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to improve the Federal legislation, it has 
been apparent that the authorities we 
give to the Vocational Rehabilitation Ad
ministration are executed with imagina
tion, dedication, and administrative 
skill.

As a result, the number of disabled 
people rehabilitated through this pro
gram has increased annually for several 
years. In the fiscal year just ended, 
more than 130,000 disabled people were 
rehabilitated and entered suitable em
ployment.

The research and demonstration pro
gram launched 10 years ago has added 
much to our knowledge of disabling con
ditions and what to do about them. I 
have followed this research program, as 
well as the training grant program, in 
my own State of Florida. Many highly 
valuable projects have been conducted 
there. One of the latest is a project 
which will help improve and expand the 
work being done in the field of Parkin
sonism, which is one of the most difficult 
of the many severely disabling condi
tions which afflict large numbers of our 
people.'

I also would like to pay tribute to the 
universities in Florida which have helped 
develop professional training programs 
to produce more skilled workers to serve 
the handicapped.

Mr. Speaker, we have an excellent 
State program of vocational rehabilita
tion in Florida. We also have outstand
ing voluntary agencies serving the 
handicapped in a variety of ways. H.R. 
8310 will help these agencies tremen
dously, both public and private, and I 
therefore hope the Congress will give its 
full support to this legislation. I as
sure you, my colleagues, that this is one 
piece of legislative action where every 
Member serves the citizens of his dis
trict and at the same time serves the 
total national interest.

I join the other sponsors of this legis
lation in urging its prompt enactment.

(Mr. MURPHY of New York (at the 
request of Mr. Foley) was granted per
mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the Record and to include ex
traneous matter.)

[Mr. MURPHY of New York’s remarks 
will appear hereafter in the Appendix.]

          TRADE EXPANSION LEGISLATION
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Mat- 

sunaga). Under previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Rhode Island 
[Mr. Fogarty] is recognized for 10 min
utes.

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, I in
troduced a bill in the last Congress aimed 
at moderating the tariff-cutting procliv
ities of the State Department and the 
President’s Special Representative for 
Trade Negotiations. The bill, although 
introduced by more than 75 Members of 
this body, on a bipartisan basis, was not 
entertained by the Committee on Ways 
and Means.

As we all know, the negotiations in 
Geneva have dragged along and are not

yet very far advanced. Therefore there 
is time to provide some much-needed 
guidelines for our negotiators. As I 
pointed out last year, the Special Repre
sentative for Trade Negotiations agreed 
to an approach in Geneva that is not 
contemplated in the legislation, that is, in 
the Trade Expansion Act itself. He 
agreed to a 50-percent reduction of ex
isting duties across the board with a bare 
minimum of exceptions. Yet the legisla
tion provided for detailed hearings by the 
Tariff Commission and the Committee 
for Trade Information, industry by in
dustry and item by item.

Hearings were held in fact and they 
ran for 4 months and evidence was taken 
from some 800 witnesses.

Now, Mr. Speaker, if Congress had in
tended a 50-percent tariff cut all along 
the line with a bare minimum of excep
tions it could easily have said so. It 
would not have been necessary to put on 
a farce in the form of extensive public 
hearings which as it has turned out, were 
nothing more than window dressing. 
The details of an industry’s competitive 
standing in the face of imports is useless 
information, if the amount of the tariff 
reduction—that is, 50 percent—is already 
a foregone conclusion.

There are industries in my State, par
ticularly lace manufacturing, rubber 
footwear, textiles, and costume jewelry 
that cannot possibly survive such a dras
tic tariff reduction. In fact, the rates 
are already low enough to permit a level 
of imports that cause injury to the do
mestic producers. A further tariff reduc
tion would for many companies represent 
a death sentence.

The present legislation that I am join
ing with others to introduce would re
peat last year’s bill quite closely but 
would add a few additional provisions 
that would improve the outlook for do
mestic industry and its workers.

Mr. Speaker, since the legislative in
tent of the Trade Expansion Act of 1962 
has been so freely disregarded by the 
executive branch, it is not only proper 
but imperative, if the authority of Con
gress over the regulation of foreign com
merce is to be asserted, that we act to 
provide more specific guidelines.

It will be recalled that the act of 1962 
set aside the peril-point provision that 
had been a part of our trade legislation 
throughout the 1950’s. This provision 
represented a prudent approach to tariff 
reduction by requiring the Tariff Com
mission to determine the level below 
which any given duty could not be cut 
without causing or threatening serious 
injury. This was done before negotia
tions began and the peril points found by 
the Commission were useful as guides to 
our negotiators in Geneva.

This precautionary measure was elimi
nated in 1962. The elimination prob
ably was interpreted by the President’s 
Special Representative for Trade Ne
gotiations as giving him free rein to cut 
all items 50 percent. That such an in
terpretation is not justified follows from 
the hearings requirement that I have al
ready mentioned.

To repeat, Mr. Speaker, it is therefore 
incumbent on the Congress to make its

will more specific, to let it be known, for 
example, that when public hearings are 
provided for they are to be held for a 
reason, that reason being to provide a 
guide to our negotiators.

Section 221 of the act relates to “Tariff 
Commission Advice” to the President. 
In preparation for this advice the Com
mission is instructed under subsection 
(c) of that section to investigate the 
conditions, causes, and effects relating 
to foreign competition between the for
eign industries producing the article in 
question; analyze the production, trade, 
and consumption of each like or directly 
competitive article, etc. The purpose 
was to advise the President of the Com
mission’s judgment as to the probable 
economic effect of modifications of duties 
or other import restrictions.

Mr. Speaker, I ask whether this lan
guage equates with a 50 percent reduc
tion of duties with a bare minimum of 
exceptions. It seems to be clear enough 
that this was not meant. The conclu
sion is reenforced by the further instruc
tions to the Commission. Paragraph 2 
of Subsection (c) just quoted from re
quires the Commission to analyze the 
production, trade and consumption of 
each like or directly competitive article, 
taking into consideration employment, 
profit levels, and use of productive facili
ties with respect to the domestic indus
tries concerned, and of such economic 
factors in such industries as it considers 
relevant, including prices, wages, sales, 
inventories, patterns of demand, capital 
investment, obsolescence of equipment, 
and diversification of production.

That is a large order, Mr. Speaker, but 
I have not even exhausted the instruc
tions laid down. I have certainly pre
sented enough of them to show how pre
posterous was the action of the Presi
dent’s Special Representative in agree
ing to a flat 50 percent tariff reduction 
with “a bare minimum of exceptions.” 
This agreement was made after the 
hearings had been finished, over 2 years 
ago. It was made with the other mem
bers of GATT—“The General Agreement 
on Tariffs and Trade.”

It is obvious from this highhanded 
procedure that a great impatience exists 
among those charged with carrying out 
the negotiations under the Trade Ex
pansion Act to move as rapidly as pos
sible toward dismantling our tariff in 
virtual disregard of the possible effect 
on domestic industry and employment. 
This impatience presumably accounts 
for the flouting of the congressional 
intent.

Only slowly is it becoming known that 
the highly touted adjustment assistance 
provisions of the 1962 act has run a 
record of complete negative results. The 
Tariff Commission has disposed of 17 
cases, brought by industry, labor and in
dividual companies seeking relief. Not 
one case has survived the Commission’s 
proceedings. All but one were found by 
unanimous vote not to meet the require
ments of the law. Complaints have been 
aimed at the Commission as a result of 
this record, but the onerous requirements 
of the law represented a decided tighten
ing of the preceding legislation. When
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it is remembered that even under the 
previous less onerous requirements the 
Tariff Commission found negatively in 
about two cases out of three, it should 
not have surprised anyone that the 
tighter conditions for relief laid down in 
the act of 1962 would beget a higher 
record of negative results. The record 
of 17 to 0 is very impressive indeed and 
it calls for modification of the law.

The legislation I am offering with 
others would eliminate the offending 
word “major” that was inserted into the 
act of 1962, substituted for the words “in 
whole or in part” of the previous legis
lation, to make a finding of serious in
jury more difficult. A tariff reduction 
must be the major cause of increased 
imports and the increased imports must 
be the major cause of the injury.

 The proposed legislation would in ef
fect establish a new style of peril point 
by providing that no product that is im
ported to the extent of at least 71/2 per
cent of domestic production and has in
creased as much as 75 percent since 1958 
would be subjected to another tariff cut 
under the present negotiations; or if 
imports already supply as much as 20 
percent of the domestic market, while 
the number of production workers in the 
domestic industry has declined since 
1958, no further tariff cut would be per
mitted. There are a few other criteria 
that, if met by imports of a particular 
product, would remove that item from 
the President’s authorization to cut the 
tariff.

This part would not be automatic, but 
would be mandatory if any industry in
cluding a group of workers, applying to 
the Tariff Commission were found to 
meet one or more of the criteria. The 
Commission would certify this as a fact 
to the President who must then remove 
the item from the list of items subject to 
a tariff cut.

Mr. Speaker, in thus substituting the 
judgment of Congress for that of the ex
ecutive branch the Congress would be in 
the position of exercising its constitu
tional responsibility. The items that 
would remain on the list, by far the 
great majority, in fact, would still be 
subject to tariff reduction. The Con
gress would simply say that in its judg
ment no further tariff cut is justified 
when imports have amply demonstrated 
their ability to enter this market and 
rise to certain specified levels; or if they 
would conflict with an agricultural pro
gram or legislation designed to assist our 
fisheries.

The present bill, recognizing the great 
impact made by rising imports on the 
domestic industries that are vulnerable 
to such competition, leading to feverish 
automation and rapid movement of in
vestments abroad, would make possible 
the imposition of moderate import 
quotas to hold imports within reasonable 
limits, such as the average imports of 
the past 3 years, with a leeway for in
creased imports in proportion to in
creases in domestic consumption.

The wide gap that still separates 
American wages from those paid in oth
er countries represents the angle prin
cipal cause of the difficulties encountered 
by our industries in competing with im

ports. It was hoped that this wage gap 
would soon close but that hope has little 
reality behind it. In order to close the 
gap wages in this country must stand 
still 10 to 20 years, if not longer.

Those who press so eagerly for tariff 
reduction must sooner or later come out 
into the open and accept the implications 
of their position. The high wage policy 
of this country has neither been an ac
cident nor has it been without beneficial 
fruit in the form of an abundant con
sumer purchasing power. What indeed 
is the source of the idea that holds that 
we can maintain our position when we 
are battered by low-cost goods from 
abroad; especially when it is incontrover
tible that the low foreign costs come 
from the lower wages paid there? I ask 
what is the source of such a view because 
the connection between low foreign wages 
and destructive effect of many imports 
is too clear to escape detection.

The productivity of other countries has 
been rising phenomenally and this fact 
has given all the greater effect to their 
lower wages. There is not a company in 
Rhode Island, I daresay, that could not 
compete with imports from anywhere else 
in the world if it could substitute the 
foreign level of wages for the domestic.

Where then do we stand? Are we in 
favor of the high wage standards of this 
country, which provide the great volume 
of purchasing power needed to keep our 
factories producing and our workers em
ployed, or do we wish to shake them down 
or hold them back so that other countries 
can catch up with us? Who believes on 
mature reflection that this would be a 
tenable or defensible policy? It is about 
time that we looked some facts in the 
face. Our system is away out front in 
costs of production and it cannot remedy 
this situation without carrying automa
tion far past its present pace; and this 
would displace millions of workers be
yond those already being menaced.

The trouble is that we have lost be
yond recall the technological leadership 
that permitted us in the past to sit on 
a wage plateau surrounded by less pro
ductive economies. The lower wages of 
other countries were not too dangerous 
then because of the technological back
wardness of our competitors. That day 
is gone and we should ourselves not be 
too backward to recognize its far-reach
ing implications. The effects are begin
ning to show unmistakably and they will 
demonstrate their relentlessness as time 
goes on.

We need a fresh new look at our for
eign trade policy. The urgency is here 
and it is becoming more pressing each 
year. The proposed legislation is in the 
nature of a holding operation rather than 
a final solution; but I regard the need 
for it as compelling and entitled to a 
high priority. I believe that temporiz
ing would be a mistake that would be 
greatly regretted later.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By Unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to:
Mr. Dyal, for July 30 and 31, August 1

and 2,1965, on account of official business.

Mr. Redlin, for an indefinite period, on 
account of critical illness of his mother.

Mr. Roncalio, for 10 days, on account 
of official business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legisla
tive program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. Albert, for 30 minutes, today.
Mr. Halpern (at the request of Mr. 

Rumsfeld), for 10 minutes, today; and 
to revise and extend his remarks.

Mr. Ashbrook (at the request of Mr. 
Rumsfeld), for 2 minutes, today; and 
to revise and extend his remarks and 
include extraneous matter.

Mr. Fogarty (at the request of Mr. 
Foley), for 10 minutes, today; and to 
revise and extend his remarks and in
clude extraneous matter.

Mr. Feighan (at the request of Mr. 
Foley), for 30 minutes, on Thursday, 
July 29, 1965; and to revise and extend 
his remarks and include extraneous 
matter.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
By unanimous consent, permission to 

extend remarks in the Appendix of the 
Record, or to revise and extend remarks 
was granted to:

Mr. Hansen of Idaho, following the re
marks of Mr. Goodell.

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. Rumsfeld) and to include 
extraneous matter: )

Mr. Roudebush.
Mr. Gross.
Mr. Hall.
Mr. Edwards of Alabama.
Mr. Morse in three instances.
Mr. Halpern in three instances.
Mr. Don H. Clausen.
Mr. Lindsay in five instances.
Mr. Cunningham and to include ex

traneous matter in his remarks made in 
the Committee of the Whole today.

Mr. Ayres.
Mr. Conte.
Mr. Cleveland.
Mr. Chamberlain.
Mr. Findley.
(The following Members (at the 

request of Mr. Foley) and to include 
extraneous matter:)

Mr. Patten.
Mr. Rooney of New York in two in

stances.
Mr. Callan in two instances.
Mr. Wolff.

  Mr. Multer in three Instances.
Mr. Rogers of Florida in five instances.
Mr. Hubert.
Mr. Long of Maryland in five instances.
Mr. Dingell.
Mr. O’Neal of Georgia.
Mr. Dent in three instances.
Mr. Dyal in three instances.
Mr. Rivers of Alaska.
Mr. Ichord.
Mr. Dulski.
Mr. Fascell.
Mrs. Mink.
Mr. Bingham.
Mr. Vanik in two instances.
Mr. Matsunaga.


