115.00

--

Cold-
reduced
sheet O

VI

0

'.i
1--------------

--------- -1--.---

I--------- ---------

---------1---------

-------- -- -

110. 00

ii113.00

7~~~~~-~~~~ I~~~

I-------I

9.869604064

Table: Table F-6.--Export prices of selected products in selected countries, January 1963 to March 1966
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February......--..-... 95-96 856 99-100 114
March -------..------ .----- 98 110-112
A-ril.--.----- 95- --------- 96-97 ..-

Msay......................---.... 85 95 108-
June --......-.-........ 94 ----. 93106-107
July--. ------ .90 83 90 107
August--------------. 89-90
September...-- .... ....86-87 W2-83 88 109
October..----- 84 77-78 106-107
November....- .. 81-82 75-76 82 101-102
December ----- 74 83-84 10
January 1966----- 83-84 -- ... 5-
February-----.856-- 76 86-87 106
March.--- .-- 87 777 ---

--------- ------------------

-----------

---- -- -------------

--------- ------_--- --------- -----_----
--------- --------- --------- ---------1

--------- ------------------- ----:::::::I::::::::::l::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::-:::::::::--------- ---------:

::::::::::---------:---------:---------
---------,---------

' Original prices converted at official current exchange rates.
NoT.--For EC8C cot tries, prices refer to Thomas quality, excluding taxes. Prices

for merchant bars e.porttd from the United Kingdom vary according to sizes. Product
definitions.

Sources: Export prices: For ECSC export prices Usine Belge, Brussels. "Prix de has
a la grande expectation." Also official Information supplied to the secretariat, For the

United Kingdom, Metal Bulletin, London, "official" nominal prices. For the United
States, Metal Bulletin, London. Prices shown are current indications, with freight in-
cluded, to New York, Plladelphia, or Baltimore, of base price quoted by the larger
steel companies, disregarding current lists ofextras. For Japan, Metal Bulletin. London.
F.o.b. Japanese ports commissionn excluded), as published by Mitsui & Co. Ltd. '
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TABLE F-7.-Comparison of home trade prices in the main producing countries, June 1967

(Per ton]

Product Size

Billets----..-..-.----- 4-in. square---.-.-
Angles -. - --..-.---I 5 by5 by in.....

Joists .-----.----------
Plates (structural)
Plates (ship) -.-----

Rails-..... ...-- -------

Bars.-...-...---.---
Reinforcing bars ..
Strip, hot rolled-...--
Sheets, cold reduced---

Tinplate, electrolytic
(per s.a.t.).

12-in. web-.--------
20 ft. by 60 in. by

in.
20 ft by 6 in. by %

in.
90 lb/yd ..-..------
14-in. diameter-..-
r-in. diameter. -

33- by 0.104 in. in
coil.

6 ft. by 36 in. by 20g
33 by 26 in. E. 50

0.0099 in.

1 United U'nited
Quality Kingdom States

01oa ______________Ioi a]
size,
tons

Open hearth steel

£. s. d. a£.. d.

5 44 2 6 55 17 0

5 43 18 6 56 13 0
10 47 15 0 56 13 0

10 49 7 6 54 13 0

500 44 3 0 50 80
50 43 1 6 55 130
50 43 19 0
10 47 0 0 57 90

25 58 14 6 62 17 0

100 9 19 1 10 7 34

Germany

Steel to specification

Group 1 Group 2

£. S.
33 5
40 17

37 8
43 16

46 15
38 17
34 5
45 8

d.
0
6

6
6

0
6
0
0

56

10

£. a. d.
37 7 6
45 46

41 6 6
46 16 6

50 126

43 4"6'
.4806o 6
19 6

12 4

France

Basic
bessemer

£. a. 4.
29 16 0
39 2 0

38 0 6
44 10 0

42
38
37
42

6 6
4 0
9 0
8 6

59

10

Open
hearth

£.
34
43

41
48

53

42
41
46

12

9

a.
0
0

19
11

13

d.
6
0

6
0

0

2 0
7 0
19 0

6

7

Belgium

Basic
bessemer

£. s. d.
33 10 6
36 18 0

35 0 6
47 19 6

45 16 6
35 19 6
35 16 6
43 11 0

60

10

Open
hearth

£. .- d.
38 12 0
43 1 6

41 4 0
.U 15 Ad

57 16 0

42 30

47 11 0

17 0

16 1

£47 7s. Od. (6 by 6 in.
by 3 in.).

£56 98. 0d. (14 in.).
£36 as. Od. (8 by 4 ft.
by X in.).

£508s. Od. (2 in.).
£38 6. Od. (% ili.).
£49 18. Od. (4 by

0.06 ini.).
£45 17s. Od. (6 ft. by
36 in. by 20 g.)

NOTES for the particular quantities and qualities shown and actual prices may diverge from
these-almost invariably downward-in certain circumstances. Indeed, in really weak

The general basis of comparison is tested steel delivered to consumer's station. market conditions, the situation becomes such that it might be more meaningful to

The German prices include 4 percent turnover tax (on Oerman pricing system this is put that footnote as the main item on the page and show the published prices as a oot-

included in the basis price). Specification group 1 is equivalent to basic bessemer steel note. What actual, as distinct from publisel. prices are in any of the countries con-

and grup 2 to open hearth steel. cerned at any given moment is very difficult indeed to assess. In Britain, where the devi-
Owing to the operation of alinement the actual prices obtained by producers in the nations have tended to be only marginal, the authorities have a reasonable adequate

ECSC countries may be lower than those shown. volume of confidential dataon deviations, but in the ECSC. they are only just beginning
Japanese pries: These prices are from the Japan Metal Daily and are described as to get round to the problem of measuring alinements on Community prices, (as distinct

wholesale pries. Because of the complete lack of detail available from Japan they must from alinements on import prices where they have some data), and in Japan I under-
not be taken as coparable with sies, qualties etc., shown for the other countries. stand that the is virtually no data available to anyone. I na afraid, therefore, that

cannot attempt to go beyond the table of published prices as it stands; indeed, we should
This table was supplied on June 27,1967, by Mr. James Driscoll of the British Iron & very much like to know the answers ourselves."

Steel Federation with the following comments: "The prices shown are published prices

Japan

(See note)

s
r
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I
I I
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g
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9.869604064

Table: Table F-7.--Comparison of home trade prices in the main producing countries, June 1967
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APPENDIX G

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR,
BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS,
Washington, D.C., March 24, 1967.

Mr. ROBERT M. WEIDENHAMMER,
Senate Finance Committee,
Old Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. WEIDENHAMMER: In answer to your letter of tMarch 10, 1967, we

have carefully considered your request for special analysis with aspect to the steel
industry. I certainly-agree that your study would benefit from the quantification
of the import, substitution and direct price elasticities of demand for steel. How-
ever it would be impossible for us to estimate these measures by your April
deadline.

Considerably more time, perhaps a year, would be required to make these esti-
mates. More data are likely to be needed. Also, because the competition facing
the U.S. steel industry appears to be undergoing structural change it would be
necessary to rigorously determine the reliability of the elasticities derived from the
regression technique, When structural change is of recent vintage, rapid, and likely
to alter in rate in the future, care is required before concluding that the elasticities
estimated accurately reflect past relationships and are suitable for extrapolation.

Perhaps some other type of analysis might be helpful in answering the question
you have raised. We will be glad to work with you in further discussions to help
uncover other possible approaches to this problem.

Sincerely yours,
ARTHUR M. Ross,

Commissioner.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR,
BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS,

Washington, D.C., April 11, 1967.
Mr. ROBERT M. WEIDENHAMMER,
Senate Finance Committee,
Old Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. WEIDENHAMMER: In response to your letter of March 24 and your

subsequent discussion with Arnold Chase and his staff, we have investigated the
availability of the information on steel prices which you are seeking. I regret\to
say that none of it is immediately available, nor can it be supplied within the next
few months.

It is possible with more time, however, to design and conduct a study that
would answer two important questions integral to formulating policy relevant
to the U.S. steel industry. These questions are:

(1) How much of its market lost to steel substitutes could the steel industry
recapture if it lowered its prices relative to those of the substitutes or if the prices
of substitutes rose relative to those of steel?

(2) How much of its market lost to foreign imports could the steel industry
recapture if it lowered its prices relative to those of foreign suppliers or if the
prices charged by foreign suppliers rose (because of market forces or the imposi-
tion of tariffs) relative to those charged'by domestic producers?

It does not seem possible to design a study that would measure further market
losses to the steel industry resulting from future adverse shifts in the ratios of
U.S. steel prices to those of substitute inputs or foreign imports. Such losses would
depend on the extent to which technology changes to facilitate more substitution,
or steel users become more willing to purchase foreign steel. Only judgment can
be applied in assessing the possibility of such developments in the future.
The analysis appropriate to the two answerable questions must focus on the

behavior of steel users. It is necessary to analyze their production techniques
in detail sufficient to distinguish, at least broadly, the various types of steel
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364 STEEL IMPORT STUDY

they use. Domestic commodities are not equally good substitutes for all types
of steel nor does foreign steel compete equally with all domestic types.
Each of the two questions involves analysis of different time dimensions. The

possibilities for the substitution of other products for steel depends on technological
changes that occur slowly over time. Technological change between 2 years
may be imperceptible. Therefore the study would focus on 1954, 1958, and 1963,
years for which detailed data, including perhaps those for individual establish-
ments, are available from the census of manufactures. These data would have to
be supplemented by other information such as prices for those years. In addition,
results and procedures obtained from those who prepare the input-output tables
would be utilized.

In analyzing steel import competition, more recent evidence reflecting current
trends in the use of foreign steel needs to be considered. The import question
would.be answered on the basis of 1963-66 data. The answer would obviously
require data on import prices which would take a while to collect.
The comprehensive study would take at least 1 year to complete. No shortcut

methods would appear to yield answers sufficiently reliable for policy decisions
in this important area. Furthermore, the ability of the Bureau of Labor Statistics
to conduct such a study would depend upon our obtaining additional resources
from some source.

Please let me know whether results obtained a year or more from now might
still be useful in your investigation.

Sincerely yours,
ARTHUR M. Ross, Commissioner.



COMMITTEE STAFF QUESTIONNAIRE
Because the committee staff could not wait a ear or longer for theBLS to obtain the needed information on the differentials between thecosts to U.S. buyers of identical steelproducts sold by U.S. producersor by importers, the committee staff sent a questionnaire to majordomestic steel producers to obtain this information. The data receivedwere turned over to the BLS for analysis which is reproduced below.

JULY 14, 1967.
Memorandum.
To: Dr. Robert M. Weidenhammer, U.S. Senate Committee on

Finance.
From: Arnold E. Chase, Assistant Commissioner, Prices and Living

Conditions.
Subject: Tabulation of domestic versus import steel prices and

differentials from your survey of producers.
In response to your letter of June 1 and as agreed in subsequent

meetings, I am attaching the tabulations and charts which summarize
the data furnished by domestic steel producers in answer to your
request to them of May 25, 1967.
The summary table lists the products for which data were reported,

the number of price comparisons for each, the reported domestic low
and high prices of the items, the reported low and high prices for the
imported corresponding item, and the range of low to high of the
dollar differentials per net ton. As requested in your most recent
meeting with my staff, the differentials of import prices below domestic
prices for all individual comparisons were converted to a percentage
of the domestic price. The low and high of these percentage differentials
are also shown for all items on the summary table.
The individual product tables show the price comparisons ranked

for individual companies from highest to lowest as well as the import
values and dollar differentials. For a selected list of carbon steel
products the differentials are also shown as a percentage of domestic
price. Company codes were assigned to avoid identifying the company
furnishing the data. The individual companies cannot be identified
from the tabulations but a key to the codes is given separately.
Two sets of scatter charts were prepared as agreed. The first set

for 14 products has the dollars per net ton of domestic price on the
vertical scale and the differential above import price on the horizontal
scale. The second set for nine carbon steel items uses the percentage
of the'differential rather than the dollar amount.
We have not provided an analysis of the survey results, because

there is no way to ascertain from the reported data whether the
reports for the same product are comparable company-to-company.
The precise product specifications are not given, the country of
origin was not indicated for most of the import prices, and it is not
known whether or not coverage from all important foreign sources is
adequate. The class of customer was indicated for only a small part
of the total number of price comparisons and, it is not known to what
extent the various classes of customers are represented.
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366 STEEL IMPORT STUDY

There is some indication that the price comparisons include instances
where domestic producers lost sales to imports. It cannot be ascer-
tained to what extent domestic producers retained their customers
by fully or partially meeting the import competition, or were able
to continue selling at full published prices. The terms of sale of the
import prices vary extensively, with wharfage and handling charges
included in some instances ahd not in others. Delivery terms vary as
customers may pick up shipments at the dock in some instances, and
have them delivered to plants in others. The tonnage of each transac-
tion is not known and there is no basis for evaluating quantity extras.
There were too few price quotations for a number of products par-
ticularly for some which are important in the import picture.

It is our understanding that some domestic mills are meeting or are
attempting to meet import price competition, at least in some regions,
for concrete reinforcing bars, nails, galvanized fence, and barbed
wire. This is not evident from the prices reported to you.The collection forms and accompanying transmittal letters youfurnished for our use in tabulating these data are returned herewith.



TABLE G-1.-Delivered prices for selected steel-mill products (domestic, imported, and differential)
Number Domestic price Import price Difference Percent
of price per net ton per net ton per net ton difference I

Item compari-
Low High Low High Low High Low High

........ I I
Hot-rolled carbon steel sheets ------- --- ------ -----------

Cold-rolled carbon steel sheets -------------------------- -----

Electrical steel sheets._-_-----_------------------

Cold-rolled stainless steel sheets--.----____---____------- ---

Hot-rolled stainless steel rods--------------------_-------------
Wire rods.----------------------------------

Galvanized standard pipe-.----------------------------------
Black standard pipe --------- -------------------

Carbon steel plate-.__---.----------------.----------------
Hot-rolled stainless steel plate------------- ---------------

Hot-rolled carbon steel bars and bar shapes------------.-----------------

Carbon steel structural shapes ---------Carbon steel drawn bright wire----- ----------------..-------------------

Carbon steel drawn galvanizedwire.-----------------.- -.----
Stainless steel drawnwire.--------.--.--.------.....---..
Carbon steel drawn cold heading wiro .....-...................----.--------..-
Spring wire.--------.------- ------.---- -------------- -----.--.--.--.-

Uncoated round steel wire --.----....-- -----.---..---.----------.--..Galvanized steel sheets---- .......-- .... ...--- ---..-.---- .. ..---
Reinorcing bars-Reinforcing bars- .--....- .-----------.-----..----.--...---...----- ..---.--.-----.---- .
Stainless steel seamless hollows_.....-. .--------.--- ..-----.-------
Carbon steel pipe casings-- ---------------.-. -.--------.-----------.-----..-
Stain'ess steelbillets-----------..---------------..-----------
Tool steel billets..-..- . ...........................--..
Tool steel bars------..-- -----.-.-. --------.----.---.----.---
Hot-rolled stainless steel bars----.--. ------------. ....----

Stainless steel strip:. -..-....------.
Barbed wire--.---.-
Cold finished carbon steelbars-..- ..- ..-..-..-...----..........

Cold finished stainless steel bars----.---.--.. -..---- ..---------.
Wirefence...........

Hot-rolled carbon steel strip -- .........--.-...-..
Cold-rolled carbon steel strip -...---..-----......---------... ...
High-strength, low alloy sheets-.-.----........--..---..--.--------.-----

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

119
122

4
43
8

27
32
29
42
$
39

21
54

8
10
3

I

62
*,

3
4
4
5
17
9
2
7
9
6
6
1
1
1

711

$120.00 $160.60
141.50 175.28
179.50 496.00
945.001L 528 00
915.00 1,390.00
122.00 200.00
207.22 254.83
173.80 218.00
119.00 186.50
$88.00 1,489.00
131.50 175.40
130.00 179.39
147.20 252.00
179.20 205.00

L030.00 2290.60
215.00 264.00
193.00 326.10

181.00
174.00 240.98
119.00 133.00

1,900.00 2.78 00
251.00 28800
785.00 1.235.00
990.00 1.815.00
680.00 3,200.00
869.00 1,508.00
857.20 1,195.60
195.50 212.06
206.10 277.00

1,126.00 1,49L 00
220.05 225.15

153.20
1,200.00
207.40

---------..........- I.........

$91.00 $135.40
115.00 151.00
16.67 444.00
669.00 1,488.00
700.00 1,070.00
99.00 175.00
166.55 214.11
146.00 184.94
99.00 61.70
790.00 1,273.00
87.57 128.20
9 00 148.80
117.90 199.00
138. 10 15 00
990.0 1 333.20
175.00 204.00
174.00 270.00

172.60
150.00 215.90
9060 99.60

1,340.00 1,90000
215.00 236.00
624.00 88500
458.00 785.00
480.00 2 880.00
477.J0 1,153.00
710.00 92.80
126.541 169.63
150.60 254.00
85300 1,042.00
149.13 167. 00

114.00
600.00
190.00

..........I--...... ..

$6.00 S
6.30
14.50
31L00 4
195.00 4
8.00

21.25
17.23
14.30
98.00
19.90
14. 10
1200
27.20
18.00 9
40.00
19.00

8.40
.80

28.40
560.00 8
34.00
161.00 3
470.00 1, C
200.00 9
230 00 6
14,. 20 2
42.43
14.00

273.00 4
55.41

39.20
600.00
17.40

54.30
43.28
5° 0052.00
i36.00
100.00
54C50
70.00
57.00
47.00
1l6.00
63.80
9439
68.00
57.20
57.40
60.00
56.10

41.88
33.40
80.00q
63.00
50.00
00.00
r20.00
13. 00
52.80
73.40
57.60
49.00
71.89

45 35.7
.0 24.9
81 12.8
2.2 39.5

20.7 364
4.2 32.9
103 29.4
9.8 27.7
10.1 30.9
9.6 1.8
13.5 36.4
8.7 29.8
5.7 27.0
14.9 27.9
1.4 41.8

18.6 22.8
9.8 17.2

4.6
.4 19.7

23.9 25.1
29.5 31.7
13.5 22.7
20.5 28.3
40.2 56.7
100 45.8
19.7 56.2
17.2 21.1
20.0 36.7
5.9 27.7

24.2 31.7
25.2 32.5

25.6
50.0
8.4

t'¢

r

0

-3
C
1<

' Import price differential as a percent of domestic price. NoTE.-Based on competitive specifications considered typical and reported by
domestic steel producers during the year ending in May 1967. C4

s4

-.------i---I--------

9.869604064

Table: Table G-1.--Delivered prices for selected steel-mill products (domestic, imported, and differential)
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368 STEEL IMPORT STUDY

TABLE G-2.-Delivered prices for hot-rolled carbon steel sheets (domestic, imported,and differential)

Domestic Difference Percent
Delivery point price per Import price (col. 2 minus difference

net ton per net ton col. 3) (col. 4 over
per net ton col. 2)

Louisianla.-..$.--..----..-.- -160.60 $114.10 $46.50 290California..................................... 168.78 124.00 34.78 21.9
Washington-...--.---.......--..-........1..I6. 78 131.60 2618 16.1
California-....- --- ----------- 166. 50 127.00 29. 50 18.8Do.--.........-...-..........-............ 165.70 109.00 46.70 30.0
Texas-.........-........-... 155. 60 124. 60 31.00 19. 9
Oregon...-.----............................. 154.78 1265.20 29.58191
New Jersey .................................... 154.30 115.00 39.30 26.6
Texas.......................................... 153.60 127.60 26. 00 16.9California .................................-.. ... 152.78 121.00 31.78 20.8New Jersey ................................... 152.30 98.00 64.30 35.7
California-..-.. -. 10. 50 126.00 24. 50 16.3

Do......................................... 149. 78 102.40 47.38 31.6Michiga-....................................... 148.90 107.00 41.90 28.1
Louisiana-............................ 147. 50 114.10 33.40 22.6Do.---...-......................147.40 114.10 33.30 22.6" Do.-....................................... 147, 40 114.10 33. 30 22.6Texas.......................................... 147.03 107.60 39.43 26.8
P'enntsylvania ..............-.....7.. .146. 40 107.00 39.40 26 9
Textas............-.....-...145, 60 109.40 36.2024.9Do............... ....... ....... 144.60 108.60 36.00 24.9Louisiana ...................................... 144 40 114. 10 30. 30 21. 0
Otregon...-......-............................144.20 130.90 13.30 9.2
Texas......... ................................ 143.60 107.40 30. 20 256, 2Ohio.-..........................142.80 118.00 24. 80 17.4Texas ....................................... 142.60 107.60 35.00 24. 5
California ........ .............................. 142. 50 122. 50 20.00 14. 0Illinois....-.............. ...................... 141, 80 1356, 40 6. 40 4. 5
Texas..-.................... 141.65 117.00 24.65 17.4

-Do..-....--...........---............... 141, 65 117.00 24.65 17.4Do-............ ................ .......141.60 99.60 42. 00 29.7I)o.-....--------............-. ....-140. 60 99. 60 41.00 29.2Do-.-..--....-----..--...................140.60 99.60 41.00 29.2
Kentucky..........-...........--140. 49 115.0) 25.49 18.1
Oregon....-....-.................-........... 140. 20 125.90 14.30 10.2
Ohio.......................................... 140.00 114. 00 26.00 18.6
New Jersey 13..........9.................. 139.80 11.0, 29.8021.3Ohio ....... ................................... 39, 40 115,40 24.00 17.2
Pennsylvania-...- .............................9 113, 00 265.90 18.6
California.....--..-..............138. ) 120. 60 18.00 13.0Ohio ...................... -...... ......... 138.40 110.40 28, 00 20. 2
Michigan..... .................................138.00 110. 00 28.00 20.3Florida-.............-.....-........-137.90 118. 20 19.70 14. 3
Texas...................................... 137.20 106, 60 30.60 22.3

Do.-..-............---..............- 137,20 99.60 37.60 27.4
Do..--------------------- 137.00 105.00 32.00 23.4

California..-.............--............. 136.50 120.50 16.00 11.7Ohio-........--....... ........... 136.40 109.40 27.00 19.8
Texas ..........-............ 136, 03 99.00 37.03 27.2
Tennessee .....-.............--............... 136,00 119.20 16,80 12, 4
Missouri .... .............................. 136.00 114.20 21.80 16.0
New Jersey................................... 136. 80 110.00 25. 80 19.0
California..................................... 135.50 112.00 23. 50 17.3Florida..-...................... 15.20 110,40 24.80 18. 3
Michigan..... ..... ............................ 135. 00 119.00 16.00 11.9Ohio..-.......... .............. .............. 134.40 110.40 24.00 17.9New York ............ ...................... 134.00 114.00 20.00 14.9
Pennsylvania..............................134.00 109.00 25.00 18.7

Do ........................................ 133.90 113.00 20.90 16.6New Jersey................................... 133.80 110.00 23.80 17.8

9.869604064

Table: Table G-2.--Delivered prices for hot-rolled carbon steel sheets (domestic, imported, and differential)
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STEEL IMPORT STUDY 369
TABLE G-2.-Delivered prices for hot-rolled carbon steel sheets (domestic, imported,

and differential)-Continued

Domestic Difference .Percent
Delivery point price per Import price (col. 2 minus difference

net ton per net ton col. 3) (col. 4 over
per net ton col. 2)

New Jersey .-.................--------- 133.80 $110.00 $23.80 17.8
Massachusetts ...------------.----. --------- 133.40 105.00 28.40 21.3
Pennsylvania ...-- --....---...--.-.------ 133.20 115.20 18.00 13.5

Do-..........----------...-.... 133.20 115.20 18.00 13.5
Do ...--.------------- ..---...--.l.3..0 115.00 18.00 13.5

Texas.-........... .........------------ 132.90 100.40 32,50 24.5
Do--...........-.-............132.90 107.00 25.90 19.5

Ohio -----...................------ 132.40 115.40 17.00 12. 8
Michigan - .. ........... 132.00 109.00 23.00 17.4

-----(----i---------------)..132. 00 107.60 24.40 18.5
(i)-... .......................... 132.00 107.60 24.40 18.5
Michigan .......... ...................-...... 131.80 119.30 12.50 9.5
Ohio......................................... 131.40 109.40 2'2. 00 16.7
Louisiana.... --..-............---------.. 131.40 . 98.00 33.40 25.4
() ..... .................---------------------- .......----------- 131.00 113.00 18.00 13.7

) ...........-------------- -------- 131.00 113,00 18.00 13.7
Texas- --......-...-..............-...... 131.00 104.00 27.00 20.6
Illinois ... ...............----------------------...... 130.80 108.00 2'2.80 17.4
Michigan.-.-..-....-......--..............130.00 10.00 30.00 23.1
Peonsylvanin......--......-.-..--..'..-..... 129.30 102.40 26.90 20,8
Ohio ....................................---128,40 103.80 24.60 19. 2

Do.........-........-.-.-.-.-.----- 128.40 101.00 27.40 21.3
Michigan .--...............--..-..1.....-128, 00 105.00 23.00 18.0

1) .........- .....................--- 128.00 102.00 26.00 20.3
1)o .....--------.-....- 127.90 102.40 25.50 19.9
Do-...-..........................--. 127.80 96,00 31.80 24.9

Loulsitana.s .........-. --.-..-..-. -.--.. 127. 60 98.00 '29. 50 23,1
Ohio ......................................... 127.40 1031.80 23. 60 18.5
Michigan.-.................. ..................- 125.80 113, 30 12.50 9, 9
Missouri ....-.-- ..............----------------.... 125.00 105,.80 19.20 15.4
Ohio..--...-.....---.....----.....--. 124.40 98.40 26.00 20.9

Do -.----..-...--....................--. 124,40 101.80 22.60 18.2
Illinois ...-----. --. -- ----...---- . 124. 00 107.0( 17. 00 13.7
Pennsylvanll:i .......-.........---.--- 123.90 101. 00 22.0 18. 5
Ohio ..............---123.40 107.40 16.00 13.0
I)o-..-..--.....-..---..---.------- 123.40 107.40 16. 00) 13.0
D)o-....-.--......-......--..... ----- 123. 40 107. 40 10. 00 13.0

Illinois'.-..--......--...-................ 123.101 !. 00 29. 16 23. 7
Michigan ...----- .--- ---------------. 123.00 101, 00 22.09 17.9

Do-....... ...-.....12...... 123. 100. 00 23, 00 18. 7
Do .--.................... 123.00 ' 10(1. 00 23.00 18.7
IDo --.-.-................---123. 00 100.00 23.00 18.7
Do--.............--....... 123,00 100. 00 23. 00 18.7

Pennsylvania. -..---.... --..-....-...70 111. 00 11. 70 9.5
California--.6....--..............-122. 60 109. 00 13.50 11.0
Ohio..-.--.-.-.......--- ------..---- 12'2.40 101.00 21.40 17.5

Do--..1.-....2............. -- 122.40 101.80 20.60" 16.8
Do ...--...-...- ----.------............---. 122. 40 98.40 21, 00 19, 6

Michigan...-..-.........-.....-...- 122.00 99. 00 23.00 18.9
Do-..---.......--. ..-....--...--- 122.00 101.00 21.00 17.2
I)o.......----.........---..-------. 122.00 101. 00 21.00 17.2
Do....-..-............. 122.00 101.00 24,M 17.2
Do --.....--...--....-............---- 122,00 100.00 21.00 18. 0
Do. .---- --- ...-- ----2.00100. 00 22, 00 18.0
)o-

.. .........--
1222.0.00 100.00 220 18.0

D)o-....--..-.-....----.... 121.110 91, 00 30, 00 24.8
Florida ......-....----- -----------. ------- 121.00 115, 00 6. 00 5. 0
Pennsylvania-...--...-- --- -----......-..--- 120. 0 107. 00 13. 01 10.8
Ohio.....-...-.---- ---.----------- -------------120, 00 104. 00 16.00 13.3

I Not Indicated,
NoTE.-Based on competitive specifications considered typical and reported by domestic steel producers

during the year ending in May 1967.
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TABLE G-3.--Delivered prices for cold-rolled carbon steel sheets (domestic, imported,
and differential)

Domestic Difference Percent
Delivery point price per Import price (col. 2 minus difference

.
net ton per net ton col. 3) (col. 4 over

per net ton col. 2)

California.................................
Do.................................... ....

Texas................... ..................

California............ .........................
Oregon. .......................... ....

Michigan... ................... ............

Do............ ...................
Texas

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

O hioTe .........................................Texas ....... ................ ............. .....

Do....... ... ..............

New York_. ..........................

Ohio ................. .......................
New York .................. .........

Michigan........ ........... ................

California.C alifornia... ....... ...................

O regon... . ...................

Texas ......................................
eorgia ........................................

Texas ..................
C alifornia.............. ..............

Texas ..... .. ............... ................ ..

New York ............................. ......

Oregon ............... .....................
New York............ ...................

Iouisana ................. ..................

Connecticut.......................
o)... ................................

New York ... ..................... ........
Do...------.. ................. --.....
Do.........--.........-......-...-..-..

Loulslana -.......---....-..---...........-.
MIchiganl...........--......... ..........--
M ssourl.............-----.......................
'Pennsylvania ... ........ ..........

C('nlfomla ......---.. ...... ........
Ioulslana ................................
Ohio...... ... ...........................

Do......... ..... ........ ............

California .....................................
1'ennsylvanln. -.-- ............ ..........

New York........ ---..-.....--....-...:Do ...... ............... ...........

Caflifornlu...-.... ................. ..........
Wisconsin.......--....-..-................ . .

I'ennsylvnia............... ... ..

Illinois .........-----....--...............------
New Jersey.......................... ....

Texas.......-..--- .....................---.---
New York ................................
Californlia................ .....................

Michigan.... .........................
D)o ................... ..........

)o ........ .........-..........---
('alifornia.._:........................
O hio..........................................

Do .....................................................
Do........................................
D)o..... ....... ..... ............ ...........

D)o..... ......................

Michigan.. .........-.... .... .....-......-
().............. ... .... ................... ..

New York ....................................
M IsssisS pl .................... ................

Kentucky.....
i) ........ ..

(')..............................................
See fiotn'otes tt end of table p. 371,

$176.28
173. 28
170.53
168.28
166.30
164.90
164.90
164.40
164.40
164.10
163, 10
163.00
162.90
162,80
160.90
160,60
160.30
159, 90
159.80

158.60
158.63
158,30
157. 30
157. 00
1657. 60155. 50
16f, 50
155, 30
1,6.30155. 3015.5. 00155. 601
164, 60
154.40
154. 09
16. 00
152. 90
152. 90
15'. 90
152. 70
152. 650
152. 30
152. 30
Ir,1. 00
151.80
151.40
151. 30
151.30
151. O1151. 00
150.90
If 0. 30

150.30
10.00
149.90
149.90
149.90
149.90
149.90
149.60
149.60
149.30
149. 10
148.99

148.f01850

$132.00
134.00
135.60
131.80
147.00
146.90
146.90
144.10
132.00
126. 60
126,60
135.00
137, 00
136. 40
142.90
131.00
142,00
126.60
142. 60
126.60
131.00
119.00
134, 30
151.00
135, 00
134. 00
112. (00
142. 40
134.50
131,30
131.30
134.00
137. 00
139, 20
142.40
132. (K)
134.00
135.20
131.00
132.20
144. 60
130.40
132. 5C
128.30
132. 00
136. 00
134.00
128.00
130, 00
125.80
134,00
132,20
125,80
135. 20
124.00
140,00
130, 40
135, 20
131. 00
131. 00
129.60
132. 00
136.40
125.30
135, 78
128. 00
130. 40
130.40

$43.28
39.28
34.93
36.48
19,30
18.00
18.00
20.30
32.40
37. 50
36.60
28.00
25.90
26,40
18.00
29.60
18.30
33.30
17.20
32. 30
27.60
39, 63
24, (0)
6. 30

2'.,00
23.0(xi
27. 60
I:3. 10
20. 80
24. (00
24.00
21. 00
17.50
15, 30
12. 00(
22. 00
19.00
17. 70
21.90
20. 70
8. 10

13. 10
19.80
24. 00
20. 00
15. 80
17.40
23.30
21.30
25. 35
17.00
18. 70
24.60

t 15. 10
26.30
10.00
19.60
14.70
18.90
18.90
20.30
17.60
13. 10
24.'00
13,32
20.99
18, 10
18. 10

24.7
22. 7
20.5
21.7
11.6
10,9
10.9
12,3
19.7
22.9
22.4
17.2
16.9
16,2
11.2
18.4
11.4
20.8
·10. 8
20.3
17.4
24.0
15.2
4.0
14.0
14.6
17.7
R. 4
13.4

15. 5
13,6
11.3
9.9
7.8
14.3
12,4
15. 6
14.3
13.5
5,3
8.6

13. (
15,8
13, 2
10,4
11.5
15.4
14. 1
16.8
11.3
12.4
16,3
10.0
17.5
6.7
13.0
9.8
12.6
12,6
13,5
11.7
8.8
16.1
8,9

14. 1
12.2
12'2

----

9.869604064

Table: Table G-3.--Delivered prices for cold-rolled carbon steel sheets (domestic, imported, and differential)


460406968.9
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TABLE G-3.-Delivered prices for cold-rolled carbon steel sheets (domestic, imported,

and differential)-Continued

Domestic Difference Percent
Delivery point price per Import price (col. 2 minus difference

net ton per net ton col. 3) (col. 4 over
per net ton col. 2)

Missouri-....-----------.---------.. ---... $148. 50 $133.20 $15.30 10. 3
Michigan ...-.----- ------- .---------.-.. 148.50 124.00 24.60 16. 5
New Jersey....-.....--.---..-..............--148.30 128.00 20.30 13.7

Do,----..-------.----.-------...-------.- 148.30 129.00 19. 30 13.0
Michigan ...-.--- ---..-...----- -.--...-.. 148.30 125.,80 22.0 1.2

Do.--...---.-.--...--..-.148.30 133,20 15.10 10.2
Pennsylvania-.----------. ----.--.- 148.20 124.20 24.00 16. 2
Ohio.......-..---------.---.. ----...-.-.. 147.90 127.40 20.50 13.9
Pennsylvania..--.----- ................147.60 126. 80 21.70 14. 7
(I) ...... . ......... 147. 60 129.40 18.10 12.3
Pennsylvania..-------.. .. .....147. 60 126.40 21,10 14.3
Michigan .....-...---.-.----.-----. 147.30 126. 80 21. 0 14.6
New Yrok...-.--- ...................147.30 124.90 22. 40 16.2

Do.......--------.--.........-....... ...147.30 123.30 24.00 16.3
Do.-..-.-..........-------....-... 147.30 129,10 18.20 12.4
I)o.--....-.-----..-..-------............-147.00 130.00 17.00 11.6

Ohio..-.--...---.-----..........-.........-- 146.90 129.60 17.30 11.8
I)o.--.....---------------...--...- 146.90 124,00 22.90 16.6
Do....-..-...................... ......146.90 128,40 18.60 12. 6
Do .......-..- ...-.........-..-........ 146.90 13100 15. 90 10. 8
Do.-.... ..........-----.............. 146.90 124,80 22,10 1 0,

Pennsylvania-...-----...-.--.......--.--.-.. 146,70 138.60 8.10 5.56
Ohio ........ ....................... ....... 146.60 124,00 22. 60 16, 4
Michigan1.....-...-.---.....40--........--- 1460 122.00 24, 60 16, 7
Pennsylvania...--- .............146.40 118.00 28.40 19.4
New Jersey, ............- ....... ..... 146,30 126.00 20.30 13,9

Do....- . ... ..........146.30 126,00 .20.30 13,9
Do--..-.--......-.-.-..-.............146.30 126.00 20.30 13,9
Do.-.-----..-...-------------..... 140.30 128,00 18.30 12.6

New York ..--....-.-.-. ..-------... ------... 146.30 125.60 20,80 14.2
Ohio---.--..--.-----------. --------- 145.90 126.,40 20.60 141,

Do.-- .-------.---. --- ..-- 145.80 122.,00 23.80 16.3
Pennsylvania ....--..--............--.-.-.146.70 132.60 13.10 9.0

Do-..-....--......-............ ...1456.70 132,60 13.10 9.0
Michigan.....-...------...--------... 145, 50 123.60 22, 00 16. 1

Do---------........-- -----------------------.. 146.60 121.00 24.60 16, 8
Pennsylvania..-.--.--.-..-----....-- 146, 60 126.40 19.10 13,1
Ohio..-....-...-- ...----.-..-..--......---. 146, 60 12, 00 20.60 14,1
New Jersey-..----.---------- .--..-------- 146:30 126.00 19.30 13.3
Ohio......-..---------.... .....--. 144.90 124.80 20.10 13, 9

Do.--...-.-- ..----------------...--...... 144.90 127.40 17.60 12.1
DO-----.--- .--.--.-- -----.. -.---- 144.90 126, 40 18.60 12.8

California.....-.---.--.--- ......... 144,90 132,20 12. 70 8.8
Pennsylvania--.----- ..---- ..................144.70 131,00 13.10 9.1
Florida-......... .-....-- ----- .---......--.. 144,60 126,50 18.00 12.5
Michigan-...- -----------.. ----. 144.60 120.00 24.50 17.0
Ohio.....-.....---. ------..--. 144.30 129.00 15.30 10, 6
California--- -- ----.-..-....... 144.00 127.00 17.00 11.8'
New York ..------.-------..---...-- . 143.90 124.00 19.90 13.8
Ohio ..-----..---..---.---- -----.---.-- 143.90 126,40 18.60 12.9

Do--- ...- ........................---- 143.90 126,40 17.60 12, 2
Michigan .....--.-.------..--. .--143.50 120.00 23.60 164,
New York...-------.-; .................... 143.00 120.60 22.560 16.7
Michigan...-...--..-............--.......----- 141.60 119.60 22.00 16,5

Do--..-.......--.---............ ..... 141.60 116.00 26.60 18.7

I Not indicated.
1 Reported by company as $14.90.
NoTE.--Based on competitive specifications considered typical and reported by domestic steel producers

during the year ending in May 1967.

20-479 0-68-26
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TABLE G-6.-Delivered prices for cold-rolled stainless steel sheets (domestic, imported,
and differential)

Domestic Import price Difference
Delivery point price per net per net ton per net ton

ton

California-.-.. .--.................-------..........-...-- $1,528 $1,488.00 $40.00
Michigan .------- .--------.- -----------------..------------ 1,508 1,208.00 300.00
California----------------------------- 1,456 1,030.00 426.00

Do .---------- ---------------.1--0.-------.1,442 409.00 33.00
Do...------ --.-- .-----------..-.... 1,396 1,364.00 31.00

Illinois ..------ ------------ .-------- 1,360 1,064.00 296.00
California.------------.---.---- ---.---.------ ---------- 1,357 967.00 370.00
Illinois .--...- ------......-- ---.-.......-..--- .. 1,230 959.00 271.00

Do-..---------------------------- 1,195 919. O 276.00
(I) ....................----------------........ 1, 190 962.60 - 227.40
California-----. ..------- ..- 1,148 923.00 225.00
Wisconsin--..-----------1----...---.---.---- -------. 148 860. 00 288.00
Kentucky --------------------------..-- 1,145 718.00 427.00
Illinois. ..-----.--. ..-----------------..-.-.-. 1,135 866. 00 269.00
Texas ..--.-----------.-------------.....- .,1,131 860.00 271.00
Illinois ..----..-----.-..--- ... --..--1,120 863.00 257.,00(1) ------...................--......................1,120 914.20 205.80)
New Jersey ..--.- -------...----- .... ........------1,120 900.00 220.00
Illinois..-- -- ----- -----.-..--- 1,110 844.00 266.00

Do .--------------.---.------- 1,110 817.00 293.00
Kentucky--------.--.-------.---..------1,105 669.00 436.00
() ..----------- --------.--------------- - 1,095 896.60 198.40
Wisconsin . . -.. 1,086 877.00 209.00
California ..----------------.---------------- 1,086 966.00 120.00
Illinois .-----.--------- ---.. ---- 1,080 826.00 254.00

Do...--- ----------- .--- ------------------ 1,070 817.00 253.00
() ...------------------------------------- 1,0665 999.80 65.20
Illinois ...- ..---- -------- .-.--------- .-.---- 1,045 829.00 216.00

Do ...---------..1--- 1,020 810. 00 210.00
Do.-.--- .--.---------------------- 1,020 807.00 213.00

(1)- -....- -.---------------.--.--.. ....1,165 842.60 172.40
California -- .. .--.--..---...--... 1,000 887.00 113.00
Illinois -.- ..-..-----.--.. -----.......--... .--- 995 786.00 29.00

)Do.-------------.----... .... -----------..-.------- 995 786.00 209.00
New Jersey .-------------.--------.-..---- 995 850.00 145.00
Illinois -....---.-.-- -..-- 995 786.00 209.00
(I)------------------------------------ 975 813.80 161.20
Illinois-.--...-.:.-----....... ---- 970 761.00 209.00

Do .-------------------------------------.- ----970 761.00 209.00
(') ..--.---.--.----.---.- ...---..-------.. -..965 889.80 75.20
California .. .------------ .--.--------- 962 742.00 220.00

Do-.....---.--.---------....-- 953 842.00 111.00
) ----.---.--- .------------- .--------.---- ---- -------- 945 790.40 154.60

Not indicated.
NOTE.-Based on competitive speciflcat ions considered typical and reported by domestic steel producers

during the year ending May 1967.

9.869604064

Table: Table G-6.--Delivered prices for cold-rolled stainless steel sheets (domestic, imported, and differential)


460406968.9
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TABLE G-8.-Delivered prices for wire rods (domestic, imported, and differential)
Domestic Import price Difference

Delivery point price per per net ton per net ton
net ton

Michigan....--....-. ..........------.......-.............$200.00 $175.00 $25.00
California .-.-. .-------.--...-..----.- ---------- 190. 00 161.00 29.00
North Carolina ------------ ------------------.-------- 189.40 147. 50 41.90

Dlo....- .. ........--------.................---. 189.40 157.50 31.90
California..- ..--......---........--...- 188.003 161. () 27. 00

Do......- .... .............. .....................186. 0,0 161.00 25. 00
Ohio .-..... ..--- ..... ............. ....... 171.00 150.00 21.00

Do -- .....--.... ....................-.167.00 140. 00 27.00
Oreeon.-...-.---......----.......-...--....---- 16. 50 111.00 54.50
Pennsylvania .------------.----------.-.-.---.-- 157.00 132. 00 25.00
Ohio....-..... .. .................. 150. 10 120. 00 30. 10

I)o-. .....- ..- . ........ ...-............----. 149.40 134. 0) 15. 40
Do .....------- .--................- 147. 00 126. 0 21.00
Do.. ....................................................147.00 120. 00 27. 00

Michigan -----------.....-.-.. --------------------- 147. (00 1.134.13. 00
Do-....-..-.....--..----...............147. 00 125. 0 22. 00

Ohio ................................. 147.00 134.00 13.00
T'exas-.......-.....--.--..............-........145.50 99. 00 46. 50

D)o-...- .--.--...-. . ......---..---.145. 50 99. 00 46. 50
Ohio ..............................................143.00 137. 00 6.00
California-....---------------------------.------..----.---- 142. 00 128. 0 14. 00
Michigan --.......---------........--...-..-............--.142. 00 122. 00 20. 00
Califomnia..-.-.--.---...... --...-......-----.- 141.00 12 . 00 13. 00
rTexs ............... ......................................... 136. 00 99. 0) 37. 00
Ohio ........-...- ......- ... ......... ... 123.00 112. 00 11.00

Do--..-..-. -----..-....-------------- -...........--- 123.00 116 00 7. 0)
DI)o.............-...............-.....-......122. 00 109. 00 13. 00

NoTE.-Based on competitive specifications considered typical and reportedduring the year ending in May 1967.

_ __ .

by domestic steel producers

9.869604064

Table: Table G-8.--Delivered prices for wire rods (domestic, imported, and differential)
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T.ABLE G-10.-Delivered pricesfor galvanized standard pipe (domestic, imported, and
differential)

Domestic Difference Percent
Delivery point price per Import price (col. 2 minus difference

net ton per net ton col. 3) (col. 4 over
per net ton col. 2)

Texas ..- .. -------------------------------. $254.83 $208.48 $46. 35 18.2
Florida ---.-. -------.. ---------.---------... -- 254. 12 185.18 68.94 27.1
( eorglia ...------------------------------------253.18 209.18 44.00 17.4
Tennessee..---------------.-----..----------.. 250. 00 186.00 64. 00 25. 6

I)o.------------ -----. --246.00 183.00 63.00 25.6
Wisconsin--.....-.. -----...----.--..--.... 244.71 199.53 45.18 18.5
Tennessee .--...-.------------- .--.--- 243. 00 173.00 70. 00 28. 8
Texas..----...-.. ----- ------..... 242.11 208. 47 33. 64 13.9
Louislana...--------...--....-........- - 242.11 214.11 28.00 11.
Californla--.---.--.---- .- ..-----......- ------ 240.24 200.71 39.53 16. 5
Tennessee ------...-.....-.. 236. 00 175. 00 61. 00 25. 8

I)o ...-.-..-...........-235.00 175.00 60.00 25. 5
Mississippi .....-.----------- .-.-.....--. 234.00 174.00 60. 00 25. 6
Texas..----...----..-----..----....-------. 232.37 191.28 41.09 17.7
California.---------......-.. 231.80 186.58 45.22 19. 5
Florida- ...........-.---....------....---231.50 16.55 64.95 28. 1
Tennessee- .........-...-- ............ 231.00 173.00 68. 00 29.4
(Georgia ... ------. --------------------. 230.70 191.79 . 38.91 16.9
Texas .---.------------------- -..-.--- 228.45 196. 19 32.26 14. 1
Louisiana .----------------------------------- 228.45 201.42 27.03 11. 8
California ----------.---.------------- - --. --228. 23 204.47 23.76 10.4

Do ..-...-I-----------.t..._..._._._-._.. 228.12 183.89 44.23 19.4
Tennessee- .----------... --. ----------...--.--- 228.00 170.00 58.00 25.4

Do .-----------------------......... 226.00 170.00 56. 00 24.8
Wisconsin.--.... ...---------. ---.- ------.---- 222.26 181.46 40. 80 18.4
Texas--...----------.--...-.. ------------------ 220.97 191.57 29.40 13.3
Louisiana.---.--.-.--...----.-----..---- 220.97 196. 46 24.51 11. 1
California... -. --------------------------------. 218.16 175.23 42.93 19.7

Do.----------.----------.------.-----.--. 217.97 182.63 35.34 16.2
Do ..--------..-----..--...------....... 214.76 191.90 22.86 10.6
Do..--- --------------------------- 210.58 169.61 40.97 19.5
D)o-------------------- -------------------- 207. 22 185. 97 21.25 10.3

N oTE.-Based on competitive specifications considered typical
during the year ending in May 1967.

and reported by domestic steel producers

9.869604064

Table: Table G-10.--Delivered prices for galvanized standard pipe (domestic, imported, and differential)
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STEEL IMPORT STUDY 381
TABLE G-13.-Delivered prices for black standard pipe (domestic, imported, and

differential)

Domestic Difference Percent
Delivery point price per Import price (col. 2 minus difference

net ton per net ton col. 3) (col. 4 over
per net ton col. 2)

_$ 18. 00 $167.00 1 00 .,
Mississippi. .-------------- ..--------- $218.00 167.00 $51. oo 23.4
Louisiana.....- . - --- -------------- -..216.00 178.00 38.00 17.6
Mississippi . .-----.----- ------------------..--- 215.00 160.00 55.00 25.6
Louisiana.-- ... ------------214.00 177.00 37.00 17.3
Tennessee....---........-.............. 211.00 16).00 51.00 24.2

I)o- ......-----------..----..... .... . 209.00 158.00 51.00 24.4
Louisiana..... .. .--------....- . ..--.- --- -... 206.82 184.94 21.88 10. 6
Telmessee...--.......-........-....206.00 149.00 57.00 27.7
Louisiana.-...----.- ..-....------.. 206.00 170.00 1 36.00 17.5
Texas--..- -...-................. 205. 41 180.00 25.41 12.4
Louisluna----- --.- . 205. 41 184.94 20.47 10.0
Tennlessee......---I...--.....-...... 201.00 153.00 48.00 23.9
Louisiana-..--...-..--....-..----....... 199.00 169.00 30.00 15. 1

I)o. .---- ..---- -- -. 198. 00 163.00 35.00 17.7
Mississippi.-...-----------------------...... 196.00 151.-0 45.00 23. 0
Louisiana. .-----... 196. 0 176.00 20.00 10. 2

I)o ....--..- . ----------.-... ..- ..-. 195.35 169.41 25.94 13.3
1)o ........--------------.... ---.--.--.. 195.35 176.07 19,28 9.9

Tennessee..-............... 9195. 00 148.00 47.00 24. 1
Louisianal.-..1..-------9.......94. 00 161.00 33.00 17.0
Tennessee....-.-.......-.......--......---193.00 146.00 47.00 21.4

1)o ...--.------------------.-......-192 00 146.00 46.00 24.0
California..-----------.-------.. 191 52 172.70 18.82 9. 8
Tennessee... -----.... ........-.............. 189, 00 146.00 43.00 22. 8
Mississippi-..--. .---.......-----........-. 189.00 148.00 41.00 21. 7
Texas ...---.. .--..... . . ............... 187. 50 164 51 22.99 12. 3
Louisiana..---- .. ... ............... 187.50 168.96 18.54 9.9
California..---...--....--------.---.....- 181.66 163.45 18.21 10.0

Do..--------.......-.......:....173.80 156.57 17. 23 9.9......
by domestic steel producers

I Reported by company as $46.
NoTE.-Based on competitive specifications considered typical and reported

during the year ending in May 1967.

9.869604064

Table: Table G-13.--Delivered prices for black standard pipe (domestic, imported, and differential)


460406968.9
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384Q STEEL IMPORT STUDY

TABLE G-16.--Delivered prices for carbon steel plate (domestic, imported, and
differential)

Domestic Difference Percent
Delivery point price per Import price (col. 2 minus difference

net ton per net ton col. 3) (col. 4 over
per net ton col. 2)

lPennsylvania .. .............................. $186. 50 $161.70 $24.80 13.3
Ohio .......-................................... 175.90 133. 20 42. 70 24.3
Texas.........................................1 ) 151.00 17. 00 10. 1
California.......................... .......... 167.93 122.20 45. 73 27.2

1)o........................................ 159.93 120.60 39. 33 24.6
Do......................................... 159.93 122.00 37.93 23.7
Do.................... ............. .... 159, 20 141.10 18.10 11.4

Texas........................1.................. 129.41 29. 54 1?. 6
Washington ................................... 157. 20 130.40 26.80 17.0

)o......................................... 157. 20 130.40 26.80 17.0
Do ..................--...-.....--..-...... 154.80 126.60 28.20 18. 2

California ...................................... 154. 20 136. 10 18. 10 11.7
Do........... ............ ................. 153. 00 129.00 24.00 15.7

New York................. .................... 152. 00 105.00 47.00 30.9
Do.........................1...........152. 00 118.00 34.00 22.4
Do........................ ............... 151.00 110.00 41.00 27. 2

Washington ........... .................... 151.00 126.10 24.90 16. 5
Massachusetts .................... ........ 150. 70 110.40 40.30 26. 7
Washington ................. .................. 149. 20 127. 20 22.00 14.7

Do .......................... .............. 419. 20 127. 20 22.00 14.7
California .................................... 148. 20 128. 10 20. 10 13.6
Florida ........ ........................... 147. 90 119. 80 28. 10 19.0
Louilsiana... .......... ........................ 146:90 120.60 26. 40 18. 0
Washington ......... .......................... 143.80 120.40 23.40 16. 3
Texas............:........160.10.......14260107.80 34.80 24. 4
Florida-................ .............. 140.42 123.00 17. 42 12.4

Do ............ ........ ... .......... 139. 40 122.70 16.70 12. 0
Do....................-....---............ 138. 40 122.70 15.70 11.3

California ............................ .......... 137.50 116.50 21.00 15.3
Florida....................137.20 105.20 32. 00 23.3
New York................................... 137.00 115.00 22. 00 16. 1
Washington .............. ....... ......... 136.70 101.80 28.90 - 21.1
Texas.................................. 136.60 107.80 28.80 21.1
Florida ..................... ........ ....... 135. 40 121.10 14.30 10.6
Ohio ...................................... 134.00 112.00 22. 00 16.4
Michigan.......................................... 131.50 101.00 30. 50 23. 2
New York ........ ....... ................. 130.00 105. 00 25.00 19.2
Texas......................................... 129.956 109.00 20.95 16. 1
Florida ................... ............... 128.90 107.00 21.90 17.0
New York ...... ............................. 127. 00 106.00 21.00 16.5

Do.................. ................ 125.00 99.00 26.00 20.8
Michigan ...................................... 119.00 103.00 16.00 13.4

NOTK.--Based on competitive specification considered typical and reported by domestic steel producers
during the year ending In May 1967.

9.869604064

Table: Table G-16.--Delivered prices for carbon steel plate (domestic, imported, and differential)
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STEEL IMPORT STUDY 387
TABLE G-19.- Delivered prices for hot-rolled carbon steel bars and bar shapes

(domestic, imported, and differential)
Domestic Difference Percent

Delivery point price per Import price (col. 2 minus difference
net ton per net ton col. 3) (col. 4 over

per net ton col. 2)

Texas.----------------.- ------------- $175.40 $111.60 $63.80 36.4
Minru sota ..------- 156.10 127.80 28.30 18.1
New York.-.....- ....------------154.-.100 121.40 32.60 21.2
('alifornia-....-.-..--------------- 153.00 128, 10 24.90 16.3
Texsls .-.............------. --------- - 152.95 107.60 45.35 29.7
California...---------------.------------.152.50 121.60 30.90 20.3
Alabalma-----------------------.---------. 152.00 111.00 41.00 27.0
Louisiana. ..------.-.- ---- ---151.00 111.20 39.80 26.4

)Do...-...------. -----------.-------- 151. 0 109.20 41.80 27.7
)Do .-... ---- --.----.------------------- 150.00 103.00 47.00 31.3

Alalbnila-......------.---------..150.00 110.00 40.00 26.7
Louisiana --------------- ----------------- 150.00 113.00 37.00 24.7
Ohlio..-...............-..-....- ... 149.50 128.20 21.30 14.2
Louisilal.1. ...---.--- -----------------------. 149. 00 109.20 39.80 26. 7
New York .- ---------------.-------..------- 147.00 119.40 27.60 18.8
Louisiana .-......-.- .--.--.--------------. 147.00 109.20 37.80 25.7
California------- -..-.--------- ...------ 147.00 127.10 19.90 13.5
Texas....---------------------.--------------- 146.90 109.60 37.30 25.4
Pennsylvania ---------------.------------------ 146.20 105.60 40.60 27.8
South Carolina . --------------------.--.------- 145.20 103.20 42.00 28.9

Do.--...-.......- .. ....... 145.20 105.60 39.60 27.3
Louisiana..--.- -------------- --------.---- 145.00 116.00 29. 00 20.0
Pennsylvania ----------.. ---- -..-..----.. 144. 00 109. 00 35.00 24.3
Louisiana-....----.-----------.. ----- ------ 144.00 105.20 38.80 269

Do......----...------------144.00 105.20 38.80 26.9
Do ..------------------------------------ 144.00 105.20 38.80 26.9
)o--...---------. --- --------------------144.00 105.20 38.80 26.9
Do..----..----.....----.... . . ....- 144.00 105.20 38.80 26. 9

Texas.. .------------------------------------. 143.40 101.20 42.20 29.4
California..... --------------.--.---------- 140.50 115.60 24.90 17.7
Texas .... ---- --------..---------.----- 139.95 96.40 43. 55 31.1
California .....---------------.........-. 139.50 115.60 23.90 17.1
Minnesota ..----.-------....----...-...-. 139.15 110.90 2. 25 20.3
Pennsylvania .------------------ --. 138.40 96.20 42.20 30. 5
Ohio .-..----------------------. 137.50 117.20 20.30 14.8

)Do. ..--.--.---.- 136.60 100.40 36.20 26.5
California ..-------------. --------------. .... 136. 50 115.60 20.90 15.3
Louisiana...-....... --------------------.- 132.50 87.57 44.93 33.9
Ohio ....... --- --------------------------- 131.50 98.00 33.50 25.5

NoTE.-l-ased on competitive specifications considered typical and reported by domestic steel producers
during the year ending in May 1967.

20-479 0-68-27

9.869604064

Table: Table G-19.--Delivered prices for hot-rolled carbon steel bars and bar shapes (domestic, imported, and differential)
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390 STEEL IMPORT STUDY

TABLE G-22.-Delivered prices for carbon steel structural shapes (domestic, im-
ported, and differential)

Domestic Difference Percent
Delivery point price per Import price (col. 2 minus difference

net ton per net ton col. 3) (col. 4 over
per net ton col. 2)

Michigan-....--..----.-------------------------- $179.39 $135.00 $44.39 24.7
Massachusetts..------.-..................---.--162.90 148. 80 14.10 8.7
Oregon .------------------ -------------. 162.20 127.00 35.20 21.7
Florida..-...------- -.----.- . ..........--.---159.25 140.00 19.25 12. 1
Oreg-on-.....----- .--...--------------- 15820 122.00 36.20 22.9

Do. ----------- .-,-.---------- 157.20 120.40 36.80 23.4
Minnesota-... . .-- ......-- 156. 70 115.40 41.30 26.4
Tennessee ..---..------------.---------- 155. 60 126.40 29.20 28.8

Do..-..------------.-------------------- 155. 60 122.60 33.00 21.2
Louisiana--.-.._.---------- --...---. 154. 50 116.20 38.30 24 8
California--.------------------.------------ 154.48 133.70 27. 78 13.5
Florida -....----------------------------.-- 153.25 134.60 18.65 12.2
Oregon..... - .------------- ----- 152.20 124. 00 28.20 1856
Tennessee.....-- .---------.-----------.--.- 151.60 122, 60 29.00 19. 1
California... ....-----.- ------151.48 135.48 16. 00 10.6
South Carolina.---. ------ 150.80 119.20 31.60 21.0
Louisiana-......----.---..--...-- --- 150.50 116.20 34.30 22.8
California-- ----. ----------.-------- 150.48 134.48 16.00 10.6
Oregon... ............----.--- ..-------- 150.20 110.20 40.00 26 6
Minnesota...- ..--------.-- 160. 10 107.80 42. 30 28.2
Louisiana-..--.,--------.- . ...------- 150.00 107.40 42.60 28 4
Tennessee.....----------- ....----- --- 149. 60 121,40 28.20 18.9
Minnesota .... .------------.---------- -- 149.10 106. 00 43. 10 28. 9
Louisiana --.....-------------------- 14800 107.40 40.60 27.4
California........-----.- --.- .------ 147.00 123.00 24.00 16.3
Massachusetts---...----------. -----. 146. 90 131.40 15.60 10.6
South Carolina....-.- ...............-------.. 145.80) 114.60 31.20 21.4
Pennsylvania-------.........-.. .----..--.. 145. 30 115.80 29.50 20.3Minnesota.......----------- ....----------- 145.10 105.00 40. 10 27. 6

Do -.--...... ......-... - ....-- 145. 10 119.60 25.50 17.6
Texas ..--..--- ---------- -------- 145.00 108.60 3t. 40 25.1
Minllesota.. ---- ...--------------------- ------ 144.10 103.20 40.90 28.4
T'(lennlessee.-- -------- 143.60 121.40 22.20 15.5

)o.--.------..... ----- ------..------ 143.60 118.40 25.20 17.65
)o.....--.------.-------------------------- 143.6}) 116.00 27.60 19. 2

Texs .............-------------- --- --.---.--- 143. 00 110.00 33.00 23.1
I)o--...... -.- .--- ---.--. 143.00 105.80 37. 20 26.0

L,oulslina.-.. --..--- -.-- 142.50 106.20 36. 30 2,5. 5
South (Carolina..---- ... ---142.30 112.20 30.10 21.2

)o..-...--.---.- - - -...------ 141.80 112.00 29.80 21.0
1) ...----------..... .....------ --------- 141.30 99.20 42.10 29.8

Tcesas.......------.--.-----.-.----- 141.00 104.80 36.20 25.7
Do-_ ...-...--...--.-- ...--.--.---------- 140.25 111.00 29.25 20.9

Minnesota--....... ......-------------140.10 115.00 25.10 17.9
Florida -....---.--------------.-------------- 138.20 108.80 29.40 21.3
Texas......-----... ....---------------------. 137.45 108.60U28. 85 21.0
New Jersey......- . .---.--------.---.-..------- 137. 40 98. 00 39.40 28. 7
Oklahonima .-..--...-------------------- 137. 00 113.40 23.60 17.2

Do ..---..------.. ------------------- 137.00 113.40 23. 60 17.2
Minnesota--. .----..-----------------------..-- 136. 10 111.40 24.70 18.1
Texs.------.....---.. ..----------.------------ 135.45 106.8(0 28. 65 21.2
Oklahoma.-.----.--.------------------------. 134..00 109.80 24.20 18.1

D..--..---------........--.------------------ 131.00 107. 00 24. 00 18.3
L)o..-------------.--------------------- 130.00 10. 20 23.80 18.3

N OTE.-Based on competitive specifications considered typical and
dJlring the year ending In May 1967.

reported by thnnestle steel producers

9.869604064

Table: Table G-22.--Delivered prices for carbon steel structural shapes (domestic, imported, and differential)
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STEEL IMPORT STUDY 393
TABLE G-25.-Delivered pricesfor carbon steel drawn bright wire (domestic, imported,

and differential)

Domestic Difference Percent
Delivery point price per Import price (col. 2 minus difference

net ton per net ton col. 3) (col. 4 over
per net ton col. 2)

Michigan ....- ...---------.. .- $2520 184.01$6.8.00 27.0
Illinois ..-..- ..- -----..-..--------.-- --. 211.00 199.00 12. 00 - .7

1)o- ..........- ..--.-- ------------_ 206.00 194.00 12.00 6.8
Washington..-----.-------------. 188.00 146.00 42.00 22.3

Do..--------.-----. ----------------.-- 184.00 146.00 38.00 20.7
Pennsylvania...-..........-............--.182.00 145.00 37.00 20. 3

Do......-....-.-...---------------...--. 180.00 136.00 44.00 24.4
Wisconsin...-... ......-----.-...--------.. . 177.30 131.70 45.60 25.7
Michigan ...-...........-...........--176.00 135.00 41.00 23.3
Wisconsin ..--- --- -- --- 176.30 131.70 43. 0 24.9
Pennsylvania...---------..-----.---- 174.00 129.00 45. 00 25.9

Do -...--------...--...--... .---..-.. 172.00 130.00 42.00 24.4
Ohio.... .-.. ----------. 165.00 133.00 22.00 14.2

Do...-----.- -----. ------.-- ..1---.-----.. 154.00 129.00 25.00 16.2
Alabama -....---....----.- .-- ... 153.20 123.10 30.10 19.
Ohio......-.---.------------------.---..- 152.00 130.00 22.00 14.5

Do..-------------. --------- -- ---------- 151.00 131.00 20.00 13.2
Alabama.--..--..-... ...............--.150. 20 121.10 29. 10 19.4
Ohio-..............-....-................-150.00 130.00 20. 00 13.3

Do----------.- ........-..........150.00 128.00 22.00 14.7
Alabama ....---.... ..........-.147.20 117.90 29.30 19.9

NoTE.-Based on competitive specifications considered typical and reported by domestic steel producers
during the year ending in May 1967.

9.869604064

Table: Table G-25.--Delivered prices for carbon steel drawn bright wire (domestic, imported, and differential)
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396 STEEL IMPORT STUDY

TABLE G-28.-Delivered prices for stainless steel drawn wire (domestic, imported,
and differential)

Domestic Import price Difference
Delivery point price per per net ton per net ton

net ton

Oregon ......-------.--..- ------- ...---. $2,290.60 $1,333.20 $957.40
M ichigan ....--...-.-......---.......---...-...-- .. 1, 32.00 1,302, 00 30. 00
Illinoi--.... ---.---------------------------------- - 1,836 00 1,318.00 18.00
Oregon.....----..---- .----.-----..... .....-- 1,26. 60 1,013.40 262.20
Illinois ....-....----------------.---....-- 1,219.00 -; 179.00 40.00
Wahington .......-..........-----.....-.--.........-- 1,212.00 1,03.00 159.00
Illinois .......- ..------.---------- ..-..--. 1,188.00 1,125.00 63.00
Michigan.-..........-..--.- ----....-...........-..1,178.00 1,032.00 146.00
Oregon.---.--.----------- ....-...-.................-1,161.00 1,013.00 148.00
Illinois ------ ----------- 1,030.00 990.00 40.00

NoT,--Based on competitive specifications considered typical and reported by domestic steel producers
during the year ending in May 1967.

9.869604064

Table: Table G-28.--Delivered prices for stainless steel drawn wire (domestic, imported, and differential)
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'398 - STEEL IMPORT STUDY

TABLE Gr-30.-Delivered prices for galvanized steel sheets (domestic, imported, and
diffeential)

Domestic Difference Perceut
Delivery point price per Import price (col. 2 minus difference

net ton per net ton col. 3) (col. 4 over
per net ton col'. 2)

Arkansas --............. ..................- $240.98 $200.70 $40.28 16.7
California. --...- .....--........-.. .............. 38.60 198.20 40.40 16.9
Louisiana..-----.......----.-.--.---.... 236.00 203.00 33.00 14.0
Oregon..-..---.....------.. . 230.50 207.00 23. 50 10.2
Texas-...---.----........-..-...-........... 225.16 193.80 31.356 13.9
Arkansas-..... --............................. 224.50 200.70 23.80 10.6
Pennsylvania......................... 223.60 191.60 32.00 14.3
Oregon-.....-2................................ 22. 30 186.80 35.50 16.0
Texas....-..-....-..--....... 221.52 192.00 29.53 13.3

)o ..-................................... 221.00 186.00 35.00 15.8
Oregon---....................................... 219.50 184.70 34.80 15.9
Washington--..----..-..---- ............. 219.50 191.80 27.70 12.6
Oregon..il-------------------------------------219.30 180. 00 39.30 17.9

1)o ...................................... 218.50 190. 00 28.50 13.0
Texas......-.........-.............. 217.15 190.20 26.95 12.4
Florida--......-....-----.....-.......- 216.70 215.90 .80 .4
Massachusetts.....----------.---..... .---... 215.90 185.00 30.90 14.3
Oregon....-..- ...........--------....-......-- 214.30 180.00 34.30 16.0
Louisiana. -....-...-....-.....-...........-.. 214.00 194.00 20.00 9.3
Oregon......-. ....---- ....... ..-.......-.. 212.90 192.40 20.50 9.6
Louisiana-.........--... .....--........... 212.88 171.00 41.88 19.7
New York --......--...-...... ... 211.80 192.80 19.00 9.0

)o..--........-------..... ---...-... 210.80 190.60 20.20 9.6
D)o ...--.................--............. 210.00 182.00 28.00 13.3

Louisiana ..................................... 209.00 186.00 23.00 11.0
Texas.......................................... 2086.16 179.00 29.16 14.0
Indiana..................................... 207.80 195.80 12. 00 5.8
Californiu.......................... .....6. 00 182.00 24. 00 - 11.7

Do....................... ............... 204.60 178.70 25.90 12.7
Oregon.............................. .......... 203.90 189.60 14.30 7. 0
Louisiana-................................... 203.00 184.40 18.60 9.2
New York .. ................................... 202.80 172. 40 30. 40 15. 0

Do ......................................... 200. 50 180.40 20.10 10.0
Texas.................................. 200.00 166. 00 34.00 17.0
Pennsylvania....... ........................... 199.40 176.00 23.40 11.7
Nebraska ............ .......... ....... 198. 50 181.10 17. 40 8.8
Oregon .. ....................................... 198. 50 170. 70 27. 80 14.0
California ......................... ... 198. 10 181.40 16.70 8.4
Louisiana........................... . 198.00 171.10 26.90 13.6
California..................................... 197. 50 173.60 23.90 12. 1
Texas.......................................... 193. 30 156.60 36.70 19. 0
Louisiana...................................... 193.00 165.00 28.00 14.5
Texas......................................... 191.30 156.60 34. 70 18. 1
California ............................... ....... 191.00 170.90 20. 10 10. 5

Do........................................ 90. 60 170.20 20. 40 10.7
Nebraska...................................... 190. 0 169. 20 21.30 11.2
Texas...................................... 189. 30 156.60 32.70 17. 3
California.... .................................. 189. 10 171.00 18. 10 9.6
New York.................................. 189. 00 164.00 25. 00 13. 2
California ........................ ......... 188. 650 170. 60 17.90 9. 5
Louisiana .... ... . ... ........................... 187. 50 176.00 11. 50 6. 1
Texas................................... 187. 30 156. f0 30.70 16.4
Cal!fornia...................................... 187.00 168.90 18. 10 9. 7
Ohio...................... ........... 186.90 153.64 33. 26 17.8
California..................................... 185.70 166. 00 19.70 10.6
Texas.......................................... 184. 30 156.60 27.70 15.0

Do........... .... .... ...................... 182.30 156.60 25.70 14.1
Michigan ................... ........... 182. 00 159. ) 23.00 12.6

Do......................................... 182. 00 167.00 15.00 8. 2
Texas ......................... ........... 179.30 156. 60 22. 70 12. 7

1)o............ ............. .. ......... .. 178.15 152. 20 ' 25.95 14.6
Louisiana..................................... 174. 00 1.. 00 24.00 13. 8

NoTE.-Based on competitive specifications considered typical
during the year ending in May 1967.

and reported by domestic steel producers

9.869604064

Table: Table G-30.--Delivered prices for galvanized steel sheets (domestic, imported, and differential)
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Oalvanied Steel Sheets
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STEEL IMPORT STUDY 401
TABLE G-33.-Delivered prices for tool steel bare (domestic, imported, and

differential)

Domestic mport Diflereno
Delivery point price per price per per net ton

net ton net ton

Miohigan ...------. .------------------------ $3,200 $2,880 $320
Do-. .--........----..---.---...-..------- ..--- 2920 2,030 1890
D)o-..-......----..-.....--------- 2,920 2, 440 480

Ohio. .---..-----..-------..------..------ 2 860 2, 420 440
Michigan ..- ...- ....---.- ..---------------- 2,840 2,380 460
Indianau.-......-------.. -----------. 2,490 1,850 040
Ohio .......- ........--------...------------. 2,120 1,200 920
Indiana ...----....-------.....----.. 2,060 1,710 350
New York -..,.-----.---...--.-- ._ .... ----- 2,030 1,300 730
Ohio- .--- .----.---------------------.. -- ----------------- 1,870 1,480 410
NewYork-..--.-...-.----...---------.- ---..-.--------1, 040 1,1,0 480
Ohio.----.--- -- .------------ -.----- -------------------. 1,630 1,130 600
New York ------..-----------------------.-------------.--- 1,540 1, 05 486
Ohio..-------- ------.....-- -------- .---.--- 1,380 800 580

Do ----.-----.----------------.----------. 1,180 640 540
New York ...------------.----------- .- ---.--. 1,040 606 436
Michigan.-- -....--..----..--.----.--.--.-- . 680 480 200

i Reported by the company as $610.
s Reported by the company as $370.
NoTZ.-Based on competitive specifications considered typical and reported by domestic steel producers

during the year ending in May 1967.

9.869604064

Table: Table G-33.--Delivered prices for tool steel bars (domestic, imported, and differential)
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STEEL IMPORT STUDY 40a
TABLE G-35.- Delivered prices for hot-rolled stainless steel bars (domestic,

imported, and differential)

Domestic Import Difference
Delivery point price per price per per net ton

net ton net ton

Wisconsin.--. $---------------------- 1,608.00 $1,163.00 $365.00
Do------- --..--.----------.--------- 1,369. 00 1,099. 0.00

California-......--.-----.--------...------ .--------- 1,12. 00 882.00 243.00
Wisconsin .-...---.--------. -- --.---------------------- 1,103.00 776.00 328.00
California-1.-.-..-----.----.--.--------.-------1, 090.00 477.00 613.00

Do--- ------ --- --------1,027.00 .477.00 660. 00
Wisconsin. ---94--.------------------------------ -------96-964.00 640.00 324.00
California...---------............................----------- 924. 00 477. 00 1447.00

Do.....-..-.....-.------..------------------- 869.00 485.00 384.00

I Reported by company as $448.
NoTE.-Based on competitive specifications considered typical and reported by domestic steel producers

during the year end in May 1967.

20-479 0-68-28

9.869604064

Table: Table G-35.--Delivered prices for hot-rolled stainless steel bars (domestic, imported, and differential)
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STEEL IMPORT STUDY

TABLE G-37.-Delivered prices for other steel mill products (domestic, imported, and
differential)

Product

Carbon steel drawn galvanized
wire ........... .............

Barbed wire ......

Reinforcing bars ...........-....
Cold-finished carbon steel bars ...

Electrical steel sheets.......-.....

Stainless steel billets -.......--....

Hot-rolled stainless steel plate .....

Stainless steel seamless hollows....

Cold-finished stainless steel bars-.

Hot-rolled stainless steel rods......

lIigh-strength, low-alloy sheets....
Carbon steel pipe casing.-.....-

Spring wire .......................

Uncoated round steel wire ........
Carbon cold-rolled steel strip.......
Hot-rolled carbon steel strip.-....
Carbon steel drawn (cold heading)
wire..............................

Tool steel billets ...............

I Reported by company as $86.

405

Domestic price
per net ton

$205. 00
202. 00
190.20
186.20
182.20
182. 20
182.20
179. 20
212.06
208. 60
204.10
202.24
199.94
199.59
195.60
133.00
119.00
277.00
260.00
248.00
243.00
238.00
234.00
209.00
208.20
206. 10
496.00
219.00
180.00
179.60

1,235.00
1,120.00
900.00
786.00

1, 489.00
1,436.00
1,339.00
1,285.00
1,086.00
1,033.00
941.00
888.00

2,780.00
2,100.00
1,900.00
1,491.00
1,387.00
1,365.00
1,310.00
1,302.00
1,126.00
1,390.(00
1,100.00
1,046.00
1,032.00
970.00
922. 00
915.00
915.00
207.40
288.00
278.00
257.00
251.00
32. 10
193.00
181.00

1, 200. 00
153.20

264.00
226.80
215.00

1,816.00
1,334.00
1,256.00
1,170.00

990. 00

Import price
per net ton

$147.80
156. 00
155.00
144.90
141.30
155.00
155.00
138.10
169.63
136.06
158.22
158.18
126.64
128.42
142.67
99.60
90.60
254.00
222.00
232.00
212.60
224.00
215.00
178.00
150.60
177.20
444.00
191.00
162.67
165.00
885.00
826.00
687.00
624.00

1,273.00
1,235.00
1,210.00
1,160.00
930.00
880.00
830.00
790.00

1,900.00
1,480.00
1,340.00
1,042.00
947.00
940.00
993.00
862.00
853.00

1,070.00
700.00
830.00
700.00
750.00
720.00
710.00
720.00
190.00
236.00
215.00
231.00
217.00
270.00
174.00
172.60
600. 00
114.00

204.00
175.00
175.00
785.00
723.00
740.00
700.00
458.00

Difference per
net ton

$57.20
46.00
35.20
41.30
40.90
27.20
27.20
41.10
42.43
72. 53
45.88
44.06
73.40
71.17
62.83
33.40
28.40
23.00
38.00
16.00
30.40
14.00
19.00
31.00
67.60
28.90
52.00
28.00
17.33
14.60

350.00
296.00
213.00
161.00
216.00
201.00
129.00
125.00
166.00
153.00
111.00
98.00
880.00
620.00
560.00
449.00
440.00
425.00
317.00
440.00
273.00
320.00
400.00
216.00
332.00
20.00

202.00
205.00
195.00
17.40
52.00
63.00

I46.00
34.00
66.10
19.00
8.40

600.00
39.20

60.00
51.80
40.00

1,030.00
614.00
516.00
470.00
532.00

Delivery point

California.
Ohio.
Texas.
Alabama.

I)o.
Texas.

I)o.
Alabama.
California.
Florida.
California.

Do.
Texas.

Do.
Tennessee.
Texas.

Do.
Michigan.

Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.

Ohio
Florida.
Massachusetts.

Do.
New Jersey.
Massachusetts.
Michigan.
Wisconsin.

Do.
Do.
Do.

New Jersey.
Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.I)o.
Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.

California.
Do.
Do.

Ohio.
California.
Wisconsin.
Connecticut.

1)o.
Do.

Maryland.
Connecticut.

Do.
Michigan.

Do.
Pennsylvania.
California.
Tennessee.

Do.
California.

Do.
Pennsylvania.
California.
Massachusetts.
Florida.

Georgia.
Connecticut.

Do.
Illinois.

Do.
Oregon.
Illinois.

Do.

-
·

'I
-----.--

.

9.869604064

Table: Table G-37.--Delivered prices for other steel mill products (domestic, imported, and differential)
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406 STEEL IMPORT STUDY

T.ABLE G-37.--Delivered prices for other steel mill products (domestic, imported, and
·differential)-Continued

Product )onetstic price Import price Difference per Delivery point.
per net ton per net ton net ton

Wire fence .......... ............5. 1 $167.00 $58.15 Florida.
'223.02 164.45 58.57 North Carolina.i222.22 163.76 58.46 Do.
221. 02 149.13 71.89 Do.
'20.77 151.90 68.87 Do.·220.05 164.64 55.41 Do.

Stainless steel strip............... 1,195.60 912.80 252.80 California.
857. 2 710.00 147.20 Connecticut.

NOTE.-Based on competitive specifications considered typical and reported by domestic steel producers
during the year ending in May 1967.

In order to obtain a more explicit presentation of the differentials
between imported and domestic steel prices there is added a median
differential of the foreign price advantage. In about three-fourths of
the price comparisons with ten or more quotations, the median is
insignificantly lower than the arithmetic mean. The arrangement
avoids the overlappling of the high import prices and low domestic
prices for nonidentical products.
The tables illustrate the range of price differentials in dollars, and

the corresponding domestic price for the recorded import transaction
which generated the given price differential. In addition to the range
of the differential, the median value has also been provided. (The
percent differential \was also tabulated but in most instances corre-
sponds quite closely with the transaction that represented the range of
actual dollar differences and hence was not included in the tabulations.)
Table I lists the items for which there were more than 10 price

comparisons made available. It is believed that a smaller sample
size has very little validity and that even some of the smaller-sample
sizes listed in table I may be of questionable validity. Table II lists
those products for which 10 or fewer comparisons were available.
These include most of the stainless and tool steel products.
A set of charts was also prepared. These charts reflect the percent

of the sample delivered at the indicated differential or percent below
the domestic price. The' summary chart has combined the 10 largest
samples of carbon grades and presents them as a frequency distri-
bution. The lower chart is a cumulative distribution of the same data.
By choosing a point on tie horizontal scale and proceeding vertically
to the curve, one is able to read directly the percent of sample whose
)ercent difference was equal to or less than the initially chosen value.
For example, at a 22-percent difference, the intersection of the curve
is at about 78 percent; thus, 78 percent of the sample had a price
difference of 22 percent or less.
Frequency distributions were also prepared for some of tile major

products. These are also attached and include hot rolled, cold rolled,
and galvanized sheets, plates, and structural shapes in the carbon steel
grades, and cold rolled sheets in the stainless steel grades.
'he data used to prepare the various charts are also being provided

in tabular form.



TABLE G-38.-Comparison of actual delivered price differentials for domestic versus imported (sample size, more than 10 comparisons
per product)

Corresponding import and domestic prices for high, low, and median
Range of foreign price advantage foreign price advantage (dollars per net ton)Number (dollars per net ton)Product Grade of price

compari- High Low Median
sons

High Low Median t 2 Domestic Imported Domestic Imported Domestic | Imported

Cold-rolled sheets........................ Carbon_. 123 43.28 6.30 20.30 175.28 132.00 157.30 151.00 146.30 126.00Hot-rolled sheets .---...-....do----.. 119 54.30 6.00 24.50 152.30 96.00 121.00 115.00 150.50 126.00
Galvanized sheets..-.-,,........- -do. 62 41.88 . 80 { 25-}' 212_88 171.00 216&70 215.90 { 0 60 17870

25. 70 182 30 156 60
Structural shapes- . .......do---. 54 44.39 14.10 2{2 2S}519 11.08029. 40 138. 20 IO& 80Plates..-----..-..-..-------- ---do. -42 47. 00 14.30 24.90 152.00 10. 00 135.40 121.10 151.00 126.10Hot-rolled barsand bar shapes..-..----- .- do .--.. 39 63.80 19.90 38.80 175.40 111.60 147.00 127.10 144.00 106.20
Galvanized standardpipe--- .do--- 332 70.00 21.25{ 4 00} 243.00 173.00 207.22 185.97 { 2318 20 .142 93 21& 16 17 23Black standard pipe --------------- - ...do_.-- 29 57.00 17.23 36.00 206.00 149.00 173.80 156.57 20600 170.00Wire rods... .. .......................... do ----. 27 54.50 6.00 25.00 165.50 111.00 143.00 137.00 157.00 132.00
Dwbhw-------216812'001 } 211'00 199.00Drawn bright wire ......... do 21 68.00 { 2.0 30.10 252.00 18. 00 { 21100 194 00 153.20 123.10

Cold-rolled sheets ....-............... . Stainless- 43 436.00 31.00 213.00 1,105.00 66. 00 1,395.00 1,364.00 1,020.00 807.00Bars ............................. Tool.... 17 920.00 200.00 480.00 2,120.00 1,200.00 680.00 480.00 2,920.00 2,440.00

I Represents the center or middle item in the army when data are listed in descending
order of the foreign pi ice advantage.

2 Since an even number of price comparisons were reported for some prodilts, the
median is based on the 2 central or middle items. and both values art shown for those
products.
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NOTE.-I1Baed on competitive specifications considered typical and reported by do-
nlestic steel producers during the year ending in May 1967.
Source. Price comparisons provided by individual steel companies to Senate Finance

Committee.
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Table: Table G-38.--Comparison of actual delivered price differentials for domestic versus imported (sample size, more than 10 comparisons per product)
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TABLE G:' 9.-Comparison of actual delivered price differentials for domestic versus imported (sample size, 10 or fewer comparisons per product)

Product Grade

Cold finished steel bars .--.----.....--- Carbon-..
Drawn galvanized wire-----------------------do---.
Barbed wire ---. .-----.---.-..-- do..-
Wire fence- .-.-do..

Electric steel sheets -.------------
'Drawn cold heading wire ..--..-........

Spring wire---.-----------.-------

Reinforcing bars---------------------..
Uncoated round steel wire..-------..--
Hot-rolled strip....---....------ ......-
Cold-rolled strip-----------. ------..--

High strength low alloy sheets-.--------
Drawn wire-- -__..-. ---_---------
Hot-rolled bars.-----------.---------
Hot-rolled rods-...----.------.-----
Hot-rolled plates.-----------.-------.--
Cold finished bars.--.--------....---
Billets. .........-..-...-......-...

Do .- ....t-----..-- ...-

Seamless hollows---............. ---

Strip ........ .......-- .

--.do-...
.....do.....
-do...do.....

-.-.do-.

..--- do.....do.
.do

Stainless .

.do

.-do--

--do--..do..
Tool .

Stainless._
.....do..
...do-

Number
of price
compari-

sons

9
8

7
6

4
3
2
2
1
1
1
1

10
9
8

8

6
5
4
3
2

Range of foreign price advantage
(dollars per net ton)

High

67.60
57.20

73 40
71.89

6200
6( 0060.00
56 10
33.40

957.40
613.00
400.00

216. 00

449.00
1,030.00
350 00
880.00
252.80

Low

14.00
27.20

42.43
55.41

14.50
40.00
19.00
28.40

l------------
18.00

243 00
195.00

98.00

27{ 00
470.00
161.00
60.00

147. 20

Median I

28 90
41.10
4090
52.83
58.57
5846

1 28 00
17.33,
51.80

&840
39.20
600 00
17.40
148.00
14&.00
356500
220.00
216.00
153 00
129.00
440.00
425.00
532.00
295.00
213.00
620.00

Corresponding import and domestic prices for high. low, and median
foreign price advantage (dollars per net ton)

High

Domestic

}

I

}
Y

20 20
205.00

199.94
221.02

496.00
264 00
326.10
133.00

2 290.60
1,090.00
1,100 00

1,489. 00

1,491.00
1,815.00
1,235.00
2,780.00
1,195.60

Imported

150.60
147.80

126.54
149.13

444.00
204. 00
27 00
99.60

1,333.20
477.00
700 00

1,273 00

1,04100
78600
885.00

1,900.00
942.80

Low

Domestic

288 00
182.20

212.06
22006

179.50
215.00
193.00
119.00

1,336.00
1,125.00
915.00

888 00

1,126 00
1,170.00
785.00

1,900.00
857.20

Imported

224.00
16. OO155.00

169.63
164.64

165.00
175. 00
174.00
90.60

1,318.00
882.00
720 00

790.00

853.00
700.00
624.00

1,340.00
710.00

Me

Domestic

206.10
179.20
182.20
195.50
223. 2
222.22
219.00
180 00
226.80

181.00
153 20

1,200 00
207.40

1,161.00
1,178. 00
1,K6.00
970.00

1,046.00
1,033.00
1, 339. 00
1, 302 00
1, 365.00
99 00

1,120.00
9\ . 00
Z 100.00

-1-- -

dian

Imported

177. 20
13810
141.30
142.67
164.45
163.76
191.00
162.67
17. 00

172.60
114.00
600.00
190.00

1, 013. 00
1,032.00
1,153.00
75. 00
830 00
880.00

1,210.00
862.00
940.00
458.00
825.00
687.00

1,480.00
..o .........

I Represents the center or middle item in the array when data are listed in descending
order of the foreign price advantage.

I Since an even number of price comparisons were reported fcr some products, the me-
dian is based on the 2 central or middle items, and both values are shown for those
products.

NoTn.-Based on competitive specifications considered typical and reported by do-
mestic steel producers during the year ending in May 1967.
Source: Price comparisons provided by individual steel companies to Senate Finance

Committee.
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Table: Table G-39.--Comparison of actual delivered price differentials for domestic versus imported (sample size, 10 or fewer comparisons per product)
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Distribution of delivered price percent differentials, domestic versus imported
[Data for chart]

Percent lffner-
enoe:
0-----

I - -..-------,
2............
3--....--..-.
4--------

7-.-......_-
8 ---..--
9--....-.....
10........

11 ......
12........-
13-..--.--..
14 ... .._...

185 .... ...

16..--.......
17------

18 -----

19---.--

Products

Sheets PipeS____eets _______ Structural Bars .____pe
Wire Drawn Stalnles

shapes Plates and rodsa wire AU OCumutlat oold-rolledHot-rolled Cold-rolled Galvanized shapes Galva- Black rbeet
nixed

n Per- n Per- n Per- n;nPer- n Per- n n n n n n Per- n Per- n Per-
oent ceoententcentent

____________ __._ ___ ___ .___I___ _I_ ____ ___ ____I____ ____ ____ ___ ___.___ ___ _-____o

1 .84
4 3.36
2 1.68
3 2.52
6 8.04
8 6 72
2 1.68
4 3,36
13 10.92
12 10.08
16 144

1
1
1
1
2
7
6
9
16
14
19
10
15
6
3
2

.81

.81

.81
1.63
5.69
4.88
7.32
13 01
11.38
16.45
8.13
12.20
4.88
2.44
1.63

1

1
2
14
7
6
4
8
9
4

4
3
1

1.61

"3.23

6.46
11.29
9.68
6.46
12.90
14.52
6.45
8.07
6.45
4.84
1.61

3
3
1
1

2
7
5

1.86

5.56
1.85
1.85
1.85'3.70
3.70
12.96
9.26

3
3
2
1
3
5

2
3

I-------

-------

2.38
7.14

4.76
2.38
7.14
11.90
11.90
.4.76
7.14

-------

I------

2
1
121

2
2
2
1
2

1
3
3
2

----- 4 ----....-.

7 2L --------

1I .I--------,2 1 .-------1 22 1

1 2 2
--- 2 1

1 --------
-3 -----

I-----2----
--------

2
-------

1

2
3
6
2

17
29
27
32
37
46
26
36
37
36
31

0.18

& i

.37

.55
1.10
.37
.73
&310
5.29
4.93
.&84
6.75
8.40
4.75
6.57
6.75
6.57
5.66

1

6
12
i

35
64
91
12
160

268
305
34
372

0.18
.18
.18
.18
.55

1.10
2.19
2.56
329
6.89

11. as
16.61
22.45
29.20
37.60
42.34
48.91
65.66
62.23
67.89

""2"

1

1

1
2
2
2

2.32

2.32

2.32
4.64
4.4
4.64

r
tE

c4
------

------

I
---T

------

9.869604064

Table: Distribution of delivered price percent differentials, domestic versus imported
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Distribution of delivered price percent differentials, domestic versus imported-Continued
IData for chart]

Products

Percent differ-
ence-Cont.
20-----

2i...........

2 ..........
3 ..........

2 ...........

26...........
27 ........

28 .......
29 --......

30--- i..

31-- ......

32...........
33 .......-

34 ...........

36-......

36 ---

37- ....

38-----

39---...

40-----

Total n.--

Sheets Pipe
Structural Bars Wire Drawn Stainless
shapes Plates and rods wire All Cumulative cold-rolledHot-rolled Cold-rolledG galvanized shapes Galva- Black sheets

nizcd

n

9
7
2
6
1
8
1
4
1
3
2

I

119

Per-
cent

7.56
5.88
1.68
5.04
1.84
6.12
.84
3.36
.84
2.52
1.68

.84

.84--- ---

---- ii

-------

n

2
2
2
2

2
. -

,-

.-
.---

Per-
cent

1.63
1.63
1.63
1.63

1. 3

- -i .i
.---

.---

. .---

n

.

.---

.---

,--

...
-

Per-
cent

1.61
---

.---
.- -- -

.----

.---

.--

.---

n

1
9
1
4

3
3
3
4
2
1

.--

.--

Per-
cent

1.85
16.67
1.85
7.41

5.56
5.56
5.56
7.41
3.70
1.85

. - -

n

3
1I
2
3
1

3....i. Per-
cent

7.14
2.38
4.76
7.14
2.38

7.14

-2.38-
-

.---
- - -

--- -

---- --------
I

-- I---------" ..--------"-------64 ........ --------

n

3
1

1
2
3
10
2
2
1
3

I

39

n

3

1

2

32

n

1
3
6

1.....I

.

2ii

n

1

2

21

...
.... ?.

n n

--------23

3 23
1 9
1 18
1 13
2 19
1 15
2 23
1 9

4
3
3

--------I s

------- -

21 648

Per-
cent

4.20
4.20
1.64
3.29
2.37
3.47
2.74
4.20
1.64
1.64
.73
.73
.55
.18
.18

.37

n

395
418
427
445
468
477
492
515
524
533
537
541
544

548W-
_ __

_- --

.---

Per-
cent

7209
76.29
77.93
81.21
83. 59
87.05
89.79
93.99
96.63
97.27
98.00
9973
99.28
99.46
99.65
99.66
100 01

.--------

n

3
6
4
3
5
11
1

1

43

_--

_---

_- --

____-

Per-
cent

W

6.97
1&i94
9.'3 O
6.97 W
11.62
2.32
2.32 g

2.32

232

"4p

.r -'----i Ir _I

, . . ..I
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Addendum: Ocean Freight Rates for Iron and Steel Products
The Joint Economic Committee, under the chairmanship of Senator

Paul H. Douglas, held hearings through the years 1965 and 1966 on

"Discriminatory Ocean Freight Rates and the Balance of Payments"
in which it was concluded that the international ocean freight rate
structure was weighted against U.S. exports. U.S. exports bear most
of the cost of vessel operation, even in trades where imports approxi-
mate exports in value and quantity. Government sources revealed that
on trade between the U.S. Pacific coast and the Far East, export rates
exceeded rates on corresponding imports on 80 percent of sampled
items. The same discrimination prevailed on 70 percent of the products
shipped by American exporters from U.S. Atlantic and gulf ports to
the Far East, and on 60 percent of the commodities shipped from the
Atlantic coast to Western Europe.

In order to assess recent developments, a comparison of conference
ocean freight rates as of May 31, 1967, on iron and steel products for
three U.S. foreign trade routes were compiled; namely:

(1) U.S. North Atlantic ports and Western Germany;
(2) U.S. gulf ports and Mediteranean seaports;
(3) U.S. Pacific ports and Japan.
Conference rates are the nominal rates charged on the shipment of

iron and steel products. But there are two qualifications; namely:
(1) In actual practice of either imports or exports the shipper

would seek to negotiate a rate below the listed rate;
(2) A substantial and probably growing percentage of iron and

steel shipments, both exports and imports, are handled by the use of
tramps or chartered ships.

414



TABLE G-43.-Comparison of conference ocean freight rates as of Ma;. S1, 1967, on iron and steel products for S U.S. foreign trade routes

U.S. North Atlantic ports and Western Germany U.S. gulf ports and Mediterranean Sea ports U.. Pacific ports and Japan(except Spanish)
Commodity

Freight rates on Freight rates on U.S. Freight rates on U.S. Freight rates on U.S. Freight rates on U.S. Freight rateson U.. imports *
U.S. exports I imports 2 exports $ imports ' exports

_

Angles and beams.. $37.25 (W)......
,f

Open (minimum, $23.25/
34.5 (W)) --............

Open (minimum, $21/
$32.26 (W)) b.............

Open (minimum, $191
$30.25 (W)) a............

Billets and blooms.. $21.25 (W) ........ $23.75f$29 (W) d............

Bolts and nuts.-- $37.25 (W)....
Bars-.-...--- $21.25(W).......

Casings, oilwell, 6-
in. 11D.

Castings and
forgings.

Girders----- L...

$3650(W)........

$51.25(W)........
$37.25(W).........

. ...25(W)..............
Open (minimum, $23.25,
$34.50 (W))..

Open (minimum, $21/$32.25
(W)) b.

Open (minimum. $19/$30.25
(W)) .

No specific rate ------.----

$34.60(W)...................
Open (minimum, $21/
$3225(W))b.
Open (minimum- $l9/
'$30.25(W) ).

0--$31.75 (W/M)......
NC--37.35 (W/M)-...

0C-431.75 (W).......
NC-$37.35 (W).......
C-$31.75(W)......
JNC-$37.35(W) .......

Ports 1, $28.50 (W)........ C-$32.50 (WM)......Ports 2, $27 (W) ....- . NC--37.50 (W/M) ..

28.50 (W) ...... C-$35 (W/M)_._(W/
$27 (W) ....-..... NC-$40.25 (W/M) -:-

J$25 (W)...................
Ports 1, $28.50(W)....
Ports 2, $27(W)......

No specific rate-...-... No specific rate--.....

C-$51.50(W/M) ....-

N C--iC0.55(W/M)- ..
C-$31.75(W/M)...-.
NC-$37.35(W/M)-...

Ports -1 . ...

Ports 2, 25(W).........
Ports 1, $28.50(W)........
Ports 2, $27(W)..........

C--35 (W/M) .........
NC-$40.25 (W/M)-...
C-$32.50(W/M)-....
NC-$37.50(W/M)-..--

C-$35(W/M) ........
NC-$40.25(W/M)..-.
C-$a2.»(W/M) -----

NC-$72.00(W/M)......
C-$32.50(W/M) .....
NC-$37.60(W/M)-...

$19 (W/M).
$17.50 (W/M), 300-ton mini-
mum.

(1) $16.50 (W/M), 1.500-ton
minimum.

(1) 516 (W/M), 1,500-ton
minimum.

$19 (W/M).
$17.50 (W/M), 300-ton mini-
mum.

(1) $16.50 (W/M), 1,500-ton
minimum.

(1) $16 (W/M), 1,500-ton
minimum.

$30.50 (W/M) (2,000/40).
1519 (W/M).
$17.50(M/W), 300-ton
minimum.

r

0

CO

$21 (W/M) (less 40 ft.)
$18/$29.50(W) (over 40 ft;
20 ft. range).

}$28.50(W/M) (2,000/40).

INo specific rate.

Bee footnotes at end of table, p. 417.

CR

9.869604064

Table: Table G-43.--Comparison of conference ocean freight rates as of Mar. 31, 1967, on iron and steel products for 3 U.S. foreign trade routes
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TABLE G-43.-Comparison of conference ocean freight rates as of Afar. S1, 1967, on iron and steel productsfor 3 U.S.foreign trade routes-Cont.

U.S. North Atlantic ports and Western Germany U.S. gulf ports and Mediterranean Sea ports U.S. Pacific ports and Japan
(except Spanish)

Commodity _

Freight rates on Freight rates on U.S. Freight rates on U.S. Freight rates on U.S. Freight rates on U.S. Freight ratesonU.S. imports
U.S. exports I imports 2 exports Iimports 4 exports I

Pipe-.......-..- $36.50 (W) ........

Plates, plain........

Screwsrb.------
Wire, barbed---

j$31.25 (W)
$19.75 (W) 300-ton

l minimum.

$25.50 (W) ...................

Open (minimum, $21/$32.25
(W)'.

Open (minimum, $19/$30.25
(W) .

Open (minimum, $21 (W))«.
Open (minimum, $21.75

(W)) /.
Open (mirznLum. $19 (W)) .

O;-en (minimum, $21/$32.25(W)) ,.
0 en (minimum, $19/$30.25(')) ,.

$52. 50(W).----5$29(W) ------..--------

No spectc rate .._ $28(W)......................

6-in. OlD
C-$26.50 (W)......
NC-$31.15 (W).......

8-in. OlD
C-$27.50 (W)........
NC-$32.35 (W)......

Over 8-in. O/D-$31 (W).....
NC-$36.45 (W)......
C-$23 (W)..........
NC-27.05 (W) ....-
C-$25.25 0 #)......
NC-$29.70 (WI)...
C--31.75 (W###)....
NC-37.35 (W##) ..

jNo specific rate-------

40-f. lengths
C-$31. 75(W).....
NC-$37. 35(W).....

60-ft. lengths
C-$43. 75(W).........
NC-$51. 45(W).---...

66-ft. length
C-$47. 75(W)-......-
NC-$56. 15(W,).....
C-$31. 75(W) ........-

NC-$37.35(W) ..-..

NC-$37. 5(W)........iNC-$37.35(W) .......

Ports 1, $23/$40 (W) I/D
range.

Ports 2, $21.25/$25 (W)
I/D range.

Ports 1, $28.50 (W)........
Ports 2, $27 (W)......

I To 6-in. I/D
C- 5 (W) ............

NC--0.25 (W) .......

Over 6-in. I/D
C-37.35 (W).........
NC--$43(W) .......

$21 (W/M) (less 40 ft.)
18/$29.50 (W) (over 40-ft.;
20-ft. range).

C-$28.50 (W) ...... $19 (W/M).
NC-$32.75 (W) ...... $17.50 (W/M), 300ton

minimum.

Ports 1, 28(W)....... C-35 (W) $19 (W/M).
Ports 2, $28 50(W) ..---.-- NC-$0. 25(W) --- $17. 50(W/M), 300-ton mini-

mum.

No specific rates. JC- $41.25(W) ........

tNC-$47. 50(W)......
$19(W/M).
$17.50(W/M), 300-ton
minimum.

Ports 1, $29(W)........... C-35(W/M)..- . $Ports 2, $30(W)------- NC-$40. 25(Wl)... 0.5.W
ToTrieste only; $23.50 , C-$3& 35(W/M) $25. 0().I (W). NC-$44(W/M)........- -

4) (2,000/40).

Rods............... $32.25(W)........

Rails, railway..- . $43. 25(W)........

----



TARIFF AUTHORITY AND EXPLANATION OF ABBREVIATIONS AND
REFERENCES APPLICABLE TO EACH OF THE 3 TRADE ROUTES

Exports: North Atlantic Continental Freight Conference tariff No. (27) FMC-2W-rates apply per ton of 2,240 pounds.tImports: Continental North Atlantic Westbound Freight Conference tariff K(FMC-1). W-rates apply per 1,000 kg. Open-agreed rates apply, subject to minimum
rates as indicated:

Range of a number of minimum rates, lowest to highest, applying on commodi-ties ranging in length from 40 to 100 ft., via Holland American Line.
* Range of a number of minimum rates, lowest to highest, applying on commodi-ties ranging length from 40 to 100 ft., via Black Diamond Steamship Corp.,Cunard Line, and United States Lines.
* Range of a number of minimum rates, lowest to highest, applying on commodi-ties ranging from 40 to 100 ft., via others.
* Range of a number of minimum rates, lowest to highest, applying on commodi-ties ranging in weight from 2 to 10 tons.
* Minimum rate via Black Diamond Steamship Corp. and United States Linesfor Boston, Mass.

/ Miahinmun rate via Holland-American Line.
r Minimum rate via others.

3 Exports: Gulf and South Atlantic/Mediterranean tariff No. 10. W-rates apply per tonof 2,240pounds, W/M-rates apply perton of2,240pounds or 40 cubicfeet, whicheverproducesthe greater revenue. C-contract rate; NC-noncontract rate (dual rate system: Contract
rates are available to shipper members of the conferences, who enter into an agreementfor the utilization of carrier members for a given quantity of cargo and/or specific com-modities for a given period. Noncontract rates apply to nonconference members). O/D-outside diameter. f-rates.apply to Genoa, Leghorn, and Naples only. U-rates applyto other Italian and Greek base ports. C--rates apply to all other ports.4 Imports: "Med-Gul'f Italy, South France/U.S. Gulf Conference freight tariff No. 2,MFC-2. W-rates apply per 1.000 kg. I/D-inside diameter; ranges from 4 to 40 in. andfrom 6 to 12 in. Port I-Italian port range. Port 2-French Mediteranean port range.Exports: Pacific Westbound Conference local freight tariff No. 2. W-rates apply perton of 2,240 pounds. W/M-rates apply per ton of 2,240 pounds or 40 cubic feet, whicheverproduces the greater revenue. C-contract rate. NC-noncontract rate.Imports: Trans-Pacific Freight Conference of Japan. W-rates apply per ton of 2,240pounds. W\/M-rates apply per ton of 2,240 pounds or 40 cubic feet, whichever producesthe greater revenue. (l)-individual carriers open rates, applying on angles, billets, andblooms, subject to stated minimum rates.

M
M02

r

0





APPENDIX H
TABLE H-l.-Construction cost and producers durable equipment indexes, 1940 and

1946-66
(1940=100]

Producers
Year Construction durable

cost index I equipment
index 2

1966...-.................................................................... 421.8 243.1
1965.......-................................................................ 401.3 239.2
1964-...........-.-.....--.--.--------- --------------... 387.0 237.6
1963....-...........-...................-...-.............-......--372. 3 235.7
1962 .......... ... ..... .... ....... .. . .... ... ....................... 360.2 235.7
1961--... .... ...... .... ........---.------------------------------.... 350.0 235.3
1960-..-...............-.........-.-.....-..-.-...-....-..------..-..- - 340.3 235.5
1959.-...............................-------------------------------..----.. 329. 5 235.0
1958-.........-.-..................---- .------.--.....- 313.7 230.4
1957 . ...----.......... ..----- .... .. . --......2...9.9.....-------..299. 1 224. 7
1956...-................... ............... ........................ 286.1 211.5
19552............. ......... . ........ ....................... 272.6 197.9
1954...-2.........-. .....-----..--.......... .....--.-.- 259.5 193.5
1953...-..........................------- .........------.- .........-.-. 247.9 192.4
1952-........3..........4-........- ....... ..... ......--.... 235.3 189.4
1951 .-..-..-..-..--.....-.....---........ .......-..-.-.............. 224.3 186.4
1950 - ........-...-.......-... ...... ...-.-....-..--- .--- .-.--. ....- 210.6 173. 3
1949 -..... .. ....................................--.....-....-197.1 169.6
1948-..-.......-..............---.-.---.----.--..---....----.-...... 190.4 162.0
1947 .....- ...... .......-.....-...............---............170.7 148.8
1946-.........---------- ------------. 143.0 132. 5
1940 ... ....... ............. .................................................... 100. - 100. 0

1 Engineering News-Record construction cost indexes (base of 1913= 100) converted to a base of 1940=100.
s Department of Commerce Office of Business Economics (base of 1950=100) converted to a base of 1940

=100.

TABLE H-2.-Stock market valuation of steel industry equities, 1946-66

Common stock price-earn- Stock price as percent of
ings ratio book value

Year

All indus- Steel All indus- Steel
tries tries

1966...------.-------.---.--------------------- 15.18 9.49 196. 00 81.35
1965 --.---------------------- ---------- 16. 82 10.64 210.64 90.66
1964..----------------------------.-- ---- 17. 63 12.21 209.10 102.90
1963. ----------------------------------------. 17. 07 13.13 187.44 88.68
1962 -------.-----------------------...- 16.98 19.15 176.66 98.47
1961 ---..-----------.-------------.--.----- 20.41 20.74 195. 84 129. 07
1960...----.--------------- ------------- 17. 70 17.12 177. 00 133.04
1959-. -----------------------. -----.------ 17. 63 20.02 188. 22 154.43
1958...---.-.-.----..------------------------17.32 14.75 165.39 121.39
1957 .---------------------. -----. --------------- 13.49 8.87 160.66 107.90
1956 ..--.---------.----------------- - 14.14 9.91 186.86 124.14
195,, ----------------------------------- 11.90 7.51 169.59 107.23
1954.-----.---.---.------- --- -.-- 11.54 8.14 140.26 75.25
1953..---.-- -----.-------------------------- 9. 67 5.01 119. 30 55.29
1952-.-------------.-..-.---... 10.25 7. 43 124.68 59. 82
1951. ------..- ----- .------ ---- --------- 8.96 6.13 121.13 67. 54
1950 ....-..----..---------. ---------------- 6.69 4.06 110. 07 57.19
1949...-.........----.---------. 6.99 3.88 98.09 43.54
1948 .----------------------.-------------- 6.20 4.50 105.02 53.05
1947...----------.----.---------- 7.61 5.55 117.15 56.18
1946.-----------------.---------------.---- 12. 87 10. 16 143. 79 67. 07

Source: Standard & Poor's Analysts' Handbook.
419

20-479 0-68-29

9.869604064

Table: Table H-1.--Construction cost and producers durable equipment indexes, 1940 and 1946-66
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420 STEEL IMPORT STUDY

TABLE H-3.--U.S. steel industry profits, Federal income taxes, cash dividends,
retained earnings, depreciation, cash flow, capital expenditures, 1946-66

[In millions]

Year

196.-.............
19-.............
194 .................

1963--. --------- .--

192 ...............
1961 ................
19-0 ............
1959 ................
1958 ...............
1957................
1966 ...............

Total, 1956 66-.

1955 .-............

19M3...............
1952.-...........
1951 ............
190.---...-.......
1949..............
1948 ........... ..

1947 .............
1946 ..............
Total, 19 55...

Profits
before
Federal
taxes

$1,765.3
1,807.9
1,692.3
1,427.8
1,039.4
1,285.9
1,582.8
1,636.7
1,523.0
2,213.0
2,158.9
18,133.0

2, 203 5
1,230.4
1,731.8
1,024.3
1,961.0
1,543.7
905.9
929.3
693.9
395.6

12,619.4
Grand total,
1946-66 .......... 30,752.4

Income
taxee

(Federal)

$689.5
738.6
700.0
645.8
473.0
596.3
772.0
806.1
735.4

1,081.4
1,045. 6

9I . 9
483.3

1,278.8
776.8
377.1
388.8
282.0
131.1

6,412.8

14, .6.5

Cash
dividends

$483.8
466.7
462.1
442.5
507.5
556. 9
564.2
553.4
539.9
565.7
507. 5

5,650.2
436.5
343.2
324. 4
315.9
311.7
311.5
222.4
205.4
184.2
147.4

2,802.6

8,452.8

Depreci-
Retained atlon de- Cash
,earinrs pletion flow

amorti-
ration

592.0 $1,171.9 $1,763.9
602.6 1,102.1 1,704.7
530.2 1,061.9 1,592.1
339.5 996.0 1,335.5
58.9 928.7 987.6
132.7 739.5 872.2
246.6 697.7 944.2
277.2 664.7 941.9
247.7 672.6 920.3
65.9 766.4 1,332.3
605.8 748.3 1,354.1

4,199.1 9,549.7 13,748.8

662.1 737.0 1,399.1
294.1 670.3 964.4
410. 5 613.5 1,024.0
225.1 449.8 674.9
370.5 374.4 744.9
455. 4 326.8 782.2
306.4 277.5 583.9
335.1 301.7 63. 8
227.7 239.4 467.1
1171 .1 .1 286.2

3,404.0 4,159.5 7,63.5

7,003.1 13,709.2 21,312.3

Excess of
Capital capital
expendl- expend
lures tures over

cash flow

$1,953.0 S189.1
1,822.5 117.8
1,59.5 7.4
1,040.0 (295.5)
911.4 (76.2)
959.5 87.3

1,520. 7 576.5
934.3 (7.6)

1,136.9 216.6
1,723.0 390.7
1,310.6 (43.6)

14,911.4 1,162.6
713.7 (6. 4)
08. 9 (365. )
987.8 (36.2)

1,298.3 623.4
1,050.9 306.0
505.3 (2769)
483.3 (100.6
642.1 5.3
553.9 86.8
365.0 78; 8

7, 209. 2 (354. 3)

22.120.6 808.3

t Pensions and other employee benefit costs are an important item in the cost of making steel in this
country. Some steel companies have large llbilities for unfunded past service comts and some companies are
paying these costs off gradually while others are merely paying interest on the ability. In the event of a
recewon the union would likely require employees whohave reached retirement age to stop working and go
on pension. This action would require the companies now operating on a terminal funding basis to pay the
ast service cost for these employees at a time when earnings would be reduced.
Nolt.-Covering the consolidated sttements Including the afiliates' Interests o the parent eompanlee

rendering these reports to the AI8I.
Source: AISI Annual Statistics Reports.

I111.------.

--.-

9.869604064

Table: Table H-3.--U.S. steel industry profits, Federal income taxes, cash dividends, retained earnings, depreciation, cash flow, capital expenditures, 1946-66
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421STEEL IMPORT STUDY

TABLE H-4.-l--ant and equipment expenditures, 1946-66
[In billions of dollars]

Steel as a
Year All indus- Manufac- Steel percentage of

tries turning manufac-
turing

1966...-....-......--........ 60.56 27.01 1.95 7.2
1965 .---..-.--.-.-----..-...---.-- 51.96 22.45 1.88 8.4
1964....---..---------- ....--- -- ..-..- 44.90 18.58 1.69 9.1
1963 .- .... ..--.........---...---. 39.22 15.69 1. 2 7.8
1962-------..--- .. ... ..........-- 37.31 14.68 1.10 7.5
1961 -----.---------------..---..---..---. ----... 34.37 13.68 1.13 8.3
1960 .-------.-----.--...--...------...... 35.68 14.48 1.60 11.0
1959 .------.. --.----.---..---...-----------.. .. 32.4 12.07 1.04 8.6
1958.---.----------.-----------.---------------. 30.53 11.43 1.19 10.4
1957 -----. . .........-...-....... ..-...-.36.96 15.96 1.70 10. 7
1956.--.- -----.3.-.--.-- ..-- ------...---.35.08 14.95 1.30 87
1955.--: ..----.....-.... .-...----..---- 28.70 11.44 .86 7.5
1954 ..-. .... ... ..... ........................ 26.83 11.04 .75 68
1953 -....---------.-----.-----..---------.- 28.32 11.91 121 10.2
1952..-..-.-.-..-. ....................--..- 26.49 11.63 51. 13.0
1951---.... ...-......- ...-...----- 25.64 10.85 1.17 In.8
1950..-...-.-- .....-........-. 20.60 7.49 .60 8.0
1949---.- ....-..................... 19. 28 7.15 .64 8. 9
1948 ......- .. .......---.----... 22.06 9.13 .77 8.4
1947.-...----.- .. ...- ----.-------- 20.61 8.70 .63 7.2
1946 .---.--.--.-.......----.....--14.85 6.79 . () )

I Not available.
NoTE.-Plant and equipment expenditures for manufacturing have increased about 1 l times between

iWtO and 1966 as compared to the near doubling for steel in spite of its new technological opportunities.
Sources: 8EC and Department of Commerce (OBE) for all industries and manufacturing. AI8I for the

steel industry.

9.869604064

Table: Table H-4.--Plant and equipment expenditures, 1946-66
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STEEL IMPORT STUDY

TAeBLEI1-5.-U.S. steel industry working capital, miscellaneous
long-term debt, net worth, and debt ratio, 1946-66

([)ollars in millions]

investments,

11:tlarTe ut end
of year

196 '............
1965 1...........
1964..............
196 .............

1962..............
1961..............

1959 .... ...

1959.... .........

19057....
1957 ..............

Increase
(deereacse),
1956-)......

1955..............
1954..............
1953..............
1952.............
19.51..............
19!..............
194 ..............

1948... .........

1947.............
1946..............
1945..............

Increase
(decrease),
1946 5.- ....

Increase
(decro'ase),
1946-66.......

'Total
current
assets

$7,284.9
7,180.9
6, 862.2
6.764.3
6,175.7
6. 353.8
5, 32.9
6, 36W. 2
5. 706. 4

5. 795. 3

1,611.9
5,r6. 0
4, W5. 94.5561.9
4,69. 9
4,284.9
4.7727.4
3.,944.5
3,156.6
3, 164. 7
2,845.2
2,692.5
2, 564.6

3,108.4

4,720.3

(Current
ltahili-
ties

$3, 235.2
2,965.0
2,815.3
2,481.3
2,149.8
2,380.8
2,326.1
2,67.8
2,188.5
2,353.9
2,436.8

992.9

2,242.3
1 705.0
2,453.9
2,031.6
2, 537.3
1,797.3
1,167.3
1,327.
1, 103.4
840.1
725. 6

1,516.7

2,599.6

MiMscel-
Work Ing larlous
capital invest-

Iments

$4,049. 7
4,215.9
4,046.9
4,283.0
4,025.9
3,973.0
3,606.8
3,758.4
3,517.9
3,301.4
3,358. 5

619.0

3,430.7
2,851.9
2,245.0
2,253.3
2, 10. 1
2,147.2
1,W99.3
1,837.2
1,741.8
1,852. 4
1,839.0

$1,603.8
1,489.7
1,414.5
1,081,5
1,08.0
1,07'2.1
1,0'21.0
1,213.7
1,218.8
1,099.
1,098.5

860.7

743. 1
409.0
380.9
399.3
07. 9

33. 9
372.7
4U3.1

1,591.7 260.

2,210.7 1,120.7

P'rc-
ferred
stock

$151.2
524. 8
535.8
639. 5
641.6
643.5
649. 7
66i5.4
672.8
654.2
629.0

(483.8)
635.0
670.3
702.0
691.8
684.8
643.6
651.9
653.0
642.8
646.0
683. 3

(48.3)

(532.1)

Long
term
debt

Net
worth

3, 778.8 $12,052.1
3,120.1 12,031.9
2,874.2 11,399.4
2,694.8 11,008.3
2,853.6 10,676.1
2,968.5 10,648.9
2,488.2 10,545.1
2,303.2 10,248.4
2,144.8 9, 898.2
1,801.5 9,465.6
1,567. 7 8664.7

2,232.3 4,131.9

1, 546. 5
1,485.7
1, 3'2. 9I
1,447.3
1,029.6
763.1
681.0
648. 8
604.7
544.0
484.7

1,061.8

I 3,294.1

7,920.2
7, 139.6
6, 780. 9
6,373.0
6.037.9
5, 458.3
4,88. 1
4,566.4
3.927.3
3,711.6
3,619.7

4,300.5 5,362.3 |.....-..

8,432.4

t AISI Form 11 hasis.
Source: AISI Yearbooks.

422

Long
term
debt
plus
net

worth

$15, 830. 9
15,152. (
14,273.6
13,703.1
13,529.7
13,617.4
13,033.3
4-2,551.6
12,043.0
11,267.1
10.232.4

6.364.2
nU466.7
8,625.3
8,107.8
7,820.3
7,067. 5
6,221.4
5,566. 1
5,215.2
4, 532.0
4,255.6
4,104.4

Long
term

debt as
a per-
cent of
net

worth
and debt

23.9
20.6
20.1
19.7
21.1
21.8
19.1
18.3
17.8
16.0
15.3

16.3
17.2
16.4
18.5
14.6
12.3
12.2
12.4
13.3
12.8
11.8

11,726.5

- __

9.869604064

Table: Table H-5.--U.S. steel industry working capital, miscellaneous investments, long-term debt, net worth, and debt ratio, 1946-66
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.TABLE H-6.- U.S. steel industry sales, net income, and uses of funds, 1946-66

(In billions]
Sales..--------------------...--.---...-...-............_.--.--$263. 5

I)educt--
To suppliers for products anId servicCs-.-.------.-----...-- ..--- 117. 2
To employees -..-------------..--------- .-------.-..--.--..-.. 95. 7
To government, taxes-...._............._. 19. 2
I)epreciation17--------------------- ---------- ------ 13. 7
Interest ------.........-.---.............---------------............. 1. 6

Total -------------------.. --------------------------------. 247. 4

Net income ...- ----------..----_ -------....-- ----- --__. 16.1
Ddividends ---------.--..-- ----..-.-.--- -...- .--..-..... 8. 5

IReinvest(l iln )busillss ..-_...........-.....-............._7.7.

Spent for new facilities _--------- ---- ------------ -------------- 22. 1
Less depreciation above ------------------------------------- 13. 7

Total---.--8.4..-_-..--.. .................-..--8. 4
Investments ------------.---_.---.-----. .-----....--- - 1. 1
Increased working capital--------.-----_______-__..____________-- 2. 2

Total ---------------------- ---------------- 11.7

I)eficiency in cash flow..-..-------................----_-_-_ 4. 1
Met by raising funds:

Term loans -- ---------- .-----------...--- -- -- - ---...--- 2. 8
l)ebentures _-----_--.----_---.-------_---_--- ---.-----.- . .f5

Total ----------------------- ---------------------------- 3. 3
Stock---------------.---------------------. -....- ---------- 8

Total -----------------------------.---------------- _----- 4.1
Source: Steel Industry-Annual Statistical Rel:orts, American Iron and Steel Institute.

TABLE H--7.-Source and disposition of funds, steel industry and all corporations
I )ollars in billions]

Source:
Profit.....................................
Less dividends .......... ..................

Income reinvested .... ...... .....

Depreciation ..........................
Long-term debt ..........................
Capital stock............................

Total, sources ..........................

I)lsposition:
Pla antand equipment... ..............
Working capital and miscellaneous.......
.Total, dislpoltion ......................

-'l-year period, 1946-61

Steel industry t All corporations 2

Amount Percent of Amount Percent of
total toral

$16. 1 63 $471.0 '8
8.i 33 '204.3 325

7.6 30 266.7 433
13.7 397.3 49
3.3 13 110.0 14
.8 3 31.3 4

25., 100 0.3 1(

22. 1 87 647.6 80
3.3 13 158.7 20

25.4 100 806.3 100

Covering the consolidated statements including all the affiliated interests (fabrication, transportation,
shipbuilding, cement, etc.), of the parent companies submitting AIS-11 reports and representing 90.9 to
95.4 percent of total industry ingot production.

' Data for all corporations excluding banks and Insurance companies.
Profits and dividends assumed to be proportional to totals for all private corporations.

4 Income reinvested for all corporations Includes depletion.
Source: Steel industry: Annual Statistical Reports, American Iron & Steel Institute. All corporations:

U.S. Department of Commerce.

9.869604064

Table: Table H-6.--U.S. steel industry sales, net income, and uses of funds, 1946-66
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T.A BiE 11-8.- U.S. lteel industry long-term debt and interest charges of steel companies
reporting to A ISI, 1946-66

[l)ollars in millions]

196;........ .. ........ ............. .....
1965 ..... ......

t1 ...........................
19 .. ......... . . ........ .........

196J ...............................
1961 .............. .................

I96 ) .......- .....--.......-..

1959 ....
1958 ......... .... ......

1957 . ... --..-- . .........-...
19W . ...... ..... .................. .........

1955 .-.........-...................
1954 ........ ....... ..-...-.........-.... .....

1953 .-..- .. .....................

1951 ........... ............
1954 ... ... . .......... ..........

1949........ -..... ....... ,--.-...-

19i .................

1949 ..........................--.--.
1947 ............................................
1946--.............. ...

Iong-term
del)t

$3, 779
3, 120
2,874
2, 695
2.854
2,99
2,488
2,303
2, 145
1,802
1,568
1,547
1,486
1.327
1,447
1,030
763
681
649
606
544

Interest
charges on
long-term

debt

$177
137
129
128
132
123
101
94
8(0
65

53
55
44
3()
25
21
20
19
18

Average
interest

rate on debt
(percent)

1 4.7
4.4
4.5
4.7
4.&6.
4.1
4.1
4.1
3.7
3.6
3.5
3.5
3.6
4.1
3.0
2.9
3.3
3.2
3.1
3.1
3.3

Interest, as a
percent of
revenues

I I0
'.8
.8
.9
.9
.9
.7
.6
.6
.4
.4
.4
.5
4

.4

.3

.3

.3

.2
3
.4

I The stated interest charges on long-term debt and the corresponding average Interest rate on debt in
percent are pretax calculations. Assuming an average 40-percent Federal corporate income tax rate (the 48-
percent corporate Income tax is reduced by such factors as the Investment credit, accelerated depreciation.
and the '2-percent rate on the initalst.25,00 In earnings), the real cost (after tax) of the debt burden is equal
to approximately 60 percent of tile Interest charges on long-term debt column for the past several years and
slightly higher for the years earlier In the period.

Source: Compiled from data presented in the AISI Annual Statistical Reports, 1964-6.

TABLE 11-9.-Steel industry current ratio, I9l.6-66
Dollars in millions]

ct
Current Current ass
assets liabilities aIn

1966 $7,284.0 $3,235. 2
19i5 ....... 7,180.9 2,'5. 0
194......... ,W..,.22.81,5.3
1J3......... 6.764.3 2,481. :
1962........ 6.175.7 2,149.8
1961........ 633. 8 2,380.8
19) ........ ., 932.9 2,326.1
1959 . .... 366.2 2, 607. 8
1958 ...... 5., 706.4 2,188.5
1957 ....-.. 565.3 2, 33. 9
195 ......... 6, 795.3 2,436.8

I Al1-11 I)sis.
Source: AISI Alnlu;l Statistlical Heports.

irrent I
sets as
(eietll Iurr1ltlit

lilities

'225.21925.......24-. 2 11954. ...

287 3 1951........'
7.3. 9 61.........
255.1 1949 ..........
244. 1948 ......-- .'-21. 7 1947 .......240.3I 1946.........

i

'237.8
.~ ~~ ~~~~~~_-!

Current

5.673.0

$5,673. 0
4,556.9
4,69.9
4,284.9
4, 727.4
3,944.5
3,156.6
3,164.7
2,845.2
2,692. 5

Current
lialblities

I
$2,242. 3
1,70(5.0
2,453.9
2, 031.6
2,537.3
1,797.3
1,167.3
1, 27.r 6
1,103.4
840.1

(urrent
assets as
a percent
of CI rrent
Ihal)llties

253.0
267.3
191.5
210.9
186.3
219.5
270.4'2.o.4
238.4
2.58.7
320. 5

·__I._ ·I.-·.·---------.-----

-----.-'-I'-.I- I-----.I----

9.869604064

Table: Table H-8.--U.S. steel industry long-term debt and interest charges of steel companies reporting to AISI, 1946-66


Table: Table H-9.--Steel industry current ratio, 1946-66
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TABI.E H--10.---Steel industrY! cash and securities as a percent of working capital,

1946-t6
[Dollars in millions]

Cash and
Total cash Working securities its

Cash Securities and capital a ~percent of
securities ' working

capital

1966............................--$794.4 $1.195.5 1,989.9 $4,049.7 49.1
1965'I------------------ -i 939.3 1 511.6 2,450.9 4,215.9 58. 1
1964 ....................----...I . 854.1 1,246.6 2,100.7 4,046.9 51.9
963.............................8---------81.3 1,747.4 2,628.7 4,283.0 61.4
1962 .......------..........-..- 903.2 1,214.3 2, 117.5 4,025.9 52.6
19l --............................ 892.1 1034.6 1,926.7 3,973.0 48.5
19)-............................ 917.5 1,030.5 1,948.0 3.606. 8 54.0
1959.-..................... 973.1 1,306.9 2,280.0 -. 3,758.4 60.7
1958...--------..-...---...---- 957.7 782.4 1, 740.1 3,517.9 49.5
1957............................--973.0 945.4 1,918.4 3,301.4 58.1
195 -............................ 929.8 1, 185.8 2,115.6 3, 58. 5 63.0
1955....-....................... 976.5 1. 478.3 2,454.8 3,430.7 71.6
19,54-..............- --. .. 829.3 1, 002.7 1,832.0 2,851.9 64.2
1953............................ 829.0 1,030.9 1,859.9 2,245.0 82.8
1952-...--.---..-.......-...-. 836. 8 741.4 1, 578.2 2,253.3 70.0
1951 .-....-....-..-.........-- 923. 7 1,407.3 2,331.0 2,190.1 106.4
1950..-----..-...-.-...-........-857.3 939. 5 1,796.8 2,147.2 83.7
1949 ............................. 721.4 692.2 1,413.6 1, 989. 3 71.1
1948 ............................ 693.0 586.9 1,279.9 1,837.2 69.7
1947....--.--..........---..--.-- 649.2 646.1 1,295.3 1,741.8 74.3
1946..-..---- ...-- ---. 684.7 655.8 1,340.5 1,852. 4 72.4

I AIS-I basis.
NOTs.--Manufacturing firms generally should have regard for the liquidity of their working capital,

other than inventories and accounts receivable to cover uncontrollable expenses (current liabilities), such
as caused by breakdowns of equipment. The difference between actual liquidity and minimum required
liquidity, which may be called liquidity pressure, is measured by cash plus short-term securities minus
current liabilities, excluding accounts payable. See Bennett, J. P., op. cit.

Source: AISI Annual Statistical Report.

TABLE 11-11.-Steel industry working capital, inventories, and inventories as a per-
cent of working capital, 1946-t66

[Dollars in millions]

Inventories - Inventories
Working Total as percent Working Total as percent-
capital inventories of working capital inventories of working

capital capital

1966 $....... $4,049.7 $3,614.7 89.3 1955 ........ $3,430.7 $2,090.4 60.9
1965 1...-... 4,215.9 3,228.3 76.5 1954......... 2,851.9 1,932.5 67.8
194....... 4,046.9 3,184.7 78.7 1953......... 2,245.0 2,027.1 90.3
1963.-.....-. 4,283.0 2,906.4 67.9 1952 ....-... 2,263.3 1,796.0 79.7
1i24........4, 025.9 2,947.9 73.2 1951 ........ 2,190.1 1,578.5 72.1
1961....... 3,973. 0 3, 20. 7 80,8 1950 ...--.. 2,147.2 1,384.3 64.5
191). ........ 3, OX6.8 2,990.8 82.9 1949 ......... 1,989.3 1,29.4 61.8
1959-.-.... 3, 758.4 2,696.1 71.7 1948-......------- 1,837.2 1.2t10.2 8. 6
1958. ...... 3, 517.9 2,835.4 80.6 1947 .-..---.. 1,741.8 1,041.0) 59.8
1957...... 3,31.4 2,719.6 82.4 1946........- 1,8.52.4 938.8 50.7
1956....... 3, 358.5 2,425.5 72.2

AIS-11 basis.
Source: AISI Annual Statistical Reports.

9.869604064

Table: Table H-10.--Steel industry cash and securities as a percent of working capital, 1946-66


Table: Table H-11.--Steel industry working capital, inventories, and inventories as a percent of working capital, 1946-66
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TABLE H-12.-U.S. steel industry-Ratio of net working capital to. sales, 1946-66
[Dollars In millions]

Net Ratio of net Net Ratio of net
Year Sales working working Year Sales working workingcapital capital capital capital

to sales to sales

1966--..--.... $18,100.4 $4,049.7 1to 4.5 1955.-.-..... .$13,960.2 $3,430. 7 1 to 4.1
1965 .......... 17,774.8 4,215.9 1 to4.2 1954.......... 10,532.9 2,851.9 to 3. 7
1964 .......... 16,178.1 4,046.9 1 to4.0 1953 .-.----. 13,091.4 2,245.0 1 to 5.8
1963 --.--..-- 14,452.7 4,283.0 1 to 3.4 1952.......... 10,804.0 2,253.3 to 4.8
1962..-. 13,838.5 4,025. 9 1 to3.4 1951.......... 11,782.1 2,190.1 to5:4
1961 ......... 13,142. 6 3,973.0 1 to3.3 1950.......... 9,485.4 2,147.2 1 to 4.4
1960.......... 14,056.4 3,606.8 1 to3.9 19497,391.6 1,989.3 1to3.7
1959.......... 14,088.7 3,758.4 1 to3.7 1948.....---. 8,080.7 1,837.2 1 to4.4
1958.......... 12,442.2 3,517.9 1 to3.5 1947-..--..-. 6,674.3 1,741.8 1 to 3.8
1957...-...... 15,468.8 3,301.4 -1 to4.7 1946..---... 4,777.6 1,852.4 1 to2.6
1956.......... 15,160. 6 3, 358. 5 1 to 4.7

Source: Compiled from data presented in the AISI Annual Statistical Reports 1946-66.

TABLE H-13.-Total wages a o -dlaries, and salaries as a percent of total wages
u i- ;dnries, 1946-66

Salaries as
Total Total Total wages a percentYear wages salaries and salaries of total

wages and
salaries

1966..-..... ....-..............-...............$3,571.6 $1,322.5 $4,894.1 27.0
1965---...-........--...................... 3,450.8 1,236.8 4,687.6- 26.4
1964.-....-.............. ------..--..--...-..-. 3,217.0 1,159.1 4,376.1 26.5
1963 -.-.---........ ... ......-...... 2, 900. 6 1,102.5 4,00. 1 27.5
1962----.... .....- ..- ............................2,783.8 1,120.3 3,904.1 28.7
1961...--.-------..-...........................2,713.7 1,083.4 3,797.1 28.5
1960-...............---... ..... .... 2,814.0 1,075.8 3,889.8 27.7
1959...------...------ ..-.-..-.-......-... .. 2,628.3 1,043.8 3,672.1 28.4
1958-.----------------.--.-.-----.. 2, 406.0 964.1 3,370.1 28.6
1957-..---...--..........-...--......... 2,877.8 943.1 3,820.9 24.7
1956..-----.. ....2------..-.................. 2, 772.9 852.2 3,625.1 l. 5
1955---------..-------........-.-.......-.. 2,665.4 770.3 3,435.7 22.4

-1954.---. ....-.....-.... 2,100.9 684.4 2,785.3 24.6
1953 ........................................... 2,537.9 676.7 3,214.6 21.1
1952--- .. .............-....-........... 2,085.0 613.1 2, 698. 1 2.'2.7
1951...-.....................................--- 2, 202. 7 552.5 2,755.2 20.0
1950 -- ................1,785.9 451.0 2,236.9 20.2
1949-...........-...- ..--....-......- ........ 1,506.5 432.8 1, 39. 3 22.3
1948-.......- ......---- ........ .............. 1,675.9 412.8 2,088.7 19.8
1947 -.. ................. 1,489.5 368.7 1,858. 2 19.8
1946....................0---------------1,133.5 317.8 1,451.3 21.9

Source: AISI Annual Statistical Reports, 1946-66.

9.869604064

Table: Table H-12.--U.S. steel industry--Ratio of net working capital to sales, 1946-66


Table: Table H-13.--Total wages ? ?, and salaries as a percent of total wages ? ?, 1946-66
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TABLE H-14.-Consumption of scrap by types of furnaces and percentages of scrap (reported by companies producing about 99 percent of the
total output of ingots and steel for castings)

[In millions of tolls]

Year

19t5 .. .....

1964................

196 ................162. ....

1959.
1958..

1956................
1955... ...
1954.-....-.. ..

1953.-.
1952....... ........
1951 ... ..

1950...........
1949..........
1948
1947 ....

1946 ................

IStewl Scrap per-
Tl'otal pro-i furnac cent of
duction .scrap con-i total pro-
reported sumptioI ducuton

132. 5 j t4.9 49.0
1_-9. 9 ti2. s 48. 5
1125.9 I. I 47.7
108.3 5-.9 48(.9
1 .9

4 45.9 47.19i;.99 46..) 47 5
9. 47.:3 4S.2

49. 5 405. S4..7
111.5 52. 47.4
113.8I 57. 50.7
115.9 5.0 50.0
87. i 43.4 49.5
111.5 56.2 50.4
93. 0 4. 7 52.4

105. 0 53..0 0 5
48.795.0.4

-I_77.. 38.4 49.3
7.7 43.8 50.0

.]1 84.0 41. ,6 49.6
6-l6.1 33.8 51.

Open
hearth
produc-

tionI

'- 5. 0
94.0
98.0
887
82.9
84.2
85.9
80.9
75.5

100. 9
11M).9
104.7
80.0
100.4
82.8
93.1
86.1
70.1
78.6
76. 1
60.3

Open
hearth

scrap con-
sumption

38.5
42.7
42. ,
39.7
36. 0
37. 4)

33.537.2

44.9
49.1
50.1
38.1
48.7
41.7
45.7
42.5
34.

I 31.2

Scrap per-
cent of
Opeli

'hearth
produc-
tion

45.3
45.4
43. 7
44.8
43 4
44.0
44.9
46. 0
44.4
44.5
48. 2
47.8
47.6
48.5
50.4
49.1

49.3
49.

3
49. 3
49.7
51.8

Basic
oxygen
process
poduc-
tion

33.8
22.9
15. 4
8.5
5.6
4.0
3.3
1.9
1.3
.6
.5
.3

----------

BOF Scrap per-
scrap con-f cent of
sumptiojLiBOF pro-

duction

11.4 33.7
7.77 34.0
5.47 35.4
2.78 32.5
1. 53
1.06
.96
.57

1.37
1.17
.14

1.09

27.5
2t. 8
28.7
30.5
28.0

128.0
1 28.0
128.0

Electric
furnace
produc-
tion

13.4
12.5
11.6
10.1
8.2
7.8
7.7
8.0
6.3
7.5

1 8.2
7.6

6.6
7.0
5.9
3.7
4.9
3.6
2.4

Electric Scrap per-
furnace cent of

scrap con- electric
gumption furnace

produc-
t ion

13.5 100.7
12.5 1K0.0
11.8 101.6
10.4 102.9
8.4 101.9
7. I' 100. 8
7.7 100. 1
7.9 99.2
6.3 101.1
7.6 100.7
8.3 1101.9
7.6 100.3
5.1 101.0
7. 3 101. 0
6.8 103.0
7.1 100.8
6.0 101.2
3.7 98.0
4.9 100.2
3.7 101.0
2.4 99.0

Bessemrer
Bessemeri furnace
furnace Iscrap con-
produc- sump-rio tion

0.278
.586
.857
.963

. 881
1.189
1.380
1.396
2.475
3.228
3. 320
2.548
3.856
3.524
4.891
4.53,5
3.947
4.243
4.233
3.328

0.007
·-036

.059

,0.52
.052
.088
.124
.103
.125
.186
.196
.146
.219
.176
.293
.247
.160
.192
.174
.153

Isimed ore AS nul ttsiclRprs,14-6

Scrap per-
cent of
Bessemer
furnace
produc-
tion

2.5
6.1
6.9
7.5
6.5
5.9
7.4
9.1
7.4
5.1
5.8
5.8
5.7
5.7
5.0
6.0
5.4
4.1
4.5
4.1
4.6

M
H4
M
tqMr

»00*4
50O
c3

3
C
VJ
0<

I Estinmated. Source: AISI Annual Statistical Reports, 1946-ffi.

9.869604064

Table: Table H-14.--Consumption of scrap by types of furnaces and percentages of scrap (reported by companies producing about 99 percent of the total output of ingots and steel for castings)
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APPENDIX I
TABLE I-l.-Current assets as a percent of current liabilities --9 major steel-

producing countries in free world, 1959-65

Country 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 164 1965

Belgium ..---.- - ------ 194 189 190 173 139 134 132
Luxembourg.-.--------- 137 138 145 139 161 153 146
Netherlands----------------- 133 115 124 121 105 M00 3:5
Germany .-....------. --- 139 142 127 121 123 12 124
France-.....-2.. 244 207 195 174 175 167
Italy.---.------ 106 127 115 148 126 104 77
United Kingdom .-------.-- . 227 216 217 224 235 20 221
Japan---- -.- ----- 143 145 192 127 119 120 117
United States.----220 227 237 253 249 225 223

i Based on data compiled by C. Goudima (catalogue des bilans).

TABLE I-2.-Profits after taxes as a percent of total assets '-9 major steel-produc-
ing countries in free world, 1959-65

Country 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965

Belgium .--.------ --------- (2) 4. 3 4.8 4.3 3 1.33 0.5
Luxembourg.--------------- (2) 5.4 3. 1 3.1 (.2) 1.6 4.9
Netherlands.-.------------ (2) 11.6 8.6 6.2 5.8 5.8 4.7
Germany ----------------- (2) 4. 7 4.5 2.0 1.7 2.4 1.5
France.----- .-....(.----.--(2) 1.0 1.4 .9 1.5 .5 .3
Italy .---.----------- --------- (2) 3.1 3.3 5.4 2. 5 3.4 1.
United Kingdom.----------- (2) 10. 0 5. 3 2. 4 1.9 1.7 3.8
Japanl .-------.--------.------- (2) 2. 8 3. 1 1.4 2.7 2. 8 2.0
United States. ----------------- (2) 5.1 4.1 3.5 4.6 5.8 5.7

I Baqed on data compiled by C. Ooudima (catalogue des bilans).
2 Not available.

TABLE 1-3.-Total debt ' as a percentage of total assets, 9 major steel-producing
countries in free world, 1969-65

(In percent]

Country

Blelgium .-...------------
Luxemnbourg ....----......-----
Netherllands......---------.
(i tr nny------------
Franllce...--.... ......---
Italy . ........ ......
I;nitc'l Kingdomll-.. .-..------
Japan
United States-....---------.

1959

44.4
35. 2
24.0
52. 0
59.9
59.3
34. 4
62.9
33.6

1960

46.8
35. 0
1G.9
51.1
60.9
59.7
36.0
64.9
32. 6

1961

45.6
33.8
12.7
52.3
61.9
00.0
38.5
67.8
34.6

1962

48.6
34.5
12.8
55.5
65.6
5. .0
41.4
67.7
32.8

1963

52.0
31) 1
13.7
57.0
63.3
6M. 1
45. 2
68.1
32.4

1064

54.2
32. 7
24.3
59.3
t('5. 1
68.6
43.9
67.1
33.7

1965

52. 6
33.6
20). 7
59.8
(5r.4
72.8
44. 0
6t.8
34.1

I Debt used in this table, as suggested by (;oudima, is the sum of long-term debt and current liabilities
including profit for the ye;ir. Any comparison between the above ratios and long-term debt as a percent of
new worth and debt, presented elsewhere in this paper, must make this distinction as well as the fi't that
(a) a different universe of companies is involved, and (b) "total assets" and "net worth and dlbt"Ua', not
synonymous, tilhe latter excluding the portion cf total assets offset by current liabilities and reserves.

Source: I)ata compiled by (. Goudima (catalogue des bilans). 42429J

_-- .-

9.869604064

Table: Table I-1.--Current assets as a percent of current liabilities1--9 major steel-producing countries in free world, 1959-65


Table: Table I-2.--Profits after taxes as a percent of total assets1--9 major steel-producing countries in free world, 1959-65


Table: Table I-3.--Total debt1 as a percentage of total assets, 9 major steel-producing countries in free world, 1959-65
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Information Received From British Iron and Steel Federation
TABLE I-4.-Profits, etc., of 14 major U.K. steel companies, 1956-66

[In millions of pounds Sterling]

Financial year
ended in-

1966 ---- -------

1965 ---------.---
1964 ........ ..-

1963.--------------
1962.------.---
1961 .----------.----
1960 .- -----------

1959 ---. ---- --

1958....----------
1957 .------------ .
1956 --------------

Total 1956-66-

Profits
before
tax

16.3
63.9
57.6
32.9
42. 2
87.9
129.6
100.6
98.6
102.2
87.3

809.1

Taxa-
tion

s16.4
16.2
10.0
17.1
18.3
44.4
28.6
30.2
41.1
30.1
31.0

283.4

Net
divi-
dends

18.3
29.2
32.6
21.0
18.6
21.1
23.1
18.3
15.7
17.5
10.2

225.6

Retained
earnings

(18. 4)
8.6
15.0
(5.2)
5.3

22.4
77.9
52.1
41.8
54.6
46.1

300.1

Normal
deprcia-

tion

68.8
64.7
61.3
54.6
47.4
42.9
39.2
33.6
29.8
27.2
22.5

491.9

Revenue Capital
cash expendi-
flow ture

50.4
73.2
76.3
49.3
52.7
65.3
117.1
85.7
71.6
81.8
68.6

792.0

47.8
64.3
68.5
96.4
178.4
206.2
139.2
98.7
109.0
105.9
82.7

1,197.1

I On cash flow basis, including Income tax (and corporation tax 1966 only) on profits of previous year.
2 Includes £9,800,000 income tax on dividends payable to Government following the introduction of

corporation tax.

TABLE I-5.--torking capital, long-term debts, etc., of 14 major steel companies,
1956.-66

[Pounds sterling in millions]

BIalance at end of
fii;iacial year ended

i.-

1.00li ..-. .-..-...-.--.
1961 . ......
19---------63.-----190
19021 ....-

1961--... ..-.----

19.W

19.......;....
1957

[licreise (;1956-60)_

Current
assets

£193. 5
192. 5
4 t1. 9
39S.8
379.5
4(7. 3
394.2
345. 7
313.5
371.0
317.2

176. 3

Current Work- Trade
lial)il- ing invest-
ities capital inents,

etc.

C201.8
223.8
219.0
171.7
175. 2
105.4
184. 1
1.52.8
152.2
I11. 1
141.7

iO. 1

£291.7
268. 7
250.9
227. 1
204.3
211.9
210. 1
192.
191. 3
2(7. 5
175. 5

£28. 6
28.3
27.9
25.9
19.5
18.9
17.4
14.9
13.5
10.9
9.4

116.2 19.2

Prefer-
ence
stock

£41.6
41.6
41.6
41.6
41.6
41.6
41.6
41. 6

41. 6
41..6
34.8

6.8__

Tlong-
terml
debt '

£579. 1
558.8
549.4
531. 5
455. 3
338. 1
233.5
215. 5
201.8
181.2
163.7

Net
wort h

£785.4
803.5
795. 1
780. 0
785. 1
778.5
716.4
611.7
5R). 1
515. 3
427.2

Long-
Long- term debt

term debt as percent
plus net of net
worth worth

and debt

£1 361. 42.4
1,362.3 41. 0
1,344.5 40.9
1,311.5 40.5
1,240.4 3(6.7
1,116.6 30.3
949.9 24.6
830.2 26. 0
761.9 26.5
6(96. 5 26. 0
590.9 27.7

415.4 1 35.8.2 773.6 -.

t Calpitalizations of loans by Iron and Steel Holding and Realization Agency to 1 company have been
ignored-- 150,200,000 in 9l6i and £39,000,000 in 1966.

Excess of
capital
expendl-
ture over
ca3h flow

(2.6)
(8.9)
(7.8)
47.1
126,7
140.9
22.1
13.0
37.4
24.1
14.1

405.1

____

9.869604064

Table: Table I-4.--Profits, etc., of 14 major U.K. steel companies, 1956-66


Table: Table I-5.--Working capital, long-term debts, etc., of 14 major steel companies, 1956-66
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TABLE I-6.-Income and related data, 14 major steel companies, 1956-66

Item 1956 1957 1958 1959 019 1 1962 1963 164 1965 1966

1. Net income (after tax paid) (millions of pounds sterling),. 56.3 72.1 57.5 70.4 101.0 43.5 23.9 15.8 47.6 37.7 (0.1)
3. Percent return on stockholders equity.-... 13. 2 14.0 10.311..5 14.1 5.6 3.0 '.0 6.0 4.7
7. Operating rate-Ingot capacity (industry ave age oeal) 1 1

(percent) . 97.2 6.4 82.6 83.8 94. 83. 3 74.0 78.8 88.3, 87.5 78.9
8. Ilgot production--Idex (1956=100) (not total industry).. 100. 0 109.G 99.4 97. 0 126.9 124.6 110.2 116.2 139.5 147.9 135.3
9. Ingot production (not total industry) (millions of tons) 6.7 .16.71112. 2 21. 2 20.8 18.4 19.4 23.3 24.7 2. 6

12. Iron and steel price index (1956=100) - ....-- . ............ 10. 0 110.9 115.2 114. 3 113.9 114. 118 . 118.5 119. 1 121. 1 124.8
15. Normal depreciation .....(millions of pounds sterling. 22. 5 27.2 29. 8 33. 6 39.2 42.9 47.4 54. 5 61.3 64.7 68.8
16. Net income plus normal depreciation- .....--....-do. 8.8 99. 3 87.3 104. 0 140.2 86.4 71.3 70.3 l,8.9 102.4 68. 7
17. Net dividends-Equity and preference ........ do.-. 10.2 17.9 15.7 18.3 23.1 21.1 18.6 21.0 32.6 29.2 18.3
18. Net dividends as percent of net income... .. ......... .- 18.1 24.3 27.3 26. 0 22.9 48. 5 77.8 132.9 68. 5 ,7.55
19. Income reinvested ...... (millions of pounds sterling) 46.1 54. 6 41.8 52.1 77.9 22.4 5. 3 (5.2) 15. 8.5 (18.4)
20. Income reinvested plus normal depreciation ----.. .do.. 68. 6 81.8 71.6 85.7 117.1 65.3 52.7 49.3 76. 3 73.2 50.4

________________ [_____________________

w
1-9
02

M

t"
»-A

OIV
02

Z
14

<3Ci
TV

05
IW

9.869604064

Table: Table I-6.--Income and related data, 14 major steel companies, 1956-66
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T.BLE I-7.-Capital expendituree-LCost of normal depreciation, 1.{ major steel companies, 1956-66

Item

1. C(ait;Al e'.pen'lituie (millions of pounds sterling)---------2. Normal rle;:re'.ition millionss of pounds sterling) -..--.-5. Expendi. ures in excess of normal depreciation (millions of
1 intis s ' r ) .---...... -----------..............Exle:,li.:u.e a<s percent of normal depreciatiJn:Iycr.. ------------.--...-------------------------

7. Aver.e 5 yeils ending-..----
Expcn!li-urc as percent of normal depreciation and rein-

ve;s e income:
8. By year.......8. By year.................................. _
9. Aver.ge of SvcA-s e iding. -..--------.----------Reilveslej income as percent of net income:

10. lBy vewr..--------.--...........................------
11. A ver:e of 5 ye Irs cndi ig..- -----------

12. Lonl te:'m debt (at financial ye.ire;:d) (millions of pounds
s:erlin -) - - --------- ---------..........................

13. Cnm;stlueti )n cost iilt;ex (195li=(tO13'...........
17. Inc1.me as percent of inv-estment .-

I
1956

82.7

60.2

367.

1957

105.9
27.2

78.7
389.3

1958

'.9.0
29.8

79.2

365.S

1959

98. 7
33.6

65.1

293.8

120.6 129.5 152.2 115.2
... ................................

81.9

163.7
100.0
10.7

75.7

181.2
107.8
11.6

72.7

201.8
110.0
8.9

74.0

215.5
111.0
9.8

1960

139.2
39.2

100.0

355.1
3ol1.6

118.9
126.1

77.1
76.

233.5
114.6
11.8

' [I .:estnient is net worthlplus l1n--term debt. Income is after tax paid and depreciation, but before interest.

1961

206.2
42.9

163.3
48'. 7
381.6

315.8
156.3

51.5
72.2

338. 1
119.6
5.3

1962

178.4
47.4

131.0

376. 4
379.2

338.5
186.4

22.2
67.3

455.3
123.3
3.7

19i3

96.4
54. 5

41.9

176.9
330.4

195.5
194.2

59.9

531.5
125. i
3.1

-i_- _

68.5
61.3

7.2

111.7
280.8

89.8
190.9

31.5
49.8

549.4
130 1
5.6

64.3
6¢. 7

(0.4)
99.4
226.7

87.8
193.8

22.5
27.3

558.8
136.5

5.1
5. .

47.8 0
68.8 6

(21.0) t

69.5
153.5

094.8
150.8 -3

4.2

579.1
141.8 , 4

I _

1964 1966

___-

2.2

9.869604064

Table: Table I-7.--Capital expenditure--Cost of normal depreciation, 14 major steel companies, 1956-66
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TABLE I-8.-Profits before tax ae; percent of capital employed

433

[In peroentl

Based on accounts published Iron and Ship- All
during the year ended March 31 steel Chemical Engineering building industrial

groups

1957.---------......... --.... 18.5 12.9 20.5 14.5 17.0
195...................... . 18.2 13.3 19. 15.6 \ 17.2
1959 -----------------.-----.--. 17.0 14.1 18.6 13.9 16.5
19)60.-_- .. -------15.2 11.6 17.5 13.6 15.0
19l1----.-------16.1 14.8 16.9 11.9 15.7
1962-.............12.8 14.5 15.2 11.2 14.7
19(3-----------.-.---------.7. 6 10. 5 12.8 8.2 12.6
19_64...--..--_---..---_--------- ,.5 11 1 11.5 5.8 12.7
1W965.----------- -- 8 0 12.9 11.9 4.2 14.1
1966f.i---....-....-....-..--.-7. 9 13. ( 13.3 1.7 14.2
1967 -------- ---------.- 4.3 10.7 13. (. 6) 13.4

Source: Quarlerly summaries prepared by the Economist of securities quoted on the Londol Stock
Exclhiuge.

T.A LE I-9.-Development expenditure and sources offinance, 14 major steel companies

Development expenditures, etc.:
,alnd, buildings, plants, etc.---------------
Trade investments, associated companies, etc .--
StocksStoc~ks----.__~~_____.----------~-~----~-~-~-------
Net current assets, excluding stocks..---
Total --------------------

Sources of finance:
Outside sources:

Ordinary share capital and share prenmiuns ....
l)ebenture and loan stocks.--------------.-
Loan:

( government----------...----.---
Iron and Steel holding and Realiation
Agency.--------------------------

Finance Corporation for Industry Ltd- -.--
Others ..-. --------

Bank overdrafts.-- ----------

Subtotal .---.-----.----------

Internal resources:
Depreciation.---------------- ---

Retained profits...----.-.-------
Subtotal .-------.-----------------.

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

1961-65 1966

Millions Millions
of pounds Percent of pounds Percent
sterling sterling

613.8 89.9 47.8 67.1
10.7 1.- 0.3 0.4
44.7 6.5 (4.6) (6.4)
13.9 2.0 27.7 38.9

683. 1 100.0 71.2 100.0

1 41.0 6.0
111.6 16.4

126.8 18. 6

(29. 1) (4. 2)
14.5 2.1
32.5 4. 7
69. 0 10.0

366.3 53.6

270.8 - 39.6
46.0 6.8

316.8 46.4

683.1 100.0

(')
(1.0)
1. 7

2.0
4.0
4.4
9.7

20. 8
: =

(1.4)
2.4

2.8
5.6
6.2
13.6

29.2

68.8 96.6
(18.4) (25.8)
50. 4 70.8

71.2 100.0

I Excluding f:50,200,000 in 1964 and £39,000,000 In 1966 which represented capitalizations of an ISIIRA
loan by 1 conpa.iy.

- -- I

I

9.869604064

Table: Table I-8.--Profits before tax as percent of capital employed


Table: Table I-9.--Development expenditure and sources of finance, 14 major steel companies
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Information Received From Japanese Steel Federation

TABLE 1-10.-Debt as percent of equity, 6 major Japanese steel companies I

[Yen amounts in millions]

Japanese fiscal year

1960 19;1 1 t;2

Iron and -teetl industry (covering 6 major companies):
(a) )Debt 2 ------ ----- ------------------- Y¥401..345 ¥536. S75 Y(44. 71,
(b) Equity3.-]-]-:-]:]_:'[-]]-]'.]. ]..]. ]].]! ¥329. (;OS Y403, 710 ¥475.,300

Debt-equity ratio (a) to (h) ----------------.---------..----...--.! 54.9:45.1 57.1:42. 57.6:42.4

Maan..facturing in:lustries (covering about 4C0 companiess:
(a) Debt 2

..-.-.-- ..-...-... 2, 413,921 ¥3,125. 51,7 Y3. 0S, 120
(b) Equity'--....2, 12'4.' 07:2 2, 6fi7,S05 Y3.090, 0>7

Debt-equity ratio (a) to (h) ---------- ---------------------- 53.2:46.8 54.0:46.0 55.2:44.8

I Major 6 companies: Yawata, Fuji, NKK, Kawasaki, Sumitomo, Kobe.
2 Debt: Total of long-term debts. short-term debts and bonds.
3 Equity: Includes reserves to be considered as surplus, such as "reserve for price fluctua-

tion".

1963

712, 145
Y53.7, 596

57.0:43.0

Y5. 042.330
Y4, 071.216

55.3:44.7

191N

-720, 529
Y623, 773

1965

¥W84. 872
Y644, 352

(ls

I-

'-3
r

196fi6
t hal)

¥78. 409 0
Y666.07207
---3

53.f6: 6.4 t 5.:43.2 .i,5.9:43.1

¥5. 931. fi71 i 6.665.791 (4)
Y4, 563. 513 Y4. 99. 345 (4)

56.5:43.5 58.7:41.3 (4)

4 Not available.
Source: Financial reports of the companies concerned.

m

C3
_0P<!

9.869604064

Table: Table I-10.--Debt as percent of equity, 6 major Japanese steel companies1
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TABLE I-11.-Current assets as percent of current liabilities (current ratio), 6 major Japanese steel companies I

I[Yen amounts in millions]

Item
1960 1961

Iron and steel industry (major 6 companies):
(a) Current assets .............. .....................¥36.348 Y538. 00
(b) Current liabilities 3- ........................................... 76, 927 ¥460. 497

Current ratio (a) oyer (b) percent-................... 139.5 i 9

Manufacturing industries (about 460 companies):
(c) Current assets 2---................................................¥_3. 620.352 Y . 662. 9
(b) Current liabilities 3 ............................................... 3, 130. 98) Y4,178. 929

Current ratio (a) over (b) percent-------- ......... 115. 6 111.6

I Major 6 companies: Yawata, Fuji, NKK, Kawasaki, Sumitomo, Kobe (representing
over 80 percent of total Japanese steel ingot capacity).

2 Current assets: Total of cash and deposits, notes and accounts receivable, securities,inventories and others, less reserve for bad debt.

Fiscal year

1962 19ti3

¥567. OX7 YG43. 639
Y494. 137 ¥545, 075

114.3 118.1

Y5.351, 25 ¥7, 18S3. 21
Y4. 774. 220 6, 240. 152

112.1 115.1

1964

¥?28. 397
Y583, 678

124.8

Y8,395.116
¥7.'222.514

116.2

1965 1I Wi (Ist
half)

¥811. 2) Y847,526
¥668.203 ¥700. 779

121.4 120.9

8, 88?.804 ........-...7. 566, 634 1--..........
117.4i --
117.4 1--------------

W.

0
,-.]

M
a
t-
1-

4m
Io
0
:z
c3

c3
0atv

3 Current liabilities: Total of short-term debts, notes and accounts payable, provisionfor taxes, and others.

Source: Financial reports of the companies concerned.

CA3
C."

__I~~~~~~~

iI~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

I

9.869604064

Table: Table I-11.--Current assets as percent of current liabilities (current ratio), 6 major Japanese steel companies1
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TABLE I-12.-Sources of funds for capital expenditures of Japanese stccl industry (net increase)
[Ainounts in hundreds of millions of yen]

Fiscal year

1960 1 1961 1962 1963 164 1965 1966!__________________ _ ___ , I (estimated)

Numlblr of co anies...... 71 77 75 73 92 92_______Ii0
Items Amount PerPerceontPmAmontPercentAmount Percent Amount Percelt Amount Percent Amount Percent

Totl net increase -.. 2.342 10.0 I96100.0 2,08.01!o ll 10 .Tuil Inet inc'iast........ 2.342 100.0 2,976 100.0 2, 442 100.0 1,78 100.0 1.832 100.0 j 1,984 100.0 2406 10 0
Bold issuauces.......... 662 3 192 t6.5; 101 4.1 150 8.4 134 7. 3 27 14.0 229 .

Private banking faciliiies loans: 501 21.4 1 897 30.2 648 26.5 641 36.1 375 20..5 716 36.1 7536SL1 6;overnnent-al agencies loans. 1 .6 12 .4 23 9 .4 16 -.2 17 7, 3Foreign loans---23-------I '~'A-6
.9 --2 17 .7Foii gnloans ................ 23 144. 5514313.1 -6 -.3 1 -118 -5.9 -121 -5.0

To;alf --- -------- 753 3112 1 030 34.6 812 33.3 704 39.6 385 21.0 594 29.4927.0Is~suancc of shrn.. .......... 278 11.91 1, 029 1 34.6 919 37.6 238 13.4 545 29.7 218 11.0 88 3.7Internal ifundis (teaind
27

243 41profits and depreciation).....,649 27.7 725 24.3 610 25.0 686 38.6 767 41.9 895 45.1 1,440.8

NOTE.-Current interest rate on loans for capital expenditures (major 6 companies):
Percent
per

annaum

Bond................................................ 7.3
Private banking facilities ................................... ..2
Governmental agencies......................................... 8.2

a Nominal yield rate.
Source: MITI.

9.869604064

Table: Table I-12.--Sources of funds for capital expenditures of Japanese steel industry (net increase)
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STEEL IMPORT STUDY 437
FINANCIAL INFORMATION, UNITED STATES AND MAJOR FREE WORLD PRODUCERS

OF STEEL1

METHODOLOGY

Balance sheet data of about 101 important iron and steel companies summarized
by countries, were used as the main source of data for this analysis. For some
categories the figures were used as published, but for other categories certain
combinations were made. Data were available for the years 1959-65, inclusive,
for Belgium, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Germany, France, Italy, and Japan;
and were available for the years 1959-64, inclusive, for the United Kingdom
and the United States. Basic figures were compiled on worksheets in accordance
with the procedure described below.

Value data in the country sumtlnries werereexpressed in thousands of dollars,
except for the United Kingdom where the data was expressed in English pounds
which had to be converted to dollars.

PROFITS AFTER TAXES

The iutiblication had no such specific category.
Items 15. (a) and (b), in section III, were combined (plus or mniius) with annllal

changes in the surm of items 8 (b) and (c) under section P. This procedure was
suggested by Mr. Goutdinma, one of the editors of the ECSC publication.

TOTAL REVENUE

Item l-"Turnover (sales)"-in the profit and loss part of the report wals used
to rel)resent the total revenue for the country of report. However, total figures
for this item for all reporting companies were available only for Japan and the
United States for all the years covered; and were available for Germany beginning
in 1961. For the other countries, new totals were prepared based on those coml)anies
reporting this item.

TOTAL ASSETS

In the assetss section of (each country summary, a "Total assets" item WInS
provided for seven countries and for each year covered. For the Netherlands
and Italy, new country totals were prepared based onl those companies reporting
production of steel ingots.

EQUITY

Three categories ill the '"Liabilities" section, i.,i. itemn 7, "Capital stock," :ind
five subitcnis iiiider itemi 8, "IIeserves and long-term provisions," and itelm 9,
"Carry forwardd" were comn)inled. This procedure was suggested by Mr. (loltdiima.

TONS OF INGOTS PRODUCED

Item 16, "Pr'lodluction" (1,00()0 metric tons) on t.he country summIary was con-
verted to short tons and used for seven of the nine countries and all years covered.
For the Netherlands andl Italy, new totals were I)re)ared based on those coninaii(,s
which repl)ortted Irodutction of steel ingots. Thel( roducctonl data for the IUnited
States was in short tonls and did not need to be converted frontm metric tols.

DIVII)ENDS

Items 1.'(a) dividendsd" on the country)l summary, were used for all count lies
excel)t tle N(etherlands and Italy. For the excel)ted( countries, new totals wer(
)rol)ared b).sld oil conill)lli(' reporting of steel inlgots.

EMPLOYMENT COSTS

In section II of the 1)rofit.-nlld-loss statementportion of thle coilitry-s,,,irmln: r
there were two ite(,ms, i.e., iteml 6, '"Wages and salaries," and iteni 7, "'Statutory
social, conltributtions." These were coml)ibled, if data were available, to repre-
sent emlployienlt costs. Ilowever, the figures were available from country
suinimari(s only for Gerlmany alnd the JUnited State(s. Where company data were
available, emliloyllyent costs, rcv(.euelll, iaid tons of steel ingots produced were
stuimlmd. llatios were computed from these sunts for Belgium, France, Italy, and

I'iEl)'edby HI)SA of the U.S. Departineit of Commerce, at request anid iicollaboration with the
Filiaicee Committee stlTlfrom Goudima reports.
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Japan. One large Dutch company was used for several years to represent the
Nether!ands and two large British firms to represent the United Kingdom.

MATERIAL COSTS

Item 5, "Purchase of raw materials, fuel, power," in section II of the profit-and-
loss statement portion of the country summary was available only for the United
States for all years covered, but beginning with 1963, was also available for (Ger-
many. However, companies reporting data for this item were summed to obtain
country totals also for the Netherlands, France, United Kingdom, and Japan.

DEPRECIATION AND DEPLETION COSTS

Item 10, "l)epreciation: Total," including depletion, in section III of the
profit-and-loss statement portion of the country summary was available for all
countries, except the Netherlands and Italy, and all years covered. For the two
excepted countries, new country totals were prepared based on those companies
reporting production of steel ingots.

CORPORATE INCOME TAX

Item 14(a), "Taxes based on income, profit, and net worth (plant and equip-
ment)," in the profit-and-loss portion of the country summary, was available for
five of the nine countries of report for the years 1959 through 1965; it was avail-
able for Fr:nce only 1959 and 1960; and it was not available for Belgium for
1964 and 1965. New country totals were prepl)ared for available years for the
Netherlands and Italy based on those companies reporting production of steel
ingots.

CASH FLOW

The computed "profits after taxes" less "dividends plaid" or "income reinvested"
was combined with the total depreciation land depletion figure to represent
"Cash flow."

CURRENT ASSETS

Item 4, "Current assets: Stocks (inventories)," and 5, "Other current assets,"
in the balance sheet portions of the country summary were combined to repre-
sent "current assets, except for the Netherlands and Italy. New country totals.~
were prepared for these countries hbas.d on those companies reporting production
of steel ingots.

CURRENT LIABILITIES

The total line for short-term debts in the liabilities section was used to represent
current liabilities. This line was suggested by Mlr. Goudima.

DEBT

Item 10(a), "Long-term debt," and Item 10(b), "Minority interests," were
combined with short-term debt minus item 5, "Other current assets," to represent
debt as per the suggestion of Mr. Gouidima.

NEW WORKING CAPITAL

The current liabilities figure was deducted from the computed current assets
figure. The computed difference was used for "New working capital" for the
particular year.

INVESTMENTS

Item 18 under section III, for Belgium, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Ger-
many, and Italy, and item 22 under section III, for the United Kingdom, Japan,
and the United States were used to represent investments in steel plants and equip-
nlent.

SOURCES OF FUNDS
Changes in capital stock

Item 7 in the liabilities section of the balance sheet represented capital stock.
The increase in capital stock, e.g., from 1959 to 1960, was entered under the above
category for the year 1960.
Changes i{_debt

Annual increases in the computed debt figures were used as a source of funds.
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Income reinvested

This was computed by subtracting the "dividend" amount, as given in item
15(a) of the profit-and-loss section, from the computed profits after taxes. The
remainder was considered to be income reinvested and entered under the above
heading.
Depreciation and depletion
The total (T) line of item 10 was used to represent depreciation as a source of

funds.

TRENDS IN ANNUAL FINANCIAL INFORMATION, UNITED STATES AND MAJOR FREE
WORLD PRODUCERS OF STEEL

Profits after taxes/total revenues-percentages
Five countries had profits after taxes amounting to 5 percent or more of total

revenue during the 6-year period, 196(-65. These were: The Netherlands (1960-
65), Italy (1961-64), Belgium (1961-62), the United States (1960-61 and
1963-64), and the United Kingdom (1960-61). Except for Italy and the United
States the profit ratios tended to decline during this period. The profit percentages
for the Netherlands ill 1960 and 1964-65 reflected the activity of only one
company, but its steel production represented over 80 percent of total production
for that country.
Profits after taxes/total assets-percentages

Except for the Netherlands, the ratios of profits after taxes to total assets have
been generally low. During the 5-year period 1960-64, inclusive, the countries
and years, which had profits after taxes greater than 5 percent of total assets,
were:

Luxembourg- .---------------..-..-........---_------.-----.1960.
The Netherlands -.---------------------.........---1960-64.
Italy --- ...- ..........1...1962.
United Kingdoml..l---.-_- ----___--.-. ..-..___ .....- 1960-61.
United States _________-----------------------....-_______- _ .. 1960, 1964.
Belgium, Germany, France, and Japan had quite low ratios of profits after

taxes to total assets, and were never as high Us 5 percent during the 5-year period.
The comparable ratios for all manufacturing corporations in the United States,

except newspil)prs, were greater than 5 percent for each of 7 years (1959-65).
Profits after laxes/equity-percentages

lturing the 5-year period, 1960-64, the countries (and years) which had profits,
after taxes, greater than 5,l)(rcent of stockholders equity, were:

Belgium-------...-..........-_...-.. ...----..1960-62.
Luxembourg -.----_----------._-------------.--1960.
Netherlands --..-.---_---------------.----.--- 1960-64.
(ermany-------.----------------------------- 1960-61, and 1964.
Italy---------------------------------------- 1960-64.
United Kingdom .-....-..--...-----------...--.1960-61.
Juapan----------.--.._--------------------- 1960-61 and 1963-64.
United States-....---...-------- ...-- ..- . 1960-64.

Com)parable ratios for France were under 5 percent for each year of the 5-year
period.

Comrl)arable ratios for all manulffacturing corporations, except newspapers, in
the United States were above 5 percent for each of 7 years, and above 10 percent
ill 1959 and 1963-65.
D)ividends/profits after taxes--percentages
The countries (and years) which had dividend paymennts during 1960-64,

greater tha: profits after taxes, were:

France------------------...-----..----..------- 1960, 1962, and 1964.
United Kingdom ...---.-----_-------.---.---.------- 1963 and 1964.
Japan---------1_---. ------------. - .--------------- 1962.

For all nmlnfactilring corporations, except newspapers, in tit- United States,
the ratios of dividends to total profits after taxes fluctuated around the 50-
percent level.
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Profits after taxes/steel ingots produced-dollars per short ton
Profits (after taxes) dollars per short ton of steel ingots produced, during

1960-64 were highest for the Netherlands and lowest for France. The United
Kingdom was t,he second highest in 1960-61, and Italy was second highest in
1962-65, in respect to profits (after taxes) dollars per ton of steel ingots produced.
Employment costs/steel ingots produced-dollars per short ton
Employment cost data was not available for Luxembourg, and was available

for only 3 of the 6-year period (1959-64) for Italy. The countries which reported
employment costs for all 6 years were ranked as follows, from the highest dollars
per short ton to the lowest: The United Kingdom, the United States, Germany,
Belgium, France, the Netherlands, and Japan.
Depreciation and depletion costs/steel ingots produced-dollars per short ton

Depreciation costs per short ton of steel ingots produced over a 6-year cpriod(1959-64) were highest for France, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Japan,
United States, Belgium, Luxembourg, and United Kingdom, ranked in that order.
Interest costs/steel ingots produced-dollars per short ton

Interest costs lwr short ton of steel ingots produced were highest for Japan,
Italy, France, and Germany. Interest cost data were not available for the
Netherlands.
Corporate income taxes/steel ingots produced-dollars per short ton
The highest tax dollars per short ton for the 6-year period, 1959-64, were

indicated for the Netherlands, the United States, and Germany:
They were lowest for Belgium, Jlapan- Luxxembourg, and Italy. The rate declined

sharply for the United Kingdom from a high to a low level. I)ata were available for
France for 2 years only-1959 and 1960; for these 2 years the rate was quite low.
Material costslsteel ingots produced-dollars per short ton
For the six countries, whose steel producers reported material costs for the

6-year period (1959-64) the countries which had the highest rates were: United
Kingdom, Germany, Japan, and France. The Netherlands and the United States
had the lowest rates.
Current assets/current liabilities-ratios

Countries (and years) which had ratios greater than 2 to 1 for current assets
over current liabilities, for the-6-year period (1959-64), were:
France --------.. -----------.----------------- 1959 to 1961.
United Kingdom----------------------- 1959 to 1964.
United States -----------------...------------- 1959 to 1964.
The countries with the lowest ratios were Italy, the Netherlands, Japan,

Certmauny, iixeniboutrg, and Belgium. Low ratios indicated ai limited financial
liquidity position.
Debt/equity-percentages

Countries (and years) whose debts were greater than their stockholders'
equities during the 6-year period (1959-64) were France (1961-64), Italy (1959,
1963-64), Japan (1959-64), and Germany (1964). These high ratios indicate
that these four countries 'were in the poorest financial condition. Conversely,
Iuxemboulrg, the United States, the Netherlands, and the United Kingdom, with
the lowest ratios, were in the best financial condition.
Debt/total revenue-percentages

Debts weref50 percent or higher of total revenue for Belgian steel producers in
1962-64, for French lrodicers in 1963-64, for It:lia.n producers in 1959-64 and
for six JapIanese producers in 1959-64. Steel producers in the United States had
the lowest debt/revenue ratios.
Employment costs/total revenue-percentages

Although these percentages are not completely comparable between countries
because of the varying nmlbters of companies r.plorting employment costs and/or
revenues in the nine countries under study, the computed percentages of employ-
merit costs to total revenue based on available data are indicative of relative
labor costs in eight of the nine countries. Employment cost data were not avail-
able for Luxembourg. In comparing the percentages as computed the United
States appears to have had the highest employment cost ratios, followed closely
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by Belgium. The eight countries, which reported some employment cost data,
may be ranked as follows, from the highest to the lowest ratios: United States,
Belgium, United Kingdom, Germany, France, Italy, the Netherlands, and Japan.
Depreciation costs/total revenue-percentages

France, the Netherlands, and Japan had the highest depreciation cost ratios;
the United Kingdom had the lowest. The United States had the second lowest
ratio in 1959, but its ratios have increased each year since then, through 1963,
when it was fourth lowest.
Interest costs/total revenue-percentages
Japan reported the highest interest cost ratios, which was consistent with its

very high debt-equity ratios. As might be expected Italy and France had the
next highest interest cost ratios; they also had high debt-equity ratios. The
United States and the United Kingdom had the lowest interest cost ratios. In-
terest cost data were not rel)orted for Luxembourg and the Nethcrlnids.
Corporate income taxes/lotal revenue-percentages

Although corporate income tax data wvere availablee only for one company in
each of two countries, the data available indicated that the Netherlands and the
United States had the highest tax ratios; they were lowest in the United Kingdom,
France, Japan, and Italy.
Material cosls/lotal revenue-percentages

Six of the nine countries reported material cost data. Of these six countries,
Japan had the highest material cost ratios, followed by Germany the United
Kingdom, the Netherlands, and France. The United States had the lowest ratios.
Material cost information was lacking for Belgium, Luxembourg, and Italy.

SOURCES OF FUNDS-PERCENTAGES
Income reinvested

This category was the major source of funds for investments in the steel industry
for the Netherlands in 1)60-62, and for the United Kingdom in 1960. It, was the
second most important source for tic Netherlands in 1963-65. Luxembourg in
1960-61, Germany in 1960, and the United States in 1962-63, but a minor source
for the other four countries.
Depreciation and depletion
The depreciation and depreciation reserves of steel producing companies were

major sources of funds for Belgium in 1960-61 and 1964-65, for Luxembourg in
1960-62 and 1964-65, the Netherlands in 1963-65, for Germany in each year
(except in 1961), for France in each year (except in 1961-62), Italy in 1960, Japan
in 1963-64, and for the United States in each year through 1964. It was the second
most important source for Belgium in 1962-63, the Netherlands in 1961-62, Italy
in 1961-63 and 1965, for the United Kingdom in each year through 1964, and for
Japan-in 1960 and 1965. It was a minor source for the Netherlands in 1960, Italy
in 1964, and Japan in 1961-62.
Increases in debt

This category indicates steel producing countries where the companies borrowed
money to invest in steel plants and equipment or for use as working capital.
Borrowed money was the main source of funds for Belgium in 1962-63, Germany
in 1961, France in 1961-62, Italy in 1961 and 1963--65, the United Kingdom ill
1961-63, and Japan in 1960-62 and 1965.

It was the second most important source for Luxembourg in-1962 and 1965,
Germany in 1962-65, France in 1960, 1963-64, and for the United States in
196(-61 and 1964. It was a minor source for Luxembourg in 1961 and 1964, the
Netherlands in 1960, and 1962--65, the United Kingdom in 1960, and for Japan
in 1962-64.
Increases in capital stock

This category reflects the extent to which the steel companies in a particular
country increased their funds, for investment in facilities, by selling additional
shares of stock. This was the major source of funds for Luxembourg in 1963, Italy
in 1962, and the United Kingdom in 1964. It was the second most important
source for Belgium in 1965, Luxembourg in 1964, the Netherlands in 1960, Italy
in 1960 and 1964, and for Japan in 1961-64. It was a less important source for
Belgium in 1960-61 and 1963-64, the Netherlands in 1961 and 1964, for Germany
in 1960-65, France il 1960-65, the United Kingdom in 1960-62, Japan in 1960
and 1965, Italy in 1961, and for the United States in 1960-63.
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Cash flow
Cash sources (income reinvested and depreciation reserves) were adequate to

cover investments in steel plants and equipment for Luxembourg in 1960 and
1965 the Netherlands in 1960 and 1964-65, Germany in 1960, France in 1960,
the United Kingdom in 1960, and the United States in 1962-63.

ANALYSIS OF TRENDS IN ANNUAL FINANCIAL INFORMATION FOR NINE MAJOR FREE
WORLD COUNTRY STEEL PRODUCERS, 1959-65

Belgium
Although there were eight I steel producers in Belgium, only three reported

revenue or sales data in 1959-62, four in 1963, and five producers in 1964--65.
The Belgian steel producers had widely fluctuating profits-after-taxes ratios

and rates, with most of them at an intermediate level. In 1961 the profits-after-
taxes/total revenue ratio for Belgium was third highest of the eight countries
studied. In 1963-65 the profits-after-taxes/total assets ratios were second lowest.
Likewise for the profits-after-taxes/equity ratios in 1963 and 1965. The profits-
after-taxes rates per ton of steel ingots produced were second lowest in 1960, 1963,
and 1965.
The dividend/profits-after-taxes ratios have fluctuated widely. In 1962, it was

the lowest of the nine countries studied; in 1963, it was second lowest; and in 1965
it was the second highest ratio.
The employment cost/total revenue ratios for Belgium firms were second highest,

of the countries studied, during the 6-year period, 1959-64. The employment cost
rates per ton of steel ingots produced were at an intermediate level.

Depreciation cost ratios and rates were generally at an intermediate level. The
ratio of depreciation cost to total revenue was second highest in 1961. The deprecia-
tion cost rate per ton was second lowest in 1962-64.

Interest cost ratios and rates, although trending upward during the 7-year
period covered, were generally at an intermediate level. In 1959 the interest cost
rate per ton was second lowest of the group.

Corporate-income-tax cost ratios and rates for 1959-61 were the lowest of the
countries covered; and during the 6-year period covered, for the rate-per-ton
category, trended downward.
No material cost data were available-for Belgian steel producers.
The financial liquidity ratios (current assets/current liabilities) were generally

at an intermediate level, and were trending downward.
The indebtedness ratios were generally at an intermediate level, and were trend-

ing upward.
The major sources of investment funds were depreciation reserves (1960-61,

1964-65), and increases in debt (1962-63).
In summary, the Belgian steel producers had moderate, but widely fluctuating,

profits-after-taxes ratios and rates; likewise for dividend payment ratios; high
employment cost ratios, but moderate employment cost rates, moderate deprecia-
tion and interest cost ratios and rates, low corporate income tax cost ratios and
rates; and moderate, but increasing, indebtedness ratios.

Luxembourg
There were three steel producers in Luxembourg but only one company reported

revenue or sales data in 1961-64; two companies reported sales data in 1965. The
major steel producer in Luxembourg had low profits-after-taxes/revenue ratios
in 1961-62 and 1964, showed a loss in 1963, and had a 6.1 ratio in 1965. Ratios
of profits-after-taxes to total assets for three producers fluctuated between 5.4
percent in 1959, and a loss in 1963, but rose to 4.9 percent in 1965. Generally the
steel producers in Luxembourg had low profits-after-taxes ratios and rates.
The dividend paymenits/profits-after-taxes ratios fluctuated quite widely. When

profits ratios were moderately high, the dividend payments ratios were usually less
than 50 percent, but when profits ratios were low, the dividend payments ratios
were quite high. Dividends were paid out in 1963 even though the steel industry
showed a loss.

Delpreciation-depletion costs were 7-9 percent of total revenue, and ranged from
a low point of $5.61 per short ton of steel ingots produced in 1961 to a high point of
$7.33 per ton in 1964. Depreciation reserves were the major source of funds for
investments in steel plants and equipment, except 1963 when increases in capital
stock was the major source.

I The number of companies shown for each country comprises those included In the source publications
of the European Coal and Steel Community.



STEEL IMPORT STUDY 443
The interest cost rates per short ton of steel ingots produced were quite low, less

than $1 per ton, and were the lowest of the nine countries studied. Low interest
cost rates were consistent with Luxembourg's low indebtedness ratios.

Corporate income tax cost rates and ratios were generally at intermediate
levels. However, corporate income tax cost ratios for Luxembourg were second
highest in 1961 and 1962. The corporate income tax cost per short ton of steel
ingots produced fluctuated between a high of $4.20 in 1961 and a} low of $1.50
in 1963.
The financial liquidity ratio of current assets to current liabilities rose from a low

point of 1.37 in 1959 to a high point of 1.61 in 1963. Consequently the ratio of new
working capital to total revenues increased from 1961 to 1963.
No information on employment and material costs was given in the available

reports on steel producers in Luxembourg.
In summary, steel producers in Luxembourg had moderate, but declining profit

after taxes ratios and rates; low, but increasing, dividend payment ratios; low
interest cost ratios and rates; moderate depreciation cost rates; moderate, but
declining, corporation income tax cost ratios and rates; and very low indebtedness
ratios.
The Netherlands
There were three steel producers in the Netherlands; two companies reported

revenue or sales data, but only one large company reported employment and
material cost data.
The ratio of profits after taxes to total revenue for the one large company in

1960 was 19.3 percent; for two companies the ratios declined from 15.4 to 10.3
percent in 1961-63. However, Dutch steel producers had higher profit ratios and
rates than any of the other eight countries studied.
The depreciation cost/revenue ratios were at an intermediate level in 1959-61,

second highest in 1962, and highest of the nine countries in 1963-65. Corporation
income tax cost/revenue ratios for the Netherlands were the highest of the nine
countries studied during the 7 years covered.
The dividends/profits after taxes ratios were lower 10) the Netherlands than

any other of the steel-producing countries studied, except in 1962 when Belgium's
ratio was lower and in 1965 when Luxembourg's dividends/profits after taxes
ratio was lower.
Employment costs per short ton of steel ingots produced by the major steel

producer in the Netherlands, as well as the ratios (employment costs/revenue)
were lower in 1959 and 1960 than for any other of the nine steel-producing
countries studied. In 1961-65, the Netherlands was second lowest; Japan's
employment cost ratios and rates were lowest in those years.

Depreciation costs per short ton of steel ingots produced by Dutch steel com-
panies ranged from $7.09 per ton in 1960 to $12.34 per ton in 1964 when the
Dutch ratio was the highest of the nine countries.

Corporate-income-tax costs per short ton of steel ingots produced in the
Netherlands trended downward from a high point of $13.24 in 1960 to a low point
of $7.10 in 1963 and were higher during the entire 7-year period than for any
other steel producing country covered.
The ratios of current assets to current liabilities for the Netherlands ranged

from a low point of 1.05 in 1963 to a high point of 3.35 in 1965. In 1959 the
Dutch ratio was second lowest, in 1960 and 1963 the Dutch ratios were the low-
est of the nine countries covered, but in 1964-65 the Dutch ratios were the high-
est. The low CA/CL ratios indicated that the Dutch steel producers had very
little financial liquidity in 1959, 1960, and 1963. In fact, the major steel producer
in the Netherlands reported negative working capital or frozen assets in 1960-63,
that is, the difference between current assets and current liabilities indicated
excesses of liabilities over assets, but this situation was reversed in 1964-65 when
the major steel producer merged with a major steel mill company. In respect to
the ratios of debt to equity, however, the Netherlands ratios for 1959-63 ranged
from 14.3 to 17.9 percent which were quite low. In 1961-62 the ratios were sec-
ond lowest of the nine countries covered. The ratios of debt to total revenue
were at an intermediate level during the 7-year period covered.

In respect to the relationship of basic costs to revenue, for the major steel
producer in the Netherlands, employment cost ratios were quite low but rising
(12.2 to 23.5 percent), and material costs relatively high but declining (' 4 to
39.7 percent).
The major sources of investment funds were: income reinvested (1960-62)

and depreciation reserves (1963-65).
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In summary, )Dutch steel producers had comparatively high profits-after-taxes
ratios; low dividend payment ratios; high corporate-income-tax cost ratios and
rates, moderate but declining material cost ratios; and frozen current assets
until a merger made in 1965, and relatively low debt/equity ratios.
Germany

There were 17 steel producers in Germany during the 7-year period covered.
The ratios of profits-after-taxes to total revenue, declined from 3.7 percent in

1960 to 1.3 percent in 1965. The annual ratios were below 2 percent in 1962,
1963, and 1965. Likewise other profits-after-taxes ratios and rates (PAT/total
assets, PAT/equity, PAT/steel ingots produced) declined.
Conver ely, dividend/profit-after-taxes ratios have risen over the 6-year period

(1960-65) alld ranged from 42.8 to 85.7 percent.
The ratios of employment costs to revenue were moderate and ranged from

21.4 to 25.2 percent. Employment costs per short ton of steel ingots produced
ranged from $39.56 to $54.40, and in 1963-64 were second highest of the seven
steel producing countries covered.

Ratios of material costs to total revenue ranged from 46.8 percent to 62.8
percent, were highest of six countries covered in 1962, and in 1961 and 1963 were
second highest. In respect to material costs per short ton of steel ingots produced,
German steel producers were highest in 1960 and 1963, and were second highest
of the countries covered in 1959, 1961, 1962, and 1964. The material costs per ton
ranged from $92.89 to $134.67.
From 1959 through. 1962 and in 1964, depreciation costs per ton of steel ingots

were second highest of nine countries covered and in 1963 and 1965 were the
highest. The lowest rate was $11.14 in 1961, and the highest was $12.89 in 1963.
The ratios of depreciation cost to total revenue in 1959-65 were at intermediate
and low levels and fluctuated between 5.4 and 6.9 percent. Depreciation reserves
were theimajor sources of funds for new investments in steel plants and equipment
in 1960, 1962-65; increases in debt were the imtin source in 1961.
The interest cost/total revenues ratios were at an intermediate level and under

2 percent for the 7-year period (1959-65), and fluctuated between 1 and 2 )percent.
Interest, costs per ton of steel ingotsalso were at the intermediate level. Similarly
for corporation income tax cost ratios and rates, the ratios fluctuated in a narrow
r:inge between 2.1 and :3.6 percent, and the rates ranged from $4.29 per ton to
$7.19 per ton.

Ratios of current assets to current liabilities were on the low side, fluctuating
between 1.21 and 1.42, thus indicating limited financial liquidity. New working
capital ias a percent of total revenue fluctuated between 5.5 percent and 10.2
percent. The debt/equity ratios trended upward from 62.3 percent in 1960 to
105.7'percent in 1965. The trend of these ratios indicate that the financial condition
in Germanv's steel industry has worsened each year in the first half of the sixties.
The debt. load as related to total revenue has risen from less than one-fourth
to more than one-third during the same period.

In summary, German steel produces had low profit-after-taxes ratios and
rates; moderate but increasing dividen-d payment ratios; moderate employment,
butt high material and depreciation cost ratios and rates; moderate corporation
income tax ratios and rates, and low interest cost-ratios and rates; and moderate
hut increasing indebtedness ratios, indicating a deteriorating financial condition.
France
Of the 14--15 steel producers in France, only eight reported employment costs,

and only two or three reported material costs until 1965 when all companies
rel)orted employment costs, and 12 rel)orted material costs.

French steel producers in the period covered had low profit ratios. Their ratios
of profit after taxes to total revenue in 1960-62 and 1964 were the lor-est of the
seven to nine countries covered; their ratio of profit-after-taxes/total assets in
1960-62 and 1964 were the lowest of nine countries covered, and in 1965 the
lowest of seven countries covered. An identical comparison prevailed for the
profit-after-taxes/equity ratios; likewise for the profit-after-taxes per short ton
of steel ingots plroduced.
The ratios of dividend payments to profit-after-taxes were highest of the

countries covered in 1960, 1964-65 and second highest in 1961-62.
Employment. cost ratios of total revenue and rates per ton of steel ingots pro-

duced were at intermediate levels while material cost ratios and rates were on the
low side. I)epreciation cost ratios and rates, however, in 1959-62 were highest
of the nine countries covered; in 1963-64 they were at an intermediate level. The
depreciation reserve was the major source of funds for new investments in steel
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plants and equipment in 1960 and 1963-65; increases il debt was the major source
in 1961-62.

Interest cost ratios and rates were at intermediate levels in 1959-61, but second
highest in 1962-63; however, interest cost ratios and rates trended upward. This
rising trend in interest cost ratios is consistent with the increasing indebtedness
ratios of the French stee producers.

Corporate income tax cost ratios and rates in 1959-60 were quite low, but trended
upward in 1961-65.
French steel producers had high, but declining, ratios of current assets to current

liabilities; they dropped from 2.44 in 1960 to 1.67 in 1965. This drop indicates a
decreasing financial liquidity position.

In summary, the French steel producers had quite low profit-after-taxes ratios
and rates; fluctuating but high-level-dividend payment ratios; intermediate em-
ployment and corporate income tax but low material cost ratios and rates, and
high but declining depreciation cost ratios and rates; intermediate but increasing
interest cost ratios and rates, and increasing indebtedness ratios.
Italy

Although seven Italian companies produced steel ingots, only five reported
revenue or sales data and only two reported employment data in 1959-61.

Profits after taxes as related to total revenue were less than 5 percent in 1960
and 1965, but greater than 5 percent in 1961-64. In 1962-64, Italian profit ratios
were second highest of the countries covered in this study. Profits-after-taxes/total
assets ratios fluctuated between 3 and 4 percent in 1960-61 and 1964, were less
than 3 percent in 1963 and 1965, but exceeded 5 percent in 1962. Profit-after-
taxes/equity ratios were on a higher level, exceeding 5 percent each year (1960-64
until 1965). In 1962 and 1964, Italian steel producers had the highest profit/equity
ratios of the countries covered. The rate of profit-after-taxes to steel ingots pro-
duced fluctuated between $6 and $7 in 1960-61, but exceeded $10 in 1962 and
1964. In 1962-64, the Italian profit rates per ton were the second highest of the
nine countries covered. It may be concluded that profits-after-taxes ratios and
rates for Italian steel producers during the 6-year period (1960-65) were at
intermediate to high levels.
The ratios of dividend payments to profits after taxes for the seven Italian steel

producers fluctuated between 30.5 percent (1964) and 75 percent (1963), but
were above the 50-percent level in 4 of the 6 years covered.
Employment cost ratios (as related to total revenue) and rates (as related to

steel ingot production) in 1959-61 were at intermediate levels. These data are not
available for more recent years.

Depreciation and depletion cost ratios and rates in 1959-65 were at intermediate
levels, but were declining. The depreciation reserve was the major source of funds
for investment by the producers in steel l)lants and equipment in 1960, and second
most important source in 1961-63 and 1965, but "increases in debt" was the major
source of funds in 1961 and 1963-65; and "increases in capital stock" was the
major source in 1962.

Interest costs.ratios and rates were at high levels in 1959-61 and 1964-65, but
at. intermediate levels in 1962-63. In 1965 the Italian interest cost ratio and rate
was the highest of the nine countries covered.

Corporate income tax cost ratios were at intermediate levels in 1959 and
1961-63, second lowest of the countries covered'in 1960 and 1964, and lowest of
six countries in 1965. However, the corporate-income-tax cost per short ton of
steel ingots produced followed a somewhat different trend-highest of eight coun-
tries in 1959, second highest in 1960-61 and 1964, intermediate in 1962-63, and
highest of seven countries in 1965.

Material cost data were not available for Italian steel producers.
The ratios of current assets to current. liabilities fluctuated from 0.77 (1965) to

1.48 (1962), but remained at fairly low levels, thus indicating limited financial
liquidity.
The debt ratios fluctuated widely but remained at fairly high levels. The

debt/equity ratios were second highest in 1959-60 and 1963, and highest of the
countries covered in 1964-65. The debt/total revenue ratios were the highest of
the countries covered ifd 1959 and 1963-65, and second highest in 1960-62.

In summary, the Italian steel producers had moderate-to-high profits-after-
taxes ratios and rates; moderate dividend payment ratios; moderate but declining
depreciation cost ratios and rates and low corporate-income-tax cost ratios but
high corporate income-tax cost rates; relatively high interest cost ratios and rates,
and relatively high indebtedness ratios.
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United Kingdom
Although the United Kingdom had 15 producers of steel ingots, only six

reported revenue data, and only one reported employment and material cost data.
Profits-after-taxes ratios and rates were high in 1960-61, but declined each

successive year through 1964 to intermediate levels.
Conversely the dividend payment ratio, as related to profits-after-taxes, were

below 50 percent in 1960-61, but rose each successive year reaching 147.2 percent
in 1964. In 1963 the U.K. dividend ratio was the highest of the steel producing
countries covered and in 1964 was second highest.
The rate of employment costs per ton of steel ingots produced were quite high

in 1959-64 for one large steel producing company, but the ratios of employment
costs to total revenue were at an intermediate level.
The ratios of depreciation costs to total revenue although trending upward

were the lowest of the countries covered. The rates of depreciation cost to steel
ingots produced for 15 British steel producers trended upward, but were lowest,
of the nine countries studied, in 1959-60, second lowest in 1961, and at inter-
mediate levels in 1962-64.

Interest cost ratios (as related to total revenue) were the lowest, of seven
countries covered, in 1959-61, second lowest in 1962, but at an intermediate
level in 1963-64. The interest cost rates per ton of steel ingots produced were at
an intermediate level, but trending upward in 1960-63.

Corporate-income-tax cost ratios and rates were at an intermediate level in
1959-61, trended downward sharply in subsequent years, and were lowest, of the
countries covered, in 1962-63. The corporate-income-tax cost ratio was also
lowest of the countries covered in 1964.
The material-cost ratios (as related to total revenue) for a major steel com-

pany were at an intermediate level in 1959 and 1961-63 but the material-cost
ratio was second highest of the countries covered in 1960 and highest in 1964.
Material-cost rates per ton of steel ingots produced were highest, of the countries
covered, in 1959, 1961-62, and 1964; the material-cost rate was second highest
in 1960 and 1963.
The ratios of current assets to current liabilities were at a generally high level.

They were second highest, of the countries covered, in 1959, and 1961-63. These
high ratios indicated a large degree of financial liquidity.
The debt/equity ratios were at an intermediate-level, but they trended upward

in 1960-63.
The major sources of investment funds during the 5-year period covered were as

follows:
Income reinvested----------------------------------- --- 1960
Increases in debt .---.--------------- ---------- 1961-63
Increases in capital stock--- ------------------------------- - 1964

In summary, British steel producers had initially high but subsequently
moderate profit-after-taxes ratios and rates; initially moderate, but subsequently
high dividend payment ratios; initially low, but subsequently moderate, depre-
ciation and interest cost ratios and rates; moderate, but declining, corporation-
income-tax cost ratios and rates; relatively high material cost rates and ratios;
a high degree of financial liquidity, and moderate indebtedness ratios.

Japan
Although Japan had six producers of steel ingots, only three reported employ-

ment and material cost data.
The profit-after-taxes ratios and rates were generally at an intermediate level,

but the ratio of profit-after-taxes/total assets and the profit-after-taxes rate per
ton of steel ingots produced was second lowest, of the nine countries covered, in
1962.
The ratios of dividend payments to profits after taxes were generally at an

intermediate level, except in 1962 when the Japanese ratio was the highest of the
nine countries studied.
Employment cost ratios and rates were generally at a low level and were lowest,

of the countries studied, in 1961-65, and second lowest in 1959-60.
The depreciation costs, ratios, and rates were generally at an intermediate level.

The ratios of depreciation costs to total revenue in 1959-60, however, were second
highest of the countries studied, and the depreciation-cost rate per ton of steel
ingots produced was lowest in 1959-60, and second lowest in 1961.
The interest-cost ratios and rates were at a high level. The ratios of interest cost

to total revenue were highest of the countries covered, during the period, 1959-64,
and second highest in 1965. The interest cost per ton of steel ingots produced were
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highest of the countries covered, during the 1960-64 period, and the rate was
second highest in 1959 and 1965. These high-interest-cost ratios and rates were
consistent witl the high indebtedness ratios for Japanese steel producers.
The corporate-income-tax costs, ratios, and rates were at an intermediate level

during the years covered by the study. The corporate-income-tax cost ratios were
second lowest, of the countries covered in 1961-63 and 1965; the corporate-
income-tax cost rates per ton of steel ingots produced were second lowest in
1961 and 1965.

Material cost rates per ton were at an intermediate level, but the ratios of
material costs to total revenue were highest, of the countries covered, in 1959-61
and 1963, and second highest in 1962 and 1964.
The financial liquidity ratios (current assets/current liabilities) were generally at

a low level indicating limited financial liquidity. The Japanese CA/CL ratio was
second lowest in 1961, 1963-65, and tied with two other countries for lowest
ratio in 1962.

In respect to the indebtedness ratios, the Japanese ratio of debt to equity was
the highest, of the countries studied, in 1959-63 and second highest in 1965. Also
the total debt of the six Japanese steel producers exceeded their total equity in
each of the 7 years. In respect to the ratios of debt to total revenue, the Japanese
ratio was second highest in 1959 and 1963-65, and highest of the countries studied
in 1960-62.
The major sources of investment funds, and years, were: increases-in-debt in

1960-62 and 1965, and depreciation-reserves in 1963-64.
In summary the Japanese steel producers had generally moderate profit-after-

taxes ratios and rates; moderate dividend payment ratios, except in 1962 when it
was the highest; low employment cost ratios and rates, moderate-to-low deprecia-
tion, and corporate-income-tax cost ratios and rates, high interest cost ratios and
rates, and moderatc-to-high material costs ratios and rates; limited financial
liquidity, and very high indebtedness ratios.
The United States

Thirty-three companies in the United States produced steel ingots. All of them
reported revenue, employment, and material cost data.
The profits-after-taxes ratios and rates were generally at an intermediate level,

but the profits/assetr ratio was second highest in 1963-64.
The U.S. ratio of dividend payments of profits after taxes was second highest,

of the countries studied in 1960, and highest in 1961, but declined thereafter to an
intermediate level.
The U.S. ratios of employment costs to total revenue were the highest of the

countries studied during a 6-year period (1959-64). The U.S. employment cost
rate per ton of steel ingots produced was second highest in 1959 and 1961-62, and
highest in 1960, but had declined to an intermediate level in 1963-64.
The depreciation cost ratios and rates were generally at an intermediate level,

but the ratio was second lowest in 1959-60.
Interest cost ratios and rates were generally low. The U.S. ratio of interest cost

to total revenue was second lowest in 1959-61 and lowest in 1962-64. The interest
cost rate per ton of steel ingots produced was second lowest in 1960 and 1962-64.

Corporation-income-tax cost ratios and rates were at a generally high level; they
were second highest of the countries covered in 1959-60 and 1963-64.

Material cost ratios and rates were generally low. The U.S. ratio of material cost
to total revenue was lowest of the countries studied throughout the entire 6-year
period covered (1959-64). Material cost per ton of steel ingots produced were
second lowest in 1960-61 and in 1963-64.
The U.S. ratios of current assets to current liabilities were generally high,

indicating a large degree of financial liquidity. In 1960 and 1964 it was second
highest, and in a 3-year period (1961-63) the U.S. ratios were the highest of the
countries studied.
The indebtedness ratios were generally low. The debt/equity ratio was second

lowest in 1959-60, and 1963-64. The debt/total revenue ratio was second lowest
in 1959-60 and 1962-64.
The depreciation reserve was the major source of investment funds.
In summary, U.S. steel producers had moderate but occasionally high profits-

after-taxes ratios and rates; initially high but subsequently moderate dividend
payment ratios; high employmer.t costs, moderate depreciation cost ratios and
rates, and generally low-interest cost ratios and rates, high corporate-income-tax
cost ratios and rates and low material cost ratios and rates; a high degree of
financial liquidity, and low indebtedness ratios.
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Trends in annual financial information, United States and major free ulorld
producers of steel

Number
Country of corn- 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965

panles

Belgium-.-----------
Luxembourg.-------------
Netherlands.....----------
Germany .--- ------.---
France----- -----------

Italy ..------------
United Kingdom. .---
Japan..---------------...-
United States..---------

Belgium------------------
Luxemhourg.-----------
Netherlands-.----------
Germany ..------------
France-------------------
Italy .---------- --

United Kingdom...-----
Japan--------------.---.
United States----------.

Belgium ....-----------
Luxembourg.-----------
Netherlands.-----------
Germany.----------
France------------------
Italy -.------------------
United Kingdom ..-----
Japan...------.------- .
United State8a-----------

Belgium..---------

Luxembourg--------.-.--
Netherlands- .-..-..-.----
Germany.----------
France.----.-----------
Italy.---------------------
United Kingdom .--.--
Japan.------.---------
Un ted States.--------.

Belgium ......------..-
Luxembourg .-------....
Netherlands....----------1
Germany ---------------

France------------------
Italy .----------
United Kingdom....
Japan.------------------
United States.----------

3,4,5
1,2
1,2
17

14,15
7

2,6
6

33

8
3

2.3
17

14, 16
7
15
6

33

8
3

2.3
17

14,16
7
15
6
33

Profits after taxes-total revenue (percent)

4.4 6.0 5.8 (4) 1.6 (5) 0.8 (5) (0.1)
..3.1 3.8 (1.1) 1.1 (2) 6.1

(1) 1. 3 1 5.4 14.1 10.3 (1) 11.1 (1) 10.8
3.7 3.7 - 1.7 1.6 2.1 1.3
.7 1.4 1.0(14) 2.1 (14) .6 .4

4.4 5.0 0.3 5.7 10.9 2.9
(2) 13.8 (2) 9.7 2.8 2.7 1.1 ..--

4.0 4.7 2.7 4.7 4.5 3.2
6.0 5.3 4.3 5.6 6.0 --------

Profits after taxes-total assets (percent)

4.3 4.8 4.3 131. 3 .6
5.4 3.1 3.1 (.2) 1.6 . 9
11.6 8.6 6.2 5.8 (2) 5.8 (2) 4.7
4.7 4.5 2.0 1.7 2.4 1.5

(14) 1.0 1.4 .9 1.5 .5 .3
3,1 3.3 5.4 2.5 3.4 1,0
10.0 5.3 2.4 1. 9 1.7-.---
2.8 3.1 1.4 2.7 2.8 2.0
5.1 4.1 3.5 4.6 5.3 --.-----.

Profits after taxes-equlty-(percent)

8.1
8.3
15.1
9. 7

(14) 2.4
7.6
15.6
8.1
7.6

8.8
4.7

1(. 9
9.5
3,6
8.3
8.7
9.5
6.2

8.3
4.7
7.9
4.4
2.5
12.1
4.1
4.3
5.2

2.7
(. 2)
7.3
3.9
4.2
7.1
3. 5
8.5
6.9

(2)

2.8
2.3
7.2
5.8
1.4

10.9
3.1
8.6
8.0

1.0
7.4

(2) 5.9
3.7
.8

3.7

6.6
.- - -- -

I)vildnd--Profits after taxes (percent)

8 63.1 46.4 34.2 36.7 83.3 108.6
3 37. 4 53.6 41.3 . 91.0 24.4

2, 3 24. 4 30. 5 356.0 32. 5 (2) 24.9 (2) 32.6
17 42.8 '4. l -85.7 78.6 57.7 82.7

1415 (14) 126.2 7i. 3 1142 47.9 148.9 226.7
7 63.4 66.2 47.5 75.0 80.5 58.0
16 29.5 46.8 88.5 113.2 147.2 --

6 64.7 69.2 149.3 75.8 81.7 106.1
33 68.4 79.5 86.5 5.1 47.6 ....

Profits after taxes-Steel ingots produced (dollars per short ton)

8
3

2,3
17

14,16
7
16
6

33

4.51
4.68
20.0
6,79

(14) 1.14
6.19
16.08
4.65
8.72

5.60
2.87
16.74
7.42
2.06
6.91
9.99
5. 19
7.91

5.19
3.02
13.71
3.63
1.Mi

12..99
5.49
2.87
6.22

2.79
(.17)

12.33
3.38
3.02
7.93
4.48
4.93
7.60

2.62
1.49

(2) 15.62
4.34
.87

16.23
3.53
4.65
7.98

0.91
4.95

(2) 11.61
2.55
.46-

3.16

3.33
. . .---

111---c. 1 - - I -------_I

9.869604064

Table: Trends in annual financial information, United States and major free world producers of steel
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Trends in annual financial information, United Stiues and major free world

producers of steel-Continued

Country

Belgium ............
Luxembourg --.-..-
Netherlands.__-----
Germany .---------
France.-----------
Italy---------------
United Kingdom----
Japan .----..-----
United States.--.--

Belgium...--------
Luxembourg-------
Netherlands ------

lermany-----------
France-----------
Italy..------.-----
United Kingdom----
Japan------.---.---
_United States--....

Belgium.--- .----

Luxembourg-------
Netherlands--------
Germany------------
France -..- ---------
-Italy..---.--------
United Kingdom ....
Japan-------------
United States------

Belgium .----------
Luxembourg......-
Netherlands -------.
Germany -------
France-------------
Italy...---- .
United Kingdom...-
Japan -------------
United States.-----

Belgium..----------
Luxembourg-------
Netherlands..-----
Germany .-----.
France.-------
Italy----------------
United Kingdom..--
Japan-....-----.----
United States.--

Number
of

com-
panies

3

16,17
2

2,3
33

3,5
1,2
1,2

16,17
14,16

16,17
14,16

4,7
. ""6

33

2,3
1,2
1,2

16,17

14,15

5,,7

6
33

2,3
1,2
1,2

16,17

5,6,7

33

3,8,17

3
33

Percent

1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965

Employment costs-total revenue

32.5

12. 6
(16) 23. 3
(8) 20. 7

20.6
28 3
14.0
36.8

31.2

12.2
21.4

(7) 19.3
18.7
27.1
13.1
39.8

32.3

18.7
23. 3

(8) 21.7
20. 8
28.3
12.8
41.1

35. 5 35. 5 35.5 33. 6

.R . .....2i.gi....... .- 3.20. 7 21. .6 1.0 23.
23.9 24.9 25.2 25.0

(7) 24. 6

29.4
18. 6
39.0

(7) 24. 6

28. 6
15.8
38.1

24.2

(2) 13.4

(6) 22.2

30.4
14.7
39.9

Depreciation costs-total revenue

7.2 7.77 8.2 7.9 7.5 (5) 7.8 (5) 6.8
! ----. --- .-7.1 7.7 8.8 8. (2) 9.4

(1) 6.9 (1) 6.2 7.7 8.3 9.1 (1) 11.1 (1) 11.1
(16) 6.9 6.1 5.6 5.4 5.9 6.9 5.9

10.4 13.4 10. 5 9.4 (14) 7.0 (14) 6.0 5. 6
(4 6.1 7.4 7.3 6.5 6.3 5.9 5.2
(2) 2.9 (2) 2. 9 (2) 3.3 (6) 4. 6 (6) 5. 1 (6) 5.0 ....-

8&8 8.9 8.1 8.1 8.3 8.0 8.8
4.7 5.1 5.7 6.9 7.2 6.7 ....

Interest costs-total revenue

1.3 1 1. 5 2.0 2.6 (5) 3.4 (5) 3.4

.-- .. .---- ..---.... ....... .. ...... ....... -. . .-- 1.01.0
(16) 1.8 1.2 1.0 1.3 . .1.1.7

1.6 1.5 1.7 2.4 (14) 2.8 3. 3.3.
(5) 3.4 3.4 3.0 2.3 2.4 3.3 6.8
(2) .5 (2) .3 (2) .3 (6) 1.2 (6) 1.9 (7) 2.0

4.7 4.8 5.1 6. 6 6.6 5.3 6. 5
.7 .7 .9 1.08.8. ...

Corporate Income tax cost-total revenue

.7 .6 (2) .6
--1. . 6.6 3.8 2.3 3.1 (2) 3.0

(1)1.2 (1)I1.6 9.0 7.6 8.0 (1) 5.7 (1)7 .4
(16) 2.6 3.5 3.6 2. 6 2.4 2.6 2.1
(13) 1.4 (12) 1.5 (10) 3.0 (9) 1.4 (9) 2.8 (11) 2.7 (8) 3.6
(5) 2.2 2.1 2. 6 (6) 2. 4 (6) 1.9 (5) 1.9 (5) 1.2
(2) 3.3 (2) 3.5 (2) 2.4 (6) 1. 0 (6) .6 (6) .8

1.7 2.2 2.0 1.1 1.8 2.2 1.6
5.7 5.4 4.5 3.3 4.4 4.3-

Materials costs--total revenue..... i&i'.59.4
(3) 46.8
(1) 52.7

58.3
62.6
40.9

57.1
(8) 67.9
(2) 50. 1

59.8
62. 4
37.6

61.6
(3) 50.9

60.9
63.4
37.1

52.3
62.8

(2) 48.1

58.1
60.8
39.6

61.6
60.8

(3) 51.0

57.6
68.6
38. 2

39.7
60.6

(3) 52. 2

61.6
60.7
38.7

61.8
(12) 49.7

-

.----

.-

____1 111 __

---

----



0

Dollars per short ton of steel ingots produced
Country Number of companies

1959 196 1961 1962 19(3 1964 I 1965
, I - - _~~

Beliunl------.------------------------- .---

Luxembourg------. ----.....---- -------
Netherlafids------- --------. ..----- ---

(Germany.---------..- ...--.-------.---.---
France...--.--.--.-....----- .--..--------
Italy- ... ..................................
United Kingdom..---------. --------.- ..---

Japan--..-...---....-...._.......................
United States...........--. ...................----

Belgium -----------------.---.--- -- ------ ..--.-.
Luxemb>ourg...........................................
Netherlands .-----------------.--------------
Germany---------- ---------------------.--- -----.---
France--- -- - -----------------------.----.-

Italy ............

United Kingdom ...--- ..--- ---....- .----- .---
J.apan .-------- .-------------------------------------

United States--- ..-- .----- ....--........

Belgium.-------.----...---..----.-.....----- ...---
Luxembourg.----.--.---..-----......--
Netherlands.-------- ----------------------.
Germany-----...-- .-----------.-----------.------.---
France .-- ........-....-....-...............--.-

Italy.....-.. ............ .... ............ ...

United Kingdom----..-----------.. .. .....-------

Japan ..------ --__--------.-.---.--.-.-.-.- .

United States.--------------------.... .---

3----------- --

I-.--.----l. iii
17-..---------------.
6, 7, 8,15.-- -------

2---...-------.-----
1--------------------
2,3 -.......
33-----...

8------- -...--- ----

3--------
3--- ........------
17..-....-.......-.
14,15...........
7--- ------

33-- --..----.--

8---------------
3-.---------.

12---------
17----------------
14, 15--.-----
7-....---..--
15--- ---------

6--------------
33-----------.

Employment costs-steel ingots produced

32.80

12.34
42.08

(8) 21.82
26.27
59.33
15.83
57.85

30. 74

12.66
39. 56

(7) 21.91
24. 12
.50. 66
15.77
57.63

34.61

18.93
46.21

(8) 26. 75

64.77
15.14
60.82

34.16 36.28

19. iS 18. 23
51.21 54.34

(6) 25.85 (7) 30.09

74.'57 67. 60'
15.76 17.14
58.37 53.20

34.14

1..si
50.94

(7) 30.17

1..
6
17.44
50. 47

32.95/
21.98
5 t. 40

(15) 31.93

|(2) 15.I6
. _ _ _ _ _ _ .

Depreciation and depletion costs-Ingots produced

6.82 7.58 8.13 7.30 6.95 7.53 5.94
6.19 6.03 5.61 6.04 6.65 7.33 6.92
6.13 6.2 8.48 8.47 8.54 12.34 11.27
11.97 11.21 11.14 11.46 12.89 11.85 11.73

(14) 13.63 (14) 18.69 14.91 13.09 10.02 9.97 7.44
9.57 10.32 10.19 9.12 8.7 8.17 5.64
5.94 5.18 5.82 7.31 8.12 7.56
9.9.5 10.22 8.92 8.64 8.70 S.34 9.27
7.47 7.43 8.50 10.10 9.88 8.88.------

Interest costs-Ingots produced

.96

.33

3.15
(14) 2.40

\ 6.47
1.70
5.24
1.08

1.11
.30

2.14
(14) 2.24

4.81
1.40
5.43
1.06

1.22 1.47
.37 .45

1.95 2. 7
2.64 3.61
4.13 3.17
1.58 2.21
5.59 7.04
1.40 '. 1.42

2.01
.51

3.41
3.94
3.32
3.08
6.78
1.21

2.59
.47

3.40
4.01
4.55
3.02
5.53
1.07

w

Co

tTi

0

Co

2.65
.63
1.39
3.51
4.34
7.37

6.81
I - - - - -

9.869604064

Table: [No Caption]
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,Belgium .................-- ----------------

o Luxembourg--- . ...--- ......-.-..............

jNetherlands ....----- ..............

aGermany--.. .. --....--... ...............--..-..' France.----..--- .- ...........-..-.............
9 Italy --------------------......................
s United Kingdom.-.......---...................

Belgium ...............................................
Luxembourg........ .................................
Gether lany.ds.........................
Germanye ................. ...................
France - ---- - -----------------------
Italy ..................

United Kingdom .---................................
JapanitedStates-------......... .....................
United States------------------ ----------------

8 --------------------
38...................33.-
17..................-
8,9,, 10,11, 12, 13-.
7
15.-------.........

3,8,17.--.---------
1, 2,3 .--- .--

31....-.--.
33--------

Corporate income taxes-Ingots produced

.68 .57 (7) .61 (1) .65 (1) .31 (1) . 19
2.52 4.19 4.20 2.91 1.50 2.02 2.19
12.64 13.24 10. 62 8.12 7.10 8.84 7.70
4.52 6.44 7.19 5.58 5.18 5.16 4.29

(13) 1.65 (12) 1.67 (10) 2.85 (9) 1.49 (9) 3.94 (11) 3.19 (3) 4.77
3.17 2.88 3.78 3.35 2.61 2.47 1.24
5.24 5.18 2.97 .34 .06 1.48 -------

1.94 2.56 2.22 1.21 1.91 2.30 1.72
8.92 7.89 6.62 4.78 5.99 5.64 .---..

Material costs-Ingots produced

58.34 59.21 t2.1) 48.51
(3) 92.89 (8) 112.06 122.12 134.47
1) 50.47 51.55 (3) 63.58 48.39

122. 39 111.73 1 5 142. 64
70.86 75.21 74.80 65.30
64.39 .44 54.90 57.96

43.85 41.68 -------.---
132.63 122.40 134.67

(3) 62.87 61.81 (12) 62.25....... . ...-....i- -------------

132.50 139.25
63.07 67.090....---
52.19 51.34 1------------

w
ra
H
ci,
H
t'M

C1-

V

t<

0-50
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C-
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Number
Country of corn- 1969 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965

panles

Belgium.--.----
Luxembourg.-----
Netherlands---.--
Germany ---.--. .
France.-------------
Italy ,------------
United Kingdom...
Japan.--------------
United B-tes.......

Belgium...--.--.---.
Luxembourg..-----
Netherlands-.....
Germany....-----.
France--.---------e
Italy...------------
United Kingdom----
Japan .-------------

United States ......

Belgium ..--.--.-.
Luxembourg .......

Netherlands.------
Germany-.------.
France -.---------
Italy.---------------
United Kingdom
Japan---------
United States......

Belgium ...- ..--...
Luxembourg -----

Netherlands.--------
Germany.---------
France--...-------
Italy...-----------
United Kingdom.---
Japan...--------
United 8tates.......

8
3

2,3
17

16

1,2

16,17
14,15

2,6,7
6

7
16
6

33

3,4,56
1,2
1,

16,17
14,15

7
1,56,B7

6
33

Current assets to current liabilities (ratio)

1.94 1.89 1.90 173 1.39 1.34 1.32
1.37 838 1.45 1.39 1.61 1.53 1.46
1.33 1. 1 1.24 1.21 1.05 (2) 3.00 (2) 3.35
1.39 1.42 1.27 1.21 1.23 1.26 1.24

(14) 2.29 (14) 2.44 2.07 1.95 1.74 1.75 1.67
1.06 1.27 1.261.48 1.26 104 .77
2.27 2.16 2. 2.124 2.361 2. 20 ..--
1.43 1.4 1.22 1.21 1.19 1.20 1.17
2.20 2.27 2.37 232.492 2.26 .-.

New working capital, total revenue (percent)

29.3 29.8 26.5 23.5 (4) 14.9 (5) 12.1 (5) 11.2
..---.--......-11.6 11.6 23.0 8.0 (2) 2.4
--------- .--------- - --------..-- ------. 24.4 29.1
(16) 10.2 9.4 6.8 5.6 5.9 6.8 6.4

25.0 24.8 22.8 24.4 (14) 21.1 (14) 20.3 18.1
11.b 12. 7.6 23.5 20.8 4.5
30.0 31. 35.4 (6) 27.6 (6) 29. (7) 9......
18.0 18.7 11.9 13.9 11.7 11.0 9.4
26.4 26.7 30.5 29.0 29.7 26.3

Debt, equity (percent)

28.5 33.4 41.4 53.8 72.2-- 80.5 73.4
10.6 9.7 9.0 13.1 8.1 10.3 19.6
17.0 17.4 ' 14. 5 14.3 17. 1 (2) 13.3 (2) 12.7
70.4 62.3 72.4 84.9 90. t 103.7 105.7

(14) 83. 1 81.6 103.8 125. 1(14) 120.7 (14) 130.4 136.6
107.0 92.8 98.3 70.9 127. 3 142.4 213.4
24.4 24.2 33.3 44.1 61.3 16.4 -----

113. 6 121.7 141.8 142.0 135.7 128.4 145.4
12.7 17.2 20.3 16.1 11.6 17.3 -----

Debt, total revenue (percent)

(16)

20.5

29.8
32.2
23.8
60.0
21.5
55.9
9.7

29.6

30.0
23.6
25.4
54.4
12.0
59.9
13.6

35.6

(2) 26.4
28.6
42.7
58.6
4.7
69.9
17.4

61.3
2.1

(2) 29.0
32.9
45.9
54.2

(5) 52.3
88.9
13.2

(4) 62.0 (5) 63.9

(2) 30.4 27.8
35.8 38.6

(14) 52.4 (14) 51.9
101.8 142 6

(6) 37.71 (7) 32.3
75,4 66.2
9.4 13.0

(6) 56.3
(2) 14.8 **

24.3
36.9
57.1
167.9

70.1
.----

452

9.869604064

Table: [No Caption]
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Year and country

1960
Belgium...----.-.-.-
Luxembourg ..-.----
Netherlands.------..
Germany ...........

France...... ....

Italy--............----
United Kingdom....
Japan-.-......-..
United States-.......

1901
Belgium....-........
Luxembourg ---.....
Netherlands ........
Germany --..-.....
France-............
Italy ..........--.

United Kingdom...-
Japan-. -----.......United States-.......

1902
Belgium... ........ ..

Luxembourg........
Netherlands...--....
Germany...........
France ..............

Italy ...........
United Kingdom...-
Japan .........
United States.......

1908
Belgium...--..----..
Luxembourg. -.---.-

Netherlands ..-.-.--

Germany --.--..--.

France ---.-.------.
Italy -----------
United Kingdom....
Japan ---...------.-.

United States.......

1964
Belgium....-.......
Luxembourg.---..--
Netherlands ---.-..
Germany -----.--.,
France..-..-..--...-
Italy ...-.- .........
United Kingdom....
Japan .---.-.--.---.

United States ...-.-

1965
Belgium ...-------..

Luxembourg --..-.-

Netherlands ........

Germany...........
France ..............

Italy... ......

United KLngdom....
Japan......--........
United States-......

Number
of com-
panies

8
3
3
17
14
7

15
6

33

8
3
3
17
14
7

15
6

33

8
3
3
17
15
7
15
6

33

8
3
3

17
15
7

15
6

33

8
3
2

17
14
7
15
6

33

8
3
2

17
15
7

15
6

33

Sources of funds (percent)

Income
rein-
vested

9.8
32. 2
43.6
22.5
(1.2)
11.1
49.8
4.1
17.4

13. 6
18.5
54.:7
13.8
1.1
7.5

18.7
3.6
11.1

17.5
16. 7
42. 1
2.2

(0. 6)
17.0
2.5
(4.7)
7.7

5.0
(9. 6)
33.2
3.9
6.0
2.7

(3. 6)
8.4

25. 5

1.8
1.2

41.6
7.2

(1.9)
11.9

(10. 6)
5.0

2f. 7

,21.7(-9.9
2.5
(6.2)
2.6

--(1.0)

Depre-
ciation

44.7
67.8
17.9
64.9
82.7
50.5
22.7
26.4
47.0

36. 7
77.7
39.9
37.2
38.2
32.5
20.5
20.3
58.0

37.4
56.8
40.0
49.0
44.5
22.8
29.3
28.8
91.8

30.8
51. 2
34. 2
68.7
44.1
11.8
49.9
46. 8
74.0

50.1
68.6
43.7
46.8
52.3
9.2

49.5
46.2

74. 3
40.1
57. 5
66.3
78.6
10.9

4..'

Increases Increases
in debt in capi-

tal stock

25.0

18.8

10.4

14.o7
43.9
35.0

32.8
3.8

40,4
47.4
39.5
45.1
54.1
29.0

'45.1
26.5
17.3
47.7
47.6

39.6

58.4

32.6
26.3
42, 3
85.5
53.7
20.8

45.0
13.0
3.3

45.2
31.0
60.0

32.1

38.2

2.6
21.5
21.3
86.5

47.3

20.5

19.7
12.6
8.1
38.4
12.8
25.6
0.6

16.9

5.4
8.6
13.3
20.5
15.7
22.0
1.9...... 6.'
1.1

8.5
60.2
7.4

36.3
0.5

5.8
58.4

7.6

26.0
.5

3.1
17,2
11.4
.8

18.6
18.9
62.6
28.1

26.3

8.3

7. 6

Total

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0
100.0

100.O0

100.0

100.0

1000
100.0

10IO.o100. o

100. O
10l.0

Uses of funds
(percent)

Invest-
ments Other

92.0 8.0
79.9 20.1
41.5 58.5
70.1 29.9
71.9 28.1
64.2 35.8
70.5' 29.5
78.3 21.7
96.2 3.8

75.9
118.7
95.6
62.3
61.3
69.5
76.3
67.5
76. 6

94.7
86.7
104,9
86.1
86.3
65.7
132 4
87.5
84.5

96.3
82. 5
85.3
112.9
78.3
89.9
169.6
88,8
71.8

68.1
78.0
52.8
64.7
56.5

102.9
80.8
73.0
68.4

75.1
35.6.
54.4
81.3
91.7
69.7

.....'.'

24.1

4.4

37.7
38.7
30.5
23.7
32.5
23.4

5.3
13.3
(4.9)
13.9
13,713.7
34.3
32.4
12.5
15.5

3.7
17.5
14.7
(12.9)
21.7
10.1
60.
11.2
28.2

31.9
22.0
47,2
35.3
43.5
2.9
19.2
27.0
31.6

24.9
64.4
45.6
18.7
8.3

30.38.3
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STEEL IMPORT STUDY

[In percent of total production of steel ingots]

Country 1959 19601 1961 1962 1963 1064 1065

Coverage of countries with companies reporting revenue data

Belgum............................... 56.8 57.1 55.4 56.0 60.4 61.9 63.2
Luxemnbourg. ------------------. 79.5 78. 8 77. 6 78.4 109.2
Netherlands-------.... 82.3 82.7 89. 6 90.0 91.1 87.4 89.6
(ermany.........--...---------------80.7 90. 4 90. 1 88.7 88.2 87.6 90.8
France ...................................... 86.1 75.8 75. 5 75.5 74.7 76.3 85.7
Italy.------------------------------------- 61.5 66 5 645 64.6 60.7 6&.1 67.8
United Kingdom--- ----- --..--;---- 10.7 14. 15.0 51.7 51.0 60.1 -- -

Japan ...--...----76..---.-.----...76.4 70.2 70.4 66. 9 74.2 70.1 73.2
United States of Americas........ 92. 8 94.0 87. 5 93. 1 93. 5 93.8 --

Coverage of countries with companies reporting employment costs

Belgium-..--------------------.----- 56.8 57.1 55.4 56.0 55.9 56.4 57.8
Luxembourg------------ ---------- --.----- .. .- .... .. .....-........ ........

Netherlands ...--------.---.--- . 82.3 82.7 84.4 84. 9 84 87. 4 89. 6
Germnany.-...--------.-----.----.- ---..- 81.4 90.4 90.1 88.7 88.2 87.6 90. 8
France..------.--------.. ...-.. 60.0 54.8 57.5 51.1 55.1 56.1 85.7
Italy.....------------46--..---.----------.46.6 46.5 8. 6------t3....
United Kingdom .------------..-.---. 7.0 7.7 7.8 7.3 7.3 7.8 .--...
Japan-..-. .-- . --.....-- -----., . 38.5 33.4 32.3 32.5 35.1 33.0 24.8
United States of America.....-..- 92.8 94.0 87.5 93.1 93.5 _93.8

Coverage of countries with coml)anies reporting material costs

Belgium.-.-- =_..-----------=--------------- ---- - ---- - .--- --- ------ ---

Luxembourg----- - ........

Netherlands...._-----'------ 82.3 82.7 84.4 84.9 86.4 87.4
(ermnaly -.--------------------- ----- 15.4 43.7 90.1 88.7 88.2 87.6 90.8
France...15.9 30.0 31.5 30.9 33.2 34.8 85.7
Italy----- .. ---------------------- .. .. --........... ....... .............

United Kingdoml-.. --...-.....-..- . - 7.0 7.7 7.8 7.3 7. 3 7.8
Iapan- .... --.....--... 38.5 33.4 32.3 32.5 36.1 33. 0
United States of America--------. . 92.8 94. 0 87.5 93.1 93.5 93.8

454

9.869604064
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STEEL IMPORT STUDY455

Millions of dollars Short
Num-____ tons of
her of steel Capi-

Year and country corn- rofts ngots tal
pansies after Total Total Dlvi- produced stock

taxes revenue assets Equity ends (thou-
sands)

1969
Belgium.--.----.-----.. 3,8 (3) 407.4 .-.. 391.0------. 6,906 184.3
Luxembourg .----.----- 3 ------------.-...-.-...- ... 280.3---.. 4,844 88.8
Netherlands-------.-. 1,3-------- (1) 148.9 206.1 1,828 33.
Germany------------- 16,17----...- (16) 4,713.1 .-.------ 2,178.5---- 27,611 891.2
France..--------.-.---- 13,14 .-.... (13) 1,440.1 --- 628.3---- 13,604 3046
Italy_....--------.-. ..- 6,7 --... (6) 696.6 ---- 440.2. 4,93 279.6
United Kingdom...- 1 (2)947.8 --------- 2,137.6--- 18,630 778.9
Japan-..--------------- 6- 1,678. -777. 14,009 387. 6
United States----------- 33 13,638.9 --.------- 10,420.0------ 86,689 3,031.2

1960
Belgium---------------- 3,8 36.0 (3) 445.2 814.6 433.0 22.1 7,766 211.4
Luxembourg.-----.---- 3 24.6- ----. - 454.5 295.3 9.2 6,376 88.8
Netherlands-.-------- 1,3 42. 6 (1) 183.5 366.6 282.1 10.4 2,130 48.1
Germany -..------.---- 17 230.9 6,290.6 4,874.6 2,384.0 98.8 33,983 964.8
France----------------- 13,14 16.4 (13) 1,712.6 ,7264 63.7 20.7 15,246 336.7
Italy---------------- 7 37.4 844.5 1,223.8 494.9 23.7 6,034 326.6
United Kingdom..---- 2,16 387.8 (2) 1,094.5 3,876.8 2,481.1 114.4 24,114 849.4
Jaspan------------------ 6 77.9 1,958.2 2,745.9 963. , 50.4 17135 667.0
United States.------. 33 813.3 13,512.3 15,859.1 10,684.9 556.5 93,298 3,039.3

1961
Belgium-.38...... ..... 3,8 42. 7 (3) 458.8 888.1 483.1 19.8 7,626 240.0
Luxembourg----...---- 1,3 15.7 (1) 292.0 06.1 334.8 8.4 5,471 88.8
Netherlands-.......-- 2,3 36.1 (2) 203.5 420.0 331.2 11.0 2,167 50.6
Germany............... 17 246.7 6,93.0 6,471.6 2, 609.7 108.8 33,238 1,060.8
France-....3...........13,15 29.9 (13) 1,768.3 2,179.5 831.2 23.1 16,465 418.1
Italy.--.-..-.......---- 7 45.8 923.4 1,371.5 550.4 30.3 6,629 369.0
United Kingdom....-.. 2,15 235.1 (2) 1,110.2 4,408.4 2,710.9 110.0 23,537 964.1
Japan-................. 6 113.8 2,424.4 3,705.5 1,194.5 78.8 21,947 7
United States-----..... 33 677.9 12,678.1 16,598.4 10,847.9 538.9 8W-722 _A063.4

1962
Belgium3.............3,8 41.8 (3) 438.0 977.5 502.8 14.3 8,051 233.3
Luxembourg-...-....... ,3 16.0 -- I276.0 524.4 343.3 6.6 5,298 88.8
Netherlands ....... 2,3 31.4 (2)-1_96U 506.6 397.1 11.0 2,290 60.9
Germany.-.....---- 17 115.7 6, 816.6 5,913.8 2,641.2 99.1 31,848 1,059.4
France ..---.....----- 13, 16 21.9 (13) 1,730.0 2, 30.2 871.0 25.0 16,216 458.9
Italy-7----............ 7 90.3 976.2 1,676.1 746.3 42.9 6,951 536.3
United Kingdom-........ 6,16 114.4 (6) 2,211.2 4,751.8 2,762.4 101.2 20,874 99'2.3
Japan 58.4 2,177.8 4,215.8 1,362.8 87.2 20,319 989.6
United States----------. 33 509.3 13,376.6 16,259.0 10,930.8 492.2 91,501 3,009.1

1963
Belgium.------- 4,8 14.0 (4) 609.9 1,086.0 521.1 5.0 8,005 243.8
Luxembourg-- ..-...-- 1,3 (.9) (1) 266.0 638.9 376.6 5.7 5,278 128.8
Netherlands-------.--.- 2,3 31.6 (2) 206.1 549. 6 433.0 10. 3 2, 53 50.9
Germany --------.. ----- 17 103.9 6,609.8 6,132.6 2,643.9 81.7 30,710 1,066.7
France..--------------- 10,165 43.4 (10) 1,549.8 2,822.3 1,034.7 20.8 16,588[ 487.6
Italy.----.--------- 7 53.9 943.6 2,174.9 754.8 40.41 6,801 536.3
United Kingdom -------- 6,15 96.8 (6) 2,318.7 5, 003. 8 2, 743.9 109.6 21,636 986.6
Japan-------------------- 6 127.00 2,699.5 4.695.4 1, 500.0 96.3 25,772 1,114.3
United States----------- 33 775. 9 13,946.2 16,693.0 11,285.1 427.7 102127 3,075.3

Belgium-...--..------- 5,8 15.0 (5) 609.7 1,188.7 544. 0 12.5 9,141 248.2
Luxembourg....--- 1,3 8.9 (1) 304.0 503.0 378.3 8.1 5,992 139.8
Netherlands--.------- 1.2 43.3 (1) 268.0 753.1 601.1 10.8 2, 772 59.8
Germany --------- 17 156.5 7,285.7 6,657.1 2,708.4 90.3 36,650 1,073.0
France.- ---------4-- 15 14. 1 (14)2,212.4 2,986.6 1,043.0 21.0 18,751 564.4
Italy---------- 7 100.5 919.8 2.943.2 921.3 30.7 6,597 646.7
United Kingdom---- 7,15 91.7 (7) 2,98.5.9 5,274.3 2,956.65 135.0 76,646 242.6
Japan..u----------.--- 6 142.9 3,210.6 S.024.8 1,654.6 116.7 34,749 1,260.2
United States---------- 33 950.8 15,796.9 17,871.5 11,848.6 452.7 119,188 3,061.4

1966
Belgium-........8....... 65. 8 (6) 6,643.5 1,219.2 577.6 6.3 9,838 268.9
Luxembourg-.... ,3 29.9 (2) 420.0 605.0 401.9 7. 3 6,040 139.8
Netherlands..-.-...... 1. 38.3 (1) 289.8 816.6 646.3 12.6 3,300 59.8
Germany.-.........- 17 102.4 8,031.7 6,962.1 2,799.6 84.7 40,141 1,141.9
France-.....-........- 8.6 2,446.4 2,958.6 1,022.6 19.6 18,515 565.5
Italy.------...-..-...... 30.0 1,034.0 3,021.8 313.7 17.4 9,481 583.8
United Kingdom ........ ........ ....... .... .... . ......... ......... ........

Japan 110.6 3,481.6 6,495.3 1,678.4 t . 208 1,310.9
United States .........................................

9.869604064
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456 STEEL IMPORT STUDY

Cost analysis (millions of dollars)
Number ________________

of
Year and country companies Employ- Materials Deprecia- Interest Corporate

ment ion paid income
tax

1959 -"

Belgium-....---- ----.---- 3,8 (3) 132.2 ..-. 47.1 6.6 4.7
Luxembourg........----- 3---------------.--- 30.0 1.6 12.2
Netherlands ...-..------.--- 1,3 (1) 18.7 (1) 88. 4 11.2 --..---- 23.1
Germany----..---- 3,17 1,111.5 (3) 464.8 329.4 86.6 124.3
France.--....-------.. 1,8,14 (8) 216. 7 (1) 133.7 185.0 32.7 20.4
Italy--------------- 2, 7 (2) 91.2 --47. 2 27.0 15.6
United Kingdom ..-----.---- 1.15 (1) 93.8 (1) 193.5 109.8 31.5 97.0
Japan ----.-------..--- .- 3,6 (3) 111.7 (3) 499.8 139.4 73.4 27.2
United States ..-.---.-------. 33 5, 015. 0 5,582.2 647.8 93.2 772.9

1960
Belgium--..--..-------- 3,8 (3) 139.( ---- 58.9 8.6 4. 4
Luxembourg ....-.- ..--- 3 --------- ----32.4 1.0 22.5
Netherlands...------.---- 1,3 (1) 224 (1) 104.8 13.2 --...-- 28.2
Germany-..-..----- ----.------ 8,17 1,344.2 (8) 1,847.5 380.9 72.6 218.9
France-..--..-------.2,7.14 (7) 7.1 (2) 292.0 285.0 34.1 22.9
Italy- --------------- 2,7 (2) 101.7 --62.3 21.0 17.4
United Kingdom..-------- 1,15 (1) 105.9 (1) 233..6 124.9 33.6 125.2
Japan-. ----------3,-----(3) 128.7 (3) 613.5 175.2 93.1 43.8
United States'z-----;'-; 33 5,376.3 5,079.0 693.0 98.8 736.0

1961
Belgium ...................... 3,8 (3) 148.1 --.. ----... 62.0 9.3 3.9
Luxembourg-3...---........-3 ---------- -----30.7 2.0 23.0
Netherlands..-...............1,3 (1) 34.7 (1) 95.6 18.3-.... ... 22.9
Germany.......-...........17 1,535.9 4,058.9 370.3 64.9 238.9
France. ........-- .....------ 3,8, 15 (8) 295.4 (3) 384. 4 24,5.5 43. 5
Italy . ................ -1,7 (1) 29.5 -.. -----67.5 27.4 23.7

Japan-...................... !3,6 (3) 152.3 (3) 752. 5 195.8 122.6 48.7
United States-................ 33 5,213.3 4,705.8 728.4 120.3 567.5

1962
Belgium ...................... 3,8 (3) 155.3 ........... 58.8 11.8 1.0
Luxembourg.................. 3 -- . ----- 32.0 2.4 15.4
Netherlands-................. 1,3 (1) 37.5 (1) 94.8 19.4 .......- 18.6
Germany .......... ......... 17 1,630.8 4,282.6 364.9 86.3 177.6
France-................... 2,6,15 (6) 249.0 (2) 281.6 212.2 58.6
Italy.-.............. 7 --63.4 22.1 22.6
United Kingdom......1------15(1) .9 (238.9 152.6 46.2 7.0
Japan-............. 3.-6 (3) 155.3 (3) 643.5 175.6 143.1 24.6
United States..............33 5,341.3 5,303.1 924.0 129. 7 437.4

Belgium .......- ..-....-.... 3,8 (3) 168.3 55. 6 16.1 .2
Luxemboiurg3 --.....-.-3..1...3------2.7 7.9
Netherlands ..-.....--...--. 1,3 (1) 40.7 (1) 97.9 21.9-------- 18.2
Oermany -------...-.........17 1, 8. 7 4,073.1 395.8 104.7 159. 0
France --.----....--- ..---. 3,7,1.5 (7) 318.7 (3) 400.6 166.2 5. -----------

Italy ......... 7 -----------------------3 22.6 17.2
United Kingdom -......-...1. (1) 124.0 (1) 213.0 175.6 66.4 1. 5
.TJrpan...-...-... .-.-.... 3.6 (3) 20. 8 (3) 768.2 224.1 174.8 49.1
United States...----. ..-----33 5,433.1 5,329. 6 1,009. 5 123.9 612.1

Beluim-..--....----3,8 (3) 185.3 ------- 68.8 23.7
LTaxenibour.. --..3 ---------------. 3.9 2.8 12.1
Netherlands-..------ -- ---- (1) 45.5 (1) 106.'5 (2) 34.2 ---- (2) 24.5
Germany -..-...----- ------.-.17 1...36.3 4,412.6 427.3 122.6 185.9
France .-....-..-...-- -- 3.7,1 (7) 364.1- (3) 463.0 187.0 75.2
Italy ._------ ---- 53.9 30.0 15.1
United Kingdom;-..-:--- 1,1r,i(1) 145.0 (1) 312.9 196.3 78.9 38.4
Japan ...........6 (3) 252.4 (3) 971.1 256.6 170.1 70.6
United States....-.... .... 33 6,015.4 6,119.3 1,058.9 i?7.5 672.5

1961.5
Belgium..---.... --3,8 (3) 192.4........--....-- 58.4 26.1 ---------

Luxembourg-3-...........3------ ------- 3 41.8 3.8 13.2
Netherlands..-..-..--.....- 1,2 (1) 68.2 --.--------- 37.2 4.6 25.4
Germany...--.........--..17 2,004.1 4,961.2 470.7 140.8 172.2
France...-..... .........- 12,15 591.2 (2) 1,152.5 137.7 80.,3
Italy--...-- ....- ........... ------------ 53.5 69.9 11.1
United Kingdom..............-- -

Japan-------.. ......-..-..2,6 (2) 170.5 --..-307. 226.3 57.1
UnitedStates--------- -------..... ..---

_111
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Debt analysis (millions of dollars)
Number of ____

Year and country companies ,eCash Current Current New work- Debt
flow assets liabilities ing capital

1959
Belgium.---- - 8 ----------- 337.9 173.9 164.0 111,
Luxembourg..-. ------- 3 -----167. 1 122. 1 4.0 29. 7
Netherlands------- ---- 3 --79.2 59.5 19.7 3. 1
Germany-------- .--17 .1,71 1,27.8 48 3 1, 33.9
France . -- .14 .....722.4 316.1 406. 3 22.0
Italy --. --------- 7 ---------- 410.0 388 2 21.8 471.2
United Kingdom..------- 15 -.1,304. 673. 7 731.2 20. 4
Japan_-f6 .--------- 943. 4 658. 6 284.8 882 2
UnitedStates-'.---:.-------'.33 -- ... .680.9 2,9 4 7 3,696.2 1,323.6

1960
Belgium .----------- 8 71.8 381.7 201.9 179.8 144.6
Luxembourg...--- ----- 3 47.8 179. 4 129.9 49. 28. 6
Netherlands .---- --- 3 45. 4 8. 2 74.0 11.2 49.0
Germany .------------ 17 513.0 2,000.4 1,410. 589.9 1,48. 4
France--- ------ 14 280.7 829.9 340.5 489.4 557.8
Italy ----- -----.---- 7 76.0 500.0 394.2 105.8 459.2
United Kingdom.-------- 15 398 3 1,515.2 701.4 813.8 601.0
Japan ---------6 202.7 1,184.9 819.3 365.6 1,173.1
United States ---.--- ---. 33 949.8 6,218.9 2,742.5 3,476.4 1,839.4

1961
Belgium .------------------- 8 84.9 360.7 189.4 171.3 199.8
Luxembourg....-----------. 3 38.0 196.6 135.8 60. 8 30. 0
Netherlands.-------------- 3 43. 4 96.6 77.7 18.8 48.2
Germany ------------ 17 5.2 2,105.0 1,653.8 451.2 1,888. 3
France ------------ 15 252. 3 971.5 470.0 501.5 862. 4
Italy .-- ..................-- - 7 83.0- 550. 7 480.3 70.4 541.3
United Kingdom...- 15 261.9 1,566.0 720. 4 845.6 901.5
Japan ------- --- - 6 230.8 1,624. 0 1,336.1 287.9 1,093.8
United States .-.------ 33 867. 4 6,678.2 2,815.2 3,863.0 2,203.9

196*
.-Belgium ----..---- . 8 86. 3 358.9 207.0 151.9 270.7
Luxembourg ---------- 3 41.4 194.3 139.3 55.0 44. 9
Netherlands...------------ 3 39.8 98.9 82.0 18.9 56.6
Germany .----.------ 17 381.5 2,203.9 1,826.5 377.4 2,243.4
France ...----.---.------- 15 209.1 1,079.8 554.1 25.7 1,089.8
Italy ..--..--------- 7 110.8 707.5 478.4 229.1 529.3
United Kingdom ....------ 16 165.8 1, 506.8 671.4 85.4 1,217.7
Japan ----- .----.--8 146.8 1,719.4 1,416.8 302.6 1,935. 3
United States -...----- - 33 1,001.1 6,425.6 2,541.2 3,884.4 1,760.9

1963
Belgium - .....------ 8 64.6 346.4 248. 7 97.7 376.1
Luxembourg.-- ..- ...--328.5 186.6 115.6 71.0 30. 7
Netherlands.---- ..--- 3 43.2 92.2 88.0 4.2 77.6
Germany....-...- ...-..- 17 418.0 2,145.4 1,749.1 396.3 2,394.9
France ..---------- ---.--- 15 188.8 1, 084.4 622.1 462.3 1,249.1
Italy ------- ---------7 72.8 959.4 763.2 196. 2 90.5
United Kingdom..---..- 15 162.8 1,604.7 681.7 923.0 1,406.7
Japan .-----.-:..6 254.8 1,939.1 1,623.8 315.3 2,035.1
United States .-------- - 33 1,357.7 6,914.7 2,778.7 4,136.0 1,312.9

1964
Belgium -------------- 8 71 3 387.0 288.6 98.4 437.8
Luxembourg. .......------3 44.7 205.6 134.5 71.1 39.0
Netherlands.-.-...-.---- 2 66.7 147.9 49.3 98.6 80.1
Germany--.....---..----- 17 493.4 2,412.3 1,918.7 493.6 2,807.4
France ..... --------- 15 180.1 1,163.8 66. 1 497.7 1,359.9
Italy ----- -----..----. 7 123.7 1,092.2 1,050.6 41.6 1,311.6
United Kingdom.------ 15 153.0 654.2 297.3 356.9 485.1
Japan .------ -------6 282.8 2,094.6 1,742.2 352.4 2,12.3
United States .---.---- 33 1,657.0 7,161.9 3,165.4 3,996.5 2,047.1

1966
Belgium . . ..----- 8 57.9 .390.1 295.1 95.0 424.0
Luxembourg....--........33 64.4 194.7 132.9 61.8 78.8
Netherlands..---. ------- 2 63.0 176.6 52. 7 123.9 81.8
Germany-....--....---17 48. 4 2, 648.2 2,138.1 510.1 2,959.8
France --.------------15 126.8 1,108.1 665.3 442.8. 1,397.2
Italy---- -.-..-7 66.1 908.7 1,180.4 (27,1.7) 1,736.2
United Kingdom--- -6:-15
Japan .----- .------314.5 2,223.3 1,897.732I5. 6 2,441.2
United States ..------ - .33....-......-----

9.869604064
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Sources of funds (millions of dollars) Uses of funds
(millions of

Num- dollars)Year and country ber of In-
comr- IncomeDe)re- In- creases
panies rein- elation creases in Total Invest-

vested in debt capital ments Other
stock

1960
Belgium ............................. 8 12.9 58.9 32.9 27.1 131.8 121.2 10.6
Luxembourg....--............-......3 15.4 32.4 --- 47.8 38.2 .

Netherlands..-.....-.....--.-........ 3 32.2 13.2 13.9. 14.6 73.9 30.7 43.2
Germany ... ..... ... ........ 17 132.1 380.9 -- 73.6 586. 6 411.2 175.4
Frnce.............................. 14 (4.3) 285.0 35.8 28.1 344.6 247.6 97.0
Itly................ ..... ..... 7 13.7 62.3 ........ 47.4 123.4 79.2 442
United Kingdom...--......... 15 273.4 124.9 80.6 70.5 549.4 387.3 162.1
Japan...----...-.......-... ..---.-. 6 27.5 175.2 290.9 169.4 663,0 519.2 143.8
United States-...------ - 33 25.8 93.0 515.8 8.1 1,473.7 1,417.1 56.6

1961
Belgium.......-................--.. ... 8 22.9 62.0 55.3 28.6 188.8 128,2 40.6
Luxembourg..... ................... 3 7.3 30.7 1....5.-- 39.5 46.9 (7,4)Netherlands--....---.....--...--- - 3 25.1 18.3 ...... 2.5 45.9 43.9 2.0
Germany............................ 17 137.9 370.3 401,9 86. 0 996.1 620.8 375.3
France.....-...........-.-....----- 15 6,.8 245.5 304.6 85.4 642.3 394.0 248.8
Italy..---..-----.--...-- 7 15.5 67.5 82.1 42.6 207.7 144.4 63.3
United Kingdom...- - ..-. 15/ 125.1 136.8 300.5 104.7 667.1 509.2 157.9
Japan....-------..-. ............ . ..{6 35., 195.8 520.7 211,7 963.2 650,5 312.7
United .......States... .... . 33 139.0 128.9 364.5 24.1 1,256.0 962.5 293,5

196*
Belgium...... ....................... 8 27.5 58.8 70.9 ..-...... 157.2 148.8 8.4
Luxembourg ....................... 3 9.4 32.0 14.9 ....... 56.3 48.8 7.5
Netherlands.---.---.-- ...-------.. 3 20.4 19.4 8.4 0.3 48.5 50.9 (2.4)Germany............................ 17 16.6 364.9 355.1 8.6 745.2 641.4 103.8
France............ .................. 15 (3,1) 212.2 227.4 40.8 477.3 411.9 65.4
ItalyM...7....-..- ....... . 7 47.4 63.4...6...... 167.8 278.1 182.7 95.4
United Kiingdom-.......... .... 15 13.2 152.6 316.2 38.2 520. 2 688.7 (168.5)
Japan-...- --..-.. -..----...... 6 (28.8) 175.6 241.6 - 220.9 609.2 533.1 76.1
United States......---- .....- 33 77.1 024.0 ..-----.. 5.8 1,606.9 850.9 1.0

196S
Belgium........................-..- 8 9.0 65.6 105.4 10.5 180.6 173.9 6.6
Luxembourg........................ 3 (6.6) 35.1 I---- 40.0 68.5 56.5 12.0
Netherlands......-..--.----......-. 3 21.3 21.9 20.9 .--..... 64.1 54.7 9.4
Germany............................- 17 22.2 :3!5.8 151.5 6.3 575.8 650,3 (74.5)France ......--.....---------- ----- 15 22.6 ,iU.2 159.3 28.7 376.8 295.2 81.6
Italy......... .......................--- 7 13.5 59.3 431.2 ..-.-... 504.0 453,1 50.9
United Kingdom.. ------- 15 (12.8) 175.6 189.0 ........ 351.8 596.6 (244.8)Japan ................. ......... ..... 6 30.7 224.1 99.8 124. 7 479.3 425.4 53.9
United States-.....-..... 33 348.2 1,009.5 ---- .. 6.1 1,363.8 979.8 384.0

1964
Belgium.......... 8 2.5 68.8 61.7 4.2 137.2 3. 43.7
Luxembourg ........................ 3 0.8 43.9 8.3 11. 0 64.0 49.9 14.1
Netherlands........................ 2 32., 5 34.2 2.6 8.9 78.2 41.3 8. 9
Germany .......................... 17 60.2 427. 3 412.5 7.3 913.3 591.0 322.3
France ............................ 14 (6.9) 187,0 110.8 66.8 357. 7 202.1 155.6
Italy............................... 7 69.8 53.9 351.0 110.4 585.1 602.3(17,2)
United Kingdom.................... 15 (43.3) 196.3 ........ 255.9 408.9 330.3 78.6
Japan............................... 6 26, 2 256.6 .90.2 145.9 518.9 378.6 140. 3
United States ...................... 33 498.1 1,058.9 734.2 ........ 2,291.2 1,566.5 724.7

19665
Belgium............................. 8 (0.5) 58;4 ........ 20.7 78.6 59.0 19. 6
Luxembourg ........................ 3 22. 6 41.8 39.8 ....... 104.2 37,1 67.1
Netherlands............... .......... 2 25.8 37.2 1,7 ........ 64.7 35.2 29.5
Germany ........................... 17 17.7 470,1 152. 4 68.9 709.7 577.3 132.4
France.............................. 15 (10.9) 137.7 37.3 11.1 175.2 160.7 1.5
Italy .............................. 7 12.6 535 424.7.. 490.8 3423 148.
United Kingdom................................. ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ ........

Japan............................... 6 (6.7) 307.8 315,9 50.7 667.7 458.0 209.7
United States ........................ ........ ........ ........ ........ ........

_. __ .L

9.869604064
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No. of
Country compa- 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965

nies

Debt-Total assets (percent)

Belgium.-.--.--.. 8 15.9 17.7 22.5 27.7 34.6 3.8 34.8
Luxembourg ........ 3 6.9 6.3 . 5.9 8.6 5.7 69 13.0
Netherlands ------.-- 2,3 12.6 13,4 11.5 11.2 -14.1 (2) 10.6 (2) 10.0
Germany........... 17 33.8 30.5 34. 5 37.9 39.1 42.2 42. 5
France.............. 14,15 33.3 32.3 39.6 43.1 (14) 44.3 (14) 45.5 47.2
Italy................ 7 42.0 37.5 39.5 31.6 44.2 44.6 57.5
United Kingdom.... 15 15. 5 15. 5 20.4 25.6 28.1 25.8--8---
Japan ..--........-- 6 42.1 42.7 45.7 45.9 43.3 42.3 44.4
United States ...... 33 8.4 11.6 13.3 10. 8 7.9 11.5 --.-....

Debt-Equity and debt (percent)

Belgium ............ 8 22.2 22.4 29.3 35.0 41.9 44.6 42.3
Luxembourg ........ 3 9.6 8.8 8.2 11.6 7.5 9.3 18.4
Netherlands...-.--. 2,3 14.6 14.8 12.7 12.5 15.2 (2) 11.8- (2) 11.2
Germany............ 17 41.3 38.4 42.0 45.9 47.5 60.9 51.4
France- --- 14,15 45.4 44.9 509 57,3 (14) 54.7 (14) 56.6 57. 7
Italy................ 7 51.7 48.1 49.6 41.5 56.0 5.7 66. 1
United Kingdom... 15 19.6 19.5 25.0 30.6 33.9 31.5 ..........

Japan ...---..---... 6 53.2 54.9 58.6 58.7 57.6 56.2 59.3
United 8tates....... 33 11.3 14.7 16.9 13.9 10.4 14.7 ...----

(In thousands of short tons]

Country 1950 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 19651963 1964~~~~~~~
Production of steel ingot:

Belgium...- ..........-- 7096 7,923 7,728 8,115 8,298 9,624 10,106
Luxembourg..-.........-. 4,038 4,502 4,534 4,420 4,445 5,025 5,054Netherlands...-..-....... 1,841 2, 141 2,173 2,301 2, 82 2,924 3,468
Germany ..................--- 32,446 37,589 6,881 5,895 34'830 41,150 40, 588
France..-----....-...-... 16,617 18,907 19,211 18,857 19,214 21,501 21,610Italy-..........- 7,454 9,071 10,283 10,755 11,196 10,715 13,978
United Kingdom ....--..... 22,609 27,222 24,737 22,90 25,222 28,918 30,246
Japan...--..............- 18,330 24,403 31,160 30,364 34, 724 43,871 45,372
United States............ 93,446 99,282 98,014 98,32 109,261 127,076 131,462Steel ingot production-of coun-

tries with companies re-
porting revenue data:
Belgium................... 4,030 4,521 4,279 4, 547 5,016 5,961 6,387
Luxembourg..---- ----.. .......... .........--- 8, 605 3, 485 3,451 3,940 5, 518
Netherlands 1..............1,515 1,770 1,948 2,070 2,351 2,55 -3,106
ermany.... .............. 26,175 33,983 33,238 31,848 30,710 36,050 36,841

France..--.--..----.-- 14,310 14, 33 14,501 14,245 14,354 16,184 18,515
Italy .....-- ..-..-.... 4,583 6,034 6,629 6,951 6,801 6,507 9,481
United Kingdom...-..... 2,413 3,948 3,704 11,876 12,870 17,384 ........
Japan.--- .--.....-..-.. 14,009 17,135 21,947 20,319 25,772 30,749 33,208United States............ 86,689 93,298 5,722 91,501 102,127 119,188..

Steel Ingot production of
countries with companies
reporting employment costs:
Belgium-..-.-------.--. - 4,030 _ 4,521 4,279 4,647 4, 38 5,426 5,840
Luxembourg.---.--------. -.--------.......... .--. ---. ..----------------
Netherlands.....-...... 1,515 1,770 1,33 1,954 .2,232 2,555 3,106
Germany......-........... 26,411 33,983 33,238 31,848 30,710 36,050 36,841
France---- .------------ 9,932 10,361 11,042 9,635 10,502 12,067 18,515
Italy.---........-.......- 3,471 4,216 888-----...................... ..........

United Kingdom......... 1,581 2,091 1,936 1,675 1,834 2,247......
Japan ...-...- ------..... 7,053 8,156 10,060 9,855 12,180 14,474 11,250
United States -86......... K896893,298 85,722 91,501 102,127 119,188 ..........

3teel ingot production of
countries with companies
reporting material costs:
Belgium .................... .......... .......... .......... .

Luxembourg .... . ... . ............

Netherlands.................. 1,515 1, 770 1,833 1,9542,23'2 2,55..........
(lermany .............. ,004 16,487 33,238 31,848 30,710 36,050 [ 36,841
France .......- 2,649 5,664 6,046 5,820 6,372 7,491 18,515
Italy... . ----.. -..--......................... ---,4- -------- ----

United Kingdom ........... 1,581 2,091 1,936 1,675 1,834 2,247 -.-.....
Japan ------ 7,053 8,158 10,000 9,865 12,180 14,474 -..
United States 86,68 93,298 85,722 91,501 102,127 119,188..........

_·

9.869604064

Table: [No Caption]
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APPENDIX J
TABLE J-l.-Imports and basic labor agreementl-Centered S-month movingaverage of steel milU product imports

[In thousands of net tonml

1958:
3-month moving total.
3-month moving av-
erage ...............

1964:
3-month moving total.
3-month moving av-
era.. .............

19b6:
3-month moving total.
3-month moving av-
erag ...............

1956:
3-month moving total.
3-month moving av-
erage ...............

1967:
3-month moving total.
3-month moving av-
erage .............

1958:
3-month moving total.
3-month moving av-
erage ...............

1959:
3-month moving total.
3-month moving av-
erage ...............,1960:

3-month moving total.
3-month moving av-

erage...............1961:era
3-month moving total.
3-month moving av-
erage- ..--.-..-....

1962:
3-month moving total.
3-month moving av-
erage...........

1963:
3-month moving total.
3-month moving av-

erage. --- ---.....--
1964:

3-month moving total.
3-month moving av-
erage ...------ ..----

3-month moving total.
3-month moving av-

erage ............
1966:

3-month moving total.
3-month moving av-

erage..........

JuL

173

56

220

73

321

107

412

137
212

71

701

234

1,475
492

489
163

907
302

885

296
1,312
437

1,322
441

1,878
626

Feb.

360

120

177

65
216

72

294

98

389
130

231

77

758

263

1,401
467

512

171

964

318

961

320

1,384
461

1,824
608

1,982
601

Mar.

424
141

197
66

219

73

298

96
373

124

274

91

888

296

1,267
422

202

946
316

1,1$1
384

1,397
466

2,386
796

2,029
676

Apr.

621

174

200

67

232

77
291

97

361
120

324

108

1,032
344

1,068
366
721

240

1,077
369

1,328
443

1,513
504

2,948
963

2,410
803

May June July

548 669
188 185 186

204 209 234

08 70 78

224 188 196

76 603 66

280 278 301

93 93 100

328 287 246

109 96 82

369 416 454
180 139 161

1,165 1, 226 1,164
38b 408 88

817 62 674
273 221 191

738 851 890
263 284 297

1,102 1,173 1,135
367 391 348

1,408 1,582 1,613
469 527 638

1,643 1,730 1,711
648 577 870

3,115 3,300 3,347
1,038 1,100 1,116
2,648 3,015 3,186
883 1,00o 1,062

Aug.

b19
173

236

78

216

72

319

106
226

76

507

169
1,120
373
669

190

879

393
1,050
362

1,617
639

1,601
534

2,942
961

3,261
1,WPI

Sept. Oct.

458 376
152 126

240 240

80 80

28 286
89 99

375 400

125 135

223 218

74 73

637 55
179 185

1,052 1, 188

361 3896
572 586

191 195

913 962

304 321

968 963
328 321

1,588 1,540
523 513

1, 6574 1, 782
525 594

2,739 2,517
913 839

3,119 3,180
1,040 1. 060

Nov.

296
99

244

81

320

107

452
151

223

74

202

1,361
451
M5
190

965
328

989

330
i, 471
490

1,812
604

1, 60

834
,861
964

218

73

265
78
M
111

488

14
207

6
635
212

1,404
488

634

178

982

827

898
299

1,403
468

1,604
636

2,279
760

2,703
901

461

Dee.
. _

I
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Table: Table J-1.--Imports and basic labor agreements--Centered 3-month moving average of steel mill product imports
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TABLE J-2.-Steel mill product shipments, imports, exports, and inventories at
manufacturing consumers' plants, showing effects of strikes, 1961-66

[In thousand short tons]

Year

1961:
January .. ........ ..................
February..........--...............
March ..- .... ...---.-- ..----

M y.......................................ayJune.......................................June.----------------------------
July.. ... . ..........................-
August .....................-........ -
September .......-.-.....-......
October---,.......................
November... ..........--.....
December...-........ ......................

Shipments

4,636
4, 21
5,047
5.133
6,048
6,134
5, 121

6,01
6,046
56787
5,787

Total.................................... 66,126
1962:'

January .... . .....................

February ...............--..................
March... .. ................... ..........

Aprll .........................................May.... . *--*-.-.---*.--yJune.... . ............................... ..

July... ..... ..... ..... ......

Au ust ................ .......

September ........................--..--.
October .... ...............................

November...........---..............--....-----
December .........................----.........

6,906
6,626
7,699
6,783
6,183
5,360
4, 605
5,402
5 125
5, 79
6,499
5,001

Total... ............. ............. 70, 552

1963:
January.......-.---- ------- --*-*-----Manuary..... .........................February ............ ......................

March ...... .... ...............

April ....... . .... ..... ..... ...

July..... .... ...............--..........
June .-.-------- -------------- -- -----------
July ........................................
August....-- ---.....-.. .....---------

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

December------ -----------------

6,731
5,604
6, 91
7,308
8,061
7,375
6,460
6,895
5,45
5,927
5,617
5.540

Imports

145
1M4
213
239
269
280
302
308
269
335
357
292

3,163.. =

332
282
339
326
413
364
396
375
285
325
363
311

4,100
..- --..

234
340
387
425
516
467
699
547
471
560
619
402

Total:.................... 76, 6 5,446
1964:4

January . .. ....... .. ...... ..........
February....--.. ..... ..... .........

March............-.-.----...--..
April...---.. -----..-

May...... ......... .

June ........................... .

July .......................................

uSt l.r..... ..........................OcAugustob. ............... .................

November . ..........................
December. .............

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

See footnotes at end of table, p. 461.

6,475
6,239
7,124
7,369
7,271
7,065
6, 869
6,993
7,344
7, 367
7,314
7,673

482
428
474
496
544
604
682
526
493
556
734
523

Exports

132
147
168
137
)69
146
169
150
165
208
193
212

Inventories
at manu-
facturing

consumers'
plants

(!)0)(I)

8, 900
8,800
8, 00

1,990 ... ... ....

180
169
153
149
160
18
140
215
204
142
189
164

2,013

-j_00
174
179
198
223
171
201
185
166
219
216
240

9,800
10,700
11,700
12,200
11,900
11,200
10,700
10, 100
9,600
8,900
8,600
8,400

8, 00
8,600
9,000
9,400
10,200
11,200
11,900
11,600
10,900
10,000
9, 00
9,300

2,224 ............

286
225
248
235
280
316
353
346
273
310
269
362

9,400
9,400
9,400
9,300
9,200
9, 200
9, 00
9, 00
9,600
10,000
10, 00
11,200

84, 94 6, 440 3,442...2 ..........-.. _:_ .-..,.
9.869604064

Table: Table J-2.--Steel mill product shipments, imports, exports, and inventories at manufacturing consumers' plants, showing effects of strikes, 1961-66
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TABLE J-2.-Steel mill product shipments, imports, exports, and inventories at
manufacturing consumers' plants, showing effects of strikes, 1961-66-Continued

lIn thousand short tons]

Inventories
at manu-

Year Shlpments Imports Exports factuling
consumers'

plants

19g:
January..------------------.------- ---- 8,060 347 115 11,900
Februry-.---...8-----9.---- 7,883 42 162 12, 00O
Marh. ----- --- ------- 990 1,025 28 1, 700
April ---------------.------.---.- .---.-- - 10,101 908 230 15,100
May ------------ ------ --------- - 7, 874 1,014 200 15, 00

June ...----------------78- 17, 887 1,192 177 15,00
July..---.-------------------- 7,699 1,094 188 16,300
August----------------------- ---- 8, 1,002 19 17,200
September ......---- ...-.---.---.--- 6 786 203 17,000
October ------..------- ----- ------ 6 7 8 264 15, 00
November .-....---..------ .--- , 200 39 218 14, 300
December ..- ...--- ---..---- 6, 061 672 273 12,900
Total...-- ....------.----.. ... 92,66 10,38 2,496 ---- -----

1966:
January..------------------- ----..---- 6,602 668 174 12,000
February . ...--..........----------.--- 6,734 538 158 11,300
March --.----.-.---------- 8,239 776 159 10, 900
April-...- .-------. --.------.----- 8,174 715 143 10,800
May .. ........ .... 8, 221 919 126 10, 900
June--......---------------- -0 1,014 142 10,800
July -----------------------------7,179 1,082 116 10,900
August..----------------------------- 7, 788 1, 090 16 11,200
September-...---------- 7,718 1, 09 106 11,000
October.--------....-------------- 7, 49 940 139 10, 00
November ...---.----.-- ----------- 7,239 1,152 51 10,400
December . ...-- --- ------- ------- 6, 86 770 184 10,100

Total -....---------------- ------ .89,995 10,763 1,724 .......

I Not available prior to October.
I Labor contract expired June 30 1962; new agreement signed April 6, 1962, effective July 1,1962.
* Contract reopened and settle May 1963.
4 Labor contract expired June 30, 1964.
& Previousb'ontract extended to expire May 1, 1965; then extended to September 1, 1965. Ne. contract

dated September 1, 1965; will expire August 1, 1968.
NoTX.-Monthly figures do not necessarily add to annual totals since the totals reflect revisions not identi-

fied monthly,
Source: Shipments, American Iron A Steel Institute imports, exports, and Inventories, U.S. Bureau

of the Census.





APPENDIX K

TABLE K-1,-U.S. steel industry: Steel output per all employee man-hours steel
output per production worker man-hour, and steel output per nonprodudcti
worker man-hour 1947-66

(Indeles, 1967-69-100)

OutpuOututput t per Nonpro Output per
Steel AU per all Production production duction nonpro

Year output employee employee worker worker worker duction
man hours man-hours man-hours man-hours man-hours worker

man-hoprs

196........... 132.1 106 4 124 2 107, 12&31 102.4 12 .0
19 ............ 131, 3 10. 1 121. 109.7 119,7 101.0 13. 0
1964. ......... 120 7 10.6 116I6 .6 10614.7 966 12 1
1 .............. a131 111.8 96.3 111.5 94
19o2 .............. 1002 9 7 10 9 92.4 104 99.0 101.2
1961.............. 9. 2 93. 6 101 7 92,2 10 3 99, 7 9
1960 ............ 99, 100.9 98. 6 9.9 9. 106 0 98
19............ 993 946 105.0 9 5 106.2 99. 99.8
19568 ....... 86,8 91,8 93 5 9 3 - 9.0 9 .0 87.6
197 ............. 114.8 113. 101 11 2 98. 8 102, 112.0
19............. 119.0 114.8 103. 7 1194 99 7 9.1 125.
19............. 120. 9 114.9 106 2 121.2 99.8 87, 6 1. 0
19............. 91.7 99,0 92 102.2 89. 7 58.0 107.9
19 ............. 114, 118 0 97.0 12 4 92 0 90 126.
1932 ..............5 102.6 95.0 107, 3 90.9 82.7 117.9
191.............. 110.6 1172 94.4 126 881 80.9 187
190.............. 101 7 108. 939 11 9 877 75. 3 13 1
1949 .............. 805 94.4 5.3 99.6 80.8 71.7 112.3
1948 .............. 91,6 108.0 84.8 112 78,8 73.0 125.5
1947 ........ 87.0 1B. 2 84.3 110 0 78.4 0 .7 124.8
Average annual
change In per-
pent:1947--6 ..... 1.3 -.4 1.7 -.8 2.2 2.0 6

1957 ...... . 34 .5 2.8 .7 2.7 -.2 3,5

I Based on the least squares trend of the logarithms of the indei numbers.

Nor.--Col. 2, steel output indexes, are based on (1) the physical outputof pig Iron, ferroalloys, raw steel
and steel for castings and coke; and (2) the shipments of semifinished and nnished steel products. The out-
put dat used for construction the indexes by the Bureau of Labor Statistics are from published annual
reports of the American Iroun & Steel Institute with the exception of the data on coke production which are
published by the Bureau of Mines, U.S. Department of the Interior.

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Labor Productivity of the Steel Industry
In the United States, BLS Report No. 310, July, 1966. Data updated by the BL8 for this rtudy.
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Table: Table K-1.--U.S. steel industry: Steel output per all employee man-hours, steel output per production worker man-hour, and steel output per nonproduction worker man-hour 1947-66
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TABLE K-2.-U.S. steel industry-Compensation per man-hour, output per man-
hour, and unit labor cost, all employees, 1947-66

[Indexes, 19A7-59-100]

Compensa- Output per Unit labor
Year tion per man-hour cost

man-hour

1966..------------------------------------ 129.9 124.2 104.6
19065...-..--------------------------- 12,9 121.5 103.7
1964... ----- ----------------123.6 116.6 106.0~19#8..,.-,,------.-------;---- - - 120.0 111.8 107.3
1962.------------------ ---------------- 117.1 106.9 109.6
1961 .....------------.---------------113.0 101.7 111.1
19860....-.---...------------ ---------- 1086.7 98,.6 110.3
1969-....-----.-------------..---- 107.4 105.0 102.3
1968...--.----.-.-------- ------ ---- 100.6 93. 5 107.6
1957....-------.---------- -------------- 93.8 101.1 92.8
1956---------......-.--.---- ... -----. 86.9 103.7 83.9
1956...------------...-------. ------ 80.9 105.2 76.8
194--...-----------------.--.------- 74.8 92 6 80.8
196 ......-...-----.--.---.--------.--.-----.-- 72.7 97.0 74.9
192-.....-.-.------------------ ------.------.--.- 87.9 96.0 71.5
1951-6.....---------.------------. 63.8 94.4 67.6
1960...--------7..---------.....------ ---- - 87.6 93.9 61, 3
1949...------........................................................ 3.7 86,3 63.0
1948...-.--------------------------- 0. 5 84.8 89.8,
1947...--- ......................................... 46.1 84.3 84.7

Average annual rate of change in percent:$
1947--6....--------....------ ----------- 5.7 1.7 3.9
1967-66...-................................................. 3.4 2.8 .6

i Unit labor cost-compensation per man-hour divided by output per man-hour.s Based on the least squares trend of the logarithms of the index numbers.
Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics.

TABLz K-3.--U.S. steel industry-Steel output and unit labor requirements in terms
of man-hours, 1947-66

(Indexes, 1967-59-100)

Unit labor requirements In terms of-
Year Steel output

Allemployee Production Nonproduc-
man-hours worker tion worker

man-hours man-hours

1966...... .............. ................... 132.1 80. 8 81.2 77.5
1968.......................................... . 131.3 82.3 83.5 76. 9
1964 ...................................... .... 120.7 8. 8 87.2 79.9
1963......... ........ ................. 106.3 89.4 89.7 88.7
1962 ...... . .............. ..................... 100.2 93.5 92.2 98.8
1961............................................ 95.2 98.3 96.8 104.7
I90........................................... 99. 101.4 100.4 106. 6
1989............................................ 99.3 95.3 94.2 100. 2
1968 ........................................... 8, 8 107.0 10, 2 114.2
1957........................................... 114.8 99.0 101,2 89.3
196 ............................................ 119.0 96. 100.3 79.9
195................................. .. 120.9 95.0 100,2 72.5
194............................................ 91.7 108.0 111, 92.7
19563......... ................... ......... ... 114., 103.1 108.6 79.0
192....... ........................ .. .......... 97.5 105. 2 110. i 84.8
1951............................... ......... 110.6 106.0 113.6 73.1
1960........................................ 101.7 106. 5 114.0 74.0
1949.........................8.............80. 117.3 123.7 89.1
1948 ....................................... 91.6 117.9 126.9 79.7
1947........................ ........ 87.0 118, 6 127.6 80.1
Average annual rates of change in percent:

1947-66.....................................1.3 -1.7 -2.2 -.7
1957-66......................-............. 3. 4 -2.8 -2.7 -3.4

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics.

9.869604064

Table: Table K-2.--U.S. steel industry--Compensation per man-hour, output per man-hour, and unit labor cost, all employees, 1947-66
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TABLE K-4.-U.S. steel industry-Steel shipments and raw steel production

per 1,00.man-hours worked, all employees, 1947-66

Year

196 ....----.-----
190..---------- ---

1964.....--..----
1963...--- .--
1902...- ---------
1961 -..------ ..-..
198 ...-.---.---- ,
195 ...-.- -----..-
1958....---.- .-.-
1957.-...---...--

195.. .------..-
195 4....-.......-..
195-.... .-- --

1962.-------.------.---
191---. .. ------

1950....-.------
1949 .... ..........
1948 ..... .... .-

1947.........

Total hours
worked I

(millions)

1,152.5
1,158.2
1,1141
1,023.4
1,008.0
1,012.9
1,08.9
1,003.3
981.7

1,222.7
1,261.0
1,285.3
1,117.1
1,344.1
1,189.9
1,84.7
1,214.4
1,073.2
1,219.6
1,167.6

Net tons of
shipments s
(millions)

90.0
92.7
84.9
75.6
70.6
60.1
71.1
09.4
89.9
79.9
83.3
84.7
63.2
80.2
08.0
78.9
72.2
68.1
66.0
63.1

Net tons of Raw steel
shipments production
per 1,000 (millions of

man-hours tonls)

78.1 134.1
80.0 131.5
76 2 127.1
73.8 109.3
70.0 98.-
65.8 96.0
66.5 99.3
9.2 93.4
61.0 86.3
65.3 112.7
66.0 11,.2
65.9 117.0
66.5 88.3
59.6 111.6
57.2 93.2
68.7 105.2
59. 5 96&8
54.1 78,0
54.1 88.6
54.0 84.9

I Covering only those employees engaged in the production and sale of iron and steel products as reported
to the AISI on AIS-I.

* Tonnage statistics Include total industry as contrasted with hourly statistlos that cover only those
employees engaged in the production and sale of iron and steel products as reported on AIS-I.
Source: AISI annual statistical reports.
Note: The more relevant measure is net tons of shipments per 1,000 man-hours; however, because of

fluctuations In steel mill inventory the trend is more evident by using raw steel production per 1,000 man-
hours.

TABLE K-5.--Comparison of output per man-hour and compensation per man-hour,
all persons, steel industry, manufacturing, and private nonfarm economy, 1947-66

(Indexes, 1957-59-100)

Output per man-hour Compensation per man-hour

Year
Manu- Private Manu- Private

Steel factur- nonfarm Steel factur- nonfann
ing economy ing economy

1966 ..---------....------- -- 124.2 130.8 125.3 129.9 135.6 137.
1965 ....-- ...-.. --------------..- 121.5 128.7 122.4 125.9 129.1 130.2
1964 ..----..-------- ----...----- 116.6 124.6 119.9 123.6 126,0 126.1
1963 ...------.-.- ......-.-----..--------- 111.8 118.9 116.6 120.0 120.3 120.4
1962- .......- .....-- -----........ 106.9 114.3 112.2 117.1 116.6 116.2
1961 ........-.........-.---.... 101.7 107,9 107.3 113.0 111.9 111.6
1960 .....------..-------------.------- 9. 6 105.5 104.4 108.7 108.5 108.4
1969 .--..--------.--------.------------- 105. 0 103.7 103.1 107. 4 104. 2 104.2
198 ..-----..-- ..----.. .------- 93. 5 98.1 99.7 100. 100.0 99.8
1957..--..----.-------------------..--- 101.1 92.8 97.2 93 5 95.8 96.2
1956-. ... 103. 7 96. 2 95. 2 86. 9 90.5 91.0
1955 .-. ..----...--....-..--- -- 105.2 97.2 85.7 80.9 85,0 85.9
1954---.... -- -----.--------.. ----------- 92. 6 91.8 91.6 74.8 81.8 83.0
1953..-..-- ..------.--..-----------. 97.0 90.2 89.7 72. 7 78. 3 80.6
1952-..--------.-----.-..- ...------ 95.0 87.3 87.1 67.9 74.2 76.3
1951..--- ....-.-..-- ------.. --..--. 94.4 86.9 86.4 63.8 69.7 72.4
1950.-..-..-.........--.--. ------. .. 93. 9 85.0 84.6 57.5 63.2 66.6
1949......----------------------........ 85.3 79.3 79.6 53,7 60.3 63.0
1948...-- ................---------. 84.8 76.4 76.6 60.5 57.6 61,4
1947 --.....-.-.--...-.-..-. --..... 84.3 72.3 74.3 46.1 52.6 56.3
Average annual rate ofchange In percent:

1947-6-....-- .....---------.--..--... 1.7 2.9 2.6 5.7 5.0 4.6
1957-66-...-...--...-------. 2.8 3.6 3.0 3.4 3.8 3.9

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics.

20-479 0-68--32

Net tons of
raw steel

production
per 1,000

man-hours 2

116.4
113.6
114.1
106.8
97.5
968
91.3
93.1
86.8
92.2
91.4
91.0
79.1
88.0
78.3
78.2
79.7
72.7
72.3
72.7

__

.,,,-
.

9.869604064

Table: Table K-4.--U.S. steel industry--Steel shipments and raw steel production per 1,000 man-hours worked, all employees, 1947-66
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TABLz K-6.-Comparison of prices and unit labor costs: Steel industry, manu-
facturing, and private nonfarm economy, 1947-66

[Indexes, 197-9-100]

*~.Prices Unit labor costb-AU employees

Year Private Manufao- Private
Steel Manufac- nonfarm Steel, all turing, nonfarm

turning economy employees all persons economy,
all persons

9.,.... .4......... 7 () 111,81..... 103, 109.
19M6......................10,.2101 0328.7 100.3 106.3
1994........ ... ........ . 102.8 10. 9 107.7 106 0 101.1 '10. 2
19.-..................... 102.0 108 1 106 3 107.3 101.2 10L4
1992... -................... 101.4 102. 9 106.1 109.5 102 0 10
1991......................... 101.7 10a.0 110. 111 108 7 104.0
1960 ................. ...... 102 1 102.7 108.2 110 3 102.9 103.8
199........................102. 101.9 101.7 102.3 100.6 101.
19W .. ........ ........... 100.6 100.2 99.9 107.6 - 10.9 10. 1
1967 ......................... 97.2 97.8 98.3 92. 97.6 9,.9
196 .......................... 88.8 94.8 94.7 83.9 94.1 96,
195 ........................... 81.9 p 7 91.6 76.8 87.4 89.8
194.......................... 78 2 89.1 90.4 80.8 89.1 9a6
193........................... 75.0 87. 88.9 74.9 86.8 89.9
192 ............... ..... 09.7 86.8 87.3 71.5 84.9 87.6
191 ......................... 8.2 85.1 85.2 67.6 80.2 83.8
1960......................... 63.1 79.5 80.0 61.3 74.4 78.7
1949.. ...................... 60. 1 79.3 79,1 63.0 76.0 79.2
1948...... ...............a. 77.9 78.5 59.5 75.4 80.1
1947........................... 48.8 73.0 73.5 4.7 72.6 75.7
Average annual rate of change

in percent:
17- .6................... 4.0 '2.0 2.1 3.9 2.0 1.9
1957-6........ .......... . 7..7 1.3 . . 2 1.0

I Not available.
2 1947-66 and 1957-66.
Source: U.S. Department.of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics.

9.869604064

Table: Table K-6.--Comparison of prices and unit labor costs: Steel industry, manufacturing, and private nonfarm economy, 1947-66
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MATRIXES FOR CHAPTER XI
U.S. steel industry output-Average annual rates of change in percent,' 1947-66

S198 1 1950 1911953 19195119195197198 1 1019 961 19621963 1964 19651966

1947-. 5.3 -3.8 3.4 6.0 4.0 4.6 2.6 3.4 3.5 3.2 L8 L4 1.1 07 0.6 6 9 L 1.3
194S-..--- . --12.1 5.4 8.3 45 5.2 2.4 3.4 3.6 3.2 L5 L1 .8 .5 .3 .4 .7 LO .3

t...............-----..... 26.3 17.2 6.8 8 2.5 3.8 3.9 3.4 L3 .9 . 6 .2 .1 .2 .5 .9 L2
19060 .----.------------.-- --- 8.8 -2.1 23 -1.7 L3 2.1 2.0 -.2 -.5 -.6 -.8 -.7 -.5 0 .5 .8
1961 ------- ------------- --- .- -1L8 L7 -3.9 L2 2.3 2.0 -.7 -.9 -L0 -1.2 -L0 -.7 -.1 .4 .8
19W-B2 -- --------- -------- 17.4 -3.0 4.3 4.6 3.5 -.4 -.8 -.9 -LI -LO -.6 0 .7 LI
1953---.----------------------- - -19.9 2.8 4.0 2.7 -2.2 -2.2 -19 --20 -L7 -L1 -.3 .5 L1
M19364 --. ....----------..-------.-. 3L8 13.9 6.8 --L8 -L9 -L7 -L8 -L4 -.8 .1 L0 L5
M----- -------- ---- -----L-- -26--10.1 -7.0 -5.0--3 -3.2--21 -.7 .5 L1
1966- .----------- -3.5 -15.1 -8.0 -4.9 -3.9 -2.6 --L4 .2 L4 2.0
1957 ------------- -253 -7.0--28 -2.2 --LO .1 L7 2.9 34!196---....-------------------- 15.7 7.7 3.2 2.7 3.1 4.3 51 .2
19i-----------------..--..--2 -2.1 -.2 L4 3.6 4.9 51
1960----------------------------- -4.3 .4 2.5 &1 6L4 62
1961--------------------------------------- &3 &7 8.0 8.6 7.6
196----- ----- ---- ---- ---- ---- 9.8 7.9o.1964-------.f------------------ . .. .1 7.6
1964_ -1---.--...-...-. -... .- .... ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ 8 .619 - .................88.6
1965- ..6

I Based on the lest squares trend of the logarithms of the index numbers. Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor statistics.

w

r

0o

4§i

9.869604064

Table: U.S. steel industry output--Average annual rates of change in percent,1 1947-66
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U.S. steel industry output per all employees-Average annual rates of change in percent,' 1947-66

1918 1949 1950 1951 1952 1953 1954 i 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966

1947------ 1.7 -0.3 3.7 4.3 3.6 3.4 2.1 2.6 2.6 2.3 1.6 L6 1.3 1.2 1.3 1.4 1:6 1.7 1.8
1948------------- -2.2 5.7 5.6 4.2 36 1.9 2.6 2.6 2.2 1.4 1.5 12 1.1 1.1 1.3 1.5 1.7 1.8
1949------------ ...........---------- 14.3 8.4 4.8 3.8 1.4 2.5 25 20 L.1 1.3 9 9 .9 1. 1.4 1.6 1.8
1950--------- ---------------- -------- 2.7 .7 1.3 -1. 0 1.2 1.6 1.2 .2 .6 .4 .5 .8 1.1 1.6
1961-------------------- --- -1.3 1.0 -2.3 1.3 1.9 1.3 0 6 3 3 5 8 1.2 1.5 1. 7
1952------------- ------ -------- 3.3 -3.6 2.3 2.8 1.7 0 .6 2 3 5 9 1.3 1.7 1.9
1963- ----------------.-------------- --10.1 4.1 3.9 1.9 -.5 .5 1 .1 5 9 1 4 1.8 2.0

..1964........----------...--------------- 8.93.4- -.6 .8 1 .1 .2 .161.7 2.0 2.3
1955----------------------------------- -------- -L6 -3.5 -5.8 -1.9 -1.9 -1.2 -.4 .5 1.2 1.8 2.1
1956. -5.3 -7.9--LO -1.3 -.6 3 L2 2.0 2.5 2.7
1967 ---- ----- --------------- ----------- -10.5 3.0 .4 .7 1.5 2.4 3.0 3.4 3.5
1968- ------- ----------------- ----------------------------- ---- 18.5 3.5 2.4 2.9 3.5 4.1 4.3 4.2
1969------------ ---- ---- ---- --- ---- ---- --- ---- ---- ---- --- --- -9.7 -2.8 .4 2.33.43.9 3.9
1960----4.6--55-------7--------------- ------------------------------------ - 4.6 52 57 59.5.75 2
1961------.-------- ------ ---- 7 6.2 6.3 5.9 5.2
196- --- ---- --- ---- ---- ---- ------------.. ---- ---- --4.8
196---------- ---- ---- ---- ----- -------------- ---- ---- ---- ---- --- ----- ----- ---- --- ---- 434.1
1964------- ----- ------ ------ -------- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- ---- -- ---- -------- 4.21.0
1965------- -------- --- ---- --- ---- --- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- --- -------- ---1.8
aoes--f--o nr-U e t bBe L t

',1

4

ti

m
v

I Based on the least squareq trend of tbe logarithms of the Index numbers. Source: U.S. Department o lAbor, Bureau of Tabor Stat~stms

9.869604064

Table: U.S. steel industry output per all employees--Average annual rates of change in percent,1 1947-66
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U.S. steel industry output per production worker-Average annual rates of change in percent,' 1947-66

1947-.--------
19487.------
1949.-------
19650
1951 ._-------
1962...-------
1953.------
1954 ------.----
1956--------..
19567---------1967.---.--.
19568--------
19609 .------.

1960
1961.2-------
1962......._
1963
1964...-...-- ...

1965-..------.

1950 1 1951

4.0 4.5
6.0 5.8
13.5 8.

..-.--..2.9

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

........i --------........
1Based on the least squares trend of the logarithms of the index numbers. Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics.

1948

1.9
--------

--------

--------

--------

--------

--------

--------

--------

--------

--------

--------

0.4
-1.0

..i

1952

4.2
4.8
5.4
1.9
1.0

1953

3.9
4.1
4.2
2.0
L7
2.5

.---
'-

1954

;2.6
2.4
1.9
-.3
-15
-3.4
-9.0

1955

3.0
3.0
2.8
1.6
1.6
2.2
4.1

i1

1956

31
3.1
2.9
2.1
2.3
2.9
4.2
9.1
-.2

. .---

.-

. --

1957

2.7
2.7
2.5
1.8
L8
2.1
2.5
4.0

-2.2
-4.2

.- -- -

1958

2.1
2.0
1.7
1.0
.8
.7
.5
.5

-4.1
-6.0
-7.8

._.*'....
.--

1965 1961959

2.3
2.2
2.0
L5
.4
LS
L6
2.1
-.2
.8
&0
19.6

1960

2.0
L9
L7
12
LI
1.1
LO
1.2
-.6
-.2
1.3
3.3

-10.8

1961

1.9
.8
L6
1.2
11

L1
L2
-.1
.3
L5
2.5

-2.8
5.8

1962

19
1.8
L7
1.3
L3
13
L3
L5
.6
L1
2.1
3.0
.5

5.S
5.7

1963

2.0
L9
L8
1.5
L5
1.6
1.6
18
L2
L8
2.7
3.5
2.2
5.7
5.6
5.4

1964

2.1
2.1
2.0
L7
1.8
1.9
2.0
2.2
1.8
.2.3
3.2
3.9
3.1
5.6
5.5
5.5
5.6

2.2
2.2
2.1
L9t0
2.0
2.1
2.3
2.5
2.2
2.7
3.5
4.1
3.6
5.4
5.3
5.1
4.9
4.2

M

0

r

3

'.4

is2.3
2.2
2.1
2.
2.3
2.4
2.6
24
2.9
3.5
4.0
3.7
5.0
4.8
4.5
4.1
3.3
2.4

rrII i I I iI~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~----l l l l l, I-------- I-----

. ._I

-------- --------

-------- --------

--------

--------

-------- --------

--------

-------- --------

-------- --------

--------

--------

------------------------I------------------------l

9.869604064

Table: U.S. steel industry output per production worker--Average annual rates of change in percent,1 1947-66
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U.S. steel industry output per nwnproduction worker-Average annual rates of change in percent,1 1947-66

1949

-5.3
-10.6i;-------

:------

1950 1951

1.2 2.5
3.7 4.4

20. 3 10.2
..1i.0

.---......

1952

0.3
.6
1.5

-6.7
-13.8

1953 1954

0.3 -1.1
.5 --1.3
.9 -1.7

-3.5 -5.3
-3.9 -6.3
7.2 -4.5

:.: -14.8
.-

1955

-0.0
0
.2

-1.6
-.8
3.1
4.4
27.9

1956

-0.0
0
.2

-1.2
-.4
2.0
2.1
7.7

-9.3

:::-:--- .... .
t Based on the least squares trend of the logarithms of the index numbers.

1957

-0.5
-.6
-.6
-1.8
-1.5
_-.2
-1.0

.1
-9.9
-10.5

.-
.--

.--
.-

.....-

1958

-1.7
-2.0
-2.3
-3.5
-3.7
-3.5
-5.1
-6. 1
-13.7
-16.3
-21. g

1959

-1.9
-2.2
-2.5
-3.6
-3.7
-3.5
-4.7
-5.2
-9.6
-8.8
-5.6

6. .-------l

-.-.-.--I
-- -----I

1960

-2.2
-2.4
-2.7
-3.6
-3.8
-3.7
-4.5
-4.9
-7.7
-6.5
-3.7
3.9

-5.2

......

1- --

1961

-2.3
-2.5
-2.8
-3.5
-3.6
-3.5
-4.2
-4.3
-6.2
-4.9
-2.5

1.9
-2.4

.4

1962

-2.2
-2.4
-2.6
-3.2
-3.2
-3.0
-3.4
-3.4
-4.6
-3.2
-1.0
2.3
.3

3.1
5.8

1963

-1.9
-2.0
-2.1
-2.6
-2.5
-2.2
-2.4
-2.2
-2.9
-1.3

.8
3.7
3.0
58
8.6
11.5

l -...I

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics.

1948

0.3

.

l- ~- - - --

---.-.

1947 . ....
1948 -.... .--

1949-- ......
1950- ..

1951 _...... ...
195 ----......

1953 ..........

1956 --.... ..

1957 -..........1956 ............1957 ...........
1958 .......19059....
19610 .......
1962 ........

1964......
1965 ....... ...

1964

-1.4
--1.5
-1.5
--1.8
-1.7
-1.3
-1.3
-.9
-1.2

.3
2.4
4.9
4.9
7.4
9.6
11.2
10.8

1965

-1.0
-1.0
-1.0
-1.2
-LO
-.6
-.
-.0
-.1
1.4
3.2
5.4
5.4
7.3
8.6
8.9
7.4
4.0

1966

-0.7
-.7
-.6
-.8
-.5
-.1
0
.5
.5
1.9
3.4
5.1
5.2
6.4
6.9
6.5
4.5
1.6
-.9

o

'3

--------!----
..---..--I.....

9.869604064

Table: U.S. steel industry output per nonproduction worker--Average annual rates of change in percent,1 1947-66
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U.S. steel industry--AU employee man-hours-Average annual rates of change in percent, 1947-66

1947--.-.----.
1948.---.----.-
1949.-.-----..--
1950-...-..-.....
1961---.------
1962 .------.
1968.U-----...
1964 -----------
1955------------
19866.---.----.
19567.......

19698 .----

1980..------
1961 -----

1962. -----

1963 ----

1964......
1965.----.

1948

4.7

1949

-4.4
-12.6

.----

1950 1951 1952 1953 1964 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 194
I-II -----I--- --- I I I _ f

0.1
.1

14.7
.. ---

.---

.----

.--

.--

.--- -

.--

.--

.---

2.6
3.9
11.4
8.2

-------t

1.0
1.1
3.3

-2.7
-12.5

- -- -

_.---

1.9
2.2
4.0
1.3
.3

15.0

0.6
.5
1.0

-1.7
-3.6
-1.8
-16.1

0.9
1.0
1.5
-.2
-.8
1.7

-1.3
16.1

1.1
1.1
1.6
<4
.2

2.0
.7
7.7
--.1

t Based on the least squares trend of the logarithms of the index numbers.

1.0
1.1
1.4
.6
.4

1.7
.7

4.2
-.6
-L0

.

I.......
Ic:::'-,

0.2
.0
.1

-.9
-1.3
-.9
-2.4
-1.6
-6.6
-10.6
-19.2

-0.3
-.5
-.5
-1.4
-1.8
-L7
-2.9
-2.6
-5.9
-7.6
-8.7
3.0.O

-0.4
-.5
-.6
-1.3
-1.7
-1.5
-2.4
-2.0
-4.0
-4. 3
-3.2
4.8
6.7

-0.6
-.8
-.8
-1.5
-1.8
-1.7
-24
-2.2
-3.7
-3.8
-2.9
1.2
-.5
-7.2

-0.7
-.9
-1.0
-1.6
-1.8
-1.7
-2.3
-2.1
-3.2
-3.2
-2.4

.3
-1.0
-3.6

.1

-0.8
-.9
-1.0

-1.7
-1.6
-2.1
-1. 9
-2.7
-25
-1.8

.2
-.6
-1.8

.8
1.5

-0.7
-.8
-.8
-1.2
-1.4
-1.3
-1.6
-1.3
-1.9
-L5
-.7
1.1
.8
.7

3.2
5.1
.8

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics.

19661965

-0.5
-.6
-.6
-.9
-1.0

,--1.1
-.7
-1.1
-.7
.2
1.7
1.7
1.9

'4.0
5.3
6.6
4.4

4

r

M
M

-0.4
-.4
-.4
-.7
-.8
-.6
-.8
-.4
-.7
-.3
.5

1.8
1.8
2.0
3.4
3.9
3.9
1.4

-1.6

COCW

I

& h l l-l l l l

- w- --------1--------

-------------
-------------

-----------

-------- ----

---------

i--------

--------

--------

--------

9.869604064

Table: U.S. steel industry--All employee man-hours--Average annual rates of change in percent,1 1947-66


460406968.9



U.S. steel industry production worker man-hours-Average annual rates af change in percent,: 1947-66

1947---
1948 .--...-.-...
1949 ------------
1961-----
1952---1963.....---.---
196...
196 ..- .195667-----.
1967_------1968 _ -_ _.
1959 -----

190 ------

1961.

1963---
1964 ..

1965-------

198 199
. Jf

47

--------

--------

--------

.--

.--

.--

.--

.--

.--

.--

.--

.--
,--
.--

-5.3
-14.3

1950

--a2
-.1
16.4

..

.,--

.- -- -

1961 1962

2.5 0.6
3.9 .7
12.3 3.1
84 -3.8

........-14.6

.- / "----'--

-------- --------~

-------- -------

I Basdd on the least squares trend of the logarithms of the index numbers Source: U.S. Department of Labor. Bureau of Labor Statistics.

1963

1.5
1.9
3.7
.6

-.5
16.9

1954

0.1
-.1
.5

-2.6
-4.6
-2.4
-17.8

1965

0.6
.6
1.2
-.7
-1.2
1.7

-1.3
18.6

--------,

. - --

- -- -

- -- -

- -

_--- -

- - --

- -

1966

0.7
.7
1.2
-.1
-.2
1.9
.5
81

-L5

1957

.6

.6
1.0
-.1
-.2
1.3
.2
3.8

-2.1
-2.7

- -- -

- - -

- -

- -

- -

- -- -

- - - -

- -

.--

1958

-0.4
-.6
-.6
-1.7
-2.2
-1.8
-3.5
-2.9
-8.7
-13.0
-22.3

1969

-0.9
-1.2
-L2
-2.3
-2.8
-2.6
-4.0
-3.8
-7.7
-9.4
-10.3

3.6

1960

-1.0
-L2
-1.3
-22
-2.5
-2.4
-3.4
-3.0
-5.4
-5.6
-4.1
5.2
48

. - -- -

- -

- -- -

- - -

- - -

- -

1961

-L3
-1.5
-1.6
-2.3
-2.7
-2.6
-3.4
-3.1
-4.9
-4.8
-3.6

1.3
-.7
-7.7

- I.7

1962

-L4
-L6
-1.7
-2.4
-2.6
-2.6
-3.2
-3.0
-4.2
-4.0
-2.9

.3
-1.2
-3.8

.2

1963

-1.4
-1.6
-1.6
-2.2
-2.4
-2.3
-2.8
-2.5
-3.4
-3.0
-2.0

.4
-.4
-1.4
1.7
3.1

1 IM1964
-1.2
-1.3
-1.4
-1.8
-1.9
-1.8
-2.1
-1.8
-2.3
-1.8
-.6
1.6
1.3
1.4
4.4

10.4
-- -- -

1965

-1.0
-1.1
-1.1
-1.4
-1.5
-1.3
-1.5
-1.1
-1.4
-.8
.3
22
2.2
2.6
4.9
6.3
7.3
4.3

1966

-0.8
-.9
-.9
-L2
-1.2
-1.0
-LI-t1i
-.7
-.9
-.3
.7
2.2
2.2
2.5
4.0
4.6
4.1
1.0

-2.2

4PV
r

___

--------1
-------

--------i

9.869604064

Table: U.S. steel industry production worker man-hours--Average annual rates of change in percent,1 1947-66
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U.S. steel industry nonproduction worker man-hour---Average annual rates of change in percent,1 1947-66

1947............
198............
199............

1960-----------

1961 .

1957---.........
19s9............

19D-
161............

19 ....

196...-...

1948

4.
..--
.--::::::::

1949 1960

1.4 2.2
-1.8 1.6

.-- --. 6.0

.-

.

----- -- ---~~~~~

.-

1951

3.3
3.6
6.2
7.4

.--

.--

--

. .---

.-

..--

.--

1952

3.'85
5.1
4.8
2.2

.- --.

.--

1953

4.2
4.6
5.8
5.9
5.8
9.4

.--

.--

. .--

. .--

. .--

1954

3.6
3.7
4.2
,36
2.4
1.4

.-1

...-----

.. ---

. .---

. . .--

. .---

., . --

. .---

I-

.--

1955

3.3
3.3
3.5
2.9
1.9
1.1

-1.6
3.1

.-

.-

.-

.-

.--

.- --

I-

1956

3.4
34
3.6
3.2
2.7
2.5
1.8
&s5.8
8. a

Based on the least squares trend of the logarithms of the index numbers.

1957

&3
3.7
3.9
3.7
35
&.6
3.7
6.6
8.2
7.8

.

iii

.-

.-

.--

.-

1958

3.5
3.5
3.6
3.4

32
3.0
4.5
.2
1.8

-4.4

.---

.--
. .--

.--

3.3
33

&4
3.1
2.9
2.8
2.6
3.5
2.9
0.9

-1.5
1.5

; ::--- .'.'

1960

t3
3.3
3.3
3.1
2.9
2.8
2.7
3.3
2.9
1.7
0.9
3.5
5. 5

1961

3.0
3.0aO
2.8
2.5
24
2.2
2.5
2.0
09
0.1
1.1
0&1

-5.0
.--- -

.--

1962

2.8
2.7
2.7
2.4
2.2
2.0
1.8
2.0
L4
0.5

-0.2
0.2

-0.7
-2.9
-07

.

.--

1963

2.5
2.3
2.3
2.0
1.7
L5
1.3
1.3
07

-0.2
-0.8
-0.8
-1.7
-3.3
-2.8
-4.8

1964

2.2
2.1
2.0
1.7
1.5
1.3
1.0
1.0
0.4

-0.3
-0.8
-0.8
-1.4
-2.2
-1.5
-1.3
2.4

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor 8tatistics.

1965

2.1
2.0
1.9
1.6
1.4
1.2
09
09

-0.
-0.5
-0.3
-0.6
-1.0
0.0
0.8
3.5
4.7

1966

2.0
1.9
1.8
1.6
1.3
1.2
0.9
0.9
0.6
0.1

-02
-0.0
-0.2
-0.3
0.6
1.4
3.0
3.0
1.4

CD
3

L.4
W

t-

I

9.869604064

Table: U.S. steel industry nonproduction worker man-hours--Average annual rates of change in percent,1 1947-66
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U.S. steel industry output per all employee man-hour--Average annual rates of change in percent,' 1947-66

1947......---
1948.-_-----
1949.-----__
1980------
19501--

1956 _
195----

1961.---
~i««----
1962.-.__
1963-----
1964 - -------

1965 ---

1948

0.6

1949

0.6
.6

1950

3.3
5.2
10.1

I--------i--------I- -- -

- - -

1951

3.3
4.3
5.2
.5

1952

2.9
3.3
3.3
.6
.6

I iii-

1953

2.7
2.9
2.7
1.0
1.4
2.1

1954

2.0
1.9
1.5

-0
-.4
-1.3
-4.5

1955 1956 957

2.4 2.4 2.2
2.4 2.4 2.1
2.3 2.3 2.0
1.5 1.8 1.5
1.9 2.1 1.7
2.6 2.6 1.8
4.1 3.3 2.0
13.6 5.8 2.5.----. --1.4 -2.0

-2.5
- - - - - - -

. -- - -- - - - - -

. - -- - - - - - - -

- - - - - - -

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

- - - - - -S

- - - - -- - - - -

- - - - - - -

. - -- - - - - - -

1 Based on the least squares trend of the logarithms of the index numbers. Source: U.8. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics.

1958

1.6
1.5
1.3
.7
.7
.5
.2

-.2
-3.7
-&0
-7.5

- -

1959

1.6
1.6
1.4
1.0
1.0
.9
.8
.7

-1.1
-.4
1.9

12.3

1960

1.4
1.3
1.1
.7
.7
.6
.4
.3

-1. 0
-.6
.4

2.7
-6.1

1961

1.3
1.2
1.0
.7
.7
.6
.5
.3

-.6
-.2
.7

1.9

&.1
- -

1962

1.3
1.3
1.1
.8
.8
.8
.7
.7
.1
.6
1.3
2.4
.9
41
&1

.----

1963

1.4
1.3
1.2
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.1
.7
1.2
1.9
2.8
2.1
44
4.8
4.6

1964

1.5
1.5
1.4
1.2
1.3
1.3
1.3
14
1.1
1.7
2.4
.2
2.8
4.4
4.7
4.4
4.3

1965

1.6
1.6
1.5
1.4
1.5
1.5
1.6
1.7
1.6
2.1
2.7
3.4

4.4
4.5
4.4
4.2
4.2

1966

1.7
1.7
1.7
1.6
1.6
1.7
1.8
1.9
1.8
2.3
2.8
&.4
3.2
4.1
4.2
3.9
3.6
3.2
2.2

r

-------- --------~~~~~~~~~~~
-------- --------~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
-------- --------~~~~~~~
---- - - - - -~~~~~~~~~~~~~~---- - - -

-------- --------~~~~~~~~~~~
- - - - - -

9.869604064

Table: U.S. steel industry output per all employee man-hour--Average annual rates of change in percent,1 1947-66
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U.S. steel industry output per production worker man-hour-Average annual rates of change in percent,' 1947-66

1948 1949 1950 1951 1952 153 1954 155 15 1957 1958 1959 960 1919962 1963 1964 1965 1966

1947---- 0.5 1.5 3.7 3.5 3.4 3.1 '2. 2. 2.8 2.6 2.2 2.3 2.1 2.0 2.0 2. 1 2.12.22
1948--------- 2.5 5.5 4.3 3.8 3.3 2. 2.8 2.8 2.6 2.2 2.3 2.1 2. 2.020 2.0 2. . 1 2.2
19419 ........ --. ----- 8.5 4.4 3.6 .0o' 2 .6 2.6 2.4 1.9 2.1 1.9 1.8 1.8 1.9 1.9 2.0 2.1 J
1960----------- -------- ---- .5 1.8 1.8 2.12.2.1161 .81.6 1.6 1.6 1.7 1.8 1.9 2.0 r1951- _.............-- --- - ----- 3.2 .2 7 2.4 2.5 2.2 1.6 1.9 1.6 1.6 . 1.7 1.8 2.0 2.1
1952--- -----_---_. -- - 1.2 -.7 2.6 2.7 2.2 1.4 1.8 1.5 1.5 1.6 1.7 1.8 2.0 2.1
19S---------------- -2.5 4.2 3.5 2.5 1.3 1.9 L5 1.4 1.6 1.7 1.9 2.0 2.1
1964----- --------------------- ------------- ----- 11.3 5.4 2.9 1.1 2.0 14 14 1.6 1.7 1.9 2.1 2.2
1965- ----............ -. 1 -.5 -1.6 .8 .4 .6 1.1 14 1. 1 9 2.1 0
19" ....----.. - ----- -.9 -2.4 1.5 .7 .9 1.4 1.7 2.0 2.2 2.4
.1967- - -. -3-8 3.7 1.4 1.4 1.9 2.2 2.3 2.6 2.7

6 ....198-----.. .... .. .. .. .. . . ...11.8 2.4 1.9 2.4 2.6 2.7 2.9 3.019W7... --------- ------ ------------- -.2 -1.4 1.0 1.8 2.2 2.6 2.8
19 0 -----.---.---- ------- 3. 4.3 2.9 3.7 3.7 3.6
1961 -__-------- ------ ------- --- -------- ---- -------- ---------- - --------- -------------- 4.9 3.9 3.5 3.6 3.5196 ---- ------------ -------- -------- ------- ----------------------- --------------------------------- -

--- . 2.9 3.5 3.6 3.3196B----3-- 2.9 2.9 3.6 3.5
1964--- - ---- --............. .............. 4.4 3.6
1965--- ----th ----- --- -- ....8....-...-------- 2..8

a Based on the least squares trend of the logarithms of the index numbers. Source: U.8. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics.

9.869604064

Table: U.S. steel industry output per production worker man-hour--Average annual rates of change in percent,1 1947-66
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L.S. steel industry output per nonproduction worker man-hour-Average annual rates of change in percent,' 1947-66

1947---
1948.------
1949........
1950.---------
1951 ......
1952-- --.-
1953 --------

1954.----------
1955------------
1956----.---.-.
1957-.---------
1958------.--
1959 ..- ..--

1963-----------
1964 ---.-....
1965----........

1948
0.6
0.6

.- .

.--.-.

1949

-5.1
-10.5

,-
..-

1950

1.3
3.8
20.3

--------I

........

........

.:::::::-

- -

-

1951

2.6
4.5
10.3
1.2

.-

0.4
.7
1.6

-6.6
-13.8

. . .--

19.53

0.4
.6
1.0

-3.4
-3.8
7.3

1954

-1. 0
-1.2
-1.5
-5.1
-6.2
-4.3
-14.7

1955

0.1
.1
.3

-1.5
-.7
3.2
4.4
27.9

1956

0.1
.1
.3

-1.1
-.4
2.1
2.1
7.7

-9.3

1957 19i5
-0.4 -1.6
-. . -1.9
-.5 -2.2
-1.7 -3.5
-1.4 -3.7
-.1 -3.5
-1.0 -5.1

.1 -6.1
-9.9 -13.7
-10.5 -16.3
-..--..--21.8

------- -- ----I-

..

-- ,-_ I .-..

I Based on the least squares trend of the logarithms of the index numbers. Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistcs.'

1959

-1.9
-2. 1
-2.4
-3.5
-3.7
-3.5
-4.7
-5.2
-9.6
-&8
-5.6
13.9

1960

-2.1
-2.4
-2.7
-3.6
-3.7
-3.6
-4.5
-4.9
-7.7
-6.5
-3.6
4.0

-5.0
- -- -

1961

-2.2
-2.5
-2.7
-3.5
-3.6
-3.4
-4.1
-4.3
-6.1
-4.8
-2.4
2.1

-2.2
.7

1962

-2.1
-2.3
-2.5
-3.1
-3.1
-2.9
-3.4
-3.3
-4.5
-3.1
-.9
2.5
.5

3.3
6.0

1963

-1.8
-1.9
-2.0
-2.5
-2.4
-2.1
-2.3
-2.1
-2.8
-1.2
1.0
3.8
3.2
6.0
8.7
11.5

- - - -

-

- -

1964

-1.3
-1.4
-1.4
-1.8
-1.6
-1.2
-1.3
-.9
-1.1

.4
2.5
5.0,
5.0
7.5
9.6
11.2
10.9

.- -

1965

-0.9
-.9
-.9
-1.2
-.9
-.5
-.4
0
0
1.5
3.3
5.5
5.6
7.4
8.6
8.9
7.4
3.9

19661N

-06
-.6
-.6
-.7
-.5
-.1

.1

.6

.6
2.0
3.5
5.2
5.2
6.5
7.0
6.5
4.5
1.5
-.8

Pt
r

__

___

--------I--------

-------- --------

--------I--------

9.869604064

Table: U.S. steel industry output per nonproduction worker man-hour--Average annual rates of change in percent,1 1947-66
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U.S. steel industry, total compensation per man-hour, all employees-Average annual rates of change, in percent,' 1947-66

1948

1947. . 9.5
19 ..-- ..-.. --. ....-- ..

1945 ..-.....--.. ..--

196.....................
1960.196l7.--'-------.-----

1958...... .---- ------

1962.-----

1988 .-.---- ----.-.1957 .

1965 -.------ -------

196--.---..-1--- ------

1964------------
1965--------- -------

1949

7.9
6.3

..--

. .--
. . .--
.-

1960

7.5
6.7
7.1

1951

8.1
8.0
9.0
11.0

-

1952

8.0
7.9
8.4
8.7
6.4

1953

7.9
7.8
8.0
8.0
6.7
7.1

7.4
7.2
7.2
6.8
5.6
5.0
2.9

_ _ _ __ _

1955

7.3
7.0
7.0
6.6
5.9
5.7
5.5
8.2

1956

7.2
7.0
6.9
6.7
6.2
6.2
6.3
7.8
7.4

.- --

1957

7.1
7.0
6.9
6.8
6.4
6.5
6.7
7.7
7.5
7.6

1968 119S9

7.1
7.0
7.0
6.9
6.6
6.8
7.0
7.6
7.5
7.5
7.5

7.1
7.0
7.0
6.9
6.7

1960

7.
6.

6.

&

1961

0 6.8
8 66
8 66
7 6.457 625 &2

6.9 6.5 6.2
7.0 a 6 &2
7.5 88 6.2
7.4 6.4 5.8
7.3 6.0 5.4
7.2 5.3 4.7
6.9 4.01 3.7

....... 1.2 2.6
.---------------. 4.0

I Based on the least squares trend of the logarithms of the index numbers. source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics.

1962

66
6.4
6.3
6.2
6.0
5.9
5.8
5.8
5.4
4.9
4.3
3.6
3.0
3.8
3.6

1963

!
.3

6.2
6.1
5.9
5.7
&6
5.5
5,44K0
4.6
4.0
3.4
3.0
3.4
&31
2.5

.--

1964

6.1
6.0
5.9
5.7
5.5
5.3
5.2
5.1
4.7
4.3
3.8
3.3
3.0
3.2
3.0
2.7
3.0

1965

5.9
5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2
5.1
4.9
4.8
4.4to

36
3.2
2.9
3.0
2.7
2.5
2.4
1.9

1966

5.7
5.6
5.4
.2
.i0.
4.9
4.7
4.5
4.2
3.8
&4
3.1
2.8
2.9
2.7
2.6
2.6
2.5
3.2

rtJ

Id0

..3
P.4

-i ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~I_ _ · 1 · I · I

: -------. 7---I-|_j

-------- ------

9.869604064

Table: U.S. steel industry, total compensation per man-hour, all employees--Average annual rates of change, in percent,1 1947-66
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U.S. steel industry total compensation per man-hour of production workers-Average annual rates of change in percent,' 1947-66

m7-...........

1948-..-..-..-
1900 -............

1951............
1952............

19562 ...--.....

1966.....

197 ............
196

19 ----.. -....-

196l ............

192...........--
1963
1964 ::_.... ...........

1965 _ _

1952 1953

7.7 7.7
7.7 7.7
&3 8.1
7.6 7.7
4.3 6.6

9.0

.-

.-

.-

.--

-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

-------- --~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

-~~~~~~~~

-------- -------~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
.-

1962 1963

6.4 62
6.3 61
6.2 6.0
6.1 58
5.9 5.6
5.9 5.6
5.7 5.4
5.7 5.4
5.3 5.0
4.9 4.6
4.4 4.1
3.8 3.6
3.2 3.2
3.7 3.4
3.5 3.2

2.8

I Based on the least squares trend of the logarithms of the index numbers. Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics.

1949

6.7
4.5

.- -

.--

.--

.-

1948

9.1

t........ 1951

8.0
8.1
9.9
11.1

r .......

7.1
6.6
8.7

.----

..--

..---

-

1954

7.2
7.1
7.2
6.5
5.4
5.4
1.9

I ...

.......

1955

7.1
7.0
7.0
6.5
5.8
5.9
5.1
8.5

. -

.-

.--

....

1956

7.(
6.
6.1
6.5
6.1
6.3
6.1
7.8
7.2

. .....

-.

.

.--

1957

7.0
6.9
6.9
6.6

.6.3
6.5
6.5
7.6
7.1
7.1

1958

7.0
6.9
6.9
6.6
6.4
6.6
e. 6
7.3
7.0
6.9
6.8

......
.

1959

7.0
6.9
6.9
6.7
6.5
6.7
6.7
7.2
7.0
6.9
6.9
7.0

1960

6.8
6.7
6.7
6.5
6.3
6.4
6.4
6.6
6.3
5.9
5.4
4.4
2.0

1961

6.6
6.5
6.5
6.3
6.1
6.1
6.0
6.1
5.7
5.3
4.8
4.0
2.9
3.8

,-
,-
.-

1964

6.0
5.9
5.8
5.6
5.4
5.3
5.1
5.1
4.7
4.3
3.9
3.5
3.2
3.3
3.1
3.0
3.1

.-

.-

1965

5.8
5.7
5.6
5.4
5.2
5.1
4.9
4.8
4.4
4.1
3.7
3.3
3.0
3.1
2.9
2.7
2.6
2.1

1966

5.6
5.5
5.4
5.2
5.0
4.9
47
4.5
4.2
3.9
3.6
3.3
3.0
3.0
2.9
2.8
2.8
2.7
3.3

-B

tlr

0

0C

__
· ·~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

II I I I
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U.S. steel industry total compensation per man-hour of nonproduction worker-Average annual rates of change in percent,l 1947-66

198 1949 1950 1951 192 1953 1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 199 1960 191 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966

1947------- 87 11.2 88 8.7 88 8.1 7.4 7.3 7.2 7.0 6.9 6.8 6.5 6.3 6.1 5.9 5.7 5.5 5.3
48------------ 137 8.0 8.2 8.6 7.7 7.0 6.9 6.8 6.8 6.6 6.6 66. 6.0 5.8 5.6 5.4 5.3 5.1

19 .--------.. - ---- ........ 2.6 6.5 7.9 6.9 6.2 6.4 6.4 6.4 6.3 6.3 6.0 5.8 5.6 5.4 5.2 5.0 4.8
1960------- ------- -- 10.6 10.2 7.6 6.3 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.4 6.3 6.0 5.7 5.5 5. 5.1 .9 4.7
M161---------- -------------- ------9.9 5.7 4.8 5.6 5.9 6.1 6.0 6.0 5.7 .4 5.2 5.0 4.9 7 4.5
1Mi-----------...--...------------- 1.7 2.9 5.1 5.7 6.0 5.9 6.0 5.6 5.3 51 4.8 47 4.5 4.3
19-----.......------........ 4.1 7.0 7.0 6.8 6.5 6.4 5.8 5.4 5.1 4.8 4.6 44 .2
194-------...---.......................-- 9.9 &0 7.3 .6 6. .7 5.2 4.9 .64.6 4. 2 4.0
m19MU ------------------ -----..------- --....................----.... 6.1 6.2 5.8 5.9 5.0 4.6 4.3 4.1 .0 3.8 3.7
19i -----------..........--------- ------------ ------.---- 6.3 5.5 5.8 4.7 4.2 4.0 8 3.7 6 3.4
1967------------ ------- ---------.....................----4.7.7 .7 I1 3.6 3.6 35 35 3.3 2
19M ..................................... .............. 6.7 03.32 3.2 3.3 3.0
19......-......................... 2.6 3.0 3.0 2.8
lo.8............................. 3.53.86 3.3 3.0190--3----------3----------------- --- --3----------- --------2.--------- ---------- -------------- -----63.53---.24539311 ---, ------- ------- ------------------------------------------ -...- ...........------ 6 .83.a 2. 2.
I --------- ---- - - ------ ----.......---- .... ........................2.35-.::-----------: ------- - --------- -- - -----."'"'-----"-- ---------- --- - ""----------------------------- ----------- 16 7
1965---------------------------- ----- ---------- ---- ---.-----------------------......... .. ... ... -------- --- ..-.--1.9

I Baed on the least shares trend of the loartthnm of the index numbers. Source: U.S. Depertm t of Iabor, Bureau of Labor Statistics

I,

t-qr

0

03

hA
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tO

U.S. steel industry unit labor cost, all employees-Average annual rates of change in percent,' 1947-66

1948 194 1950 1961 1952 1963 1954 1966 1956 1957 1968 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 196 1966 1966

1947 . . 8.8 7.3 4.1 .6 .0 .1 .3 4.7 4.7 49 64 5.4 5.5 5.4 &.1 49 4.6 4.2 9 2
19485---------.9 1.5 &6 4.6 4.8 5.2 4.6 4.5 4.8 5.4 5.4 5.5 5.4 &.1 4.8 4.4 4.1 38 M
1949 .-----.----.- -2.7 3.6 49 5.1 5.6 4.6 4.5 4.9 &6 5.6 &6 5.6 .2 4.8 4.4 0 &7
10 .................................... 103 8.0 6.8 6.8 50 4.8 &.2 6.1 5. 9 5.9 7 6.3 4.8 4.4 4.0 36 t

1951 .----..-----.---... 3 6.0 &38 4.0 4.7 .9 L7 5.7 8.5 651 4.6 42 .7 3.3
1952------. .86s 3 2.9 3.5 4.6 62 5. 5&9&96 5.1 4. 4.0 &35 31

193U----.--...-------.--...........--.--.----..---.- 7.9 1.3 2.9 4.7 6.8 6.2 6.1 . 7 & 1 4.4 8 3.3 2.8
19---4--.......-------------......................................................-0----- 1.9 1 7.9 68 & 69 1 4.3 36 30 2.5
1 ..........................................................................' 9.2 9.7 11.7 8.6 7.6 6. 6.3 4.3 3.6 2.8 2.303
1966-1-0---.-----213-------2 7.7 6.7 5.5 4.3 3.3 2. 1.9 1.63
1967-- .......... -......- ..- .. .-. ............. ........ 1 3 2 4.9 4.0 2.9 2.0 1.4 .8 .6
198 ............... - .9 1.2 1.7 1.2 .6 .2 -.2 -.3
190- ..-----.----------..-.....7.8 4.2 2.1..9 .2 -.3 -.4
19600--___ _ .------7---------7---------- ------- ----------- - --- --- ---.4 -1.0 -L -1.3 -L2 4190o1-- -..-..-......_-- ---- ------.--.---- --1.4 -1.7 -1.6 -1.7 -1.
1962------------2.0 -L6 -1.7 -1.2 S
196 _- .. ------------------------------ -1. 2 -1.7 1.1968------- -----..- ..-.--..- ..-..------...---.........--........- ------ - -----. ---------- ----.---- ----- -

----- -.------ -1.2 -1.7 -1. 0
1964--------2.2---------------- -------_---------- --- ----- ----------.2.2 .7
19__.65--------------.-----

BasedontheleastsquarestrendoftheI~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ga~~~1tbm.3of the index numbers.
Labor. Bureau of Labor Statistics.~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

I Based on the least square trend of the lqparithm; of the index numbers. source: U.S8. Dopwltment of lAbor, Bureau of lAbor Statistics.

9.869604064

Table: U.S. steel industry unit labor cost, all employees--Average annual rates of change in percent,1 1947-66


460406968.9



o',0
0

,w U.S. steel industry unit labor cost, production workers-Average annual rates of change in percent, 1947-66

1948 1949 1950 1951 1952 195319954 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966

1947............ 8.6 5.2 3.3 4.4 4.2 4. 4.6 4.2 4.1 4.3 46 4.5 4.6 4.5 4.3 4.1 3.9 3.6 3.4
1948.......... 1.8 1.0 3.7 3.8 4.3 4.5 4.0 4.0 4.2 4.6 4.5 4.6 4.5 4.3 40 3.8 3.5 3.3 .
199-..................-.....- .1 5.3 4.6 5.0 5.1 4.2 4.2 4.4 4.8 4.7 4.7 4.6 4.3 4.0 3.8 3.5 3.2
1950- .. .. ............ 10.8 5.8 5.8 5.6 4.3 4.2 4.4 5.0 4.7 4.8 4.6 4.3 4.0 3.7 3.4 3.1 r
1951--..... .............................--. 1.1 4.2 4.7 3.3 3.4 4.0 4.8 45 4.6 4.5 4.1 3.8 3.5 3.1 2.9
1952,-..-... --..... . -7.5 6.0 3.3 3.5 4.2 5.2 4.8 4.8 4.6 4.2 3.8 3.4 3.0 2.7
1953-........... .-- -............ ..................--- .-4.6 1.0 2.5 3.9 5.3 4.7 4.8 4.5 4.1 3.6 3.2 2.8 2.5
194_ --........... .. ............................... -2.5 2.3 4.5 6.2 5.1 5.1 4.7 4.1 3.5 3.1 2.6 2.3
1955 . .----................... 7.3 7.6 8.7 6.2 5.8 5.1 4.2 3.5 3.0 2.5 2.1 0
1956 --................... ...................................... 8.0 9.5 5.3 5.2 4.4 3.5 2.8 2.3 1.8 1.5
1957. .-.-- --------.............. 11.2 3.1 4.0 3.4 2.5 1.9 1.5 1.1 9
1958 --.....--.. -....... -4.4 2.0 2.1 1.4 1.0 .8 .4.3

.............. ............................................................................................. 7 4.4 2.2 1.3 9 4 .2
1960.. . . .......-:- .2 -.6 -.5 -.3 -..6 -5.
1961.................................... -. -.6-.6
1962........................6 . S5
1963 --,--. -------,....... .-..... .... ..---.-----........................ ........... .....I.................................-3----7-- --.9 -.7

19645--__-........... ......... ...... ........-................--........ ................---- ........-........ . .......--.....-................ ........

I Based on the least sqares trend of the logarithms of the index numbers .Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics.

O0
~0

9.869604064

Table: U.S. steel industry unit labor cost, production workers--Average annual rates of change in percent,1 1947-66


460406968.9



A>

a

U.S. steel industry unit labor cost, nonproduction worker-Average annual rates of change in percent,' 1947-66

1947--- -----
1948-----------
I- ------------

1960---------
1961-----------
1952--- -------
19b63- -------

1954-----------
1955-.----------
1966---------
196-..----------
1968 ------

190_----------
190------__---
1961---.--------
192--------
1963 ------

1964.------
1965--.--------

1948

&0
--------

--------

--------

--------

--------

--------

_ _---

_- --

__ ___-

_ _---

_- -- -

_--- -

1949

17.3
27.3

_- --

1950

7.5
4.2

-14.7

1951

5.9
3.6

-3.5
9.1

.---

1952

8.3
7.8
6.2
17.9
27.4

. _---

1953

7.6
7.1
5.8

11.3
9.9

-5.2

1954

8.5
8.3
7.9
12.1
11.7
7.5

22.0
. -

1955

7.2
6.8
6.0
8.1
6.4
1.9
2.5

-14.0

1956

7.1
6.7
6.1
7.6
6.3
3.6
4.7
0.3
16.9

,---

1957

7.5
7.3
7.0
8.3
7.6
6.1
7.9
7.1
17.8
18.8

, _-

1958

8.7
8.7
8.7
10.2
10.1
9.7
12.2
13.5
22.5
26.1
33.9

1959

8.8
8.9
8.9
10.2
10.1
9.8
11.6
12.3
17.0
16.0
12.0
-6.3

1960

8.8
8.9
8.9
9.9
9.8
9.6
10.8
11.1
13.8
11.9
8.0

-0.7
5.3

1961

8.7
8.7
8.7
9.5
9.4
9.0
9.9
9.9
11.4
9.4
6.1
0.9
4.0
2.8

1962

8.3
8.3
8.3
8.9
8.6
8.2
8.8
8.5
9.3
7.3
4.4
0.7
2.1
0.4

-1.8

1963

7.8
7.7
7.5
8.0
7.6
7.1
7.3
6.8
7.1
5.1
2.5

-0.6
-0.3
-2.3
-4.9
-7.8

1964

7.1
6.9
6.7
7.0
6.5
6.0
6.0
6.3
5.2
3.3
0.9

-1.7
-1.9
-3.7
-5. 6
-7.0
-6.3

1965

6.5
6.3
6.0
6.1
5.6
5.0
4.9
4.2
3.9
2.1

-0.0
-2.2
-2.5
-3.8
-5.1
-5.5
-4.3
-2.3

1966

6.0
5.7
5.4
5.5
5.0
4.4
4.1
3.4
3.0
1.4

-0.4
-2.1
-2.3
-3.2
-3.9
-3.7
-2.1
0.2
2.6

r

i-
»4

I Bated on the least squares trend of the logarithms of the Index numbers. Source: U.S. Department
Labor Statistics.

·. S |~~~

T - - I I I - - -I ·- -- - I 1--- 1
|w t l -- ---

---7---- -------- -------- --------

-------- -------- -------- --------

-------- -------- -------- --------

Source: U.S8. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statilstics.I Based on the least squares trend of the logarithms of the Index numbers.
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APPENDIX L
TABLE L-1.-Average hourly labor expenditure for production workers in the iron and steel industries of 9 countries, 1952-66

(Index, 1957=100. Inl national currencies t]

Total labor cost per hour 2 Average hourly earnings 3

European Coal and Steel CommunityUnited States United Japan 5
Year Kingdom '

.Germany France Belgium Luxembourg Italy Netherlands

In U.S. In deut- In new In Bel- In Bel- In In In
dollars Index sche Index francs Index gian Index gian Index In lire Index guilders Index pence Index yen Index

marks francs francs

19661- ....- - 4.63 143.8 7.48 176.8 7.49 206.3 691.31 168.8 *98&79 154.2 '1,098.73 218.5 7.54 220.5 117.5 156.0 283.34 194.81965--------- 4.48 139.1 7.24 171.2 7.18 197.8 685.76 158.6 94.24 147.1 *1,037.84 206.4 7.06 206.4 115.7 153.6 254.23 174.819!64------- - 4.36 135.4 6.73 159.1 6.87 189'3 81.19 150.1, 86.23 134.6 987.18 196.4 6.33 185.1 105.1 139.6 230.09 158.2
1963---------.-4. 25 132.0 6.34 149.9 6. 39 176.0 72.47 134.0 80.96 126. 3 8. 83 177.8 5.70 166.7 97.2 129.1 209.58 144.1
1962--------------. 4.16 129.2 6.03 142.6 5.91 162.8 66. 57 123.1 74.71 116.6 758.78 150.9 5.31 155.3 94.1 '125.0 193.32 133.0
1961-_ 3.99 123.9 5.49 129.6 5.46 150.4 62.93 116.3 73.72 115.0 651.21 129.5 5.08 148.5 89.8 119.3 176.75 121.6196D0----3.-----3.82 118 6 5.07 119.9 4.89 134.7 60.83 112.5 70.32 109.7 610.07 121.3 4.12 120.5 85.8 113.9 163.70 112.61959------.----------- 3.80 118.0 4.69 110.9 4.48 123.4 56.25 104.0 65.65 102.5 563.41 112.1 3.62 105.9 81.0 107.6 155.58 107.01958.------------- 3.51 109 0 4.44 10.0 4.20 115.7 54.61 101.0 65.88 102.9 537.83 107.0 3.59 105.0 75.6 100.4 151.40 104.11967.-.----------- 3.22 100.0 4.23 100.0 3.63 100.0 54.0 100.0 64. 08 100.0 502.74 100.0 3.42 100.0 75.3 100.0- 145.42 100. 019-66-------- 2.95 91.6 3.80 89.8 3.35 92.3 49.14 90.9 57.41 89.6 492 18 97.9 3.12 91.2 69.1 91.8 138.50 95.31955.------ 2.72 84.5 3.48 82.3 2.96 81.5. 44.34 82.0 50.97 79.5 436.04. 86.7 2.83 82.7 -- ------- 122.20 84.019654.----------- 2.51 78 0 3.16 74.7 2.62 72.2 41.45 7&66 47.25 73.7 4271 84.9 2.41 70.4 -.---.116.26 80.01953------ - 2.44 75.8 3.06 72.3 2.55 70.3 40.29 74.5 47.58 74.3 40.50 81.3 2.18 63.7 -107.30 73.81952------------ 2.32 72.1 2.92 69.0 2.50 68.9 41.12 76.0 48.96 76.4 399.30 79.4 2.01 588 --- 98.68 67.92.0158.8............. [ 8.68 67.

Exchange rates:
Germany: U.S. $1=4.2 DM, 1952-March 1961; U.S. $1 4.0 DM, March 1961-66.
France: U.S. $1-3.5 NF, 1952-57; U.S. $1=4.2 NF, 1958; U.S. $1=4.9 NF, 1959-6.
Belgium/Luxembourg: U.S. $1=50.0 FB, 1952-66.
Italy: U.S. $1 625 lire, 1952-66.
Netherlands: U.S. $1-3.80 guilders, 1952-0; U.S. $1=3.62 guilders, 1951-66.
Japan: U.S. $1 300 yen, 1952-66.
United Kingdom (1952-6): U.S. $1 0.375P; U.S. $15=8.7d.

0o ' Including all supplements.a' ' Excluding supplements.
4 October of each year, except the 1966 figure which is for April.' Cash earnings, including bonuses.
' Estimate.
Nort.-Intercountry comparisons of labor cost per man-hour should not be used to

represent unit laborcost (that is, labor cost per unit of output) because of large differences

in productivity amon: countries. In the absence ofstrict governmental controls on foreigntrade and exchange, average wages for all industries combined tend to be highest in coun-
tries with the highest productivity. If this were not so, competition would soon force
changes in international exchange rates until itbecame true. Thus, in a general way, high
wages tend to reflect high productivity and intercountry differences in unit labor cost
ae usually !ar smaller than intercountry differences in hourly wages.
Source:
United States: Annual Statistical Report (American Iron & Steel Institute), Now

York.
ECSC: Memento de Statistique 1960 and Salaries CECA,.Social Statistics series

(Statistical Office of the European Communities) Luxembourg.
United Kingdom: Statistics on Income, Prices, Employment and Production (United

Kingdom. Ministry of Labour) London.
Japan: Statistical Year Book (the Japan Iron & Steel Federation), Tokyo.
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486 STEEL IMPORT STUDY

TABLE L-2.-Indexes of productivity and labor cost for all manufacturing industries
in 6 countries, 1955-66

[1957 equals 100]

Germany, Nether- United
France Federal Italy I Japan lands KingdomRepublic

Productivity:
1965...-- .-------- - 97.2 89.9 90.5 88.0 95.6 98.8
1950 .--- ----------- 98.6 92.8 95.5 91.6 98.2 97.6
1967---.-- ------ --- 100.0 100.0 .0 100.0 100. 0 100.0
19I...--.----------- 110.8 104.7 107.0 96.9 100.0 101.5
1960X.------------- 117.1 112.7 117.3 111.5 108.7 106.9
1960.-,-....--------------. 122.1 122.1 123.3 125. 5 117.6 112.8
1961--.--------------- 120.2 128 4 129.4 142.8 125.2 112.3
1962-..----. ------.---- 121.7 136.0 139.4 149.7 136.5 114. 1
1963--.--.----.-----.----- 125.8 141.1 147. 4 159.6 139. 1 120. 1
1964-..-.------..--.------- 129.0 163.1 156.2 (2) 151.4 127.8
196 ..---- -- () () () (2) (2) (2)

Unit labor cost:
196 ..----.-------------95.3 91.3 - 99.8 106.0 84.5 87.9
1956...------------ .--- 100.8 97.6 101.0 105.7 91.7 96.2
1957 ---------------- 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
1958----------------- 89.8 103.8 98.1 105.8 102.9 104.6
1959I--...--------- 85.4 102.4 91.3 99.7 98.3 103.1
1960------------ 88.5 105.2 90.6 97.9 100.5 103.3
1961-------.--------- 94.0 115.7 92.4 99.7 113.4 110.5
19 2..------------------ -100.5 124.9 99.1 108.5 117.6 113.9
1963-.. ------.-- 105.2 129.3 108.7 113.2 125.9 112.5
1964.-------------------- 110.7 129.1 113.9 110.8 133.5 114.0
1966 .-----.------------115.5 137.0 (2) 118.4 (2) 119.6

' Refers to wage earners only.
* Not available.
Nor.-Indexes cover all employees in manufacturing Industry, unless otherwise noted. Unit labor cost

Indexes for France, Germany, and the Netherlands have been adjusted for changes in the official or corn-
mercial exchange rate.

Source: Unit Labor Cost In Manufacturing, Trends in 9 Countries, 1950-65 Bul. No. 1518, Bureau of
Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor, Washington, D.C., June 1966; and national publications.
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APPENDIX M
TABLE A-l.-Steel consumption and international trade of Japan

[In thousands of net tonsl

1963 194 1965 1966

Production ....- .............. ..................... 34, 724 43,870 45, 372 52, 672
Imports, ingot equivalent......-..-.....-.......-...-..-...--. 76 49 35 42
Exports, Ingot equivalent.....-.......---.........- ..--. 7,931 9, 861 14,005 14,127
Apparent consumption-- ...........-.........-.........26, 86 34,058 31,402 38, 587
Balance of trade....-.....-...........- ....-.-....----...... 7, 855 9,812 13, 970 14, 085
Trade ratios:

Imports, percent of apparent consumption -......------.... 0.3 0.1 0. 1 0.1
Exports, percent of production ..... ....- ... 22.8 22.5 30.9 6. 8

Source: JISF Statistical Year Book for 1966, table 2.

TABLE M-2.-U.S. imports of steel mill products from Japan by product, 1959-66
[In net tons]

Ingots and skelp ................
Wire rods ..-..---..---.....-..
Structural and piling.... .. .....
Plates......................
Railway mat ..................
Rebars.-.............-------..-.-
A.O. bars and tool................
Pipe and tube..-........
Wire and wire products .. ...
Tin mill products............
Sheets and strip -..-......-...

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

1959 1960 1961

472 1,408 580
114,782 163,78819 439
20,335 ,597 4,240
83,902 46, 94 10,346
..... .. ........ ... ..

133,923
'

437 69,854
21,835 20,676 16,753
49, 773 63,014 89, 760
143, 030 135, 718 16, 64

3 , 074 3,424
56,287 57,747 33, 0

624,342564 153 59 529

1962

3, 291
299, 342
10,667
60,882

23
75,996
18,521198,69

233,324
8,663

162,299

1,071,706

1963

4,404
414,008
52,668
93, 58

28

39,322
358, 65
306, 705
26,144

413, 501

1,807,886

1964 1965 196

197 3, 67 1,037
452, 374 42,449 609,858
125,911 227,925 211836
215,830 415,637 468, 283

541 968 1,275
87,322 72,727 81,112
105,128 240,741 270,453
436,960 679,213 628,021
332,958 376,454 394, 646
52 514 88,261 107, 549
3, 638 1, 79, 61 076,927

2,446,3731,417,641 4850,997

Source: AISI annual statistical report.

TABLE M-3.-Japanese exports of iron and steel products by country of destination
[In thousands of net tons]

1962 1963 1964 1965 1966

North America (Canada and United
States) ...................... ..... 1,363.1 2. 075. 7 3, 020.0 - 5, .O 5,431.7
Percent of total --........... 29.9 33.4 39.6 46.4 49.8

Latin America ....................... 3.4 3 8 474. 3 678.2 541.3
Percent of total ................... 8.1 6. 4 6.2 6.2 5. 0

Western Europe.................-.. ... 388.5 624.5 475. 0 341.1 395.9
Percent of total ...................... 8.5 10.1 6.2 3.1 3.6

Eastern Europe (U.S..R.)............. 9.1 360.9 113.0 222.8 172.0
Percent of total................... 5.5 5. 1.5 2.0 1.6

Africa and Middle East ................... 132.2 152.2 245.5 442.2 188.9
Percent of total ... .................. 2.9 2.4 3.2 4.1 1.7

Asia and Far East ---.................. 2,052.0 2,604.9 3,299.9 4,173.2 4,177.6
Percent of total ..........-......... 45.1 41.9 43.3 38.2 38.3

Total....- ........-... ....... 4,554. 3 6, 215.0 7, 628. 6 10,922.5 10,907. 4

I Includes others.
Source: JISF Statistical Year Book for 1966, table 59.
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STEEL IMPORT STUDY

TABLE AM-4.-Raw steel production, by process
[In thousands of net tons]

Output

Year Converters Total
Open Electric
hearth furnace

BOF Others

1951 ..------- ......---------- .. - 5,924 2.-------215 1,0 7,168
1952................ . 6,436 ---- - 221 1,047 7, 704
1953 6.926 .. .... 379 1,141 8,446
1964------7,------------- --- 7017 401 1,126 8,543
195.-----5----.-.-. ------------- ------ 8, 613 .--.-...-.- 449 1,308 10,370
1956...-......-...................-..9,884 ........... 495 1,863 12,242
1957 .------------..-... -.-- .----- .-------- 10,945 61 439 2,411 13, 856
19.58....-.. -------------.--.--- 10,153 871 40 2,2 4 13,358
1959---------------------. -------- 13,572 1,327 .--------- 3,430 18,329
1960 . 16,584 2,898 --4,931 24,403
1961..---..----- .- ...------- 18,707 5,905 ---6,648 31,160
1962 .. :...-.--.....-------.--.--- 14,643 9,305 ---.-----. 6, 413 30,364
1963.-.--- --------.....--.-.-.--...13....13,442 13,277 ...--- . 8,00; 34,724
1964-..-.---.--------------.-----.- 15,270 19,379 .-- 9,221 43,870
1965 ....-.....----.--.---------....... 11,204 24, 943 .--- 9,225 45,372
1966..---.---------------------..... 9,518 32,972 .-------- 10,182 52,672
1959 (percent) ..-..-..... ---------- 74.1 7.2 .------- 18.7 100.0
196 (percent).-..-.....---.-.----------24.7 55.0 .--------- 20.3 100.0
1966 (percent)-..-----------.----. 18.1 62.6 .---.----- 19.3 100. 0

Source: JISF Statistical Year Book for 1966, table 34.

TABLE M-5.-Comparison of shipments by product
1965 1966

Products Japan I United States Japan t United states

Million Percent Million Percent Million Percent Million Percent
net tons net tons net tons net tons

Semifinished-........-.....-...--.... .. 3.2 3.5 ....... ... 2. 4 2. 7
Shapes and piling................. . 5 13.7 6.8 7.3 5.2 13.4 6.8 7.6
Plates-.-----......---.-.-- 6.2 18.9 9.8 10.6 7.6 19.6 9.1 10.1
Rails and accessories-..- ....- .7 2. 1 1. 1.6 .6 1.6 1.8 2.0
Bars ....... ........... 5.7 17.3 14.5 15.6 6.4 16.5 14.5 16.1
Rodsand wire.......-......... ..... 3.0 9.1 4.8 5.2 3.2 8.3 4.9 5.4
Pipeand tubes-.-.....--- ... 3.3 10.0 8.7 9.4 3.6 9.3 9.2 10.2
Tin mill products ....-......... .9 2.7 6.7 7.2 1.1 2.9 5.8 6.5
Sheet and strip.....8.......... 8.6 26.2 36.7 39.6 11.0 28.4 35.5 39.4

Total... ............... 32.9 100.0 92.7 100.0 38.7 100.0 90.9 100.0

I Carbon steel only.
NoTS.-In Japanese product classification shapes and plates include tonnages classified in bars (light

shapes) and sheets (medium plates) in this country.
Source: JI8P Statistical Year Book for 1966, Table 44A.
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TABLE M-6.-Japanese crude steel capacity, total and by major companies and

plant locations, 1964
[In thousands of metric tons]

Percent of
Company and city Capacity total

capacity

Alchi Steel Works, Ltd.:
Chita ......... .............---...............----- . 299 0.7
Karlya ..........-- .. ..---...-------...-----.------..-.----. 42 .1

Total --- ..... ..- ...........--- ............ ... ..........---- .. - 341 .8
Chubu Steel Plate Co., Ltd.: Nagoya .....--........................ .--. 1,275 2.9

Daido Steel Co., Ltd.:
Nagoya -.......- . ......---------------------------- -.----- --------.---- 210 .5
Chita ........-...-....-...-...--...-..-.------.----.----------.-.---- 325 .7
Tokyo.........-..-..-...........--....--.-----------------..--..--.--- 60 1
Nagoya- . ....... ...--..-....-....-.... ...---.............. 8 .1

Total.-.. ....853..................-.......3- 1.4
Daitesu Steel Industrial Co., Ltd.: Osaka-....... .......... .... 120 .3

Fuji Iron & Steel Co., Ltd.: I
Murorun ...............--.------..------------ 2, 70 6. 2
Hirohata.-.--.....-....----......-----.----------...---..----------. 2,732 6.2
Kamaish....-.....................-....------------------.-- ........900 2.0
Tokai Iron & Steel Co., Ltd. (subsidiary)......--.....................- 1,420 3.2

Total ......-.............-..-.------------------. -------- -------- 7, 812 17.6
Japan Special Steel Co., Ltd.: Tokyo--................ -------- ----------- 144 .3

The Japan Steel Works, Ltd.:
Muroran ...-....-..-..-..--- ..--- ---------.-------.----------------- 383 .8
Hiroshima,.....-..........----------... --- ----. . 19 .1

Total-........ --..-4..-..-........ .------- .---------- - .9
Kanto Special Steel Works, Ltd.: Tsujide-...-----..--------.... -------.. . 54 .1
Kawdsakl Steel Corp.: t

Chlba.-.......-..-....-- .. -----------------.------------ 65, 000 11.3
Nishinomiya ....---.....-......-.. ...-------------------------------- 116 .3
Kobe ....... ......-..------- - --------- --------- ---- -- 142 .3
Chita ........---....-- -----.-- --------------------- 90 .2
Kuji -.-.-.......-........... ...--------...----.--- ------------------ 60

Total ......... .......-....-.....--------..--- ----................. 5,408 12. 2

Kobe Steel Works, Ltd.: '
Kobe ------- ------- ----- -------- ------------- - 1,668 3.7
Takasago.-...-..-.... ...---------------------------.------ 256 .6
Total . ..- ..-- . -------------- ------- ------- 1,924 4.3

Nakayama Steel Products Co., Ltd.:
Yokohama .... .........------ ---..- .---------------- -------------- 955 2
Osaka.......-.-------- --.--------------·----- --------------- 90 .2
Total-.......................--- -----------..--- ------ 185 .4

Nippon Kokan K. K.: t
Kawasaki- .......-- ... ..--..-.------------------- ----------------.-1,948 4. 4
Tsurumi-,......... -. .....--- --------.--- ------------- 1,466 3.3
Kawasaki -......-- ....-....- ..... ..-- .---------- .--.------------ 1, 669 3.8

Total.........-.... ......----- ------ ----------- 5,083.-11.9
Nippon Koshuha Steel Co., Ltd.:

Hachinoe.--..--- ....-------------- ------------ ------------ ...18 .

Toyama ---------..... ....--- --.---------------------------------- 50.1--i
Total.................-..-................ -.............. 68 .2

Nippon Yakin Kogyo Co., Ltd.:
Kawasaki........ ...------. .. .. .. ----------------- 109 .3
Kanazawa .-...-. .- ..-----------.... .--- ----- ----..77 ....-

Total.-..-..-..--......----------.------------------ .3116

See footnotes at end of table. p. 490.
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TABLE M-6.-Japanese crude steel capacity, total and by major companies and
plant locations, 196/-Continued

[In thousands of n'etric tons]

Percent of
Company and city Capacity total

capacity

Nisshin Steel Co., Ltd.:
Amagasaki.....-..........· ........ .........-....... .....
Kure.. . ..... .. .......... .......... ................-- - ------ -
Shunan .. ...... ............. ..................................

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

Sanyo Special Steel Co., Ltd.: Himeji................................
Sumltome Metal Industries, Ltd.:'

Wakayama . .........-.. ........... .... .......-
Kokura .............. .......... .................
Osaka--...... .... ... ................. .......

Amagasaki................................
Total .... .............. ............................

Tokushu Seiko Co., Ltd.:
Kawasaki......................................................

Tokyo ..........- .................... ...........

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

Tokyo Steel Mfg. Co., Ltd.:
Okayama............... .............. ................................
Tokyo .................................. .........

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

Toss Steel Works, Ltd.:
Takamatsu..........--....-..-..............---
Kochi ....................... ........................

Total ..............-..-........... .....-.......
Yamato Steel Works, Ltd.: Osaka --........... .........--...

Yawata Iron & Steel Co., Ltd.:'
Kitakyushu, Fukuoka Prefecture.- ...........................
Kitakyushu, Fukuoka Prefecture-............. ....................
Hikari...................... .....................

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

Other ................................................

Total capacity....--- ..-.-.--.----...--------..--..- .......--.....----

157
728
152

1,037
320

2,430
1,336
280
95

4,141 9.3

146
48

194

383
168

551

72
48

120
288

6,504 14.7
3,025 6.8

74 .2

9, 03 21.7
4, 433 10.1

44,272 100.0

.4
1.6
.3

2.3
.7

5.5
3.0
.6
.2

.3

.1

.4

.9

.4

1.3

.2

.1

.3

.7

I Indicates one of the 6 largest firms.
Source; Iron and Steel Works of the World, 4th ed., 1965, Metal Bulletin Books, Ltd.; Statistical Yearbook

for 1966, Japan Iron & Steel Federation.



TABLE M-7.-Irnports of raw materials and fuels from the United States
(In thousands of metric tons. Heavy fuel oil in thousands of kiloliters]

Pig Ferro- Iron Iron and Man- Coking Chro- Magnesia Fluorite Nickel Tungsten Molyb- Petro- Heavy
Calendar year iron alloy ore steel ganese coal mium clinker ore ore ore denum leum fuel

scrap ore ore ore coke oil

1960.-..28 () 826 3,066 (2) 4,307 (2) 25 (): ) 1 4 i* 1,12
1961----..-------------- 267 20 946 5,308 (2) 5,292 (2) 20 (') ) ) a 32 1,237
1962.-. 118 4 84 2,695 (2) 5,(.) 1 1 (i) (i) 1 () 89
1963----------- -- 20 (') 1 821 3,363 (2) 5 108 (2) 9 ( () ( 41 937
1964- 56 () 2,005 3,758 (2) 5,281 (2) 3 (2) () (1) 4 () 1, 9
1965----------..... 2,602,340..() 6,408 () ( ))) () (1) 3 () 2
19668-. ....-....- . . () 3,724 2,609 (2) 6 716 (2) (2) (2) (1) (2) 3 8 42

Less than 580 metric tons.
2 Nil.

NOTE.-Import of U.8. raw materials and fuels for use of other Japanese industries as
compared with the steel industry (Total for 1960-1966):

[In thousands of metric tons. Heavy fuel oil in thousands ofklloliters

Other Steel
industries industry

Coking coal------------ -------------------- 3,540 38.553
Magnesia clinker .-----.....- -------------------- 61 58
Petroleum coke ...--.----------- ------- -- 384 150
Heavy fuel oil--- - -- ---- - 6, 706 6,357

Source: "Coking Coal and Magnesia Clinker," Japan Iron & Steel Federation; "Pe-
troleum Coke and Heavy Fuel Oil," MITI.
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The Japanese must import at least 55 percent of their coking coal
requirements from sources as distant as 10,000 miles. They are using
large boats, some in excess of 85,000-ton capacity. Recognizing the
need to blend coals of diverse characteristics in order to get a uniform
coke, Japanese plants are designed to blend as many as 12 to 20 differ-
ent coals.
As a result of the high cost of imported coal, the Japanese have

applied themselves to achieve blast furnace practices with the lowest
coke rate in the world.

In 1965, the Japanese steel industry used an average of only 1,000
pounds of coke per ton of hot metal compared to 1,330 pounds in the
United States.

TABLE M-8.-Imports of raw materials and fuels from the United States
[In thousands of dollars-cost, insurance, and freight, Japan]

Calendar Ferro- Iron and Coking Pe!ro- Heavy
year Total Pig iron alloy Iron ore steel coal leum fuel oil Others I

scrap coke

1960-.---276,579 1,681 5 12,760 155,781 79,077 815 16,565 9,895
1961....- 453,198 14,603 3,703 14,788 289,281 97,955 1,373 19,891 11,604
1962 .-.. 269,984 6,611 712 12,744 131,642 101,964 . 13,856 2,455
1963....... 275,910 1,076 154 25,477 135,751 91,433 1,693 13,830 6,496
1964.... 326,871 2,860 659 28,125 174,860 95,745 ....... 15,065 9,557
1965..... 282,255 120 369 38,344 106,326 118,548- - 11,076 7,472
1966-... 306,362 141 - 331 55,144 109,90 124,514 2,517 6,825 6,8 2

I Includes manganese ore, chromium ore, manganese clinker, fluorite ore, nickel ore, tungsten ore, and
molybdenum ore.

NOTE.-Imports ot U.S. raw materials and fuels for other use of Japanese industries as compared with
the Steel Industry (total for 1960-66):

[In thousands of dollars]

Other Indus- Steel indus-
tries try

\ Cokng coal ... .....- ...... ............- 65,194 709,236
Magnesia clinker.----.........-.. .......----.......--........---4,476 4,231
Petroleum coke...-..--.---------...---....---...... --- ---- 10,279 6, 39
Heavy fuel oil......-....-..-....-.................--....-----.154,732 97, 108

Source: Ministry of Finance. Figures for cooking coal, petroleum coke, and heavy fuel oil and magnesia
clinker are estimated.

TABLE M-9.-Indirect steel imports into Japan from the United States
[In thousands of dollars|

Calendar year: Value (CIF)
1960----.---------------.-------------------------- 172, 044
1961 _------------------------------------ 275,686
1962-34---..-.----------- -----.--------- 344, 419
1963 ..----------------------------------- ----------- 351,304
1964 ----------------------..---------------------------- 294, 150
1965 ------------------------------------------------- 248, 574
1966 ..----.----------------- -.--------------------- 267, 484

1960-66 total ---------------------------------------- 1,953, 661
NoTE.-Above figures represent general machinery, heavy electrical machinery, automobiles, buses

trucks, and tractors.
Source: Ministry of Finance.

9.869604064

Table: Table M-8.--Imports of raw materials and fuels from the United States


Table: Table M-9.--Indirect steel imports into Japan from the United States


460406968.9



STEEL IMPORT STUDY

TABLE M-10.-Iron and steel shipments to the United States
value)

(quantity and FOB

Calendar year

Metric tons

Grand total
Ordinary

rolled steel
products

Secondary
products Others

Value
(thousands)

1960...--.....- ..............-611,498 402,748 14165 44,596 $96,602
1961 ......-----------624,147 402,926 193,22 27, 99 97, 616
1962...-..--. ....l...1..,162, 1 812,388 256,114 94,089 171,939
1963-------- ...----- 1,795,742 1,371,300 376, 006 49,376 25, 173
14 ............................ 2, 87, 207 2,103, 95 428,126 65, 38 33, 419
19........................... 4,348,06 3,726,834 514,316 107, b4 672,836
1966 ..- .....----- 4, 9, 07 3,994 246 40, 853 10,776 608 434

NOTE.-Iron and steel export to United States, by export certificate statistics:
1966, January and February-...------------.---.-..----.-.-----------...-.. $92,190,000
1967, January and February --.....-- ...85..--....-. . ..-- ---..---...---. 85,435,000
Differenoe-................-_..----.---------- 6, 76,000

Source: Japanese customs clearance statistics.

TABLE M-1l.-Japanese production of road vehicles I

[In thousands]

Year Motor- Passenger Buses Large mall Total
cycles cars trucks trucks

1960-- -.. 1,368 165 9 84 225 1,851
1961..--...------ 1, 98 250 11 107 446 2,612
1962...--...-.... 1,606 289 12 105 606 2, 97
1963.- -.--.. 1,866 408 15 97 766 3,150
1964 .----.------- 2, 07 580 18 114 992 3,761
1965 2,175 696 19 111 1,060 4,061
1966 ....-.... . 2,411 4 878 * 21 .130 '1,258 4,968

I Excluding 3-wheel trucks and motoracooters.
2 Preliminary.
3 Increase of 76 percent over 1960.
4 Increase of 432 percent over 1960.
s Increase of 133 percent over 1960.-
6 Increase of 66 percent over 1960.
7 Increase of 459 percent over 1960.
* Increase of 154 percent over 1960.
Source: Bureau of Statistics, Office of the Prime Minister.

TABLE M-12.-Japanese production of completed steel vessels
(In thousands of gross tons]

1960------------ .... ----- 1,759 1964 - ---------- ---- 4,079
1961 -----------------..------ 1,898 1965--.------------------- 5, 527
1962------------ ..------ 2, 182 1966----------------------- ' 5, 700
1963------------------------- 2,266

t 1st 7 months at an annual rate; represents an increase of 224 percent over 1960.
Source: Bureau of Statistics, Office of the Prime Minister.
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APPENDIX N
TABLE N-l.-Foreign trade of principal energy

1939--66
products of the United States,

[In millions of dollars

Coal and Petroleum and products
related
product *

Year exports) Exports Import Trade
balance i

(1) (2) (3) (4)

1939.......---------.......... 67 386 44 +342
1940 . .......----------------.. 87 310 '0' +'240
1941.--.----..----------------.- 119 28 .83 +202
1942.-.1------.0------------.-12 350 37 +313
1943.-------------------------- 172 517 86 +432
1944--------------.182 960 113 +846
1946.--.----.--------- . .. 198 763 162 601
1946...--- ---- ------ 316 436 19 6
1947- ---.. ... ..--634 642 250 +391
1948-..--......------------.....- 492 667 416 +241
1949 --6..-.............---------308662 478 +84
1980-O.--------.....--.-----. 278 600 62 -92
1961---- --.-----.-----.-----. 606 783 001 +182
1962-...- 6----------------------610 793 62 +101
9W . ... ................................ .. 346 692 702 -70

. ......................................... 312 68 829 -171
19W6...-................................-.. 496 646 1,0236 -380
1966.......-.-------...-...---.- -- 746 766 1,286 -20
1967..-..--.....---------- ---- 84 994 1, 48 -6641958-...... ......--------- --6-----634 668 1, -1, 078
199- ..----....-----..-...--.- . 388 48 1, 86 --1,8
lo90 .......----------.----.--- . 362 479 1, 644 -1,01961 .....-..........--.-------------- 349 445 1, 4 -1, 199
196...---......------------..- 384 442 1,76 -1,3231963 -..--- ..---------..---.- 483 492 1,78 -1, 297
1964-..--....- ----...------- ----- 66 471 1. 87 -1,401
166-.....--- ..---. ..--....---.. 494 418 2,09 -1, 676
1966-- -........---.------.-----------.----.-. 493 436 2,127 -1, 91

I Col. (2) minus col. (3) equals ool. (4). SubJect to eror of rounding.
Sources: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Cemmn, Survey of Currnt Busness, and 1966

Statistical Supplemelt to the Survey of Curent Businem.
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TABLE N-2.-End use of bituminous coal exports, by countries, 1965
(Tonnage in thousands of net tons]

Metallurgical use Total
Destination ___ exports

(tonnage)
Tonnage Percent_·- _ .-

North America:
Canada.............................................
Mexico... ........................................... ..

Total, North America.....................

South America:
Argentina,.-....- .---------------
Briail...-.-...---------------------------
Chile..-.-...
Chile. .-- .-...-........---.-.---.--Oth¶.--.-------- -----------

Total, South America .. .--- ------.-----...-----

ne ....... ......................................
France.....-----.--.----------------.--
Germany, West --.---.---------.--.-- .-----

Italy... ...4................---------.---.
Netherlands -..------------ --------------

Subtotal, ECSC..---------------.---
Germany, ERt-------------------------------
Norway --- -----------------------------
Poland .. ----------------------------
Portugal..----------------------
Rumania.-----.-- ---. ..---------- .-----.

Spain .--- ------ --.--.-------------------------
Sweden-..-....-...-----------------.
Yugoslavia-..---------------.-.--..--
Other...........- - ....... .............

Subtotal.-------..--------------

Total, Europe............--- .----

Japan..-----'..----------::;---------;--

6,200
00

6,208.260

620
1,211

126

1,957 98

1,800
1,900

100
7,800
1, 500

13,100
121
150

50
56

1,377
870

- MS
200

3,382
16.482
7,491

7

Total exports ..................... . 32197

Source: Compiled by U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Mines; all data subject to revision.

TABLE N-3.--Bituminous coal-Prices and principal cost components, 1950-66

Bituminous coal
(f.o.b. mine),

open-market sales

Per ton

(2)

$5.00
4.91
4.84
4.65
4.22
4.26
4.60
4.82
4.58
4.49
4.38
4.25
4.19
4.12
4. 11
4.13

(I)

Miners' wages
(basic wage rate)

Mine supplies
(finished steel index)

Capital equipment(mining machinery
index)

1950-100 Per day 1950-1001 1917-49-100 1950-100 1947-49-100 11950-100

(3)

100.0
98.2
96.8
93.0
84.4
85.2
92.0
96.4
91.6
89.8
87.6
85.0
83.8
82.4
82.2
82.6

(0)

(4)

$14.63
16.21
16.83
18.25
18.25
18.65
20.35
22.05
22.25
24.05
24.25
24.25
24.25
24.25
25. 00
26.25
27.25

(5)

100.0
110.8
115.0
124.7
124.7
127.5
139.1
150.7
152.1
164.4
165.8
165.8
165.8
165.8
170.9
179.4
186.3

(6)

115.2
124.5
127.2
136.9
142.8
149.5
162.1
177.5
183.7
186.8
186. 5
185.7
1F5.2
186.3
187.8
188.7
191.2

(7)

100.0
108.1
110.4
118.8
124.0
129.8
140.7
154.1
159. 5
162.2
161. 9
161.2
160.8
161.7
163.0
163.8
166.0

(8)

116.6
131.9
132.1
139.1
148.1
155.4
173.0
189. 3
200.0
209.3
212.3
215.2
216.3
217.7
220.5
226. 1
233.1

(9)

100.0
113.1
113.3
119.3
127.0
133.3
148.4
162.3
171.5
179.5
182.1
184.6
185.6
186.7
189.1
193.9
199.9

496

40
100

40

100
100
100

15,661
60

15,721

620
1,211

126
39

2,002

2,215
2,070
4,7307s0
8,930
3,371

21,316
121
164

..............104
56

1,377
870

360

3,640
24,956
7,491

11

50,181

81
92
2

87
44

61

100
91

48
100
100
100
100
Al

93

100
64

64

Year

(1)

19. .-.-------

1951....-...
1952 ...----.
19--53.---.-
19 ...----

195.........
1956........
1957..--------
19 -. ...-- .-

1959.....----

1961?.........
1963 ..------

16 .........1964
--.-..---

1966.------

I Not available.
Sources: Col. 2: U.8. Bureau of Mines and Office of Price Stabilization. Col. 4: Bituminous coal wage

agreements. Col. 6: U.8. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. Col. 8: U.S. Department of
Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics.
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TABLE N-4.-Comparison of tons per man-shift in the coal industries of certain

countries, 1965
Net tons

United States --------- ---------------------------------------- 17.5
United Kingdom-------- ---------2. 7
Germany, West- -------- --- -------- ------ 2. 5
Netherlands---- ----------....---------------------- 2. 0
France --- ---------------- ---------.------------------ 1.9
Belgium.--------------- -------------.---------.-- 1.7
Japan----- ---------------------- ----.---------------------- 1.5

SOURCES:
ESCS members from European Coal and Steel Community. The High Authority, Oeneral Report on

the Activities of the Community, Feb. 1, 1965, to Jan. 31, 1966 (Luxembourg, 1964), p. 361.
U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Mines Minerals Yearbook, vol. II, Fuels (Washington,

G.P.O.), preprint, p. 6.
U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Mines, International Coal Trade, 36 (February 1967), p. 27

for United Kingdom; 35 (December 1966), p. 14 for Japan.

TABLE N-5.-Sinle-trip ocean freight rates for overseas coal, as reported by Rod-
riguez Sons & Co., Inc., from Hampton Roads, Baltimore, and Philadelphia

(In U.S. dollars per gross ton]

Dunkirk and Toulon and Brest, Bremen and
Bordeaux Marseilles Rotterdam and Iamburg Dublin

Date, Antwerp
.week of- _ ____--- ____

Mini- Max1- Mini. Maxi- ni. Ma Mini - Maxi. Mini- Maxi-
mum mum mum mum mum munm mum mum nlum mum

June 26,1950 .--- - 3.76 4.00 ' 4.25 -3.25 --. 4.00 --. ..

Feb. 19,1961 14.76 16.25 14.75 15.26 13.76 14.25 14.00 14. 60 ----

Dec. 29,1952 4.66 5.15 5.15 5.65 4.40 4.76 4.65- 6.00-. ......

Dec. 28,1953 4.35 4.75 5.05 5.30 3.85 4.15 4.25 4.445.......
Dec. 27,1954 7.0 8.10 7.25 8.00 6.76 7.10 7.05 7.45
May 31,1956 9.00 1. -o 9.00 9.50 7.90 8.25 8.2 8.60 ..

Oct. 3,195 11.20 10.50 10.10 -- 10.3 ...
May 21,196 ......... 12.20 .--.--- 13.00 --.... 11.05 --.--- 11.25 ........
Dec. 10, 156 1. 40 17.90 ---- . 18.20 15.40 16.50 15.70 16. 95 ..

Mar. 25,1957 10.66 10.90 ....- 11. 0 9.66 9.95 9.95 10.20...
July 29,1957 5.20 6.30 6.70 7.15 4.60 4.75 4.70 5.00
Sept. 30,1957 4.36 4.50 5.75 6.90 3.80 3.90 4.00 4.16
Dec. 30,1957 ------ 4.354 ------.. 20 --------. 3.75-------. 3.90 -

Sept. 29,1958 --------- 3.856 ------ 4.90 --3.15 3.35
Jan. 26,199 -- 3.90 -------- 4.90 3.20 3.50 3.45 3.70--3.85
June 1,1959---- 3.65 -----.I 4.90 2.95 3.20 3.20 3.50 --.---- . 3.50
Sept. 28,1959------ . 3.50 -------- 4.90 2.80 3.05 3.20 3.35 ----- 3.60
Dec. 3,1959 ------ 4.60 -..--. 4.90 -------- 3.80 --- .0 .404. 50
June 27,1900 -4.35 ------.. 4.60 ------ 3.60 --- 3.80 ----- 3.75
Dec. 27,1960 --- 4.36------ 4.60 ----- 3.80 ------ 4. 00 ------- 4.2
June 5,1961 --- 4.35 --..----. 5.05 .-------. 3.65 ----- 3.85 --..-.-- 4.25
Dec. 6,1961 --------. 75-- 5.60----..--I 4.15 4.35 ---... 5.00
June 4,1962 -.----- 4.05 ------ . 4.50 3.10 3.35 3.20 3.50 ------- 4.00
Dec. 3,1962 --3.66 -.-.---- 4.00 --- 2.652. .80 3.10 3.50 4.00
June 3,1963 4.20 4.50 ----- I 5.50 3.65 4.05 3.90 4.20 5.50 6.25
Dec. 30,1963 b.30 5.60 .------. 7.50 4.20 4.50 4.50 4.75 6.50 7.00
June 8,1964 4.05 4.35 .---- . 6.00 3. 3 3.80 3.65 3.90 5. 0 6.00
Dec. 7,1964 4.06 4.0 -------- 7.00 3.50 4.05 3.80 4.05 5.25 6.00
June 14,1965 4.2 60 :-----.-. 7.50 3.90 4.35 4.20 4.50 6.25 6.75
Dec. 13,1965 4.50 5.05 7.00 7.50 3.90 4.76 4.20 4.75 5.75 6.25
June 20,1966 3.90 4.20 6.00 6.50 3.10 4.20 2.80 3.65 4.76 5.25
Dec. 12,1966 3.65 3.90 6.00 6.50 2.65 3.10 3.10 3.35 4.75 5.25
May 22,1967 3.35 3.65 6.00 6.50 2.50 3.10 2.95 3.20 4.76 5.25

I __ _

9.869604064

Table: Table N-4.--Comparison of tons per man-shift in the coal industries of certain countries, 1965


Table: Table N-5.--Single-trip ocean freight rates for overseas coal, as reported by Rodriguez Sons & Co., Inc., from Hampton Roads, Baltimore, and Philadelphia


460406968.9



498 STEEL IMPORT STUDY

TABLE N-5.-Single-trip ocean freight rates for overseas coal, as reported by Rod-
riguez Sons ct Co., Inc., from Hampton Roads, Baltimore, and Philadelphia-
Continued

[In U:S. dollars per gross ton]

i)ate.,
week of-.

June 26,1950
Feb. 19,1951
D)ec. 29,1952
Dec. 28,1953
Dec. 27,1954
May 31,1955
Oct. 3,1955
May 21,1956
Dec, 10,1956
Mar. 25,1957
July 29,1957
Sept. 30,1957
Dec. 30,1957
Sept. 29, 1958
Jan. 26,1959
June 1 1959
Sept. 28, 1959
Dec. 3,1959
June 27,1960
Dec. 27, 1960
June 5,1961
Dec. 6,1961
June 4,1962
Dec. 3,1962
June 3,1963
Dec. 30,1963
June 8,1964'Dec. 7,1964
June 14,1965
Dec. 13,1965
June 20,1966
Dec. 12,1966
May 22,1967

Date,
week of-

June 26,1950-
Feb. 19,1951.
Dec. 29,1952-
Dec. 28,1953-
Dec, 27,1954.
May 31,1955.
Oct. 3,1955.
May 21,1956.
Dec. 10, 1956.
Mar. 25,1957.
July 29,1957-
Sept. 30,1957.
Dec, 30,1957.
Sept. 29,1958.
Jan. 26,1959.
June 1,1959.
Sept. 28, 1959.
Dec. 3,1959.
June 27,1960.
Dec. 27,1960.
June 5,1961.
I)ec. 6,1961-
June 4,1962-
Dec. 3,1962.
June 3,1963.
Dec. 30,1963.
June 8,1964.
Dec. 7,1964
June 14, 1965.
Dec. 13,1965.
June 20,19686
Dec. 12,1966.
May 22,1967.

(W.C.) United
Kingdom

Mini- Maxi-
mum mum

--.-.-- 4.25
14.00 14.50
4.65 5.00
4.55 4.85
7. 75 800
8.75 9.00

11.05
12.05

16.50 17.90
10.65 10.90
5.20 5.30
4. 35 4.50

--- 4.35
3.85
3.90
3-.65
3.50
4.60
4.35
4.35
4.35
4.75
4.20
3.80
5.00

Lisbon Savona, Naples
and 6enoa

Mini- Maxi- Mini- Maxi-
mum mum mum mum

3.25 3.50 3.75 14.25
14.25 14.75 13.75 14.25
4.40 4.75 5.00 5.50
4.25 4.50 4.35 4.60
6.85 7.15 7.60 7.85
8.00 8.50 9.00 9.50

.....---. 9.60 --......... 10.00
------12.00.--- 10.75

15.50 17.50 17.75
-10.75 -- 10. 50
-5.00 5. 50
-4.00 ------- 4.50
-----4.00 -------- 4.25

3.600 ----- 3.65
3.75 4.00 3.80 3.90
3.60 3.75 3.70 3.90
3.40 3.65 3.40 3.60

4.25 4.40 4.75
4.00 4.10 4.25
4.25 4.00 4.15

5. 00 5.25 4.256 4.40
5.25 4.25 4.50

4.00 4.25 3.70 4.10
3.75 4.00 3.20 4.00
5.75 6.25 4.75 5.30
6.50 7.00 5.70 6.20
5.50 6.00 3.90 4.50
6.00 6.50 4.00 5.00
5.75 6.25 4.75 5.25
5.75 6.25 4.75 5.25
4.90 5.40 4.00 4.50
4.90 5.40 3.50 4.00
4.90 5.40 3.50 4.00

Rio de Janeiro Buenos Aires Japan
L~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Mini-
mum

5.00
15.75
5.00
3.65
8.00
9.00
10.70

4.75

5.00
5.520
56. 20

5.25
6.00
6.25
5.00
4.75
6.50
8.75
8.50
7.60
7.00
6.75
6.35
5.60
3.00

Maxi-
mum

5.50
16.75
5.25
3.90
8.25
9.50

11, 10
12.50
14.75
10. 00
5.75
5.00
5.00
4.75
5.15
5.60
5.50
5.40
5.30
5.50
7.00
6.50
5.25
6.00
7.50
9.50
9.25
8.00
8.85
8.50
7.00
6.75
3.20

Mini-
mum

5.25
17.25
6.05
4.25
8.75
9.75
12.05
13.00

6.'00
.5.90
5.90
5.75
5.75
5.75
7.00

5.75"
5.75
6.50
9.00
8.00
8.00
7.75
7.75
7.50
7.50
7.50

Max|-
mum

5.75
18.25
6.55
4.50
9.00
10.00
12. 30
13.50
17.25
12.50
7.25
6.50

. 25
6.25
6.25
6.10
6.10
6.00
6.00
6.00
8.00
6.00
6.25
6.00
7.00
9.50
8.50
9.00
8.50
8.50
8.00
8.00
8.00

Mini-
mum

20.50
8.50
8.90
11.70
12.75

25.00
20.25

9.560
7.00
7.25
7.15
7.60
8.25
8.40
8.30
10.00
8.25
6:75
5.00
6.50
8.50
6.50
7.00
7.75
7.60
6.00
5.85
5.45

Maxi-
mum

7.00
21.50
9.00
9.20
12.10
13.50
18.00
21.00
26.00
20.75
12.50
9.75
10.50
7.50
7.50
7.60
8.00
8.50
8.75
8.50
11.00
8.65
7.50
6.00
7.00
9.00
7.15
8.25
8.50
8.25
7.00
7.30
7.50

Trieste and
Yugoslavia

Mini- IMaxi-
mum mum

5. oo00
115.25 15.75
16.00o 6.560
15.35 5.60
9.65 9.90
11.00 11.25

..-.---- .12.00
14.50

19.50 20.00
----- 12.25

6.25'
5.25 5.50

-- 4.75
------- 4.05
4.35 4.50
4.35 4.50
4.60 4. 75
5.25 5.50
5.00 5.25
4.80 5.25
5.00 5.50
5.25 5.50
4.35 4.60
3.50 4.00
6.00 6.25
6.50 7.00
5.00 5.50
5.50 6.50
6.00 6.50
6.00 6.50
5.25 5.75
4. 50 5.00
4.25 5.00

Korea

Mini. Marl.
mum

14.650
16.25

23.00

"~i01)'o

mum

16.00
16.75
19.00
22.00
28.00
24.00
13. 50
10.75
10. 50
8.50
8.50
8.50
8.50
9.00
9.00
9.00
10.00
10.650
8.50
8.50
9.50
10.50
9.50
10.50
10. 50
10. 50

Casablanca

Mini- Maxi-
mum mum

(2) 3.00
213.25 13. 75
24.15 4.65
*4.25 4.50
6.25 6.75
7.80 8.25

9,50
---- 12.00

16.80"-K----- 10.20
5.75 6.25
4.75 5.00

4.00
3.60
3.50
3.50
3,00

----- 4.50
4.00
4.00
4.50
4.75
5.00
4.50
5. 50
7.00

Spain

Mini- Maxi-
mum mum

6.560
6.00
6.00
5.50
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00

6.50
7.50
6.50
6.50
6.00
6.00
6.00

See footnotes at end of table, p. 499.
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TABLE N--.-Single-trip ocean freight rates for overseas coal, as reported by Rod-

riguez Sons d Co., Inc., from Hampton Roads, Baltimore, and Philadelphia-
Continued

[In U.S. dollars per gross ton]

Lowest rate to listed port be- Highest rate to listed port be-
ginning week of June 26, 1950 ginning week of June 26, 1950

.Rate Rate
Week of- Week of-

Mini- Maxl- Mini- Maxi-
mum mum mum mum

Dunkirk and Bordeaux.......... Sept. 28,1969 -3. 0 Dec. 10,1956 16.50 17.90
Toulon and Marseilles..---.- ----- Dec. 3,1962 --4.00 do. 18. 20
Rotterdam, Antwerp and Brest- ....d.do..- . .. 2.65 --do- ...- 15.40 16.50
Bremen and Hamburg ...---------..---do.-.. 3.10 . ...do.---- 15. 70 16.96
Dublin ---.----------.----------- June 1,1959 - -.. 3.0 Oct. 27,1958 ---- 4.00
W.C. United Kingdom -----.--- Sept 28,1969 ----- 3. 50 Dec. 10,196 16. 50 17.90
Lisbon ...---------------.----.--do----- 3.40 3.66 Dec. 3,196 - 15. 50
Spain... .. ---------June 30,1966 . 00 6.00 Dec. 30,1963 6.50 7.50
Savona, Naples, and Genoa - -. - De. 3,1962 3.20 4.00 Dec. 10,1956 17.50 17.75
Trieste and Yugoslavia---- ..-do . 3.0 4.00.--do-. 19.60 20.00
Casablanca. ----- - Oct. 27,1958 -- 3.60 ..--do -- 16 80
Rio de Janeiro--------- -------- May 22,1967 3.00 3.20 Feb. 19,1951 15.76 16.75
Buenos Aires -.--------- --- Dec. 28,1963 425 4 . .--do.-.-. 17.25 18.25
Japan ------------ --------- Dec. 3,1962 5.00 6.00 Dec. 10,1956 25.00 26.00
Korea 4 .-------- ------.------. Apr. 28,1958 -- 8.00 .- do -- 28.00

t Adriatic ports.
Morocco.

3 No rates quoted previous to December 1954.
4 No rates quoted previous to October 1958.
NoTE.-Rodriguez Sons & Co., Inc., is the successor to Battle & Co., Inc.

TABLE N-6.-Average -charter rates for coal from Hampton Roads to certain foreign
-ports in 1964, by size of shipment

To Japan To Italy To Holland-Belgium
Size of shipment (long tons)

Rate Scale Rate Scale Rate Scale
factor I factor t factor I

Under 10,000 .......... - ----------- $8.65 116 $5.00 110 (i) -10,000 to 14,999 - ---- - . 8.18 110 4.94 109 $3.64 102
15,000 to 19,999- ..-..--. ................ 7.37 99 4.47 9 3.58 101
20,000 to 24,999- -------- -------- 7.42 99 4.40 97 3.55 10
25,000 to 34,999 .......---..------.. 7.03 94 4.15 91 3.49 98
Over 35,000-...-------- ------..--. 6.26 84 (1) .(..

Average for all shipments..-.- .. 7.44 100 4.54 100 3.56 100

I No observations.
Source: Basic data from Chartering Annual Maritime Research, Inc., New York. Table shown in "An

Economic Analysis of the U.S. Export Coal Distribution System," a report submitted to U.S. Department
of the Interior, Office of Coal Research by W. B. Saunders & Co., Washington, D.C., on Mar. 25, 1966, p. 72.

20-479 0-68-34

9.869604064

Table: Table N-6.--Average charter rates for coal from Hampton Roads to certain foreign ports in 1964, by size of shipment
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TABLE N-7.-U.S. exports of bituminous coal, actual and projected in certain years
(In millions of net tonal

1967 1970
Importing country 1939 (postwar 1965

(prewar) peak)
Forecast A Forecast B

Latin America (total) 4-..----..-..-----1.4 2.4 2.1 9.4 - 9.9

Europe:
Benelux -------------- .------.--.---....--.. 2.3 2.2 3.3 3.3
France-- .-.-- -----------.------- .....8.1 2.1 6. 6 23. 2
Germany,West-..---. ----.----. .- 15. 4.7 9.9 23.2
Italy ........ () 9. 1 8.9 12.1 12.1

Netherlands........--------...----8. 9 3.4 4.4 4.4

Subtotal, ECSC..-80--.----- (*) 44.0 21.3 36.4 66.2

United Kingdom .....---..------ -- ---. 1.8 ..---.--- - 4.4 24.8
Other Europe.------.------ -.1 6.2 3.7 4.4 4.4

Subtotal, other Europe------- .- . 1 8.0 3.7 8.8 29.2

Total, Europe-..-----------.....- .2 52.0 25.0 45.2 95.4

Japan....----....... 4.9 7.5 9.5 15.0
Otheroverseas-.1 1.2 .1 .7 .7

Total overseas..---..-- ----------- 1.6 58.0 34.5 64.7 121.0

Canada--.-------..- ..-------.--- 10.0 20.2 16.3 16.0 17.0
t (18.0) t (19.0)

Total, including anthracite-------'- 14.2 80. 7 51.1 80.7 137.9
Total, excluding anthracite.-------- 11.6 76.4 50.2 77. 1 133.9

Coking coal.(------------)(*- (*) ------------ 45. 3 66. 3

Coking coal, percent bituminous. ------ () (') --------- .58.8 49.5

t Includes 4,000,000 tons of anthracite coal.
2 Assumes some relaxation of restrictions on imports of U.S. coal and subsidizing indigenous coal pro-

duction.
I Assumes a more liberal relaxation of import restrictions and places maximum emphasis on a low-cost

energy policy that might be realisticaUy anticipated.
4 Includes small tonnages of bituminous exported to North American destinations, other than Canada.
Less than 50,000 tons.

' Postwar peak exports to.Canada were 25,800 000 tons in 1947 and 1948.
t Recent developments indicated that original forecast warrants an upward revision as shown in paren-

thesis. Total U.S. exports as shown in source document.
I Breakdown for anthracite by countries is not shown for 1939, 1957, and 1965.
Not available.

Sources: 1939, 1957, and 1965 from U.S. Department of Commerce but published annually in U.S. De-
partment of the Interior, Bureau of Mines, Minerals yearbook, vol. II, "Fuels" (Washington: Government
Prnting Office, various years). 1970 from "The Foreign Market Potential for United States Coal," a report
submitted tothe U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of Coal Research, by Robert R. Nathan Associates,
Inc., Washington, D.C., Sept. 1, 1963.

9.869604064

Table: Table N-7.--U.S. exports of bituminous coal, actual and projected in certain years
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TABLE N-8.-U.S. exports of bituminous, anthracite, and coke, 1939-66

[In millions of tons]

Bituminous Anthracite Subtotal Coke Total
Year

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

1939----- ..--- 11.6 2.6 : 14.2 .6 14.8
1940 ------------- 16.6 2.7 19.2 .8 20.0
1941--------------- - 20.7 3.4 24.1 .7 24.8
1942 .---------- - 22.9 4.4 27.3 .8 28.1
1943------------ 25.8 4.1 29.9 1.0 30.9
1944 ------- ---- - 26.0 4.2 30.2 .9 31.1
1945-------- --- 28.0 3.7 31.7 1.5 33.2
19468---- ---- . 41.2 6.5 47.7 1.2 48.9
1947---- ---------- 68.7 8.5 77.2 .8 78.0
1948----- ---- 45.9 6.7 52.6 .7 53.3
1949.------------- 27.8 4.9 . 32.7 - 33.2
1950 ------------ 25.5 3.9 29.4 .4 29.8
1951 ------------- 56.7 6.0 62.7 1.0 63.7
1952------ -------- 47.6 4.6 52.2 .8 53.0
1953------------- 33.8 2.7 - 36.5 .5 37.0
1954--.,------- 31.0 2.9 33.9 .4 34.3
1955---- ------- 51.3 3.2 54. . 55.0
1956 --- - 68.6 5.2 73.8 .7 74.5
1957-- --------.76.4 4.3 80.7 .8 81.5
1958. ------------- 50.3 2.3 52.6 .4 52.6
1959 ----------- 37.3 1.8 39.1 .5 39.6
1960------------ 3.5 1.4 37.9 .4 38.3
1961 .------------ 35.0 1.4 36.4 .4 36.8
1962 -- 38.4 1.8 40.2 .4 40.6
1963 .-.--------- 47.1 3.4 50.5 .5 51.0
1064------------ 48.0 1.6 49.6 .5 50.1
1965 ----------- 50.2 .9 51.1 .8 51.9
1966---.--------- 49.3 .8 51.1 1.1 52.2

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, and published annually in U.8. Department of the Interior,
Bureau of Mines Minerals Yearbook, vol. II, Fuels (Washington, Government Printing Office, various
years).

TABLE N-9.-Estimated coal reserves of the world
A

Region and country

North America:
United States.---------
Others.--------------

Total.... . -
South America, total ...

Europe:
Oermany.-------------.
United Kingdom..
Poland----.-----------.
Czechoslovakia.--------
France -------------
Others-.------------

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

U.S.S.R., total------------.
Asia:

China-- ------

Billion
net tons

1,660
100

1,760
21

316
188
88
21
14
38

Percent
of world

32.4
2.0

34.4
.4

6.2
3.7
1.7
.4
.3
.7

--I

6. 5 13.0

1,323 25.9

1,115 1 21.8

Region and country

Asia-Continued
India------------.-
Japan-..-----------..----
Others . --..----.-

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

Africa:
South Africa (Republic)..
Others..------ ----.-

Total ------.-----
Oceania:

Australia----.--------
Others...------ -----

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

World total-----------

Billion Percent
net tons of world

00

9

1,204

75
2

77

64
1

65

5,116

1.4
.2
.1

23.5

1.5

1.5

1.3

1.3

Source: Paul Averitt, "Coal Re.serves of the United States-A Progress Report Jan. 1, 1960." U.S. De-
partment of the Interior, Geological Survey Bulletin 1131 Wash., D.C.

I.II.

l ~~~~I-lw--|- I- - -11- -·11--·-1--cl---1-------

9.869604064

Table: Table N-8.--U.S. exports of bituminous, anthracite, and coke, 1939-66
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460406968.9





APPENDIX 0
TABLE O-1.-Stainles eelstatistics

1. Ingots, blooms, billets, slabs,
and sheet bars----..........

2. Bars, hot-rolled and cold-fin-
ished ..--.------.------------

3. Wire rods... ...........-

4. Plates and sheets, hot- and
cold-rolled--...........--..

5. Cold-rolled sheets only (In-
cluded In Item 4).-..-------.-

6. Strip and flat wire ...........

7. Round wire-..- ....---.--

8. Pipe and tube ...--------

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

Amount (tons) Percent of
domestic

Year apparent
Im portsEport Shipments Consump- consump-

tion tion I
i-- -I-Cnsup·c1~m[

1962
1963
1964
1965
190

1962
1963
1964
1965
196210
1963
1964
1965
1966

1962
19A3
1963
1965
1966

1962

1965
1966
1962
1963
1964
1965
1966
1962
1963
1964
1965
1966
1902
1963
1964
1965
1966

1962
1963
1964
1965
1966

7,209
20, 231
28, 994
44.111
44,091

412
1.759
2,490
4,717
7,909
5,921
7, 885
8.077
9, 07412,688
11,109
23,448
27. 432
39,457
50, 447

8,281
17,348
24,95
37, 256
47,228

182
2,074
5,238
5,856
8,967
1,498
2,086
5,028
6,625
9,156
1,385
2,398
2,060
3, 50h3. 693
27.716
69.881
79,319
113,350
136,851

527
306
89

1,218
1,780
2,640
2,830
3,068
5.131
3,397

5
33
156
735
313

28,914
51,924
65,451
67,325
28,681
15,243
28,711
27,641
24,335
24,590
10,117
15,692
23,204
14,140
10,725

366
382

2,160
792
495

1,793
2,077
2,119
3, 724
3.53i

44,362
73.244
132,624
93.065
89,304

33,819
34,982
43, 84
51,802
4,649

110,092
107, 60
116,297
145,150
167, 211
12,635
12,05
7,787

14,061
14,996

202,363
223, 680
269 264
297,131
316, 554
143, 650
1M.01nl
172,174
189 900
206,355
223,470
234,06
278,098
30, 341
300, 19
30,877
26,265
24,900
27,815
32,880
17,844
19,232
29,988
39. 767
41,849

631,100
658, 035
770,189
879,067
928,343

40,501
54,907
72,751
94,696
96,960
107,864
106, 24
11, 719
144,736
171, 723
18,551
19,937
15,708
22,400
27,371
184 58
195,204
231,245
269,263
338,320
138,398
142.638
174, 18
202,821
228,99
218, 636
220,478
20, 132
295,059
298,437
32,009
27,969
27,777
33,648
41,550
17,436
19, 53
29,92
39',61
41,911
614,454
64, 672
753,261
899,362

1,016,272

17.8
36.8
39.8
46.6
4.5.5

.4
1.7
2.2
3.3
4.6
32.0
39.5
51.4
40.5
46.5

6.0
12.0
11.8
10.9
14.9

5.7
11.3
14.5
18.4
20.6

.1

.9
2.0
2.0
3.0
4.7
7.9

18.1
19.7
22.0
7.9
12.3
6.9
8.9
8.6

4.5
9.3
10.5
12.6
13.5

t This figure is reached by dividing Imports by consumption. Consumption is the result of Imports plus
shipment! minus exports.

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce and the American Iron and Steel Institute.
... .503
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9.869604064

Table: Table O-1.--Stainless steel statistics
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TABLE 0-2.-Total stainless steel imports by products

1962 1963 1964 1965 '1966

Ingota, billets, slabs, etc ------...-----.. 7,209 20,231 28,994 44,111 44, 0(8
Br ...................................... 412 1,759 2,490 4,717 7, 02
Wire rods--.... .... ....6.....- . ,921 7,885 8,077 9,074 12,692
Rot-rolled plates and sheets.......------3, 526 7,624 1,835 1,403 1,574
Cold-rolled plates and sheets .-----.. : .- 7, 583 15,824 25,597 38,054 48,872String and flatwire1... ......2...---,182 2,074 5,238 5,888,871
Round wire .. ..... ........ 1,498 2, 06 5,028 6,625 9,157
Pipes and tubes....-.-...- ............... 1,385 2,398 2,060 3, 08 3,595

Total...- ..-- -.........- 27,716 59,81 79,319 113,350 136,82

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce.

TABLE O-3.-Quantity of U.S. imports of stainless steel mill products by country of
origin
[In tonal

Product and country of origin 1962 1963 1964 165 19
___--_-- _ _ _ _ _ _

962

---9-3---9-- -I
96

I
Ingots, billets, sabs, etc.:

Austria.._...-------..-................ ................
Belgium................................................
Canada .. .. . . ..................................
France.-..-.- .,-.....................................---

Japan .- ..-...................------.-------.........

Sweden................................................
United Kingdom....................................
West Germany........-.... ....--.-.-...-.........
All others- .......---.........-..............
Total .......-.. ... ..----..-- ............- ----

2. Bars hot rolled and cold finished:
Austria .- -------- ------- ----- .
Belgium...........................................

Canada ..........-..-...-.......--..--.............. .

France.......... . - ;--..--..------................
Japan...-..--...-- ..--......----.. . --..-...--.........---
Sweden......... .............-....-....-.....
United Kingdom ....... ........................

West Germany....-.....- ..........

Allother .............................................All others,_., .,....,.,, _~ .,.~.~.

26

7,031
.....ii-

140

7,209

27

----iii-
42
179

.......

29

19,918
"

62
19

112

20,231

123
20

1,578
7

29
2

.... ...

28,838
91
2
60

2

28,994

11

71
49

2,328
24
3
4

42,980
22
743
9
55
302

44,111

8

152
198

4,251
63

45

1

43,681
2

143
1

- 131
131

44,090

17

286
146

7,359
90

-.

Total ....................... 1,759 2,490 4,.717 I.7,902
3. Wire rods:

Austria..............
Belgium .... .......... ....................

Canada ..- . ..-.-...... ...-...... - ....--..-...-----.-
France...-................. .... ........... ......
Japan .. ...... .......... .............................

Sweden...-...- ..- ..................... ...........

United Kingdom...................-..... .......

West Germany......... ....... ..... .............

All others..----- ........--.... . .............

14

23

3,240
1,511
1,007

1....i125

Total .................................................. - 921

,. Plates and sheets, hot rolled:
Austria......................................
Belgium. .......................................
Canada ...-........................................
France.......- ........-...........................
Japan. -.-.- ......----------------------. --------
8wedeno.-..---- -- -- ------------- -... _ -

United Kingdom ............-....................Wert Oermany- ...- .......---.... ....................
All others..--.. .................................-----

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

60
2563

3,189
21
3

3,526

64

20
3,810
2,224
1,695

.....

72

7,885

99"
723

6,718
81

2

7,624

65
. 34

7
2,377
2,534
2,982

4
44
30

8,077

147
10
1

3,044
3,252
2,502

5

113

9,074

90
295v 1

5,074
2,913
3,272

13

'12i'6
12,092

........ 2 4

.... ii5 .... ......iii1b9 2356 211
13 12 103

1,512 1,017 ' 1,107
82 30 52

....... 100 35
--ii....-..... 63

49 2.

1,835 1,403 1,5741, sI 1,403 1,574

1.

9.869604064

Table: Table O-2.--Total stainless steel imports by products


Table: Table O-3.--Quantity of U.S. imports of stainless steel mill products by country of origin
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TABLE -3.--Qtanttity of U.S. Imports of stainless steel products by country of

orii---Continued
(In tons]

t _Productand country of origin 192 1963 194 1966 1966.. ,_ .1 I_

5. Plates and sheets, cold rolled:
Austria-----....- ----------------- -- ...........,--,-
Belgium,-.....-- ..-.................._..... 8 35 -........
Canada .---......6...........--.----.-...86 36 660 092 · 1,381
France..--------.-------------------------.. ---- 415 1,650 1,751 1,899 2,072
Japan --.-.........-...-----------------.----.-- 7,015 13,789 22,181 34,000 41,242
Sweden .- .. ---- ---- -68 323 623 1,123 3,437
United Kingdom-...-- ..-----------.-----.--.--- 5 4 138 20 419
West Germany ..-.-- -------------.--. 14 ..... 135 30 197
All others---.-.------..------- --- . 14 74 200 123

Total ...--........--... ........ 7,583 15,824 25,597 38.054- 48,872
6. Strip and flat wire:

Austria-..-- .. ----------...-------.. .-...-. ........ . ......

Belgium....------.----------.--------..--.------- -- -------- 4 261 30 42
Canada...-------.-.----..--. ---..---- --- ------..---..-----. 28 120 260 724
France .--......-----.-- ------ -----.... 225 8W 1,262 1,652
Japan.-.-----------....------.------.. 62 476 1, 695 1,99 4,028
Sweden ... ----.- --....--. 109 751 1,404 1,379 1, 579
United Kingdom ...-.- ...------..---- 6 475 505 765 820
West Germany .....--.----.-------- . 3 115 307 163 116
All others-.- .- ..- .. .....- ----..- ..--.. 2 - 87 ..---. 11

Total--... ..- -182 2,074 5,238 , 858 8,972
7. Round wire:

Austria .-----. ------------..-- ---.------.----- --- -. 24 -...--- 5 5 1
Belgium-..-......--------..--.-------.-----.--.------ 58 105 161 199 383
Canada------_--. ------- ------------ - 4 40 187 128 97
France------------------.. 39 327 1,076 1.067 906
Japan ...-------.--- ------ ------------.. ------.--------. 747 1,151 2.944 4,268 6,004
Sweden.-----------....--.- ------. --..- -------. 411 421 583 799 1, MY
United Kingdom ............------.---.-..----76 24 24 29 90
West Germany ....-------.------------------------....- 139 16 43 93 101
All others. ....------..-------.----.-. 2 5 37 7

Total -.....-4----...-.-.-----------.----. -----. - 1.498 2,086 5.028 6.625 9.157

8. Pipes and tubes:
Austria-....--.-.....--...---.... ..- - -- -- .....- --.- . -- ..-.

Belgium .----------..- ---- ---. -I----- ....-- -.----... .. 26.---....
Canada-..----..........----.---.-.------. .---..--- 3 116 . 1 10 5
France-.-.---. ----------------.--------------. 332 520 399 256 56
Japan ....................................---- 602 997 1,018 2,280 3 077
Sweden .-.-.--.--.-------..---.--....-- 72 364 188 2909 27
United Kingdom...----. ..-....- . 374 196 297 363 200
West Germany ..-.-...-----. ---------------...------.. 2 198 143 172 1
All others . -------------.......-..-......... 8 14 102 29

Total --..--- --------..----------...----....-- ...- 1,385 2,398 2,060 3, 8 3, 595

Source: U.S. Department of Commere.
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TABLZ 0-4.-U.S. imports of stainless steel: Quantity, value, and percent of total,
by country of origin

Country of oriin 19 10 1964 196 1906

Quantity, short tons:
Japan....-260.......3......................... 13. 2,99 3423 00 6,873
Cada---..--...... ....................... 7,2 20, 380 30,04 44.46 46,381
Sweden-.....-..----......--.......--- 1, 7 &01 5,888 a,204 10,236France...... .. ........................... 421 7,27 624 7,70 10,011Allother-1...-.----.----------., 1,0 1.670 2,.41 3,026 4,368

TotalW------------------------------- 27,716 60,81 79,319 113,3 0 130,860
Value, thouMrnds of U.S. dollar:

Japan-................................ 9,.21.4 17.40.9 24.3M. 5 34 82.2 43, 8
Canada---..... ........................ 2,716.4 7,020.7 8,767.1 15,474.1 18,896
Sweden-...-.---..........-.....-....- 1,777. 5,088.9 7,80.2 7, 77. 9 11.M04
France............................... 2,746.5 5,237.2 5,065. 9 6,782.9 6,916
All other....-1................... 1,278.3 3,231.6 3,864.2 4,1 .09 5,413
Total ...-..-..-.........-...---- 18, 040. 38,074.3 80,027.9 8, 055. 0 86,313

Quantity, percent of total:
Japan......................... ...... 4.». 0 45.1 43.3 45.8 48, 2
Canada .-..--.......----..-..-. .....-. - 2.4 34.0 37.9 39.2 33.8
Sweden................................ 6,3 6.1 7.4 5.5 7.5
France-5-.- ---..-..--....---- 15. 6 12.2 8.2 6.8 7.3
All other -..--- ..........-.......- ... 3.7 2.6 3.2 2.7 3.2

Totsal.................. ......... 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Value, percent of total:
Japan ............................... 52.8 46.0 49.1 51.2 80.5
Canada ...-. -..-- ....- .............. 14.1 18.4 17.5 22.8 21.9
Sweden-.......-..--......-..-.-... 9.9 13.4 15.6 11.4 13.3
France ---.--... .........-......15.1 13.8 10.1 8.5 8. 0
All other..-.-..- ....... ....--..... 7.1 8.4 7, 7 6.1 6.3

Total ................................ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce.

TABLE 0-5.-Value of U.S. imports of stainless teel mill products by country of
origin, 1962-66

(Thousands of dollars]

Product and country of origin _ 1962 1963

Ingots, billets, slabs, etc.:
Austria ...........................elglum ................................
Canada................................
France...-...........--.-.-......---.
Japan ...-..........-........-.......
Sweden.--...--. ...................---
United Kingdom........-..-........
West ¢(ermany ........-.........----.
All others. ...........---- ---

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

Bars:
Austria ..............................

Belgium .... .....................

Canada.... ....................

France ......................

Japan ............. ...............
Sweden .............................

United Kingdom .....................
West (lermany ......................
All others ..........................

Total...............................
Wire rods:

Austria ........................

Belgium.. ................
Canada.... ........ ............

France ............................

Japan .... ................... .........

Sweden..............................
United Kingdom .....................

12

.........i

175

15

-6,732'

-s-15-

110

2,99 6,937

21

83
30
110
32

286

7
.38

1,550
1,040

83

10
12

1,039
24
3

1,191

96
.........

211
1,89,

1,161
1,260

1964

8,157
.45.6.i

1
45

...........

8,249

6

31
1,521

19
3
2.

1,637

46
38
4

1,619
1,491
2,062

1

1965

14,814
13

188
7

53
101

16,176

12

"
Ill

2,510
61

31

2,811

76
11
0

2, 06
1,545
1,700

3

1966

1

17,497
1

82
1

87
44

17,713

6

99
3, 250

69
7
2

3,602

09
245
2

3,470
1 383
2,156

8

9.869604064

Table: Table O-4.--U.S. imports of stainless steel: Quantity, value, and percent of total, by country of origin


Table: Table O-5.--Value of U.S. imports of stainless steel mill products by country of origin, 1962-66
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TABLE O-5.-Value of U.S. imports of stainless steel mill products by country of

origin, 196-66---Continued
[Thousands of dollars]

Product and country of origin

Wire rods-Continued
West Germany .................
All others..... .........................

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

Plates and sheets, hot rolled:
Austria ......-..-..----
Belgium ...

- Canada-----...-- ............
France..---..----- ---
Japan -...............-...---
Sweden ......-.--.-.
United Kingdom.----.............--
West Germany ..---------------..--..
All others........ ............

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

Plates and sheets, cold-rolled:
Austria -.......-- -....--------
Belgium... -..-.....-- ...........
Canada..----......--................
France ........ ...-----...------...-.
Japan ....-..-....-----;..-....
Sweden ..-.......-------...--
United Kingdom....-----. ........
West Germany..---- -----..
All others ------.-----...------..---------

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

Strip and flat wire:
Austria...---.......-....--..
Belclum...-------- ...-----..--.

Canada..--..-... ...----France...........- ...............
Japan.-...---..-...---...
Sweden...-..-...----...-.-----.------
United Kingdom........--...-..
West Germany......-... ...-
All others ..- -- .......-.....-

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

Round wire:
Austria -----...---. ........-- ..
Belgum ...-... -----.- --..---........-
Canada............. ..................
France .......-- ................
Japan-....--. ....--------............
Sweden .......- ..............
United Kingdom:-...................
Wedt Germany .- ........--..
AU othemr............................
Total... .... ...... ........

Pipes and tubes:
Austria...--..... ...............
Belgium.......--- -............
Canada ... ..-..........- ..........-

France... ... ... ......... .....

Japan -.-...-..-..--......-..-.-
Sweden.. .........................
United Kingdom...-...............
West Oermany......... ............
Al others....... ...............

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

1902 1 I3 11964 196 1 96
.__ _ _ _ _~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

117
..........oo

3.022

197
2,627

80
2

2,934

---------52
310

3, 760
87
4

11

4.224

. .......55

69
297
6
3
13

388

20
84
10
34

811
448
17

10Q

1,533

............

---- -

626
1,104
140
068
8

2,53

58

4,491

...........

5

7,403

511

5,155

3

9.101

132

551

2, 164
1,241

28
1.4

4.186

7.403

414

3

279

9.101

4

88

12
1151

325
2,164
1,241

4

4.186

143
33

54S

20

12

Im

4:219
ar

__

n

8
28

5, 292

..........i.
77

5, 497

1

.........l

7,821

In

...........ii.
9 110 119
11 6 51

1,149 656 707
58 24 45

.-.-..... -15 23
............ .... 10..... ... - ------------ 10

.180o ......

1,326 812 965..... i.................
213 22 82

1,288 1,270 1,375
15, 589 22,391 27.327

508 958 2, 21
90 13 324
65 14 90
50 127 91

17.81R 24 .95 .040

0
26
67

498
1,020
3, M9
1,814
362
64

7.322

7
186
161
706

2 236
813

5
57
10

4, 20

"is18
914

1,486
62
797
189
406

4,172

3

93793
1.243
3,419
1,411

172
.. . ...

34

3642.344
4,227
1. 77

118
12

7,'34 9.902

7 1
253 46
140 173
64 541

3,400 5,048
1,126 2,369

42 106
95 148
M 14

6,841 8,865

,,.,, . . ..

8

4834S80
251
492

6,786

...... ii

419
3,424
386
614
3

648

5,405

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce.
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TABLE 0-6.-Total stainless steel imports, by value
[Thousands of dollars]

1992 1963 1964 1965 1966

Ingots, billets, etc ................--- .... 2700 6,938 8,249 15,176 17,713liars................. . ............... 286 1191 1,638 2,811 3, 60
WkIre rods. 3-......4-...............-....336 4,491 N 291 5,497 7,821
Hot rolled plates and sheets...2..3.......... 2,866 1,327 812 965
(Cold rolled plates and sheets ---....---- 4,224 9,102 17,818 24,99 32,040
Stripand flatwi,.-.:----...----. 388 4,187 7,323 7.135 9,902Roundwire13.....3-~,,_,--- ----- --- I3 2,080 4,209 5,842 8,865
Pipws and tubesW-2....--.,--------...- 2538 4,219 4,173 6,787 5,408

Total .-.-......--.. ......040 38,074 50,028 68 055 86,313

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce.

TABLE O-7.--Base prices of stainless steel products in the United States, 1960-67
[In cents per pound)

April 1960 April 1964 April 1967

Type 302:
Sheets.-----.-...--...- - ------..- ---. -----------. ..------ 52.00 42.50 41.75
Strip, cold-rolled .......................................... 52.00 39.75 41.75
Plates-..............................................-...- 42.25 38.75 38.00
Bars---.-....-.....-----......-------...-.....-....---- 46.75 46.75 51.50

Type 304:
Sheets...............-..---...-.....--------.........-.- . 55.00 42.50 41.75
Strip, cold-rolled-....-..........................--......... 55.00 39.75 41.75
Plates.-........ .... ...- .........-..--- 45.75 38.75 38.00
Bars.-........---......--.---..- ....---.. -- 49. 50 46.75 51.50

Type 316:
Sheets.......-.......-...-...........---...........--...- 80.75 66. 75 66.00
Strip, cold-rolled..-........--------. ------ 80.75 66.75 65.00
Plates-................- .............-....-..............- 71.75 61.55 aB8.50
Bars.. ........ ....... ............75.75 75.75 74.00

Type 416:
Sheets..-...... ...... -....---- -.-- 48.25 48.25 48.25
Strip, cold-rolled.....-.................---......----- 42.50 42.50 42.50
Plates..--. .......--------------------------.....--...-.-. - 31.25 31.25 31.75
Bars..................................................... 35.50 35.50 38.00

Type 430:
Sheets .. ............................................. . .... 40.75 38.25 38.25
Strip, cold-rolled ..------------------------..--..---- ...... 40.75 38.75 38.25
Plates.-........--.-.-.-- .. .--.. . 31.00 31.00 31.00
Bars..-...............--.-.......-.-........ ...-35.50 35.50 38.00

Source: Iron Age.
TABLE 0-8.--Tool steel statistics

Amount (tons)
Penetra-

Year tion
Imports Exports Shipments Consump. (percent)

tion

High-speed tool steel bars........ 192 748 477 18,429 18,710 4.0
1963 1,280 574 20, 606 21,372 6. 0
1964 1,664 565 16,066 17,157 9.7
1965 2,392 249 18,504 20,707 11.6
1966 3,572 288 24,000 27,884 12.8

Total tool steel .................. 1962 3,612 2,20 86,283 87,666 4. 1
19e3 6,140 2,394 8,143 89,8m 6.8
1964 6,576 3,605 102,379 105,350 6.2
1966 8,849 1,582 118,242 125,509 7.1
1906 17,614 1,418 121,345 137, 41 12.8

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce and the American Iron and Steel Institute.

9.869604064

Table: Table O-6.--Total stainless steel imports, by value


Table: Table O-7.--Base prices of stainless steel products in the United States, 1960-67


Table: Table O-8.--Tool steel statistics


460406968.9
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TABLE 0-9.-U.S. imports of tool steel mill products by product and country of

origin, 196*-66
tIn tons]

Product and country of origin 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966,

Bars, high-speed tool steel, hot-rolled:
Austria.............1.................... 37 165 263 281 537
Canada ...................1.................-..-15 89 275 728 216
France..'21........... .......... 10
Japan. -88 155 331 661Japan..--........-............................ 88 165 331 496 661
Sweden.......... ...-...........................196 118 245 198 466
United Kingdom................................ 9 21 80 12 20
West Germany ........... ..... ...... ............................... 4 43 41
All others .............. ......... .......................... 13 2 1 5'7

Total.......................................... 345 582 1,200 1,758 1,907
Bars, high-speed tool steel, cold-rolled:

Austria .......................................... 35 312 366 523 798
Canada................................ ........ 105 106 33 15 706
France..... .. ....----- ................. ........ ............ --............ .... .......

Japan........................................... 22 3 653 36 37
Sweden.... ..................................... 238 211 10 28 .7
UnitedKingdom--......................................... 9 1 1 16
West Germany.-...........--... ......-.1 5 ..........- 31 2
Allothers-... 2 .......... 1 .......... 103

Total...... .................................... 403 698 484' 634 1,66
Bars, tool steel, hot-rolled:

Austria-..........-...--..............-.......... 1,202 789 670 1,59 2,476
Canada........-.................................. 372 1,482 79 963 1,306France.......................................... 22 267 241 240 370
Japan ........................................... 6 113 218 84 881
Sweden-..... ..................--.. ...........76, 1; 126 1,828 2,181 3,109United Kingdom............................... 68 115 224 285 29
West Germany -.--...-----------.--. 25 109 229 194 721
All others ....-..-..---------.--...-....-.. 7 ..--.... 10 20 125

Total.....-.--...-..-...--...........-.. - 2,467 4,001 4,213 5,556 9,289

Bars, tool steel, cold-rolled:
Austria -............--....-------.-. 177 99 56 207 162
Canada........................................ 55 173 18 11 337
France ..--..--......---...........-.....--......-...------11 6 1 ..........
Japan........-..--........-....------........... 201 78 69 114
Sweden....---......-.-.-...-.-...-.........- 35 131 35 26 70
United Kingdom .......--.-.-..-....... 6 ...5 90 198 127 59
West Germany......0...--------..---- 12 28 1 29
Allothers....................... ..- - 4 ----... 29

Total-...-...-..........-....-........-...282 717 421 442 770

Plates and sheets, high-speed tool steel:
Austria-.-...----....--..--... .. 30 26 32
Canada...........................-.-.....----.....[.-........46
France.. . ...--.....-------.---- ...---- 9 14 59 72 338
Japan................-----.................-....----..-----... ---, ----- -..--- 7
Sweden....-.-.....--------....-----..--.- . ....-........-.--...--.- .-----.
United Kingdom ............................................................ 19 ..........

West Germany ......... ......................... 61 26 1 11 15
All others ...............................................................................

Total....... ................................. 70 40 95 128 437

Round wire, high-speed tool steel:
Austria.................................................... 29 23 1 .......
Canada..........-................5............35 19 27 144 161
France-----.--...................--........................ ...... ....
Japan ............ ................... .. .......................................--------- 3 1
Sweden......................................... 2 44 87 143 57
United Kingdom..............................I I ........... 3 9
West Germany................ ... 7 15 46 37 141
All others ............. ..................... .. ...................._ ........ ..-.....-_ ._ ....

Total.......................................... 45 108 183 331 378

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce.

9.869604064

Table: Table O-9.--U.S. imports of tool steel mill products by product and country of origin, 1962-66


460406968.9
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T.BLE 0-10.-Quantity of U.S. imports of tool steel, by country of origin, 1968-66

Product and country of origin

Bars, high speed tool steel:
Austria...-----------
Canada .--- ---.---. -.-

Japan ..............

Sweden.... .......-

United Kingdom..-.--
All others .--------.---.-

1962 1963] - ~

Tons

72
120
110
434
9
3

Total-.....---------748

Bars, tool steel:
Austria .--------- ..-

Canada...---------.---
Japan ...-.. ...-----

Sweden .---- --------.-

United Kingdom--.---.
All others.------ ---

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

Plates and sheets, high
speed tool steel:
Austria .------------.

Canada...----.---..
Japan .---------.....-
Sweden .----------...---
United Kingdom......--
France.....---.-------
West Germany. .-----
All others.- ...

Total --------

Round wire, high speed tool
steel:
Austria ----

Canada. ------ ----...---Japan.....-----
Sweden....-........United Kingdom.......
West Oermlany.. -.....
All others..

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

All products:
Austria-----.......----
Canada............
Japan --..-------..---
Sweden..------..-....-
United Kingdom.---.-
All others ......--.--.-

Total ..........

1,379
427
6

800
73
64

2, 749

61

70

582

1

45

1, 23
82
145

3,612

Per-
cent of
total

9.6
16.1
14.7
56.0
1.2
.4

Tons

477
197

329
30
39

Per-
cent cf
total

37.3
&15.4
16.3
25.7
2.3
3.0

100.0 1,280 100.0== _ - --X).

560.1
15.6
.2

29.1
2.7
2.3

100.0

12.9
87.1

100.0

77.8

4.4

"i56
2.2

100.0

40.2
16.1
3.2
34.2
2.3
4.0

100.0

888 18.8
1,655 35.1
314 6.7

1,257 26.6
205 4.3
399 8. 5

4,718 100.0

40 100.0--
17.6

.44 0.

26 .i3 9
30 27.8

10 100.0
--365- 22.2

1,871 30.7

522 8.5

235 3.8

6,146 100.0

1964
--- --

Tons

629
308
384
255
81
7

1,664
i-.

726
811
296

1,863
422
516

4,634

30

2,205

680

50
657

6,576

1965

Per-
cent of
total

37.8
18.5
23.1
15.3
4.9
.4-

100.0

15.7
17.5
6.4
40.2
9.1
11.1

100.0

31.6

62.i'
1.0
5.3

100.0

14.8

47.5

25.1i
12.6

100.0

21.1
17.4
10.3
33.5
7.7
10.0

100.0

Tons

804
743
531
226
13
75

Per-
cent of
total

33.6
31.1
22.2
9. 5
.5

3.1

1966

Per-
Tons cent of

total

1,335 37.3
am2 . 9

5;
472
36
215

16. 7
13.2
1.0
6.0

2,392 100.0 3,576 100.0
_= =_

1,796
974
153

2, 207
412
456

5.9968

26.... i9-

72
11

128

1
144
3

143
3

37

331

2,627
1, 881
687

2,576
447
651

29.9
16.1
2.6

36.8
6.9
7.6

100.0

2,628
1,645
995

3,179
358

1,274
10,079

20.3 32
----:-: 45
------- 7

14.8 -------
56.3 338
&8.6 15

100.0 437

.3
43.5

.9
43.2

.9
11.2

100.0

29.7
21.0
7.8

29.1
5.0
7.4

-8,849 1 100.0

161
10
57

141

378

8,995
2,773
1,665
4,233
403

1,961

15,070

26.1
16.3
9.9
31.6
3.5
12.6

100.0

7.3
10.3
1.6

77.4
3.4

100.0

42.6
2.6
15.1
2.4
37.3

100.0

26.5
18; 4
11.2
28.0
2.7
13.2

100.2

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce.
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APPENDIX P
TABLE P-l.-Steel industry employees, raw steel production, and tons produced

per employee, 1946-66

All em- Raw steel Tons of raw
Year ployees, SIC production steel (per

331 (thou- (million employee)
sands) net tons)

1Wi .............--- ............................... 651.2 134.1 205.9
1965-..-- ------.---. --------------- 660.4 131.5 199.1
1964 --.. ------ ------------------------- 629. 4 127.1 201.9
1963---. ----------------------------- 589.9 109.3 18..3
1962--- .. . .................................................. 592.8 98.3 165.8
1961 . ------..-- ----------------- --.--- 59. 5 98.0 164.6
1960..-----------------------.---- . 651.4 99.3 152.4
1959 .----.------.--------------..- - 587.3 93.4 159.0
1958 ..---------------.-.-- ........--.-.. 601.1 85.3 141.9
1957 ..---..----.---------------- 719.9 112.7 156.5
1956-...-------..----------------- . 706. 6 115.2 163.0
1955 ..-..------..---.-----....--..----.--------------..--- . 706.9 117.0 - 165.4
19.54..--..----.--..--------------..--- ..-- 645.5 88.3 136. 8
1953----- ----------------------------_----- 726.1 111.6 153. 7
1952 ..----- .------.----------------------. 638.0 93.2 146. 1
1951-...--....---------- -----....---.....714.4 105.2 147.3
1950) .-.-.- .------.--- ------- 674.4 96.8 143.5
1949 --------------------- 610. 1 78.0 127. 9
1948-.-..--.------------------ ----------- ---678.6 88.6 1.30.6
1947 --.-------.---------..---.---------.------------ 655.8 84.9 12. 5
1946------ ------------------------------- 593.1 66.6 112.3

Sources: All employees, U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, "Raw Steel Production:
AISI Annual Statistical Reports."

T.BLE P-2.-Labor turnover rates, total manufacturing versus steel industry, per100 employees
[Annual averages, 1958-66]

Year

1st quarter, 1967 t..
196 ......... ......
1965 ...-........
1964 ...........-.
1963 .............
1962...............
1961 ...............
1960................
1959 2...............
1958 ..............

Accession rates

Total

Manu-
factur-
Ing

3.8
5.0
4.3
4.0
3.9
4.1
4.1
3.8
4.2
3.6

Steel

2.0
2.9
2.4
2.8
3.1
2.6
3.6
2.0
3.3
2.8

New hires

Manu-
factur- Steel
Ing

2.8 0.8
3.8 1.8
3.1 1.4
2.6 1.5
2.4 .7
2.3 .5
2.2 .5
2.2 .4
2.6 1.0
1.7 .3

Separation rates

Total Quits Layoffs
I.I

Manu-
factur-
ing

4.3
4.6
4.1
3.9
3.9
4.1
4.0
4.3
4.1
4.1

Steel

2.6
2.f
2.9
1.8
2.8
3.7
2.6
4.3
1.4
3.3

Manu-
factur-
ing

1.7
2.6
1.9
1.5
1.4
1.4
1.2
1.3
1.5
1.1

Steel

0.6
1.1
.9
.6
.4

- .3
.3
.3
.5
.3

Manu.
factur-
ing

1.4
1.2
1.4
1.7
1.8
2.0
2.2
2.4
2.0
2.6

Steel

1.1
.5

1.2
.6

1.7
2.8
1.6
3.4
.4

2.6'Estimated.~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~- --
I Estimated.
I 7-month average.
NoTE.-Stcel includes Standard Industrial Classification 331 "Blast Furnaces and Basic Steel Products."
Source: U.S. Department of Labor Bureau of Labor Statistics, "Employment and Earnings Statistics

for the United States 1909-," Bulletin No. 1312-4, aised October 196.
511

I .- -

~ --
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Table: Table P-1.--Steel industry employees, raw steel production, and tons produced per employee, 1946-66
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512 STEEL IMPORT STUDY

TABLE P-3.-Stel imports as percent of United States market compared to U.S.
- unemployment rate, steel industry layoffs, and new hiring, 1958-66

(In percent]

Steel im- Average Average
ports as U.S. unem- annual annual

Year percent of ploynient layoffs, new hires,
U.S. rate SIC 331 2 SIC 331

market I

1966- ..--. ---.--. ---------------------. 11.9 3.9 0.5 1. 8
1965------- --------------------- --------- 11.2 4.6 1.2 1.4
1964-------------- ------.---. 7.6 5.2 .6 1.5
1963.---.---.-...-------. --- .--- 7.7 5.7 1.7 .7
1962.---..............---------- 5.8 5.6 2.8 .5
1961 ------------------- ---- 4.8 6.7 1.6 .5
1960-..-------------------.- ------------ 4.7 5.6 3.4 .4
1959-6.-.-----..--.-------- 6.3 5.5 .4 1.6
198..---------------------.------- 2.8 6.8 2.6 .3

1 U.S. market (appraisal consumption) equals domestic shipments plus net imports.
2 SIC 331 Includes blast furnace and basic steel products classifications.
Source: U.S. Department of Labor, "Employment and Earnings Statistics for the U.S." 1909-66, October

1966, Bulletin No. 1312-4, and "Employment and Earnings," vol. 13, No. 9, Marci 1967.

9.869604064

Table: Table P-3.--Steel imports as percent of United States market compared to U.S. unemployment rate, steel industry layoffs, and new hiring, 1958-66
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TABLE P-4.-Trend of U.S. imports and domestic producers' prices for selected steel mill products

Imports (thousands of net tons)

1957 1959 1966 BLS price indexes for related steel products,
as of May 1967 (1967-59=100)

Percent of Percent of Percent of
Tons apparent Tons apparent Tons apparent

consumption consumption consumption

Wire rods-----------..---- 54 5.4 44a 31.5 1,150 45.9 Wire rods, carbon-......-...----.....101.4
Plates-.----------.-- 22 .3 291 4.8 951 9.5 Plates, carbon, A-7-....................... 107.3
Structural shapes--.------ .---------- 237 3.6 497 11.4 906 13.0 Structural shapes -..-.-------------- 110.1
Tool steel I--.----- ---------. (2) (2) (2) (2) 23 16. 2 Bars, tool steel, alloy, die -..-..-----.---- 114.6

Bars, tool steel cold finished, alloy .----- 107 5
Bars, hot rolled-..--.----.--- ---- 26 .3 210 3. 0 553 5.7 Bars, hot rolled, carbon-----....--10& 4
Bars, renfoaing----.---------..- 160 6.7 852 28.3 673 17.1 Bars, reinforcing---9-..---.------.-. 9 7
Sheets, hot roled---.---------- -- 23 .3 180 2.3 1,948 16.2 Sheets, hotrolled, carbon....--.--.-- 107.7
Sheets, cold rolled------------------ 2 0 30 .2 1,170 6.9 Sheets, cold rolled, carbon.----------- 10.0
Sheets, galvanized 3 ---............................... ......- 115 4.1 503 9.6 Sheets, galvanized, carbon--- ..t-- 0112.0
Sheets, stainless4---------.--- (2)(-2)()2)49 18.6 Sheets, cold rolled, stainless ---- 80.3
Steel pipe and tubing------------ 191 '; 1.9 553 6. 4 1,058 10.6 Pipe, black, carbon -..------------ 100.4

Pipe, galvanized, carbon-,_--------- 100 6
Oil well casing, carbon------------- 112,5
Pressure tubing, carbon-----.-------. 97.0

Steel wire, round and shaped ............61 2.3 199 6.8 441 13.7 Drawn wire, carbon..----.------- 10. 8
Wire nails- --------------- 135 23.4 305 43.9 275 45.8 Nails, wire, 8D common ;O-----.0
Barbed wire.---------- ------- 64 52.1 78 61.9 77 31. 4 Barbed wire, galvanized,------------ 101.0
Tin plate - ----- -------------------- ------------- ----- 125 2.4 Tin plate, electrolytic----,----- 106 7

Total, steel mill products------- 1,154 1.5 4,396 6.1 10,753 10. 9 Total, steel mill products ------- 10. 7

1Imports not separately identified in 1957 and 1959. Statistics are as follows in more
recent years: 1964-14,000 tons equal to 12.3 percent of apparent consumption; 1965-
19,000 tons equal to 14.1 percent of apparent consumption.

2 Not avalable.
' Imports in 1957 were less than 1,000 tons.
Imports not separately identified in 1957 and 1959. Statistics are as follows in more

recent years: 1964-27,00 tons equal to 15.4 percent or apparent consumption; 1905-
39,000 tons equal to&6.2 percent of apparent consumption.

Note: The import data shown cover all types, sizes and grades of the product imported,
while the price indexes cover only the specific type, size or grade of the product for which
BLS compiles price data. Apparent consumption equals net shipments of the U.8.
industry, plus imports, minus exports.
Source; Bureau of Census, foreign trade; American Iron & Steel Institute-shipments

for calculation of percent of consumption; Bureau of Labor Statistics, price indexes.

o
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TABLE P-5.-Tonnage of imports and exports, total steel mill products, 1967-66

Imports Exports
Year

Millions Percentage Percentage Millions Percentage Percentage
of tolns of U.S.con- of U.S. of tons of U.S. con- of U.S.

sumption shipments sumption shipments

1967 (8 months) ..--.---- .. 7.2 11.6 12.9 1.2 1.9 2. 1
196 --..--...----- .. 10.8 10.9 11.9 1.7 1.7 1.9
1965 ..-----....---------- 10.4 10.3 11.2 2.5 2.5 2.7
1964.--......----. 6.4 7.3 7.8 3.4 3.9 4.1
1963--------.-.-.-.-.-.- 5.4 6.9 7.7 2.2 2.8 2.9
1962..--.--------- ---- 4.1 5.6 5.8 2.0 2.8 2.9
1961 ..------..--.-.----.-- 3.2 4.7 4.8 2.0 3.0 3.0
1960----....- -3.4 4.7 .7 3.0 4.2 4.2
1959.--............--..--44 6.1 6.3 1.7 2.3 2.4
1958---------.------.1.7 2.9 2.8 2.8 4.8 4.7
1957 ----. -..-----.....--. 1.2 1.1.4 5.3 7.1 6.7

INDEPENDENT WIRE DRAWERS ASSOCIATION,
Washington, D.C., May 31, 1967.

Tr. ROBERT M. WEIDENHAMMER,
Senate Finance Committee Staff,
New Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR DR. WEIDENHAMMER: I am pleased to enclose an analysis of an economic

questionnaire concerning the withdrawal of list prices on hot-rolled carbon steel
wire rods by the United States Steel Corp. and other domestic steel mills on the
wire rod purchasing patterns of Independent Wire Drawers Association members.

I think that this paper will be of particular significance to your study of the
imported steel situation. The members of the Independent Wire Drawers As-
sociation do not feel the domestic steel industry has made a genuine attempt
to meet imported wire rod prices. In some areas, the domestic mills are definitely
wooing particular independent wire drawers. In other areas there is no serious
attempt to gain their business.

Probably the most significant factor concerning the reluctance of independent
wire drawers to convert to domestic wire rod is the general superiority of im-
ported wire rod. This is particularly true on the west coast because the Japanese
rod is definitely of superior quality while the domestic wire rod produced for
the west coast is unquestionably of inferior quality. Quality is less of a factor
on the east and gulf coasts because the domestic rod is generally considered
acceptable. Even so, certain German and Belgian mills produce a superior wire
rod at a competitive price.

I would be most pleased to discuss this subject further with you or the members
of your staff.

Sincerely yours,
ALAN D. HUTCHISON,

General Counsel.

THE U.S. INDEPENDENT WIRE DRAWING INDUSTRY AND ST.EL WIRE ROD
* IMPORTS

(An analysis of an economic questionnaire concerning the withdrawal of list
prices dn hot-rolled carbon steel wire rods by the United States Steel Corp.
and other domestic steel mills on the wire roi purchasing patterns of Independ-
ent Wire Drawers Association members)
On March 1, 1966, the United States Steel Corp. announced it was withdrawing

its published prices on hot-rolled low-carbon steel wire rods in order to meet
foreign wire rod import competition directly in the marketplace. This action was
followed by several other major domestic steel mills.
The Independent Wire Drawers Association, whose members consume most

of the foreign wire rod imported into the United States, publicly commended
the domestic steel industry on its decision to reduce rod prices. The president
of the Independent Wire Drawers Association, Mr. F. C. Muntwyler, testified
on this price reduction before the House Committee on Education and Labor,
General Subcommittee on Labor, on September 21, 1966 as follows:

9.869604064

Table: Table P-5.--Tonnage of imports and exports, total steel mill products, 1957-66


460406968.9



STEEL IMPORT STUDY 515
"Most independent wire drawers were not in a position to place large orders

with domestic steel companies at the time the price reduction was announced
because of prior commitments to foreign suppliers; but independent wire drawers
are now placing orders with domestic steel companies for a portion of their wire
rod requirements.
"At a recent meeting of the board of directors of the Independent Wire Drawers

Association it was agreed as a matter of general principle that independent wire
drawers should attempt to purchase at least half.of their wire rod requirements
from domestic mills and the other half from foreign sources. Most independent
wire drawers are extremely reluctant to place all of their business with the
domestic mills, since they have established excellent business relationships
with many foreign steel mills who supplied them in times of dire need."

In order to determine the impact of the United States Steel wire rod published
price withdrawal on the wire rod purchasing patterns of its membership, the
Independent Wire Drawers Association (IWDA) recently sent a confidential
economic questionnaire to its members. The results of this questionnaire indicate
that less than one-half of the independent wire drawing fims affiliated with the IWDA
purchased domestic wire rod since March 1, 1966. The amount of domestic wire
rod purchased varied from token purchases to, in one instance, 100 percent of the
firm's wire rod requirements. Most of the firms purchasing domestic wire rod are
located in the Midwestern and Central States areas where inland freight costs
make imported wire rod less competitive with domestic wire rod than in the
coastal regions. Average delivered price of domestic rod purchased was $110 per
short ton.
More than half of the independent wire drawing firms affiliated with the IWDA

relied exclusively on imported wire rod. East and gulf coast firms purchased almost
all of their wire rod from Western Europe, while west coast firms purchased their
wire rod primarily from Japan with some purchases from Australia. Average
delivered price of imported rod purchased was $98 per short ton.
Most importantly more than half of the independent wire drawing firms

affiliated with the IWDA thought imported wire rod is superior in quality to
domestic wire rod. This was of particular significance on the west coast.

Ordinarily, U.S. steel consumers will shift from imported to domestic steel
when the domestic price is within 10 to 15 percent of the imported price. But it
appears the shift did not take place in wire rod because the domestic reductions
are limited to certain geographic areas and certain sizes. The poorer quality of
domestic wire rod is also an important factor.

Here-are some typical answers to the question: Have the price reductions in
wire rod initiated by United States Steel Corp. and other integrated domestic
producers had any significant effect on your wire rod purchasing patterns?

"No. We have been contacted by several domestic producers who indicated
a desire to sell us wire rod at a negotiated -price, but no one yet quoted us a
definite price or a definite schedule of deliveries.
"The priced reductions offered by integrated domestic producers has had no

effect on our purchasing patterns since the prices offered by these producers
does not have enough spread between the cost of wire rods and their selling price
of finished products to allow an independent producer to convert the wire rod
and then compete with the finished goods.

"No. United States Steel Corp. will only negotiate prices on 2-, A4-, and
%s-inch wire carbon rods.
"We plan to purchase about 25 percent of our requirements from United States

Steel. However, may have to change this thinking-notice some hedging and
inching up of prices. Will not offer full size ranges of rod. We are afraid to commit
greater tonnages.

"No. Have not been quoted any firm prices. Indicated prices are still higher
than European.

"No, they have not been able to offer delivery at competitive prices. We have
had no offers to negotiate rod prices. On certain sizes, prices have been made
competitive (within 5 to 10 percent), as & result some tonnage was shifted back
to American mills. This was done only where we were sure of getting the quan-
tity and delivery needed. So far this has been satisfactory but because of the
past history of American mills in not meeting competition with price and quality,
we do not plan to drop our foreign suppliers.

"No, United States Steel is not interested in competing in this area at this time.
Bethlehem is almost $3 per hundredweight higher than imports in this area.
"No. Not priced competitively in our area. Limited to quality and size of rod

available."

20479 0-68-35
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Contrary to the oft repeated statements of domestic steel industry spokesmen,
foreign wire rod prices were not reduced during the past year. Rather, the foreign
rod prices remained reasonably firm (see table attached).
The membership of the Independent Wire Drawers Association agreed unan-

imously that any restriction or additional tariff levy placed on imported wire
rod would have a disastrous effect on their business. Most thought it would force
them out of business. -

Imported wire rod prices

European Japanese
rod (f.o.b. rod (f.o.b.
Antwerp, Japan,
per metric per metric

ton, ton, open
Thonas hearth
quality) quality)

1966:
January---. ...8-.... .. .. . ...4....... ............-----.---. 50 $94. 50
February-..------------..-. ---- -----. 84.50 93. 00
March------ -- --..----..-------. ------... 85.50 89.00
April--.-----------------------..--..-------.-- 85. 0 89.00
May---...-----------------. .---.---.-.. 85. 50 89.00
June----------------------------------------- 85.50 87.50
July.--- -----------.------------ .--.----------- 82.00 93.00
August- ..- ......- .... ...------- --- .----- .--.------- ---- 82.38 93.00
September-....------..-.--,--.----------- .- ...------- .- 82. 50 93.00
October..-...-----------..-...--...--------- .82. 50 93.00
November ------. -----...-------.----------.------------- .--- 82.50 93.00
December ----------------------.. 83.00 85.00

1967:
January-.......---.---.---. --------- 83.50 86.00
February...--.... ... ...........--....----------84.00 90.00
March----..-------...---.. -------------- .84.50 90.00

Source: Armerican metal market.

Because the answers received by Mr. Ilutchinson were confidential, the com-
mittee staff could not appraise Mr. liutchinson's summary but had to let it stand
as a strong expression of opinion opposing the temporary levy requested by the
U.S. steel industry:
"The membership of the Independent Wire Drawers Association agreed unani-

mously that any restriction or additional tariff levy placed on imported wire rod
would have a disastrous effect on their business. Most thought it would force
them out of business."

In addition to the traditional argument about "industrial distribution" the
"quality" factor is used:

"Probably the most significant factor concerning the reluctance of independent
wire drawers to convert to domestic wire rod is the general superiority of imported
wire rod. This is particularly true on the west coast. * * *"

Some efforts have been made to verify this quality factor but in the time
available, they could not possibly come up with unbiased results.

MEETING FOREIGN COMPETITION IN WIRE RODS

(Reply to committee staff inquiry by a major U.S. steel producer)
There has been much criticism of the domestic steel industry's response to the

impact of foreign competition. This is particularly true in the case of imports of
low-carbon wire rods which are typically used as an intermediate product in the
further manufacturing of wire and many end use products made of wire. (See, for
example, "Steel Imports and Vertical-Oligopoly Power" by Walter Adams and
Joel Dirlarn, American Economic Review, September 1964.) Wire and wire
products are manufactured both by integrated basic steel producers and also by
a large group of small manufacturers who purchase wire rod, mostly five-sixteenths
of an inch and finer, for further processing. This latter group is known in the
trade as converters.

In addition, wire rods, in sizes generally exceeding five-sixteenths of an inch,
are also purchased by other product manufacturers and put to a variety of uses,
including volume welding operations and the production of fasteners and screw
machine products. These industrial uses of wire rods in most cases require special

9.869604064
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quality characteristics and constitute a market,distinct from converter require-
ments. As a result, the impact of wire rod imports has been sharper in the much
larger converter market where quality requirements are considerably lower.
At least one wire rod producer, in attempting to meet import competition for the

market constituted by the wire and wire products or "converter" industry, in
early 1966 withdrew its published price lists for low-carbon wire rod of five-six-
teenths of an inch and smaller diameter. Since that date the domestic producer
has negotiated wire rod -ales with individual customers in the converter group.
The terms of each sale have reflected the competitive offers of foreign suppliers,
although the specificlprices have varied from case to case. In general, it has not been
necessary for the domestic producer to match the importer's offer. The modest
premium obtained above the importer's price has reflected the general preference

-by wire rod converters for domestic suppliers who are in closer proximity and
provide greater assurance of supply and service.
The results of this new approach were that the domestic producer regained some

wire rod business in the mall diameter range. The net mill proceeds realized from
these sales varied, depending on the location of the customer and the competitive
offers by foreign suppliers. However, the average proceeds on such sales fell sharply.





APPENDIX Q
An Approach to the Study of Steel Imports Through Computer

Simulation
This paper has been prepared by the Advanced Systems Development Division,

IBM Corp., after consultations with the committee staff; it does not constitute a
proposal by IBM, nor does it commit IBM to make a proposal in regard to the
topic discussed. The committee staff is aware of the desirability of pretesting
policy decisions affecting foreign trade through quantitative analysis, if feasible,
but the staff also is aware that the whole gamut of nontrade barriers and export
subsidies largely defies pure quantitative analysis and therefore computer
simulation.

1. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this paper is to describe an approach to studying the complex
question of steel imports by employing the technique of computer simulation.
The analytical power of simulation lies in its ability to draw a large number of
dynamic considerations together in a single, unified conceptual framework.
These considerations are expressed in terms of mathematical relationships that
have been extracted from a study of real world data. In unified form, they con-
stitute a model which can be mathematically manipulated so that the effects of a.
postulated change in one or more of the elements of the situation can be deter-
mined for the other elements. The working through of these changes is what is
meant by simulation. The model is thus an abstract representation -of reality,
and the simulation is a paradigm of the effects that seem likely to occur in reality
under various specified conditions.
The central consideration which this approach seeks to take into account is

that of interrelationship. In the world of economic reality in particular, a change
in one factor frequently initiates a whole succession of changes regarding other
factors; and it is often the case that many of these factors 'feed back,' either
simultarffously or at a later point in time, to create still further changes in each
other. Thus, in addition to interrelationship, there are the facts of complexity,
change, and time to be dealt with. Where these are of a large order, involving
many different variables represented by many-different series of data, it becomes
not merely convenient but also necessary to resort to a computer to perform the
required calculations. The results printed out by the computer are the results
that are expected to occur in reality if the same conditions apply.
Ihe conditions of greatest interest that are deliberately varied in the model to

get different results are called the "policy variables"-the representations of the
factors that would be under human control in the real world. For example, the
level of taxation is not something that is built into society. It is, at least in
principle, within the competence of legislators to change. In contradistinction to
this, the level of consumption spending, given a certain level of disposable income,
is not under similar control. If legislators wish to control consumption, they have
to do so by affecting the rate of taxation rather than by operating on consump-
tion directly. Accordingly, in a model seeking to deal with these economic factors,
the rate of taxation would be a "policy variable," while consumption would not.
Qite clearly, how well the computer results will foreshadow reality is a matter

of how accurately reality relationships have been captured in a model-and of
whether the right ones have been captured. There is, in this sense, no magic in the
computer. What it computes can be no better than the relationships and the data
with which it has been supplied to make the computations. What the computer
contributes in a practical sense is the gains that can be derived from having a
Military scheme, for a host of factors studied piecemeal rarely will yield the same
insights and understanding that they will when their effects on each other can be
taken into account.
The application of the technique of computer simulation to a study of steel im-

ports into the United States is but a means to an end. The end itself is an increased
understanding of the conditions generating imports and their significance for the
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domestic steel industry, for the rest of.the economy, and for the balance-of-
payments position. To the extent that these gains in knowledge can be realized,
they would be of value to both those who merely wish to assay the probable course
of future events and those who wish to influence it through policy.
There are, however, inherent difficulties connected with any study of steel

imports whether or not it relies on simulation. These are discussed in the pages
that follow, so that the reader may gain a fair notion of the limitations as well as
the advantages that a study employing simulation would afford. The point is
made for this particular task that, in fact no single model can be constructed which
will embrace all the aspects of interest. in this pass, the recommendation is-made
that several models be employed and that the results derived from one be used to
condition the results of the other. This falls short of the complete conceptual unity
that is the theoretical ideal. Nevertheless, it appears to. offer a. higher degree of
unity than it has been possible to obtain hitherto, and it is believed that the insight
and understanding this would yield would be of sufficient practical importance to
make the undertaking worthwhile.

2. FACTORS AFFECTING STEEL IMPORTS

There can be no question but that steel imports have increased substantially in
the last decade. This phenomenon has been the result of numerous factors, not of
any one alone. An analysis of the factors "determining" steel imports would be
prerequisite to the development of any simulation model. This would not only
statistically isolate the factors but also indicate their relative importance. It
would involve, at the minimum, a systematic investigation of cost-price factors,
nonprice factors, and demand factors, along with their quantitative impact on
steel imports.

There are a number of theoretical notions concerning steel imports which may
be relevant in this connection. These would have to be examined and tested in
the light of the actual-data. One theme that has been recurrent about imports in
general and steel imports in particular is that domestic price increases have not
only reduced U.S. exports but have also been a leading-element contributing to
increased imports. Thus, the argument goes, there has been a deterioration in
the U.S. competitive position in world steel markets. Admittedly, defining "com-
petitiveness" is no simple task, but the notion is commonly associated with cost
conditions.' Accordingly, the investigation of cost-price data' becomes an essential
part of the analysis of steel imports. This, in turn, raises the question of how ade-
quate the data are to permit such an investigation. For example, Assistant Secre-
tary of Commerce Trowbridge has testified that "the hard core of the facts needed
to judge this situation-those on foreign and domestic product costs and pricing-
are not now available and probably are difficult to obtain. Without at least some
data of this kind, however, a study would be inconclusive." '

While, in general, Secretary Trowbridge's statement may be accepted as a
responsible opinion, it should be pointed out that data limitations are not unique
to the case of steel imports. They are inherent in most areas of economic research,
but this fact in'and of itself has not prevented fruitful work from being carried out.
It perhaps gets closer to the heart of the matter to say that, until a problem has
been concelptualized in specific form, it is not possible to define the actual severity
of the data limitations, and, indeed, the limitations that apply to one way of
looking at the problem do not necessarily apply to another. Frequently, an
imaginative analysis can circumvent some of the problems. Hence, although data
that are inadequate or not in the exact form dictated by a given conceptualframe-
work add another dimension to an already complex problem, it is difficult to feel
that this constitutes an insurmountable obstacle.

Another factor that has been stressed in explaining steel imports is the rapid
increase in foreign productive capacity that has taken place. The development
of new capacity is related to the rapid increase in steel exports from Japan, for
example. The presence of this capacity factor does not mean that cost-price
factors can be neglected, though, for there is evidence to suggest that changes ill
relative prices were a necessary condition for enabling the Japanese to compete
in world markets.4

' ee Richard N. Cooper "The Competitive Position of the United States," in "The Dollar in Crisis,"
ed. 8. E. Harris (New York: Harcourt, Brace & World.-Inc., 191). p. 142.

Cost-price factors Include such things as raw material costs, labor costs, profits, depreciation, Interest
costs, transportation and tariff costs, and if, possible actual selling prices.
'Statemert by the then Assistant Secretary of Commerce for Domestic and Internatlonal Business,

Alexander B. Trowbridge, in hearings before the Senate Finance Committee on Steel Imports, Washington,
19W6, p. 23.

4 See Bela Balassa, "Recent Developments In the Compettiveness of American Industry and Prospects
for the Future," In Factors Affecting the United 81:ites Balance of'Payments, U.S. Congress, Joint Eco-
nomic Committee (Washington, D.C., 1962), p. 34.
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Thus far the discussion has concerned those factors generally associated with

supply conditions. Clearly, demand considerations have an effect on steel imports.
If one inspects a graph of seasonally adjusted, quarterly steel imports for the period
1953-65, one is immediately struck by the pattern of cyclical variations that it
reveals. Moreover, one finds imports at a higher level after each cycle than they
were after the previous cycle.
A priori, steel imports might be expected to increase during periods of peak

domestic economic activity. In the upward phase of the business cycle, when out-
put, income, and prices-factors which affect the demand for imports-are
rising, limitations on productive capacity would be increasing as well. These
latter limitations, and the lengthening of delivery times usually associated with
them, would have the dual effect of stimulating domestic users of steel to seek
foreign supply sources and reducing the supply of domestic steel available for
export. Another noniprice factor possibly affecting the trend toward foreign
supply is the threat or actual occurrence of domestic steel strikes.

It is evident that what is important regarding the relation of cost-price factors
to steel imports is the relative, rather than the absolute values of the factors.
The same is true of demand factors. The analysis of steel imports not only needs
to take into account domestic income, output, prices, et cetera, but the foreign
counterparts of these-items. This aspect of the matter becomes crucial when the
United States is in a different phase of the business cycle than the nations with
which it has major trade connections. Just as high levels of domestic economic
activity tend to increase the demand for imports while reducing the demand for
exports this same phenomenon abroad, say in Japan, would tend to increase the
demand there for imports, many of which would come from the United States,
and at the same time to curtail the supply of their exports to world markets,
including the markets in this country. In short, business cycle developments
abroad influence the supply of U.S. imports and the demand for U.S. exports.

- The end result is that steel imports into the United States have to be regarded as
a function of numerous cost-price factors and of the relative positions of various
demand factors as well.

This discussion of factors statistically "determining" steel imports has been
highly simplified. It has, among other things, omitted consideration of the speed
with which changes in one of them may induce changes to occur in others. Thus
in actuality, while changes in wages or raw materials may lead to changes in
prices, they will do so only after a time delay. In similar fashion, there is a delay
before changes in steel prices will show an impact on imports. The nature of
these delays has to be determined and their magnitudes quantified in order to
permit them to be incorporated into the analysis.

It is the very multiplicity of these factors plus the consideration of time delays
that makes it essential that they be viewed from the standpoint of their having
joint effects. In this regard, the categorization of variables according to the
notions of "supply" and "demand" should not be misinterpreted. Such cate.
gorization is simply an expository device. Steel imports depend on domestic
supply, domestic demand, foreign supply, and foreign demand, all at the same
time. For an analysis to be meaningful, it has to be directed toward exploring
these factors simultaneously. This, though, is probably too much to attempt at
the outset.
A more realistic strategy would seem to be that of making a detailed two-

country analysis as a preliminary step, focusing on the United States and Japan.
This would permit the treatment of interactions at a level of detail that would
not be immediately feasible for a multination analysis. The selection of Japan as
the second country for this bilateral analysis would be especially felicitous inas-
much as Japan is the single largest foreign supplier of steel to the U.S. market
When this analysis was completed, the experience gained from it could be applied
to the multination problem. As a bonus, this same experience would be valuable
in its own right for the light it would throw on an important part of the question,
even though this would not constitute the whole of it.

For the next step, that of making a multination analysis, reliance would be
placed on the world trade models developed by R. R. Rhomberg.' These models
permit the estimation of direct and indirect effects on international trade and
service flows stemming from simultaneous changes In economic activity and
prices. At present, these models deal with aggregate flows and not with a break-
down by commodities. The models would have to be disaggregated to achieve
such a breakdown at a fairly detailed level in order to treat steel imports specifi-

R. R. Rbomberg and L. Bolssnneault, Effects of Income and Price Chanes on the U.S. Balance
of Payments," IMF staff papers, March 1964, pp. 50-14.
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cally. This would be a substantial undertaking, but it appears feasible and work
along these lines is already under consideration by Mr. Rhomberg.
The broad advantages to be derived from models have been previously discussed.

It might be desirable to incorporate the findings of the two-country analysis into
a model and, in any case, an adaptation of one of the Rhomberg world trade
models would he made for the multination analysis. These would answer the
qtl(stions: (1) Which variables are of key importance for statistically "explaining"
steel imports? (2) What is the "sensitivity"' of steel imports to a change in any
one of them? This would mean that it would then be possible to determine whether
a 1-percent change in domestic steel prices, for example, was likely to lead to a
considerable or to only a minor chmige in steel imports. In addition to providing
a conceptual framework and allowing alternative events to be simulated, the
models would place data limitations in perspective. They might also prove useful
for forecasting considerations.

3. DOMESTIC IMPLICATIONS OF STEEL IMPORTS

To assess the domestic implications of steel imports, an intcrilndustry model
should be employed. This type of model is also known as an input-output model.
An input-output approach was used by Walter Salant and Beatrice Vaccara for
studying the impact of tariff reductions on domestic output and employment.
They not only determined these implications for a given, liberalized industry but
for the associated industries supplying the liberalized industry. Their model
reflected the 1947 interindustry structure of the nation.6
The character of an input-output model allows it to be applied in a number of

ways, ranging from an analysis of the potential markets of a firm to the assessment
of the effects of broad, national policies on an industry and on the economy as a
whole. Applied to the question of steel imports, the model would provide informa-
tion on the different industries affected by a change in steel imports and gage the
magnitude of the impacts. To quote another, more recent study, the use of a
national input-output model
"* * * permits identifying the industries which are affected directly and indirectly
(and the extent to which they are affected) by specified changes in consumer
expenditures, by increasing exports or imports, by changes in the level of defense
expenditures * * * "

This makes a persuasive case for using an input-output model as the national
framework for determining the domestic implications of steel imports.8 Never-
theless, as an analytical tool, the model has limitations us well as capabilities.
Chief among them is the fact that it cannot generate direct information on wages,
pries, and profits. Accordingly, supplementary information, derived, in part,
from other models, will have to be brought to bear in order for inferences to be
drawn concerning these variables not dealt with by the input-output model.

In order to get at the associated questions of the future effect of steel imports
and the influence of technological change, models of two national interindustry
structures would be used-one for 1958 and one for 1970.9 Technological advances
have undoubtedly played a major role in bringing about the substitution of
plastics, aluminum, cement, and other products for steel and steel products.
Information about technological change would be valuable by itself, but it has
special relevance here for the reason that the domestic significance of steel imports
when the domestic market for steel is expanding is likely to be very different from
what it would tbe if the market is stable or contracting. Clearly, technological
advances in both steel and the substitutes for steel are major factors in determining
the nature of the steel market.

6 1% alter 8. Stlant and Beatrice N. Vaccara, "Import Llberalizatlon and Employment," Washington:
TIle Brookings Institution, 1961.

7 Morris R. (oldman, Martin L. Marlmont, and wBaatrice N. Vaccara, "The Interindustry Structure
of the United States," Survey of Current Business, November 1S4, p. 11. . Emphasis mine.j

I Recent econometric models of the United States provide the necessary national framework, but are
ilnadl, uate for assessing the domestic inplicatlois ofchanges In steel Imports. Moreover, these models neither
provide specific information on steel nor do they treat tihe supply of mports. See James I)uesonberry, Gary
From, et al., "The Brookings Quarterly Econometric Model of the United States," Amsterdam: North-
Ilollamd Pulblisling Co., 1915; and Maurice Llebrllerg, Albert illrsch, and Joel Popkin, "A quarterly
Econometric Model of the United States: a Progress Report," Survey of Current Business, May 1966,
pp. 13-39.

9 See footnote 7 for 195 model. The 1970 model is described in "Projections 1970: Interindustry Relation-
ships, Potential Demand, Employment," bureau of Labor Statistics Bulletin 1536.
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4. STEEL IMPORTS AND THE UNITED STATES BALANCE OF PAYMENTS

An analysis of the balance-of-payments implications of steel imports poses
greater problems than the analysis of domestic implications. For one thing,
imports generate dollar exchange and this affects exports. For another, import
prices affect domestic prices, which, in turn, partly influence export prices. A
further consideration is that the trade flows on current account may create
repercussions in other sectors of the balance of payments, particularly in the
capital account. The difficulty in dealing with them springs from the fact that
their many dimensions encompass not just those nations from which the United
States imports steel but all of the nations with which it has significant economic
transactions. Moreover, many transactions of a specialized financial character
enter into the picture. For these reasons, none of the many economic models that
have been built thus far takes these kinds of linkages fully into account.
The best approach to the balance-of-payments aspect of steel imports would

appear to be that of proceeding by steps. The initial step would be that of investi-
gating those U.S. exports which incorporate an appreciable component of domestic
steel in conjunction with the task of disaggregating and modifying one of the
Rhomberg world trade models as has been already discussed in an earlier con-
nection. This disaggregation, it will be recalled, would be, intended to yield a
detailed commodity breakdown so that steel and steel related items could be
specifically isolated. This would then make it possible to assess the overall impact
of steel imports on the U.S. trade position as a second step.

In turn, the development of the trade position would serve as the foundation
for subsequent steps to be taken. These would be directed toward linking the trade
position with the other items in the balance of payments, particularly the capital
accounts. How far it would be possible to go in this direction would depend, in
large measure, on what was developed through the analysis of the trade position.
Here, is has to be frankly recognized that it may not prove possible to trace the
balance-of-payments implications of steel imports in their entirety. However, the
first two steps of disaggregating a world trade model and relating Teell imports
to the context of the U.S. trade position would be of major practical significance
even if it should prove infeasible to fully link them to the capital accolnt.s con-
sideration.

5. CONCLUSION: MODELS, SIMULATION, AND STEEL IMPORTS

The approach discussed here calls for the development of a series of models
to be used for the study of steel imports. The models would be related to each
other and thus constitute a system. The system would not be fully unified in the
sense that the outputs of one model could be directly fed into another, however.
Instead, the persons making the study would examine the results obtained from
one model then enter those that seemed appropriate into the other models or use
them to modify the results of the others, according to their professional judgment.
The final results would then be interpreted and reported in formal, written reports.
The broad purpose of building the system, of course, would be to assess the

factors determining steel imports, the domestic implications of these imports, and
the balance-of-payment implications. Beyond this, though, "the system would
have the capability of providing information about a large number of specific
problems within these. areas. Alternative policies and strategies could be simu-
lated-that is, hypothetically tested-in order to form notions of how they are
likely to work out in practice if they should be adopted. The particular value
would lie in helping policymakers to estimate the tradeoffs that would be in-
volved in any course of economic action concerning steel imports. Thus, it would
be possible to estimate the "cost" of making price changes in terms of resulting
changes in imports, employment, output, and so forth, and these could be further
discriminated in terms of the probable length of time required for their impacts
to occur.

In sum, there are three assumptions on which it would seem worthwhile to ap-
proach the study of stecl imports through the use of simulation, as described here.
The first is that the nature of the subject makes it desirable to achieve as much
conceptual unity as it is possible to obtaini and that if complete unity does not
appear feasible, partial and increased unity is still to be preferred to lesser unity.
The second is that tradeoffs are the desideratum of policymaking. The third is
that the matter of steel imports will remain of continuing interest and concern;
and therefore a system that can continue to explore it and examine new questions
as they arise will be of greater utility than a conventional study which cannot do
this.

0
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