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Foreword 
This document constitutes part I of the Tariff Commission's report on 

the operation of the trade agreements program and is a summary of the 
full report prepared in fulfillment of a directive of the President to the 
Tariff Commission under Executive Order 9832. Under this order the 
Tariff Commission is required to submit to the President and to the 
Congress at least once each year a report on this subject. 

This summary, like the full -report, reviews the operation of the trade 
agreements program from its initiation on Jun~ 12, 1934, to April 1948: 
The report covers all trade agreements completed during that period, 
including the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade entered into at 
Geneva, Switzerland, October 30, 1947. It does not take account of 
certain developments since April, such as the renewal in June 1948 of 
the Trade Agreements Act with amendments. Nor does it take into 
account certain changes in the general provisions of the General Agree­
ment on Tariffs and Trade which were made at the Conference held in 
Habana, Cuba, from November 21,.1947, to March 24, 1948. 

With a view to assisting Members of Congress who had before them 
the question of extending the Trade Agreements Act, theTariff Commis­
sion issued a preliminary draft of this report in April 1948. It was 
necessary as of that time to issue the report in preliminary form 
mainly owing to the fact that it was impossible to complete before that 
date a detailed analysis of the concessions received by the United States 
in the Geneva agreement. That analysis has since been completed. 

The completed report consists of the following parts: 

Part I. Summary 
Part II. History of the Trade Agreements Program 
Part III. Trade-Agreement Concessions Granted by the 

United States 
Part IV. Trade-Agreement Concessions Obtained by the 

United States 
Part V; Effects of the Trade Ag,reern.ents. ~rogram on 

United States Trade 
III 





CONTENTS 
History of the trade agreements program: 

Trade agreements and trade policy of the United States before 1934 ........•. 
Legislative history of the Trade Agreements Act of 1934 ...•................ 
Administrative organization and procedure: 

Interdepartmental Committee on Trade Agreements ....•............... 
Committee for Reciprocity Information ........................•...... 
Procedure followed in negotiating agreements ......................... . 

Foreign countries with which trade agreements have been negotiated ....•.... 
Contents of trade agreements ........................................... . 

General provisions ......•.......................................... 
Schedules of concessions ........................................... . 

Bilateral agreements supplementary to the General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade ............................................................. . 

Trade-agreement concessions granted by the United States ..................... . 
Concessions ·on dutiable articles: 

Concessions under all trade agreements: 
Scope of all concessions ........................................ . 
Effects of all concessions on average rates of duty ................. . 
Combined effect of concessions and price changes on tariff levels ....• 
Classification of imports according to height of duty before and after 

agreements ................................................. . 
Classification of duty reductions according to their magnitude ....... . 
Quotas ......•.... , .......................................... . 

Concessions under pre-Geneva agreements ...........................• 
Concessions under the Geneva agreement ............................ . 
Concessions by tariff schedules and economic classes ................... . 
Co.ncessions by countries ........................................... . 

Bindings of duty-free entry ............................................. . 
Trade-agreement concessions obtained by the United States .................... . 

General provisions of trade agreements .................................•. 
Improved treatment of United States exports resulting from the most­

favored-nation provision ...•...................................... 
Relation of most-favored-nation provisions to imperial-preference systems. 
Provisions regarding quantitative restrictions on imports, and exchange 

controls ................................................... ······ 
Summary comment regarding relation of general provisions to United States 

export trade ................................................... · · 
Scheduled concessions of trade agreements-statistical analysis ...•.......... 

Scope of concessions by kinds ....................................... . 
Scope of concessions by countries ................................... . 
Scheduled concessions involving reductions in duty .................... . 
Scheduled concessions of British Commonwealth countries regarding im-

perial preferences ............................................... . 
Comparison of trade-agreement concessions granted and obtained by the United 

States ...•.............................................................. 

v 

Page 

1 
2 

3 
4 
5 
6 
8 
8 

13 

14 
15 

16 
17 
18 

20 
21 
21 
22 
23 
23 
24 
25 
27 
28 

29 
29 

30 

33 
33 
35 
36 
37 

39 

41 



Vt CONTENTS 

Effects of trade agreements on United States trade and industry ..•.............. 
Classification of agreements according to period when made ....•............ 
Relation of agreements to United States foreign trade in the war and postwar 

periods: 
General discussion of factors affecting ,trade in these periods ............ . 
Effects on trade with certain individual countries .. , .................. . 

Canada .... , ................................................. . 
Cuba ........................................................ . 
Switzerland .................................................. . 
United Kingdom .............................................. . 
Other European trade-agreement countries ...•........... · ........ . 

Future prospects .•................................................. 
Relation of earlier agreements to trade in the prewar period ................ . 

Totals for all commodities by groups of countries ..................... . 
Totals for all commodities by principal individual agreement countries ... . 
Trade with Cuba ...•.............................................. 
Trade with principal individual nonagreement countries ................ . 
Imports of concession and nonconcession articles ...................... . 

Relation of trade agreements to United States agriculture and industry ...... . 
Effects of agreements during the prewar period ....................... . 
Effects of agreements _during the war and' postwar period ............... . 

· · Conclusion ............ · .... ·.·.· ........ : •.. · ......................... . 

Page 

45 
45 

46 
47 
48 
48 
48 
49 
50 
50 
51 
53 
56 
56 
57 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 



History of the Trade Agreements Program 
Trade Agreements and Trade Policy of the United States Before 

1934 

The history of trade-agreement negotiations in which the United States 
has paJ:"ticipated is a long one. Some of the trade agreements made 
before 1934-like the agreements made since then under the Trade Agree­
ments Act-were effectuated by Executive order under congressional 
authority which did not require subsequent congressional action. The 
authority of the President to make such agreements, however, was nar­
rowly circumscribed. A number of agreements requiring congressional 
action also were negotiated by the President, but most of these failed 
to receive the necessary legislative approval and thus never came into 
effect. 

Virtually all general commercial treaties and agreements to which the 
United States is a party contain a so-called most-favored-nation clause. 
The purpose of employing this clause has been to give, or to make ac­
cessible, to the contracting parties all the advantages which either of 
them has granted, or at any future time shall grant, to any third state; 
i. e., to the "most-favored" third state. This clause has thus been de­
signed to prevent discriminations in trade treatment. The parties often 
reserve the right to maintain certain specified preferences. 

Before 1923 the commercial treaties which the United States entered 
into generally provided for conditional most-favored-nation treatment; 
i. e., the United States agreed to grant most-favored-nation treatment in 
exchange for some specific concession to be received from the other con­
tracting power. In actual operation, the conditional most-favored-nation 
clause was found to be a source of friction, and ill-suited to a country 
which has a single-column tariff. In 1923 it was abandoned in favor of 
the unconditional most-favored-nation clause. Under this form of the 
clause, any concession which the United States extends to any foreign 
country (with specified exceptions, such as Cuba) it extends to all coun­
tries with which it makes agreements or treaties, unconditionally and 
without restriction. Conversely, any concession granted by the other 
contracting country to any third country (subject to specified exceptions) 
must be extended unconditionally and without reservation to the United 
States. 

1 
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Legislative History of the Trade Agreements Act of 1934 

On March 2, 1934, President Roosevelt sent a message to the Congress 
requesting authority to enter into executive commercial agreements with 
foreign countries for the reciprocal reduction of tariffs and other barriers 
to the fl.ow of international trade. At that time the United States and 
other important trading countries were still suffering from the severe 
economic crisis which had had its beginning in the fall of 1929. World 
trade, already reduced by the depression, was further reduced by the 
increase in tariff duties and tariff preferences by most countries and by 
the adoption by many of them of other methods of trade restriction, such 
as quantitative limitations on imports, exchange controls, and bilateral 
trading arrangements. In 1933 United States exports were only 52 per­
cent of the volume and 32 percent of the value of exports in 1929. Es­
pecially serious was the shrinkage in foreign markets for agricultural 
products and the accumulation of large stocks of these products in the 
United States. 

The President asked for the trade-agreement authority as "part .of an 
emergency program necessitated by the economic crisis through which 
we are passing" and "as an essential step in the program of .national 
economic recovery which the Congress has elaborated." He stated that 
the exercise of. this authority "must be carefully weighed in the light 
of the latest information so as to give assurance that no sound and impor­
tant American interest will be injuriously disturbed," for" the adjustment 
of our foreign trade relations must rest on the premise of undertaking 
to benefit and not to injure such interests." · 

Inasmuch as the trade agreements.bill was presented as an emergency 
measure designed to secure foreign outlets for surplus American products 
in order to combat unemploymentand to revive foreign trade, congres­
sional and p~blic debate centered principally on whether tariff reductions 
were appropriate means of achieving these objectives. The majority 
report of the House Ways and Means Committee, which strongly recom­
mended adoption of the bill, declared that there was a direct causal 
relation between the shrinkage of world trade and the depression, and that 
the expansion of United States exports was a prerequisite to the restoration 
of prosperity in this country. The minority report, which questioned the 
premises on which the message of the President and the majority report 
were based, expressed the view that the decline in international trade was 
the effect rather than the cause of the depression; that the value of the 
export trade to the American economy had been exaggerated as this trade 
had accounted in 1929 for only one-seventeenth of the national income; 
that the increased volume of imports which would result from reductions 
in duty might seriously injure certain domestic industries and thus 
worsen rather than ameliorate an already unstable domestic situation; 
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and that the power requested by the Executive was excessively broad and 
would be unconstitutional, inasmuch as the contemplated trade agreements 
would in fact be treaties and should thus require approval of two-thirds of 
the Senate. 

After some 4 months of hearings and intensive debate, the Congress 
finally passed the Trade Agreements Act, and the President signed it on 
June 12, 1934. The authority to make trade agreements under the act 
was limited to 3 years, ending June 12, 1937. 

The Trade Agreements Act explicitly declared that the authority to 
make trade agreements was for the primary purpose of promoting United 
States exports. Accordingly, authority was provided to reduce duties 
on imports, contingent, however, upon other countries making reciprocal 
reductions in their trade barriers. This authority to reduce duties was 
limited to 50 percent of the "existing" rates. It was provided that every 
agreement concluded under the act should be subject to termination at 
the end of not more than 3 years after coming into effect. The act 
provided further that all tariff concessions made in a trade agreement 
with any country, except Cuba, should be extended to all other coun­
tries, except those which the President might find to be discriminating 
against United States trade or to be pursuing policies contrary to the pur­
poses of the act. The act thus incorporates the unconditional most-favored­
nation principle. This principle, though adopted by the United States in 
1923, acquired new practical significance under the Trade Agreements Act: 
for the first time it was linked with an active tariff-bargaining policy. 

The original Trade Agreements Act was due to expire on June 12, 1937, · 
but Congress extended it in its original form for two successive 3-year 
periods, first in 1937 and again in 1940. Later, the act was twice again 
extended: In 1943, with one minor amendment, for 2 years; and in 1945, 
with several consequential amendments, for 3 years. The most important 
of the amendments made in 1945 authorized the President to base tariff 
concessions, subject to a50-percent limit, on the ratesineffectonJanuaryl, 
1945. This amendment meant that duties which had been reduced by 
50 percent before January 1945 could again be reduced by as much as 50 
percent, thus bringing about a reduction of as much as 75 percent from 
the rates in effect under the Tariff Act of 1930 or tinder subsequent legis­
lation. 

The present authority of the President to negotiate agreements under 
the Trade Agreements Act will expire on June 12, 1948, unless the act is 
again renewed. 

Administrative Organization and Procedure 

Interdepartmental Committee on Trade Agreements 
The Trade Agreements Act of 1934 prescribes that, before concluding 

any trade agreement, the President "shall seek information and advice 
80518()-48--2 



TRADE AGREEMENTS PROGRAM TO APRIL 1948 

with respect thereto from the United States Tariff Commisi;;ion, the De­
partments of State, Agriculture, and Commerce and from such other 
sources as he may deem appropriate." The Committee on Trade Agree­
ments was established shortly after the passage of the Trade Agreements 
Act for the purpose of supplying such "information and advice." This 
Committee is responsible for recommending to the President specific 
trade agreements, for framing their detailed content, and for supervising 
and directing the whole trade agreements program. The present mem­
bership of that Committee consists of a Commissioner from the United 
States Tariff Commission and of persons designated for their respective 
agencies by the Secretaries of State, Treasury, War, Navy; Agriculture, 
Comme~ce, and Labor. 

A representati~efrom the Department of State has always served as chair­
man of the Committee on Trade Agreements. Decisions of that Com­
mittee are by a simple majority of the members present and voting. Un­
der Executive Order 9832, issued February 25, 1947, dissenting members 
are required to submit to the President a minority report setting forth 
the reasons for their dissent, specifying "the point beyond which they 
consider any reduction or concession involved cannot be made without 
injury to the domestic economy." 

Whenever a prospective trade agreement is taken under active con­
sideration by the Committee on Trade Agreements, it establishes a cou_ntry 
·committee. This committee also is interdepartmental; members. are 
designated by the Departments of State, Commerce, and Agriculture and 
by the Tariff Commission. The country committee for any given coun­
try analyzes the mass of information suppli~d by the various Government 
agencies, together with that supplied by private parties through the Com:. · · 
mittee for Reciprocity Information (which is described below); and, on 
the basis of the information gathered, it makes specific recommendations 
to the Committee on Trade Agreements as to the content of the proposed 
trade agreement. 

Committee for Reciprocity Information 

The President created the Committee for Reciprocity Information 
in conformity with the provision of the Trade Agreements Act which 
requires that "reasonable public notice of the intention to negotiate ..• 
shall be given in order that any interested person may have an opportunity 
to present his views to the President, or to such agency as the President 
may designate." This Committee also is interdepartmental, and the 
agencies represented upon it are generally the same as those on the 
Committee on Trade Agreements. 

The Committee for Reciprocity Information announces the da;tes for 
filing briefs regarding any proposed trade agreements and the dates on 
which public hearings will be held; it conducts the formal hearings; 
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it digests and classifies all the information contained in briefs and pre­
' sented orally; and it forwards to the appropriate committees all the 

information it collects. 

Procedure followed in negotiating agreements 

When preliminary exploration gives evidence of the desire and ability 
of the United States and some foreign country to negotiate a trade agree­
ment, the Committee on Trade Agreements establishes a country com­
mittee to study all factors pertinent to such negotiation and to make a 
recommendation regarding the .. desirability of instituting it. The country 
committee requests the United States Tariff Commission to supply 
information on imports from the country in question and requests the 
Department of Commerce to supply information on past exports to that 
country. 

The country committee's recommendation concerning the desirability 
of. seeking .an agreement with the country in question is submitted to 
the Committee on Trade Agreements. . If the Committee on Trade Agree- · 
ments concludes that a balanced agreement appears possible, it recom­
mends to the President that formal negotiations be undertaken. If the 
President concurs, a public announcement is made of this Government's 
intention to negotiate. Before 1937 the formal announcement of inten­
tion to negotiate was accompai:iied by a list of the principal items imported 
from the foreign country concerned. Since 193 7 that list has been re- . 
placed by a so-called "public" list, which names all import items on which 
the grant of .a concession will be considered. Items which do not appear 
on that list are not considered' for a concession. The list, prepared 
initially by .the ,country committee, is reviewed and. revised by the Com­
mittee on Trade Agreements. 

After the announcement of intention to negotiate, the Committee for 
Reciprocity ·Irifotmation holds· the required· public hearings. As soon as 
possible after the announcement of intention to negotiate, the United 
States Tariff Commission makes available to the Committee on Trade 
Agreements and the country committee concerned a digest of available 
information on each of the items in the list of articles on which the 
United States will consider making concessions. 

After the public hearings, the country committee prepares tentative 
schedules of the concessions to be requested and to be offered by the 
United States. In preparing these schedules, the committee draws on the 
information obtained at the public hearings and on the information sub­
mitted by various Government agencies. The Tariff Commission is 
primarily responsible for supplying information on possible concessions 
to be offered; the Department of Commerce, for information on the 
concessions. to be requested; the Department of Agriculture, for informa­
tion on agricultural commodities; the Department of State, for information 
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on the general provisions of the agreement; and other agencies, for infor­
mation which they are particularly qualified to give. The tentative 
lists of concessions, on both sides, prepared by the country committee, 
after being reviewed and revised by the Committee on Trade ~greements, 
are sent to the Secretary of State and the President for their approval. 
If the lists are approved, formal negotiations are begun. 

Primary responsibility for the conduct of negotiations on behalf of the 
United States rests with the Department of State, which usually has the 
assistance of a negotiating team on which there are representatives not 
only from the Department of State but also from the Tariff Commission 
and the Departments of Commerce and Agriculture. Negotiations have 
usually continued until agreement has been reached on terms acceptable 
to both sides, but some negotiations have broken down and have been 
formally terminated without consummation in agreements. The United 
States usually proclaims agreements promptly after they have been 
signed and makes the concessions which it has granted effective 30 days 
after the proclamation. 

Foreign Countries With Which Trade Agreements· Have Been 
Negotiated 

From the time the Trade Agreements Act of 1934 went into effect 
until the start of negotiations for the General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade in Geneva, Switzerland, in April 1947, the United States had con­
cluded separate trade agreements with 29 foreign countries. Agreements 
with 27 of those countries were still in effect when the negotiations at 
Geneva begaii. 

The United States invited 18 foreign countries to participate in the 
negotiation of a multilateral trade agreement at Geneva in 1947. All 
these countries, except the Soviet Union, accepted the invitation and 
subsequently participated in the Geneva trade conference. At the outset 
of the negotiation, the 18 participating countries-including the United 
States-were represented by 16 "negotiating units" (countries comprising 
customs unions, such as "Benelux"-Belgium, Luxembourg, and the 
Netherlands-negotiated as a unit), but several changes and additions 
were made in the composition of membership during the course of the 
negotiation. Nineteen negotiating units representing 23 separate coun­
tries participated in the final negotiation. 

Tariff negotiations at Geneva were conducted bilaterally on a product­
by-product basis. Each country negotiated as to its concession on each 
import commodity with its principal supplier of that commodity. The 
various bilateral understandings were combined to form the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, generally referred to as the Geneva 
agreement. The final act authenticating the text of that agreement was 
signed in Geneva on October 30, 1947. 
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The Geneva agreement does not enter into full force until instruments 
of acceptance have been deposited by governments that account for 85 
percent of the total external trade of the territories of all the signatory 
governments.1 Appended to ihe Geneva agreement, however, is a Pro­
tocol of Provisional Application of the General Agreement on Tariffs 
and Trade. This protocol was signed before the end of 1947 by nine 
countries-Australia, Belgium, Canada, Cuba, France, Luxembourg, the 
Netherlands, the United Kingdom, and the United States.2 They under­
took to apply provisionally, commencing January 1, 1948, two parts of 
the General Agreement (parts I and III), and "to the fullest extent not 
inconsistent with existing legislation," another part (part 'II) of the 
agreement.3 The protocol is to remain open until June 30, 1948, for sig­
nature of other countries which participated in the Geneva agreement and 
which desire to give provisional application, i. e., as afore-mentioned, to 
the agreement. Any country which applies the agreement provisionally 
under this protocol is free to suspend the application of it after giving 
60 days' notice to the Secretary-General of the United Nations. 

On December 16, 1947, the President of the United States proclaimed 
that the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade negotiated at Geneva 
would be placed in effect by the United States provisionally as of January 1, 
1948. The proclamation provided, however, that concessions of pri­
mary interest to countries which signed the Geneva agreement, but which 
had not yet undertaken to put their schedules of tariff concessions into 
effect on that date would be withheld. As each of such countries should 
later signify its intention to put its tariff concessions into effect, the con­
cessions temporarily withheld would be placed in effect by further Presi­
dential proclamation. Only nine countries (including the United States) 
put the Geneva agreement into effect provisionally on January 1, 1948,4 

but these countries account for about 80 percent of total world trade. 
On April 1, 1948, the United States was a party to trade agreements, 

negotiated under authority of the Trade Agreements Act, with 41 foreign 
countries. These countries may be classified in four groups as follows: 

1. Countries (7) with which pre-Geneva agreements have been super­
seded by the Geneva agreement 

Belgium 
Canada 

Cuba 
France 

Luxembourg 
Netherlands 

United Kingdom 

All these countries put the Geneva agreement into effect provisionally 
on January 1, 1948. 

I As of April l, 1948, no country had taken this action. 
: Czechoslovakia signed the protocol on March 21, 1948, putting ihe agreement into effect . provisionally on 

April 21, 1948; and, under a proclamation of the President of the United States, the United States concessions 
negotiated with Czechoslovakia became effective on April 21, 1948. 

a These three parts are described in a later section of this summary. 
' Czechoslovakia became the tenth country to put the agreement into effect provisionally (see footnote 2). 
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2. Countries (14) which are parties to the Geneva agreement and with 
which the United States had no previous agreement in force 
Australia Lebanon 
Burma New ~ealand 
Ceylon I Norway 
Chile Pakistan 
China Southern Rhodesia 
Czechoslovakia Syria 
India Union of South Africa 

Of the countries listed above, only Australia put the Geneva agreement 
into effect,provisionally on January 1, 1948. None of the othel(s have as 
yet (April 1; 1948) put it into effect.6 

3. Countries (1 only) which are parties to the Geneva agreement but 
with which a pre-Geneva agreement remains in force until they put the 
Geneva agreement into effect 

Brazil (Pre-Geneva agreement became effective on January 1, 1936) 

4. Countries (19) which were· not parties to the Geneva agreement with 
which the United States has trade agreements under the Trade Agreements 
Act of 1934 

Eftcliot dale of Ef!mioe tlatt of 
Country agrtmunl Counlr,v agrttmna 
Argentina _________________ Nov. 15, 1941 Iran _____________________ June 28, 1944 
Colombia _________________ May 20, 1936 Mexico ___________________ Jan. 30, 1943 
Costa Rica ________________ Aug. 2, 1937 ParaguaY----------------~ Apr. 9, 1947 
Ecuador __________________ Oct. 23, 1938 Peru _____________________ July 29, 1942 
El Salvador _______________ May 31, 1937 Sweden_ __________________ Aug. 5, 1935 
Finland __________________ Nov. 2, 1936 Switzerland _______________ Feb. 15, 1936 
Guatemala ________________ June 15, 1936 Turkey ___________________ May 5, 1939 
HaitL------------------- June 3, 1935 Uruguay __________________ Jan. 1, 1943 
Honduras _________________ Mar. 2, 1936 Venezuela ________________ Dec. 16, 1939 
Iceland _______________ 0 ___ Nov. 19, 1943 

Contents of Trade Agreements 

All trade agreements negotiated by the United States under.authority 
of the Trade Agreements Act consist of two main parts: A series of so­
called general provisions; and two o:r; more schedules that enumerate the 
articles on which specified concessions are granted respectively by the 
United States and by the foreign country or countries. · 

Genet'al provisions 

The general provisions serve various purposes: they deal with pro­
cedural matters such as the time when the agreement Is to become effec­
tive, describe the geographic areas covered, specify how and when the 

I Ceylo~ first became a signatory to a trade agreement with the United States when it signed the Geneva agree­
ment, but prior thereto its trade with the United States was governed by the United States trade &l!t'cement with 
the United Kingdom. 

o See footnote 2. 
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agreement may be terminated, and provide for various other matters 
relevant to the agreement as a whole. They also provide that the con­
cessions set forth in the accompanying schedules shall be an integral 
part of the agreement. 

Most of the general provisions are designed to prevent impairment of 
tariff concessions by devices such as discriminations in tariff, customs, and 
tax matters or the establishment of quotas and exchange controls. Ac­
cordingly, various provisions are included which either define the limits 
within which specified discriminatory or restrictive measures may be 
employed, or prohibit their use altogether. Other general provisions are 
designed to prevent or limit injury to domestic producers which may 
result from the concessions granted. 

Certain general provisions appear in virtually the same form in all 
trade agreements. The form and scope of other general provisions, how­
ever, vary from agreement to agreement. These variations are attri­
butable to three main factors: (1) As the United States became more 
experienced in negotiating trade agreements, it became better able to 
determine the most appropriate provisions to include in them; (2) condi­
tions governing the trade with some countries require "safeguards" 7 and 
exceptions which either are not necessary or are not applicable to the 
trade with others; and (3) various changes which occurred in international 
economic relations during the life of the trade agreements program called 
for changes in the general provisions. 

The general provisions of the Geneva agreement are much more ex­
tensive than the corresponding provisions which appear in any pre­
Geneva trade agreement. This circumstance is due partly to the greater 
complexity of the aggregate factors affecting the economies of a large 
number of countries compared with those affecting the economies of only 
the United States and some single other country, and partly to changes 
in trade relations and practices which grew out of the war and postwar 
economic situation. 

The General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade signed at Geneva con­
sists of three main parts comprising 34 separate articles. Part I incor­
porates the most-favored-nation clause in its unconditional and unlimited 
form (art. I), subject to specified exceptions. It also gives legal effect to 
the tariff concessions provided for in the schedules of the agreement (art. 
II). Basically these provisions are much the same as those found in 
most pre-Geneva agreements. The Geneva agreement, however, pro­
hibits increases even of permissible preferences on all articles, whereas 
the pre-Geneva agreements forbid increases only when they are in viola­
tion of specific commitments in the schedules. In addition, the Geneva 

7 Safeguards are sometimes employed to assure that United States producers will not be seriously injured as 
-a result of developments which were not anticipated when the agreement was made, and sometimes to assure 
~hat United States export interests will benefit from a concession that has been granted. 
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agreement prohibits all preferential export taxes, whereas the pre-Geneva 
agreements do not. Article II of the Geneva agreement provides, in 
effect, that no country shall alter its method of converting currencies so 
as to impair the value of concessions which it has granted. The article 
also includes provisions pertinent to tariff commitments contained in 
parts II and III of the agreement, viz, the exception regarding economic 
development (art. XVIII), the general escape clause (art. XIX), and the 
provision for modification of schedules without complete renegotiation 

, (art. XXVIII). 
Part II of the Geneva agreement (arts. III-XXIII) contains, among 

other matters, provisions prohibiting (except under specified circum­
stances) quotas, protective internal taxes, restrictive customs and admin­
istrative formalities, and other nontariff trade barriers. It contains also 
provisions permitting, under specified circumstances and procedures, 
modification of the tariff concessions contained in the tariff schedules or 
escape from those concessions. This part of the agreement went pro­
visionally into effect, so far as the United States is concerned, on Janu­
ary 1, 1948, but only to the extent 'not inconsistent with existing legis­
lation." 

Many articles in part II of the Geneva agreement are similar to those 
found in pre-Geneva agreements; others are substantially different or 
are wholly new. The ultimate carrying out of some of them will require 
changes in existing United States laws. The most important provisions 
of part II are. as follows: 

All signatories pledge themselves to extend "national treatment" to 
imported products (art. III). This pledge means that they shall not 
apply any higher internal taxes to imported than to ''like" domestic 
articles, and shall not use "mixing" regulations in such a manner as to 
discriminate against imports. These provisions have somewhat broader 
application than the similar provisions of pre-Geneva agreements and, 
in general, more sharply restrict the use of internal protective taxes and 
regulations. 

The use of antidumping and countervailing duties (art. VI) is restricted 
in the Geneva agreement. That agreement permits the assessment of 
antidumping and countervailing duties only after a finding of injury to 
domestic industries. Present United States law does not impose this 
requirement with respect to countervailing duties. 

The provisions relating to valuation for customs purposes (art. VII) 
establish principles, the effectuation of some of which would require im­
portant changes in United States law. This article has no counterpart 
in pre-Geneva agreements. 

The Geneva agreement contains a general prohibition (subject, how­
ever, to exceptions as indicated below) of quantitative restrictions (quotas) 
on imports and exports (art. XI), whereas the pre-Geneva agreements 
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limit the prohibition to articles covered by the schedules of concessions. 
On the other hand, the Geneva agreement provides broader exceptions 
to the quota prohibition, exceptions which apply to scheduled as well as 
nonscheduled articles. In particular, a much broader application of 
quotas for balance-of-payments reasons (art. XII) is permitted in view of 
the exchange situation which has existed in many countries since the war. 
Whether a country's balance-of-payments position warrants the applica­
tion of quotas is to be determined by the International Monetary Fund. 
The trade agreements negotiated before 1938 made no specific reference 
to exceptions for balance-of-payments reasons; in 1938 two agreements 
were made permitting such exceptions, but on a narrower basis than the 
Geneva agreement provides. 

The provisions of the Geneva agreement which forbid discriminatory 
administration of quantitative restrictions (art. XIII) are similar to those 
contained in pre-Geneva agreements. However, the Geneva agreement, 
unlike the earlier agreements, permits broad exceptions (art. XIV) for 
balance-of-payments reasons. 

The Geneva agreement provides that state-trading enterprises (art. 
XVII), in effect, shall be governed in their purchases and sales affecting 
imports and exports by the same commercial considerations as private 
traders. Most pre-Geneva agreements contain provisions regarding fair 
and equitable treatment by government monopolies engaged in import 
trade, but they contain no provision dealing specifically with government 
monopolies engaged in export trade. 

The Geneva agreement contains a provision which permits under­
developed countries (art. XVIII), under certain conditions and subject 
to the approval of the contracting parties by majority vote, tci employ 
restrictive trade measures (such as quotas) which are generally forbidden 
in the agreement. Pre-Geneva agreements contain no counterpart of 
this article. 

The general "escape clause" in the Geneva agreement (art. XIX) 
permits unilateral modification or withdrawal of a trade-agreement con­
cession which contributes to such an expansion of imports as to cause or 
threaten serious injury to the producers of the country. which granted the 
concession. Except in critical circumstances, this action must be taken 
only after consultation with the adversely affected parties; otherwise con­
sultation must take place promptly thereafter. Such parties, in turn, 
have the privilege of withdrawing equivalent concessions from the 
country which initiates the action. These escape provisions are similar 
to those contained in the trade agreements of the United States with 
Mexico and Paraguay, but not similar to those in any oth_er pre-Geneva 
agreement. The Geneva escape clause is also in accord with the require­
ments of Executive Order 9832. 

805180-48-3 
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The Geneva agreement recognizes that benefits which are intended to 
accrue to signatories may be subject to nullification or impairment as a 
result of failure of some contracting party to carry out its obligations 
under the agreement. Under such circumstances the agreement provides 
(art. XXIII) for the suspension of obligations or concessions to the 
offending party by some or all other parties to the agreement, provided 
this action is authorized by a majority of the contracting parties acting 
as a group. By this authorization a party could be relieved of its obliga­
tions to another party without the latter's concurrence. Under the pre­
Geneva agreements, all of which are bilateral, a party may be relieved of 
its obligations to the other party only with the latter's consent. 

The provisions in part III of the Geneva agreement (arts. XXIV­
XXXIV), which deal with procedural and other matters, differ consider­
ably from corresponding provisions in pre-Geneva agreements. Many 
of these 'differences are attributable to the Geneva agreement being 
multilateral. whereas all the others are bilateral. 

The Geneva agreement permits contracting parties to enter into a 
customs union and, in anticipation thereof, to adopt an interim agreement 
under which they may engage in preferential trade relations with each 
other (art. XXIV).8 Any duties or other regulations established under 
these provisions may not be on the whole higher or more restrictive of 
imports from third countries than those which were applicable prior 
thereto. The pre-Geneva agreements permit certain exceptions to the 
general prohibition of preferential trade when frontier traffic and customs 
unions are involved. They do not, however, specifically permit interim 
agreements leading to the formation of customs unions. 

Because of the multilateral character of the Geneva agreement, pro­
vision is made for joint action of the contracting parties (art. XXV). 
Each contracting party is entitled to one vote at all meetings; and decisions 
are to be by majority vote except as otherwise provided. The contracting 
parties, by a two-thirds majority vote representing more than one-half 
of the contracting parties, may waive any obligation imposed upon any 
party to the agreement. 

The Geneva agreement makes provision for the modification of sched­
ules, by negotiation between the interested parties, after January 1, 1951, 
without requiring joint action by the contracting parties (art. XXVIII). 
No pre-Geneva agreement contains specific provision for its partial 
renegotiation .. 

Virtually all countries which are parties to the Geneva agreement also 
participated in drafting a charter for the proposed International Trade 
Organizati6n; and most of the general provisions contained in the Geneva 

I At the meeting in Habana, Cuba, concluded on Man:h 24, 1948, the contracting parties adopted an amend­
ment to this article which would authorize also free· trade areas and preferential interim· agreements looking to 
the creation of such areas. 
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agreement closely resemble the corresponding provisions recommended 
for inclusion in the proposed charter (Geneva draft) for an International 
Trade Organization. The Geneva trade agreement accordingly provides 
(art. XXIX) that, on the day the charter enters into force, article I 
(most-favored-nation provision) and all of part II (general commercial 
policy) of the agreement shall be suspended and superseded by the corre­
sponding provisions of the charter for the proposed International Trade 
Organization. Any party to the Geneva trade agreement, however, may 
lodge an objection to such supersession within 60 days after the conclusion 
of the United Nations Conference on Trade and Employment, which was 
held in Habana, Cuba, from November 21, 1947, to March 24, 1948. 

The Geneva agreement may be amended as follows (art. XXX): 
Changes in part I, which relates to most-favored-nation provisions and 
the tariff schedules, and in the article discussed in the preceding paragraph 
(art. XXIX) require acceptance by all contracting parties. Amendments 
to other provisions of the agreement shall become effective, except as 
oth~rwise specifically provided, for those parties which accept them 
as soon as two-thirds of the contracting parties shall approve them. 

Any contracting party is free to withdraw (art. XXXI) from the 
Geneva agreement at any time beginning January 1, 1951, upon giving 6 
months' written notice to the Secretary-General of the United Nations. 
The pre-Geneva agreements provide for corresponding advance notice for 
their termination. 
Schedules of concessions 

In virtually all pre-Geneva agreements schedule I lists the items on 
which the foreign government grants concessions to the United States in 
the form of reductions or bindings of rates of tariff duty and bindings of 
free entry. The concession rates are generally described as the maximum 
rates applicable to United States products, thus allowing for subsequent 
negotiation for still lower rates or for the application of lower rates 
provided for in some earlier, or subsequent, agreement with a third 
country. Some of the trade-agreement concessions by foreign countries 
to the United States in pre-Geneva agreements also take the form of 
liberalized or stabilized quotas applicable to imports of United States 
products; items subject to such quota concessions may he listed as a part 
of schedule I or they may comprise a separate schedule. 

In almost all pre-Geneva agreements, schedule II is the list of items 
on which the United States grants permanent concessions (as distin­
guished from temporary concessions) 9 in the form of bindings of or 
reductions in rates of duty. Such concessions are applicable automati­
cally to imports not only from the agreement country but from all other 
countries to which the United States generalizes concessions. 

1 In the agreemenu with Argentina and Mexico, the United States granted some tariff concessions which 
wore to remain in force only for emergency periods. 
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The Geneva agreement contains 20 separate schedules of tariff conces­
sions, one for each country or group of countries which participated in 
the negotiation of that agreement. The United States schedule is No. 
XX. Twelve of the 20 schedules are divided into two parts: Part I of 
each of these schedules lists the most-favored-nation rates on which com­
mitments have been made; and part II lists the preferential rates which 
have been changed by commitments made in the agreement. The remain­
ing 8 schedules provide for most-favored-nation treatment for all the 
products listed.· 

Although the most-favored-nation concessions granted by the United 
States (part I of schedule XX) generally apply to imports from all coun­
tries,10 not all such countries benefit from all United States concessions 
because some of them do not supply the United States with certain 
products to which the concessions relate. Similarly, the United States 
does not benefit directly from some of the scheduled concessions granted 
by other parties to the Geneva agreement. Most concessions granted 
by a few other countries and many concessions granted by the remaining 
countries are of little direct benefit to the United States because this 
country does not export the products to which the concessions relate. 
They may, however, be of indirect benefit to the United States because 
of their direct benefit to other countries. 

Bilateral A~eements Supplementary to the General Agreement 
On Tariffs and Trade 

On the same day that the Geneva negotiations were consummated 
(October 30, 1947), the United States entered into supplementary bilateral 
agreements with the Belgo-Luxembourg Economic Union, Canada, Cuba, 
France, the Netherlands, and the United Kingdom. These supplemen­
tary agreements provide for the suspension of the trade agreements then 
in force between the United States and those countries. Those earlier 
trade agreements are to remain inoperative as long as the United States 
and the other country concerned are both contracting parties to the 
Geneva agreement. If, however, the United States or any of.the parties 
with which it negotiated these supplementary agreements should cease to 
be contracting parties to the Geneva agreement, one or more of the earlier 
trade agreements would be revived. 

10 The United States maintains preferential trade relations with Cuba and the Philippines, and it docs not 
c:rtcnd to other CE>Untrios tho rates applied to Cuban and to Philippine products. 



Trade-Agreement Concessions Granted 
by the United States 

Part III of the report, summarized in this section, deals with conces­
sions granted by the United States in trade agreements. Its purpose is 
to show the effects of the concessions upon the United States tariff, not 
their effects on either the import or the export trade or on the domestic 
economy. It indicates what proportion of the dutiable imports has been 
covered by duty-reduction concessions or by bindings of preexisting rates, 
and the extent to which average rates of duty have been reduced by the 
trade agreements as such. Furthermore, it shows what proportion of the 
duty-free-imports has been bound in that status by trade agreements. 

In addition to the effect of the trade agreements-in reducing the United 
States tariff, the great advance in prices during recent years has materi­
ally lowered the ad valorem equivalent of the specific duties, which con­
stitute a large part of the tariff. In subsequent paragraphs the combined 
effect of these two causes on average duty levels is shown. 

The data shown below regarding average rates of duty do not neces­
sarily indicate the changes in tariff levels in terms of the extent to which 
the duties actually restrict imports, since it is not possible by the method 
used-or any other method-to determine what quantities of goods are 
excluded from entry at a given level of rates. 

In 1939 the dutiable imports of the United States amounted to 879 
million dollars. By the various · trade agreements, including those 
entered into both before and after 1939, the duties on articles of which 
the imports in that year amounted to 719 million dollars, or 81.8 percent 
of the total, have been reduced. In addition, duties on articles of which 
the imports were 56 million dollars, or 6.4 percent of the total, have been 
bound at the rates in effect before any trade agreements were made. The 
average rate of duty on all dutiable imports before any agreement was 
made (weighted by the value of imports in 1939) 1 was 48.2 percent ad 
valorem. As a result of all the agreements combined, this average 
(similarly weighted) is 25 .4 percent, the reduction being 47 percent. These 
averages relate to the rates on dutiable articles, both those subject and 
those not subject to trade-agreement commitments. 

In 1939 duty-free imports were valued at 1,301 million dollars. Of this 
total 1,184 million dollars, or 91 percent, consisted of articles the duty-

1 In order to make any general average of the rates of duty,_it is necessary to calculate the ad valorem equiva­
lents of specific and compound rates of duty. These ad valorem equivalents have been computed on the basis 
of average unit values of imports in 1939. 

15 
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free entry of which has been bound in trade agreements. Neither of 
these totals includes free imports from the Philippine Islands of products 
that would be dutiable if imported from other countries, or products of 
the United States returned; these items could not appropriately be the 
subject of negotiation in trade agreements. 

/'Throughout part III, and throughout this summary of it, the statements 
/ regarding the scope of concessions and the extent to which duties have 

been reduced by trade agreements are all calculated on the basis of the 
import statistics of 1939. The reasons why it is necessary to use either 
some single year or the average for a group of years for these purposes are 

-\" set forth in chapter 1 of part III of this report. The most important ..,. 
~ i- reason for using a single year in calculating the effect which the trade 
\\""' agreements, in themselves, have had on average rates is that the great 

''·.,, __ ~rease in prices between the prewar and the postwar years has tendP.d 
shafP!y-to-r~ce the average ad valorem equivalent of specific and com-

"' pound duties:.J(See subsequent section on combined effect of concessions 
ana price changes on tariff levels.) The composition and the sources of 
United States imports were more nearly normal in 1939 than in either-
1946 or 1947, to say nothing of the war years.2 

The trade agreements now in· effect are (1) the multilateral Geneva 
agreement, which entered into force provisionally on January 1, 1948, and 
(2) agreements (all made before the Geneva negotiations) with various 
countries that did not participate in those negotiations. The Geneva 
agreement superseded previous agreements with a number of countries, 
including some of the most important in United States trade. A number 
of countries with which the United States had no previous trade agree­
m~t also participated in the Geneva negotiations. Hereinafter distinc­
tion is made between the effects of the agreements which were in force in 
1947 and the changes brought about by the Geneva agreement.3 

CONCESSIONS ON DUTIABLE ARTICLES 

Concessions Under All Trade Agreements 
Scope of all concessions 

Table 1 summarizes the concessions made by the United States on 
dutiable articles in all trade agreements. It distinguishes between the 

2 In an appendix to part III of the full report, data are given as to the proportion of the dutiable imports in 
1946 which consisted of articles covered by concessions in effect in 1948. 

I In all the statistics regarding concessions made by the United States all the concessions made by this country 
at Geneva are treated as if they were actually in effect. As a matter of fact, as stated in a previous section of this 
summary, the President has withheld the concessions on a considerable number of commodities for the reason 
that the councnes with which negotiations were conducted concerning them have not yet put into force the con­
cessions to which they agreed. As measured by volume of trade, however, most of the Geneva concessions arc 
already in effect. 
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duty-reduction concessions contained in the Geneva agreement and those 
contained in agreements with countries not participating at Geneva. 

Duty-reduction concessions by all agreements combined relate to 
articles which constituted 81.8 percent of total dutiable imports in 1939. 
Articles subject to duties :fixed in the Geneva agreement at rates lower 
than those in effect before any agreement was made accounted for 64.6 
percent of the dutiable imports in 1939, and articles subject to duties 
reduced in agreements with countries not participating at Geneva ac­
counted for 17.2 percent. Commodities on which the duties had been 
reduced before the Geneva agreement and were further reduced at 
Geneva constituted over a third (35.7 percent) of the total dutiable 
imports in 1939. In addition, on articles constituting 6.4 percent of the 
dutiable imports of 1939, duties have been bound at the level existing 
before any trade agreement was made. 

TABLE 1.-Trade agreements in effect or proflided for on ]an. 1, 1948: Amount of trade 
cof!ered by United States concessions based on imports in 1939; af!erage rates of duty (weighted 
by the flalue of imports in 1939) before any agreement and as of Jan. 1, 1948; and af!erage 
reduction in rates 

United States Average rates of imports for con-
sumption, 1939 duty 

Average 
Claaa of imports reduc ... 

Percent Before tion in· 
As of rates 

Value of total any Jan. 1, dutiable agree- 1948 imports mcnt 

------------
Million 
dollars P<rcem Perceni Percelft 

Dutiable import•, total or average ••• ---------------------- 879 100.0 48.2 25.4 47 
------------= 

Duty reduced, total or average •• ---------------------- 719 81. 8 52. 8 24.9 53 ---------------
(1) Reduced before Geneva; reduced rate bound at 

Geneva .................................... -- .... -- ............ -- ........... - - - .. 97 11.0 39. 3 20. 7 47 
(2) Reduced before Geneva; further reduced at Geneva. ________________ ._. __ • ___ • ____ ._._ 314 35. 7 65. 7 22.6 66 
13) Reduced at Geneva for the first time •• ~-------- 157 17.9 36. 8 24. 8 32 
4) Reduced in agreement with country not par-

151 17.2 51.3 32.6 36 ticipating in Geneva. agreement .............................. 

Duty bound at preagreement rate.---------------·----- 56 6.4 14.1 14.1 --------
Not in any agreement ................................................................. 104 11. 8 34.9 34.9 -----------------

Total imports, dutiable and fre•--------------------------- 2,276 ................. 18.6 9.8 47 

SOURCE! Compiled and computed from official statistics of the U. S. Department of Commerce. 

Efjects of all concessions on average rates of duty 
Table 1 also shows that, before any trade agreement was made, the 

average rate of duty on all dutiable articles (weighted by the value of 
imports in 1939) was 48.2 percent ad valorem. At present, as the result 
of all the trade agreements, this average (similarly weighted) is 25.4 
percent ad valorem, representing a reduction of 47 percent. These 
averages include articles on which duties have not been reduced either 
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because there has been no concession or because they have been bound at 
preagreement rates. For articles on which duties have actually been 
reduced by trade agreements, the average reduction from the preagree­
ment rates is 53 percent. 

For the group of commodities on which rates previously reduced were 
further reduced at Geneva, the present rates are, on the average, 66 per­
cent below those in effect before any trade agreement was made under 
the act of 1934. Under the original Trade Agreements Act no duty 
could be reduced by more than 50 percent of the existing rate. Under 
the amendment of 1945 any duty could be reduced by as much as 50 
percent below the rate in effect January 1, 1945. If, therefore, a duty 
had been reduced to the maximum extent before 1945 and was after­
ward further reduced to the maximum extent, the total reduction would 
be 75 percent. For a considerable number of commodities, including 
some of major importance, reductions of 75 percent from the original 
rates have actually been made. 

Table 1 shows that on dutiable commodities not covered by any trade 
agreement the average rate · (34.9 percent ad valorem, weighted by the 
value of imports in 1939) is materially lower than the average of the rates 
originally in effect on articles covered by trade-agreement reductions, but 
materially higher than the average of the present rates on those articles. 

Before any trade agreement was made, the duties on dutiable articles 
(measured by imports in 1939) were equal to 18.6 percent of the total 
value of imports, free and dutiable combined. This average has been 
reduced tQ 9.8 percent as a result of the trade agreements. 

/ Coridlinetl e.J!N;t 7JJ coneeSBiDA~n-tarijffevels 
The percentage of reduction in the average rate of duty on dutiable 

commodities above specified (47 percent) represents the result of trade­
agreement concessions only, both the preagreement and the postagree­
ment rates being weighted by impor~s in 1939. Prices of imported goods 
have risen greatly during the last two decades, and this fact alone would 
have caused a marked reduction in the average rate of duties actually 
collected in recent years compared with earlier years because of the effects 
of higher prices on the ad valorem equivalents of the specific and com­
pound duties. (Imports subject to such duties together account for 
about two-thirds of total dutiable imports.) The higher the foreign unit 
value, the lower is the ad valorem equivalent. 

Below are shown the average rates of duties actually collected on duti­
able imports in certain periods and individual years, together with a 
calculation of the average rate in 1947 if the rates fi.x:ed by the Geneva 
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agreement (effective January 1, 1948) had then been in effect and if the 
composition of the trade had been unchanged: 

Average rates of duty on-

Period or year Free and duti-Dutiable able imports imports combined 

Percent Percmi 
1913-22, Underwood law __ --------------------------------------------- 27.0 9.1 
1922-30, Fordney-McCumber law •• _------------------------------------ 38. 5 14.0 
1930-33, Hav.·ley-Smoot law (to adoption of Trade Agreements Act) _________ 52. 8 17. 7 
1939 (representative prewar year, after the Trade Agreements Act) __________ 37. 3 14.4 1947 (most recent year; preliminary) _____________________________________ 19.4 7.6 

1947 (calc11lated on basis of reductions made by Geneva agreement) _________ 15. 3 6.0 

The difference between the average rate under the Fordney-McCumber 
Law (38.5 percent) and the average for the first 4 years under the Hawley­
Smoot Law (52.8 percent) is not due wholly to highc::r duties under the 
act of 1930. Much of the increase resulted from lower foreign prices of 
imported commodities. In 1932 and 1933 these prices reached the lowest 
level for any year covered by the index of the Department of Commerce, 
with consequent marked advance in the ad valorem equivalents of most 
of the specific and compound duti~s. Had the price levels of imported 
goods during 1930-33 been substantially the same as during 1925-29, the 
duties collected on dutiable imports would have averaged in the neighbor­
hood of 45 percent ad valorem instead of 52.8 percent. 

The foregoing tabulation shows that the average rate of the duties on 
imports in 1947 would have been about 15.3 percent if the reduced rates 
under the Geneva agreement had been in effect, provided, of course, that 
the reduction in rates would not have caused such changes in prices and 
in the relative importance of different articles imported as to materially 
alter the average. This average of 15.3 percent was about 29 percent of 
the average for 1930-33. If, however, the prices of imported goods in 
the earlier period had been more nearly normal (compared with those 
before 1930), this figure for 1947 would have been approximately 35 per­
cent of the average for 1930-33. 

Two major factors have been chiefly (if not wholly) responsible for 
this reduction in the average rate of duty-the trade-agreement conces­
sions and the advance in prices of articles subject to specific or compound 
duties. (Changes in the composition of imports may have affected the 
averages to some extent, but the direction of the effect is not known.) 
It is impossible to determine exactly the relative importance of these 
two main factors, but it seems probable that they have been not far from 
equal in their effects. Changes in duties made by trade agreements alone 
would have reduced the average to roughly 53 percent of the preagree­
ment average. On this basis it may be calculated that, in the absence 

805180-48---4 
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of trade-agreement duty reductions, the other causal factors taken to­
gether (principally if not wholly the advance in prices) would have 
brought down the average to about 55 percent of the former average. 
These two percentages, multiplied together, result in a level for 1947 
equal to about 29 percent of the 1930-33 average. 

Prices of imported goods advanced greatly between 1930-33 and 1947. 
There is no way of determining how much the prices of those goods sub­
ject to specific and compound duties have advanced, but the ratio has 
probably not been very different from that for all imported commodities, 
dutiable and free. The Department of Commerce calculates an index 
of the changes in foreign unit values of imported goods. On the basis 
of 1923-25 as 100, this index for the years 1930-33 averaged 53 (in 1932 
and 1933 it was only 43). For 1947 the index stood at 118, an advance 
of about 125 percent. This increase would have been materially less if 
the prices of 1930-33 had been on the level of the prices of the latter 
half of the 1920's .• 

If no further important changes are made meantime in the rates of 
duty on individual commodities, the average rate of duty which will 
actually be collected on dutiable imports in 1948 and the years immedi­
ately following will depend primarily on price changes of imported goods 
in their effect on specific and compound duties. Possible changes in the 
composition of imports, in which the changes in duti~s made by the 
Geneva agreement may have an influence, will be a further, though 
relatively minor, factor in determining the average rates. If, for ex.:: 
ample, the average prices of imports subject to specific and compound 
duties should be approximately the same in 1948 as in 1947, the average 
rate of duty actually collected, would probably be within the range of 
14 to 16 percent. If prices should decline, the· average would be higher; 
if they should advance further, the average would be lower. It is im­
possible to forecast, even roughly, the prices of imported goods a few 

\ 
years hence. 
Classification of imports according to height of duty before and ofter 

agreements 
Table 2 classifies the imports in 1939 of articles on which United States 

duties have been reduced by trade agreements, according to the rates in 
effect before and after the agreements. The proportions falling in the 
several rate groups would not be materially different if these proportions 
related to total dutiable imports including those on which the rates have 
not been lowered. On the basis of the duties in force before any agree­
ment was made, 8.8 percent of the imports covered by the table would 
have entered at rates of 10 percent or less, whereas the corresponding 
proportion on the basis of present rates would have been 27.3 percent. 
At the other extreme, preagreement duties exceeding 70 percent would 
have accounted for a little over one-third of total imports in 1939 (33.8 
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percent), whereas the corresponding proportion under present agreement 
rates would have been less, than 1 percent. 

TABLE 2.-lmports in 1939 of articles on which rates of duty harie been reduced by trade agree­
ments, classified according to rates of duty in effect before any trade agreement and as of 
fan. 1,1948 

Percent of total 

Rate of duty (percent ad valorem) l 

Before any Aa of Jan. 1, 1948 
agreement 

10.0 or le••------------------------------------------------------- 8. 8 27. 3 10.1-20.0_________________________________________________________ 15. 7 18. 4 20.1-30.0_________________________________________________________ 9.1 27. 6 30.1-40.o_________________________________________________________ 13. o 11. 7 40.1-50.0____________________________________________________ _____ 6. 1 3. 6 
50.1-60.0_ -------------------------------------------------------- 9. 0 3. 4 60.1-10.0_________________________________________________________ 4. 5 7. 6 10.1-Bo.o_________________________________________________________ 11. 9 • 2 

80.1-90.0--------------------------------------------------------- 4. 3 .1 
90.1 or more------------------------------------------------------ 11. 6 .1 

1~~~~~-1-~~~~~ 

Tota'-------------------------------------------------.,i--- 100. 0 100. 0 

l Including specific and compound rates expressed in terms o{ their ad valorem equivalent& based on average 
unit values of imports in 1939. · 

Classification of duty reductions according to their magnitude 

Table 3 classifies the reductions made in United States duties by trade 
agreements according to the percentage by which the preagreement 
rates have been reduced (the calculation being based on 1939 import 
data). It will be seen that the most widespread reductions from the 
preagreement rates have been those ranging from 46 to 55 percent. The 
next largest group consists of articles on which rates were lowered by 
from 66 to 75 percent. 

TABLE 3.-Classification of reductions in duties by trade agreements according to specified 
percentages of reduction 

Percent of Percent of 
Percent of reduction in rates total reduc- Percent of reduction in rates total reduc-

tions tions 

6-15_______________________________ 4. 1 56-65------------------------------ 8. 0 16-25------------------------------ 9. 6 66-75______________________________ 29. 0 

26-35------------------------------ 4. 8 36-45------------------------------ 5. 9 Total------------------------ 100. 0 
46-55------------------------------ 38. 6 

Quotas 

Several of the concessions made by the United States involving reduc­
tions in duty, as well as one of the bindings of free entry, are now, or were 
formerly, limited by tariff quotas, the reduced rate (or the free entry) 
being limited to a specified quantity and additional imports being subject 
to a higher rate.4 The purpose of these quota restrictions has been to 

' On a very few articles trade agreements formerly fixed absolute quota limitations on imports, none being 
permitted to oncer in excess of the quotas, but these have all been canceled by later agreements, 
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limit any injury to domestic producers which might result from the con­
cession and to lessen the opposition of producers to it. 

Some of these tariff quota provisions (including the only one relating 
to a duty-free article, namely shingles) have been terminated by subse­
quent agreements. At present, tariff quotas are in effect, or provided for 
by existing agreements, on the following commodities: Cattle (except 
dairy cows), milk, cream, butter, fillets of cod and related species, walnuts, 
potatoes, and wool fabrics. Imports of these commodities in 1939 were 
valued at 31.5 million dollars, or 4.4 percent of the total value of all 
commodities subject to duties reduced by trade agreements. 

In recent agreements the duties on imports in excess of quota limits 
have been bound at the preagreement rates. (This binding as to fish 
fillets was first introduced in the Geneva trade agreement.) There have 
been wide differences among the commodities as to the extent of imports in 
excess of the quotas. For some items there have never been over-quota 
entries. In recent years imports of fish fillets in excess of the quota have 
been consistently large, the specific rate on over-quota imports having 
little restrictive effect in view of the high prices prevailing. 

Concessions Under Pre-Geneva Agreements 

From the beginning of the trade agreements program in 1934 down 
through 1947, agreements were made with 27 countries.6 Imports from 
these countries (including certain dependencies) in 1939 constituted 69 per­
cent of total imports, free and dutiable, from all countries, and 68 percent 
of totai dutiable imports. Much the greater part (measured by value of 
imports in 1939) of the trade in dutiable articles now subject to concessions 
was already subject to concessions in pre-Geneva agreements, and the 
greater part of the reduction in duties resulting from all trade agreements 
was brought about by these pre-Geneva agreements, althol,.lgh the Geneva 
agreement added considerably to the scope of the concessions and still 
more to the extent of reduction in duties. 

The pre-Geneva agreements, some of which were superseded by the 
Geneva agreement whereas others remain in effect, reduced the duties on 
articles which constituted 63.9 percent of the total dutiable imports in 
1939. The pre-Geneva agreements also bound the preexisting rates of 
duty on articles which constituted 4.7 percent of total dutiable imports in 
1939. About 31 percent of the, dutiable imports, however, remained out­
side the scope of any trade agreement prior to January 1, 1948. Before 
any agreement was made, the average rate of duty on all dutiable imports 
(calculated on the basis of 1939 statistics) was 48.2 percent, whereas after 
these agreements (but before the Geneva agreement) the average was 32.2 
percent, a reduction of one-third. These averages include articles on 

s Not counting Czechoslovakia and Nicaragua, the agreements with which were suspended, but counting 
Belgium and Luxembourg as two countries though covered by a single agreement. 
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which there had been no change in duty. For articles on which duties 
were reduced by the pre-Geneva agreements, the average reduction was 44 
percent (the maximum permissible reduction on any article then being 
50 percent). 

Concessions Under the Geneva Agreement 

In the Geneva agreement the United States made concessions to 22 
countries. With less than half of these countries-which, however, 
accounted for much more than half of the total import trade with all 22 
countries-agreements had previously been in effect, these being super­
seded by the Geneva agreement. 

As to dutiable commodities, the Geneva agreement provided for (1) bind­
ing of duties which had been previously reduced by trade agreements, 
(2) further reduction of duties previously reduced, (3) reduction of rates 
not previously reduced by any agreement (some of these had previously 
been bound at the statutory rates), and (4) binding of duties at the rates 
in effe~t before any trade agreement was made (a minor group). These 
four classes of concessions together covered articles the imports of which 
constituted 70.4 percent of the total dutiable imports into the United 
States in 1939. Articles on which duties were reduced at Geneva for the 
first time accounted for 17.9 percent; articles on which previously reduced 
rates were further reduced, for 35. 7 percent; and the other two classes of 
concessions, for 16.8 percent. 

The average rate of duty on all dutiable imports (weighted by the 
value of imports in 1939) in effect in 1947 before the Ge!leva agreement 
was 32.2 percent. After that agreement the average was 25.4 percent, a 
reduction of 21 percent having been effected at Geneva. These percent­
ages cover all dutiable imports, including those on which no reduction in 
duty was made by the Geneva agreement. On the articles on which 
duties were reduced in that agreement, the average rate of duty immedi­
ately before the agreement was 36.1 percent ad valorem and after it 23.3 
percent ad valorem, a reduction of 35 percent; the maximum permissible 
reduction on any article was 50 percent. 

Concessions by Tariff Schedules and Economic Classes 

Duty-reduction concessions made by the United States in trade agree­
ments have been widely distributed among the tariff schedules. For 
several schedules they cover articles which constituted over 90 percent 
of the total dutiable imports in 1939. The lowest proportion, 57.7 per­
cent, is for schedule 9 (cotton manufactures), a fact attributable in part 
to the importance of Japan, with which no trade agreement has been made, 
as a supplier of imports of cotton goods. Bindings of preagreement tariff 
rates are of much importance in the sundries schedule, where the principal 
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item bound is cut diamonds (rate of duty, 10 percent). In most of the 
schedules bindings have been of minor importance. 

The proportion of the total dutiable imports of 1939 consisting of articles 
on which duties have been reduced by the trade agreements was some­
what higher for agricultural products, 83.6 percent, than for nonagricul­
tural, 80.5 percent. However, the proportion of the imports subject to 
duties bound at ~he preagreement rates was much higher for the nonagri­
cultural than for the agricultural products, the former class including the 
big item of cut diamonds. As a result .of all the trade agreements, the 
average rate of duty on agricultural products (as weighted by 1939 
statistics) has been reduced by 47 percent, and the average on nonagri­
cultural products by 48 percent. At present, as it was before any 
agreement was made, the average rate of duty is considerably higher on 
agricultural than on nonagricultural products . 

. Concessions by Countries 
Table 4 shows the imports of dutiable articles in 1939 from groups of 

countries classified according to their participation or nonparticipation 
in trade agreements. It indicates what proportion of the imports from 
each group consisted of commodities on which duties have been reduced 
by trade agreements and what proportion of commodities on which pre­
agreement rates have been bound against increase. It should be par­
ticularly noted that the imports of concession articles from a given group 
of countries are not confined to articles on which concessions have been 
granted to count:ries in that group, but include all those articles on which 
concessions hav.e been made to any country. 
TABLE 4.-Countriu with which th!! United Statu ha; tradl! agrumm~;, classifii!d by groups: 

United Statu imports for consumption in 1939 according to th!! trade-agrl!l!ml!nt status of the 
commoditiu as of ]an.1, 194:8 

Value of imports, 1939 Proportion of total dutiable 
iri'lports subject to-

Group of countries Duties Duties 
reduced bound 

Total, free Dutiable by at pre- No con-
and dutiable trade agree- cession 

agree- ment 
men ts rates 

Trade-agreement countries: 
Countries with which agreements were 

made before Geneva: 1,000 dollar1 1,000 dollars Perctnl Percent Percent Particip.ating at Geneva ____________ 1, 194, 533 460, 697 90.2 7.4 2.4 
Not participating at Geneva ________ 358, 184 139, 765 95.3 2.8 1. 9 

Total or average, pre-Geneva 
countries ................... :.. .................... l, 552, 717 600, 462 91.4 6.3 2.3 

Countries with which agreements were 
made at Geneva for the first time. ____ 243, 501 92, 267 83. 7 12. 7 3.6 

Total or average, trade-agreement 
countries ................................................... 1, 796, 218 692, 729 90.4 7. 2 2.4 

All non-trade-agreement countrie•----------- 479, 881 186, 090 49. 7 3.6 46. 7 

Total or average, all countries •• ------~ 2, 276, 099 878, 819 81. 8 6.4 11.8 
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Table 4 shows that of the total dutiable imports in 1939 from all coun­
tries with which the United States has trade agreements 97.6 percent con­
sisted of articles on which concessions have been made, 90.4 percent 
representing -articles covered by duty-reduction concessions, and 7.2 per­
cent articles on which existing rates have been bound. Of total imports 
from nonagreement countries, on the other hand, 49.7 percent consisted 
of articles now subject to duties reduced by trade agreements and 3.6 
percent of articles subject to duties bound by trade agreements. 

The table also distinguishes countries with which the United States 
previously had agreements which were superseded by the Geneva agree­
ment, trade-agreement countries which did not participate at Geneva, 
and countries covered for the first time by the Geneva agreement. 

The tables in part III, chapter 5, show the imports in 1939 from the 
individual agreement countries and classify these imports according to 
the status of the articles under the trade agreements. Articles subject 
to reduced duties under the trade-agreement program constituted over 
three-fourths of the total dutiable imports in 1939 from most of the 
individual countries with which the United States now has agreements. 
The proportion, however, varies widely from country to country; for 
several it exceeds 99 percent. 

One of the tables in part III, chapter 5, relates only to the countries 
with which trade agreements were in effect in 1947 before the Geneva 
agreement. It distinguishes between imports into the United States 
(in 1939) from each country of articles on which duties were reduced by 
the agreement with that country itself and imports of articles on which 
the duties were reduced by agreements with other countries. For all 
these countries taken together, 81.9 percent of the dutiable imports in 
1939 consisted of articles on which duties were reduced by the pre-Geneva 
trade agreements, 73.8 percent representing those on which the duty reduc­
tions were made by the agreements with the respective contracting coun­
tries, and 8.1 percent those on which the duties were reduced by agreements 
with other countries. The disparity between these last two percentages is, 
of course, attributable to the policy of making concessions in a given agree­
ment ordinarily only on articles of which the given country is the principal 
supplier. 

BINDINGS OF DUTY-FREE ENTRY 

Most of the trade agreements entered into by the United States include 
provisions binding the continued free entry of certain commodities which 
are on the free list. Bindings of free entry on a considerable number of 
such commodities have been made in trade agreements with two or more 
countries. 

Eliminating articles which were imported duty-free from the Philippine 
Islands but which would be dutiable if imported from other countries, and 
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also eliminating products of the United States exported and returned to 
this country, the total value of duty-free imports in 1939 was 1,301 
million dollars. Continued free entry has been bound on imports valued 
at 1,184 million dollars, or 91 percent of the total. Part III, chapter 2, 
discusses the nature of the commodities the free entry of which has been 
bound, and the e:x;tent, if any, to which they compete with domestic 
products. 



Trade-Agreement Concessions Obtained 
by the United States 

Part IV of this report deals with the concessions obtained by the United 
States in trade agreements. These concessions are of two kinds: (1) Con­
cessions on particular articles specified in the schedules of the agreements, 
and (2) concessions in the form of general provisions of the agreements, 
some of which are subject to important qualifications which may affect 
the scheduled concessions. ' 

Most of the concessions on particular commodities specified in the 
schedules relate to the maximum rates of duty to be charged on imports 
from the United States (which may represent reductions from or binding 
of existing rates) or relate to the guaranty of continued free entry. In 
some agreements, however, the schedules include, with reference to. cer­
tain commodities, provisions as to other matters, such as minimum pur­
chases by government monopolies from the United States, minimum 
quotas which may be fixed on imports from the United States, and (par­
ticularly in agreements with British Commonwealth countries) maximum 
margins of tariff preference which may be accorded to imports from 
associated countries. 

Some of the general provisions relate only to the commodities included in 
the schedules and from the point of view of the United States are designed 
largely to prevent or at least to limit impairment of the value of the 
scheduled concessions. Other general provisions relate to all commodi­
ties, whether or not covered by scheduled concessions, and are designed 
to protect all United States exports to the other contracting countries 
from certain types of adverse treatment, particularly discriminatory 
treatment. The general provisions of the pre-Geneva trade agreements 
of the United States differ in form, and to some extent in content, from 
one agreement to another and are considerably less comprehensive than 
those of the Geneva agreement. The most important of these differences 
are described in the first section of this summary. 

As regards the general provisions, only the effects on United States 
export trade are discussed in this section. Provisions of this sort are, 
however, reciprocal, and the United States, as well as the other contracting 
parties, is bound by them. These limitations, however, do not have the 
same significance for the United States as for many of the_ foreign con­
tracting countries. Before the agreements became effective, the United 
States, in general, did not follow policies which would have been in 

27 
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violation of such limitations. Many of the foreign contracting countries, 
however, did follow such policies extensively and might have intensified 
them but for the commitments of the trade agreements. Moreover, 
present indications are that the United States would be less likely to 
apply measures contrary to these general trade-agreement provision~ 
than other contracting countries would if they were free to do so. 

The scope of the scheduled concessions (of different kinds and involv­
ing different degrees of rate reduction) of a trade agreement can be 
measured statistically. Concessions obtained through the general provi­
sions, however, are not generally susceptible of statistical measurement. 
Nevertheless, for a better view of the totality of concessions obtained, 
it is appropriate to discuss certain general .provisions which relate not 
only to the trade in items covered by the schedules of concessions but 
to trade in general. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS OF TRADE AGREEMENTS 

The importance of the trade-agreement general provisions to United 
States exporters lies largely in the fact that during and since the depression 
of the thirties there has been a widespread trend in foreign countries 
toward the use of nontariff trade restrictions (especially import quotas 
and exchange controls) and toward discriminatory treatment of imports 
from different countries. The trend toward discrimination was mani­
fested partly in the increased use of multiple-column tariffs (tariffs with 
different rates of duty applicable to imports of like goods from different 
countries), but especially in the discriminatory application of quantitative 
import restrictions and exchange controls. l;3ecause of the excess of 
United States exports over imports and the consequent difficulties ex­
perienced by many foreign countries in obtaining adequate dollar exchange, 
these practices have been particularly restrictive of the export trade of 
the United States. Halting and reversal of the trend toward extension 
of these practices, therefore, have been prime objectives of the United 
States in its trade agreements program, and for these objectives the 
general provisions of the agreements are of major importance. 

In connection with the general provisions of trade agreements as they 
relate to United States export trade, three matters deserve special at­
tention: First, the advantages which have accrued or may hereafter 
accrue to United States exports (independently of the scheduled con­
cessions) by reason of the most-favored-nation provisions of the trade 
agreements; second, the relation of these general provisions to the future 
of imperial-preference tariff systems, particularly those of British Com­
monwealth countries; and third, commitments of foreign countries as to 
their use of quantitative restrictions on imports and qualifications of 
these commitments. 
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Improved Treatment of United States Exports Resulting From 
the Most-Favored-Nation Provision 

The most-favored-nation provision of the agreements resulted (in­
dependently of the scheduled concessions) in improved treatment by some 
of the contracting countries of imports from the United States. The 
most important example of this effect occurred under the 1936 trade 
agreement with Canada. 

Before the first trade agreement with Canada, imports of United States 
goods into that country had been subject to the "general" Canadian 
tariff rates. On many, indeed most, dutiable commodities these general 
rates were higher than the "intermediate" (most-favored-nation) rates 
applicable to imports of similar goods from non-British countries with 
which Canada had most-favored-nation trade relations. 1 By virtue of 
the most-favored-nation provision of the 1936 agreement, all United 
States commodities, including many not listed in the Canadian schedule 
of concessions, became dutiable at the most-favored-nation rates of the 
Canadian tariff. In 1937 Canadian imports from the United States of 
articles on which Canadian duties were reduced as a result of this provision 
alone amounted to 132.5 million dollars and accounted for about 43 per­
cent of the total dutiable imports from this country. 

Similar benefits, though covering a smaller volume of trade, resulted 
from the most-favored-nation provision of the 1936 trade agreement with 
France and on a few commodities from the corresponding provision in 
trade agreements with other countries. Moreover, the most-favored­
nation provision assures that United States exports will obtain the advan­
tages of tariff concessions that may hereafter be made by the trade-agree­
ment countries in agreements with third countries. 

Relation of Most-Favored-Nation Provisions to Imperial­
Pref ere nee Systems · 

Preferential tariff treatment of imports from British Commonwealth 
countries has long been a feature of the tariffs of some of the British 
Dominions and, after World War I, of the tariff of the United Kingdom 
itself. These preferential features were greatly expanded and intensi­
fied under the Ottawa agreements of 1932. Since that time British 
imperial preferences have been major disadvantages to the position of 
many United States exports in the markets of British Commonwealth 
countries. 

The imperial-preference features of the Canadian and United Kingdom 
tariffs were curtailed somewhat by the schedules of concessions of these 
countries in their pre-Geneva trade agreements with the United States. 

I The intermediate rates of the Canadian .ariff, though higher on many commodities than the Empire preference 
rates applicable to imports into Canada from other countries of the British Commonwealth, are referred to u 
most-favored-nation rates. 
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These preferential features, however, were not directly affected by the 
most-favored-nation provisions of those agreements, since they specifically 
exempted Canada and the United Kingdom from obligation to apply as 
favorable tariff rates to United States goods as to British goods. Thus 
Canada during the late war, by reducing duties on imports from the 
United Kingdom of many articles covered by the Canadian schedule of 
concessions in the 1939 agreement with the United States, restored many 
margins of preference to the levels existing before the 1936 agreement 
with the United States, or even raised them above those levels. 

The Geneva agreement greatly restricts the liberty respecting imperial 
preference previously enjoyed by British countries. Although the most­
favored-nation provision of the Geneva agreement does not ban imperial­
preference systems, it limits their scope and degree. A general provision 
of that agreement pledges participating countries not to introduce prefer­
ences on additional commodities and not to increase existing margins. 
Taken by itself, this general provision constitutes a substantial concession 
on the part of British Commonwealth countries: it precludes expansion 
of the British preferential tariff system at a time when conditions might 
otherwise encourage such expansion.2 

Under the Geneva agreement the commitment not to extend or inten­
sify preferential tariff systems applies to all the signatory countries, 
including Belgium, France, and the Netherlands. The Belgian and 
Netherlands Empires, however, had not theretofore applied imperial­
preference tariffs, and the imperial-preference tariffs of the French Empire 
had affected the United States export trade much less than the British 
preferential system had. The territories within none of these three 
empires have been, or are likely to be, in a position to supply one another 
with a wide variety of the products which the United States exports; 
therein these empires differ greatly from the British Empire. 

Provisions Regarding Quantitative Restrictions on Imports, 
and Exchange Controls 

Some of the severest barriers to United States exports that rose during 
the thirties consisted of quota limitations or other quantitative restrictions 
which foreign countries imposed on imports. Moreover, through these 
quantitative restrictions, serious discriminations against United States 
export trade were often effectuated. In some foreign countries direct 
quantitative restrictions on imports were closely related, either as supple­
mentary or alternative arrangements, to official control of foreign-ex­
change transactions and related practices, particularly exchange clearing. 
The trade-agreement commitments made by foreign countries as to the 

2 A further effect of the Geneva negotiations as regards British preference is indicated by notes exchanged 
between Canada and the United Kingdom on October 30, 1947; on the occasion of their subscribing to the Geneva 
agreement. ·In these notes the two countries agreed that in the future each of them would be free· to reduce or 
eliminate preferences without the consent of the other and without regard to previous commitments between them, 
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application of quantitative import controls and exchange controls are, 
therefore, of great interest to United States export trade. 

The general provisions of the pre-Geneva agreements committed the 
foreign contracting countries, subject to specified exceptions, not to 
apply quantitative restrictions to imports from the United States of 
commodities listed in the schedules of concessions (unless specific com­
mitments as to quotas were set forth in the schedules themselves). The 
most important exceptions to this commitment permitted the application 
of quantitative controls to imports of particular goods in connection with 
measures restricting the production or marketing of like domestic goods. 
The pre-Geneva agreements also committed the foreign contracting 
countries not to apply quantitative restrictions, whether on scheduled 
or unscheduled items, in such manner as to discriminate against imports 
from the United States. 

In the Geneva agreement all the provisions limiting the use of quan­
titative restrictions, and not alone those limiting their discriminatory 
application, relate to the use of such restrictions on any imports into the 
part1c1pating countries. The commitments in the Geneva agreement 
regarding quantitative restrictions, however, are subject to an important 
qualification in addition to those contained in the earlier agreements. 
Under specified conditions and subject to specified limitations, parties 
to the Geneva agreement encountering balance-of-payments difficulties 
are exempted from their commitments regarding the use of quantitative 
restrictions on imports and are even permitted to apply quantitative 
restrictions in a discriminatory manner. 

Official control of foreign-exchange transactions in foreign countries has 
often amounted to quantitative, and sometimes to discriminatory, con­
trol of imports, since control over the payments which may be transferred 
to foreign suppliers in practice often means control over the amounts, 
varieties, and origin of the imports of particular commodities. The gen­
eral articles of the earlier trade agreements, therefore, pledged the con­
tracting countries not to apply control of foreign-exchange transactions 
in such a way as to discriminate against imports from the United States.3 

The general articles of the Geneva agreement do not deal directly with 
the use of exchange controls, but in effect provide that participating 
countries shall be governed in this matter by the principles of the Inter­
national Monetary Fund Agreement. The Fund agreement provides 
that, after a transitional period of 3 to 5 years, control of foreign-exchange 
transactions shall not be applied to restrict the transfer of payments 
arising out of current merchandise trade. This provision of the Fund 
agreement, however, is subject to balance-of-payments qualifications 
corresponding in general to those of the Geneva agreement as to the 
use of quantitative restrictions. 

::i In a few of the agreements this commitment was subject to temporary exceptions. 
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The balance-of-payments qualifications on commitments regarding 
quantitative import restrictions and exchange controls were included, 
in both the Geneva agreement and the International Monetary Fund 
Agreement, because since the war many participating countries have been 
experiencing severe balance-of-payments difficulties, especially in the 
supply of United States dollars, and it could not be foreseen when and to 
what extent these difficulties would be overcome. The agreements could 
not have been made with many of the participating countries without 
these qualifications. Under existing conditions all-out commitments 
requiring nondiscrimination in the face of balance-of-payments difficulties 
would not have been feasible for many countries, and even if made could 
not be fulfilled. In the long run a country cannot buy more from the 
United States than its supply of dollars which can be used for that purpose 
will permit. 

Although provisions regarding quantitative restrictions under the early 
agreements that are still in effect are not subject to specific balance-of­
payments exceptions, recent experience with Sweden suggests that it may 
be advisable under existing conditions to permit temporary suspension of 
the prohibition on discriminatory use of import quotas. In 1947 Sweden 
encountered precisely the type of balance-of-payment difficulties visual­
ized in the Geneva agreement. An understanding was reached between 
the United States and Sweden by which Sweden was released tempo­
rarily from its obligations (under the 1935 trade agreement with the United 
States) as to the application of quantitative import controls to imports 
from the United States. 

Because of the difficulties with their dollar balances of payments, it 
appears that, at least for the next few years, many trade-agreement 
countries will continue to use quantitative import controls and to apply 
them so as to discriminate against imports from the United States. So 
long as these difficulties continue, discrimination against United States 
exports as to goods either obtainable from other countries or regarded by 
the importing country as nonessential will likewise continue, and dollar 
exchange available to pay for imports will be used mainly to purchase 
United States goods not obtainable elsewhere and regarded as essential. 
For some time to come, therefore, the provision against the discrimina­
tory use of quotas will remain largely inoperative, and in consequence 
the value to United States exporters of many of the scheduled concessions 
will remain problematical. Moreover, quantitative restrictions imposed 
for balance-of-payments reaso~s may often afford additional protection 
to the industries of the countries imposing them and encourage the 
development of new industries. 

Thus, the value of the trade agreements to United States export trade 
with many countries depends largely on when and to what extent balance­
of-payments difficulties will be overcome, which, in turn, depends on 
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numerous, complex, and unpredictable factors. These factors include 
events, conditions, and policies (not only commercial policies but other 
economic policies as well) both in the countries experiencing these diffi­
culties and in other countries of the world. United States policies affect­
ing imports and, especially, the levels of prosperity and business activity 
in this country are of much importance in this connection. The trade 
agreements themselves, especially the Geneva trade agreement, constitute 
one of the factors affecting the balance-of-payments situation. 

Summary Comment Regarding Relation of General Provisions 
to United States Export Trade 

In the light of the foregoing considerations, the importance of the 
trade agreements to the export trade of the United States may well lie 
as much in the general provisions of these agreements as in the scheduled 
commitments made by the other contracting countries regarding their 
treatment of imports of specific commodities from the United States. 
To be sure, some of the general provisions which in practice will involve 
greater limitation upon the freedom ofaction of foreign countries than of the 
United States are subject to important qualifications. Nevertheless, al­
though the value to the export trade of the United States of the commitments 
in the general provisions of the trade agreements cannot be measured, there 
is scarcely reason to doubt their importance, especially· in the long run. 
Of particular significance to United States exporting interests is the fact 
that the other contracting countries, through these commitments, obli­
gate themselves, as soon as, and to the extent that, their balance-of­
payments situations will permit, to suppress such restrictive import meas­
ures as quotas and to accord to imports from the United States treat­
ment equal to that accorded imports from other countries. 

SCHEDULED CONCESSIONS OF TRADE AGREEMENTS­
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS 

In 1939 the combined exports of the United States to countries with 
which it has negotiated trade agreements (including countries and their. 
dependencies that participated ·in the Geneva agreement) amounted to 
ab~ut 2.4 billion dollars, or about three-fourths of the total exports of the 
United States. These countries accounted for a roughly similar propor­
tion of total United States exports in other years immediately preceding 
World War II and for about four-fifths of the total in 1947. 

Table 5 undertakes to show so far as practicable the scope of the 
scheduled concessions of foreign countries on imports from the United 
States. The table is based mainly on import data of the several countries 
for a single prewar year-for the most part 1939. The table does not take 
account of imports of United States goods by trade-agreement countries 
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TaBLE 5.-lmports (mainly in 19391) from the United States into trade-agreement countries, 
by kinds of scheduled concessions applicable under the agreements 

[In thousands of dollars] 

Imports from the United St~tes subject to scheduled 
concessions 

Total Kind of concession imports 
Country from the 

United Binding Binding Other States of duty Reduction Total of free against in duty commit-
status increase ments 2 · 

All countries that have trade agreements with the United States 

TotaL. ___ - - -- - - -- - ---- - - --- - - -- - -- --
2, 426, 6281 1, 498, 090 1326, 170 1462, 145 I 564, 0921 145, 683 

Group 1.-Countries participating in the Geneva agreement that 
had previous trade agreements with the United States a 

Belgium-Luxembourg-Netherlands _______ 144, 019 118, 166 45, 904 36, 799 9,566 25, 897 BraziL _______________________________ 
71, 518 38, 651 2,672 31, 841 4, 138 ---·------Canada. _______ ._---- _____ ------- ____ 477, 113 342, 485 75,490 24,023 242, 972 ---io;ss3 Cuba. ______ ------ ______ -- _____ ---- __ 77, 666 74, 929 3, 967 13, 620 46, 489 

France ___ -- ___ ---- _____ ------ ---- ____ 146, 614 138, 820 58, 628 41, 344 16, 63S 22, 213 
United Kingdom ___ ------------------- 521, 741 329, 799 74, 138 93, 871 114,444 47, 346 
Other '----. --- ___ --- ____ --- _______ • __ 12S, 919 40, 457 10, 08S 20, 806 7, 889 1, 677 ------------

TotaL. __ • -- __ -- • -- ________ ---- 1, 564, S90 l, 083, 307 270, 884 262, 304 442, 133 107, 986 

Group 2.-Countries participating in the Geneva agreement that 
had no previous trade agreements with the United States 

Australia ______________ ---- ___ ---- ____ 69, 436 42, 6Sl 640 9, 888 17, 205 14, 918 
China.------ ____ --- __ --- . _______ ----- 64, 705 51, 941 59 47, 670 4, 212 -------68 Czechoslovakia. _____ • --- _____________ 39, 078 25, 326 18, S6S 2,200 4,493 
India--Pakistan •.. -- _ -- --- ___ -- -- - ___ -- 3S, 104 10, 031 597 l, 932 2, 343 5, 159 
Norway --- ______ --- -- __ :. __ - - _ -- -- -- -- 34, 217 lS, 362 s, 023 3, 784 6, SSS ----,Ooi Union of South Africa _________________ 76, 367 40, 114 6, 841 14, 782 8, 790 Other '----- __________________________ S5, SS6 33, 803 l, 17S 15, 599 14, 149 2, 880 ------------

TotaL. ____________ . - --- ___ -- -- 374, 463 219, 228 32, 900 95, 855 57, 747 32, 726 
Group 3.-Countries not participating in the Geneva agreement 

that have trade agreements with the United States 

~~f~!t~i:: :: :: ==: ::: :: : : ::: :::::: :::: 70, 621 32, 841 42 14, 237 18, 562 ---------S6, 480 29, 680 ---·-255· 15, 34S 14, 335 ---------Mexico. ___ ---- ___ ------ _____________ 80, 256 23, 413 12, 305 10, 853 ---------Sweden. _____________________________ 99, 38S 46, 473 19, 042 26, 253 1, 178 ---T97i Switzerland __________ -------- _____ • ___ 29, 881 lS, 066 -----757· 8,69S 1,400 Venezuela. ____________________ --- ____ 61, S88 20, 144 13, 696 5, 691 ---------Other 6 ______ - - • _ - • __ - _ -- --- __ -- __ -- • - 89, 364 27, 938 2, 290 13, 4S5 12, 193 ---------------------TotaL .• _______________________ 487, S7S 195, SSS 22, 386 103, 986 64, 212 4, 971 
1 Countries for which statistics cover periods other than the calendar year 1939 are as follows: Australia­

July 1, 1938, to June 30, 1939; Brazil-Apr. 1, 1938, to Mar. 31, 1939; Czechoslovakia-1937; lndia-Pakistan­
Apr. 1, 1938, to Mar. 31, 1939; Iran-Mar. 22, 1939, to Mar. 21, 1940; Newfoundland-July 1, 1938, to June 30, 
1939; Syro-Lebanese Customs Union-1938. Statistics of imports into Argentina, Costa Rica, Ecuador, El Sal­
vador, Finland, ·Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Uruguay, Venezuela, and French dependencies were not available 
in a form suitable for tabulating, and United States statistics of exports to these countries were used as measures 
of the trade covered by their concessions. 

2 Includes imports subject to commitments as to monopoly purchases or quantitative controls, commitments of 
British countries as to margin of preference unaccompanied by commitments as to rate of duty, and commitments 
as to duties which are reduced by indeterminate amounts and as to duties which may be increased within specified 
limits. 

a For these countries the 'appropriate measurement of tariff concessions in trade agreements with the United 
States ~hould take account of concessions both in earlier agreements and in the Geneva agreement. It has 
however, been feasible to report only the imports of conces~ion items from the United States into Canada, Cuba, 
the United Kingdom, and Newfoundland (included in "Other" under group 1) on this basis. For Brazil, 
Belgium-Luxembourg-Netl~erlands, and France, completely revised tariffs were being formulated at the time of 
the Geneva negotiations. Imports into these countries have been tabulated on the basis of comparison of the 
rates provided for in the Geneva agreement with those that were. accepted by the United States and other countries 
as bases of negotiation at Geneva. 

4 Includes Ceylon, dependencies of France, Newfoundland and other territories covered by United Kingdom 
commitments, and the dependencies of Belgium and the Netherlands (except the Netherlands West Indies and 
Surinam, for which available import statistics do not make it feasible to identify the trade in concession items). 
Ceylon subscribed independently to the Geneva agreement, but its trade relations with the United States were 
previously covered by the trade agreement between the United States and the. Unite.d Kingdom. 

6 Includes Burma, Chile, Lebanon, and Syria, New Zealand, and Southern Rhodesia. 
6 Includes Costa Rica, Ecuador, EI Salvador, Finland, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, Iran, Paraguay, 

Peru, Turkey, and Uruguay. · 
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which receive improved treatment by virtue of the general provisions of 
the agreements but which are not covered by the scheduled concessions.4 

In compiling the data for table 5, it was not possible to follow a uniform 
procedure for all the countries. The procedures employed for difterent 
countries are explained in the footnotes to the table and are more fully 
discussed in part IV of the full. report. 

Table 5 shows the total imports from the United States into the trade­
agreement countries and the imports of articles covered by scheduled 
concessions at present in effect. Data for imports subject to scheduled 
concessions relate to all such concessions obtained by the United States 
in trade agreements, whether made before, during, or after the prewar 
year taken as a base. Many of the concessions, including all those made 
for the first time in the Geneva agreement, were not in effect in the prewar 
year to which the import statistics relate. The data presented in the 
table, therefore have no bearing on the effects of the concessions on the 
value of trade in particular commodities or in all commodities combined. 

The total imports from the United States into the agreement countries 
in 1939 (or in the other prewar year selected as a base for table 5) amounted 
to about 2,427 million dollars. Their imports from this country of articles 
at present subject to scheduled concessions were valued at about 1,498 
million dollars, or 62 percent of the total. 

Scope of Concessions by Kinds 
In table 5 the imports from the United States into the trade-agreement 

countries of articles subject to scheduled concessions are classified by 
kinds of concessions, mainly binding of previous tariff treatment or reduc­
tion of previous rates of duty. Some scheduled concessions, however, 
are not classifiable on that basis. Among these are (1) guaranties as to 
the quantities of specified imported commodities to be purchased by 
official monopolies; (2) the fixing of minimum import quotas for specified 
articles; and (3) commitments involving reductions in the margins of 
preferential treatment for imports from associated countries without com­
mitments on the rates of duty to be charged on imports from the United 
States. Concessions of the third type were made mainly by countries of 
the British Commonwealth. Concessions of these three types account 
for most of the trade classified in table 5 under "Other commitments." 6 

The largest class of scheduled concessions by the foreign trade-agree­
ment countries is that involving actual reductions in duty. Articles at 
present subject to duties reduced in trade agreements accounted for about 
23 percent of total imports into these countries from the United States 
in the prewar year (for 38 percent of the imports subject to concessions 
of all kinds). 

'It should be emphasized that the data in this table (and in table 6) are confined to concessions granted in the 
schedules of the agreemenu. As pointed out above, advaritages accruing to United Sc.ates exports from the gen· 
eral articles of the agreements are, to a large C'1."tent, not susceptible of statistical measurement. 

' See footnote 2, table 5. 

8051~ 
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Bindings .of continued free entry by trade agreements relate to articles 
constituting about 13 percent of the total imports of the trade-agreement 
countries from the United States (22 percent of the imports subject to 
concessions of all kinds). Compared with the concessions granted by the 
United States, bindings of free entry by foreign countries are less exten­
sive, mainly for the reason that duty-free imports constitute a smaller 
proportion of the total imports into most foreign countries than of the 
total imports into the United States. A more important class of conces­
sions by the foreign agreement countries involves the binding of existing 
rates of duty against increase; these concessions applied to articles which 
accounted .for about 19 percent of their total imports from the United 
States (31 percent of the total for imports subject to concessions of all 
kinds). Although bindings of duty-free entry or of existing rates of duty 
have little effect in increasing imports, they may help to forestall new or 
increased duties which might result in a reduction of imports. 

Scope of Concessions by Countries 

In table 5 the trade-agreement countries are classified into three groups 
according to the relation of each country to the Geneva agreement. The 
data for the most important countries are also shown separately. · Group 1 
(consisting of countries which are parties to the Geneva agreement and 
with which the United States had previously had trade agreements) is 
much the most important in terms of purchases of United States goods. 
As might be expected, the countries in group 1 have a higher ratio of 
imports of concession articles to total imports than either of the other 
two groups. This higher ratio results from the fact that the countries 
of group 1 have granted the United States concessions in two agreements 
(in the case of Canada, three agreements) in return for two (or three) 
sets of concessions granted them by the United States. Articles subject 
to scheduled concessions account for about 69 percent of the total imports 
of the countries of group 1 from the United States in the prewar year 
compared with 58 percent for the countries of group 2 (countries which 
are parties to the Geneva agreement, but with which the United States 
had no trade agreements in effect at the time of the Geneva negotiations), 
and with about 40 percent for the countries of group 3 (those which are 
not parties to the Geneva agreement, but with which trade agreements 
previously negotiated are still in effect). The ratio of imports of articles 
subject to duty-reduction concessions to total imports subject to conces­
sions is also higher for countries of group 1 than for those of the other 
two groups. 
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Table 5 brings out the fact that in each of the three groups there are 
wide differences among individual countries as to the proportion of total 
imports from the United States consisting of concession articles and as 
to the relative importance of the different types of concessions. Apart 
from differences among the foreign countries in their economic positions 
and their commercial policies, there are several r:easons for these dispari­
ties, among which two may be mentioned. (1) Some countries with which 
trade agreements have been negotiated find only a relatively unimportant 
market for their exports in the United States or are important suppliers 
of United States imports of few articles. The United States negotiators 
were obviously not in a position to offer such countries extensive conces­
sions or concessions which were of major importance to their export trade. 
The United States, therefore, could not expect such great concessions from 
them as from countries to which it made concessions of greater interest. 
(2) In some trade-agreement countries the duties on certain major com­
modities imported from the United States are intended primarily for 
revenue rather than to protect domestic industry. For budgetary reasons 
some countries have been disinclined to limit by trade agreement their 
freedom of action as to the rates of revenue duties. Moreover, the United 
States negotiators have no doubt been less disposed to press for commit­
ments on revenue duties than on definitely protective duties, since the 
former are normally less restrictive of imports. 

Scheduled Concessions Involving Reductions in Duty 

Table 6, which like table 5 is based on the import statistics of a single 
prewar year (mainly 1939), classifies the imports from the United States 
subject to duty-reduction concessions (at whatever time the· reduction 
was made) according to the percentage by which the duties have been 
reduced. It also distinguishes the same three main groups of countries 
as table 5. 

Of those prewar imports from the United States into all the trade­
agreement countries on which duties have been reduced by the agreement 
schedules, about one-seventh (in terms of value) consisted of articles on 
which duties have been removed entirely; and about one-tenth, of com­
modities on which duties have been reduced by more than 50 but less 
than 100 percent. The largest group of articles subject to scheduled 
duty-reduction concessions consisted of those on which the rates have 
been lowered by 25 to 36 percent. As might be expected, the countries 
of group 1 (countries participating in the Geneva agreement which had 
previous trade agreements with the United States) have made greater 
reductions in duties than countries in groups 2 and 3. 
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TABLE 6.-lmport.r (mainl'Y in 1939 1) from the United State.r b'Y trade-agreement countrieJ 
subject to rate.r of duty red11.Ced b'Y scheduled concession1, by percentage of reduction 

Cou~. 

[In thouaanda of dollars] 

Import& from the United States subject to reduced rates o{ duty under 
scheduled conceasiona 

Percent-of,rednction 
:,·. · ... : . 

Total I 100 1
76 to 

100 I s1 to 76 36 to 51 125 to 361 th~:"~25 
All countries that have trade agreements with the United States 

Total--------------------------- 564, 092 80, 569_ 6, 7441 52, 986 . 116, 571 173, 476 133, 746 

Belgium-Luxembourg-Netherland&._ 
Brazil._ ••••• --••• ---• ---••• -- ••• 
Canada: •••• ------------------ ___ 
Cuba ••• -------------------------France __ .................................................. 

&~~~~-~~~~~~::~:::::::::::::: 
Total •• -------------------

Group 1.-Cnuntries participating in the Geneva agreement that had 
previous trade agreements with the.United States s 

9,566 357 2 ------79- ··2,442 1, 943 4, 822 
4, 138 18 423 2, 187 1, 259 172 

242, 972 34,453 523 23, 784 60, 269 92,298 31, 645 
46,489 966 4,226 4,387 8,636 8, 349 19, 925 
16, 635 193 39 4, 712 2, 128 5,888 ... 3,675 

ll4,'444< 38,229 ----··s· 9, 160 . 8, 182. . 33, 980 . 24, 893 
. 7, 889 1,077. I, 753 2, 308 l, 553· l, 190 ----------------------
442, 133 75, 293 5, 221 43, 875 86, 152 145, 270 86, 322 

Group 2.--COuntries participating in the. Geneva a11reemcnt that had 
no previous trade agreements with the United States 

Australia •••••• ------------------ 17, 205 2, 204 -------- 1, 310 2, 530 6, 956 4, 205 
China •• ~------------------------ 44', 429123 --------- ·-··3·4·5·· --·-·9·9·7·· ---··9·1·0·· 216795 41', 049663 
Czechoslovakia •••• --••••••••••••• 
India-Pakistan------------------- 2, 343 --------- -------- --------- 15 980 1, 348 
NorwaY------------------------- 6, 555 58 -------- 33 4, 540 799 1, 125 
Union of South Africa............. 8, 790 2, 260 -------- 329 4, 110 1, 046 1, 045 
Other'----~--------------------- 14, 149 __ 26_ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

Total..-----"·-----•------- 57, 747 4,548 l,·388 6,056 15,049 14,122 _-16,.584 · 

~~::.ti::.:::::::::::::::::::::: 
Mexico •••••••••• --•••••••••••••• 
Sweden _______ ----_ •••• ____ ••• _ •• 
Switzerland ••• -------••••••••••• _ 
Venezuela ••• --••••••••••• ------. 
Other•--------------------------

Group 3.-Countries not participating in the Geneva agreement that 
have agreemenu with the United States 

1!: m ::::::::: --·-j09-l-·-··m· 5, !~ 6, m 1i: ~~ 
10, 853 --------- -------- 71 4, 635 2, 773 3, 374 
1, 178 718 -------- 38 49 325 48 
1, 400 --------- -------- 5 240 411 744 
5, 691 2, 002 1;67.7 . 2, 012 

1z, 193 ------iii" ----~26· ··:z.-H6" 2.122 1, 366 5, 913 
----------------------

Total_____________________ 64, 212 728 135 3,055 15, 370 14, 084 30, 840 

I Sec footn~tc 1, table 5. 
' Sec footnote 3, table S. 
I See footnote 4, table 5. 
•See footnote 5, table 5. 
•See footnote 6, table 5. 
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Scheduled Concessions of British Commonwealth Countries 
Regarding Imperial Preferences 

Reference has been made above to scheduled concessions of countries 
of the British Commonwealth involving guaranties as to the maximum 
margins of preference to be afforded to imports of specified commodities 
from other countries of the Commonwealth without obligation as to the 
rates C>f duty applicable to imports of these commodities from the United 
States. Imports from the United States into the British Commonwealth 
countries of commodities subject to such concessions are shown in table 
5 under "Other commitments." However, concessions of this sort do 
not by any means account for all the scheduled concessions involving 
reductions in the margins of British preference. Many of the concessions 
of British Commonwealth countries (in fact, most of the concessions of the 
United Kingdom and the British Dominions) involving reductions of 
most-favored-nation rates of duty also involve corresponding or greater 
reductions in the margins of British preferential treatment of the imports 
concerned. In addition, concessions providing for the binding of the 
previous most-favored-nation rates of duty on some commodities are 
accompanied by commitments to reduce the margins of British preference 
below those previously in effect. In tables 5 and 6, however, the trade 
covered by scheduled concessions of the British Commonwealth countries 
has been tabulated on the basis of the effects of the concessions on the 
most-favored-nation rates of duty rather than on the basis of the effects 
of the concessions on margins of British preference. Consequently, the 
tables do not adequately show the trade which under the trade agreements 
is to receive improved treatment as to margins of British preference. 





Comparison of Trade-Agreement Conces­
sions Granted and Obtained by 

the United States 
The Commission has not attempted, either in this summary or in the 

other parts of the report, to compare the relative importance of the con­
cessions granted and the concessions obtained by the United States in 
trade agreements. As will appear from various points developed in the 
numbered paragraphs below, there is no adequate basis for such an over­
all statistical comparison. Any objective evaluation of these agreements, 
under the unstable conditions which have existed since the initiation of 
the trade agreements program in 1934, will depend largely on the rela­
tive importance assigned to the various factors involved, some of them 
imponderables subject to wide differences of view. 

(1) The concessions granted by the United States in trade agreements 
consist almost entirely of tariff concessions (including reductions in duty, 
bindings of duty, and bindings of duty-free status) specifically listed in 
the schedules of the various ii.greements. This fact is due largely to two 
features of the trade policies of the United States. The tariff has always 
been the principal means used by the United States to regulate its import 
trade, and for many years this country has observed the most-favored­
nation principle by according to all countries without any discrimination 
a single rate of import duty on each tariff classification.1 It has made 
little use, compared with many other countries, of quotas and other non­
tariff trade restrictions and no use at all of exchange controls for the 
purpose of regulating imports. The United States, like the other parties 
to the trade agreements, has agreed to refrain from imposing quantitative 
restrictions on imports except under specified conditions.2 The importance 
of this commitment can be judged only in the light of whatever possibility 
there might otherwise have been of a wider application of such restrictions, 
either by this country or by the foreign agreement countries. 

(2) The trade-agreement concessions obtained by the United States 
from foreign countries have consisted to a considerable extent of con­
cessions other than reductions of duty and bindings of duty or of duty­
free status. In the schedules of some agreements foreign countries have 
granted to the United States, on certain items, bindings of, or reductions 
in, margins of tariff preferences, without commitments as to rates. In 
other instances they have agreed to increase to a specified minimum, or 

t The trade with Cuba and the Philippines, of course, has been an exception. 
s In pre-Genen agreements this commitment related only to scheduled items; in the Geneva agreement it relate a 

to all items. 
41 
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at least not to reduce, the quotas assigned to imports from the United 
States. 

(3) Various advantages have also been obtained by the United States 
through the general provisions of the trade agreements. The most­
favored-nation provision of some of the agreements has resulted in lower 
duties on imports from the United States of a considerable range of 
articles on which the foreign countries concerned had not formerly granted 
the United States most-favored-'nation treatment. Many duty reductions 
resulting from most-favored-nation treatment cannot be measured from 
available statistics. Moreover, a general provision in the Geneva agree­
ment in effect has bound against increase all margins of tariff preference 
which are permitted to continue under that agreement. Other important 
general provisions, appearing in one form or another in a number of trade 
agreements, lay down rules for the allocation of quotas on imports so as 
to insure a reasonable share for the United States (see also point 8 below), 
and for the administration of exchange controls so as to prevent discrim­
ination against imports from the United States. In addition, certain 
individual trade agreements include special commitments which improve 
the treatment of goods imported from the United States. One example 
is the provision in the trade agreement with Canada resulting in lower 
valuations for duty on many United States products, and hence in lower 
charges on imports from this country, only part of which could be taken 
into account in the statistical analysis of concessions received. Another 
example is the provision in the 1936 agreement with France whereby the 
revenue tax on manufactures and semimanufactures imported into France 
from the United States was made the same as on like goods of French origin. 

(4) In determining the significance of duty reductions and bindings in 
the various trade agreements, some account should be taken of the height 
of the duties bound or reduced. Although the height of a duty is not an 
index of its restrictiveness, consideration should be given to how protec­
tive were the average low rates in the tariffs of trade-agreement countries 
such as Belgium, Netherlands, Switzerland, and South Africa. 

(5) In determining the significance of concessions made by foreign 
countries in trade agreements, including not only reductions in duties 
but also bindings of duties and of free entry, account should be taken of 
the influence of the trade agreements on the trend of commercial policies 
in the various agreement countries. During the 1930's there was in 
many countries a strong trend toward increase in tariff duties, tariff 
preferences, and non tariff trade barriers such as quantitative restrictions, 
exchange controls, and clearing agreements. So far .as the trade agree­
ments checked or reversed this trend, they were advantageous to United 
States exports. As regards concessions made in the Geneva agreement, 
consideration should be given to the strong tendency in many of the 
countries participating in that agreement-such as China, India, Aus-
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tralia, Brazil, and Cuba-to raise their tariffs and impose other restrictions 
in order to help carry out programs of economic development calling for 
building up new industries and expanding established industries. 

(6) Neither the statistics given in part III on the scope and depth of 
the reductions in the United States tariff made under the trade agree­
ments program nor those given in part IV on the scheduled concessions 
obtained from foreign countries may be taken as measuring the degree of 
effective relaxation of import restrictions. The degree of duty reduction 
is not an index of the amount of increase in trade which will result, even 
assuming other conditions to be the same before and after the reduction. 
In any case the tendency of a reduction in duty to increase imports of a 
commodity may be lessened, or altogether offset, by other measures 
adopted by the importing country. The next two paragraphs afford 
examples. 

(7) Some of the concessions.granted .by the United States. in trade 
agreements, whether made before the war, during the war, or at Geneva, 
will have little effect, at least in the immediate future, on the quantity of 
imports. This is true of concessions on some commodities which bulk 
large in the weighting used to compute the trade covered and the average 
degree of reduction made in United States duties. For example, imports 
of sugar into the United States from Cuba are determined not by the 
duty set in the trade agreement with Cuba, but by the quotas imposed 
under the Sugar Act. Other important examples are certain other products 
which at present are the subject of Government subsidization, direct or 
indirect. 

(8) Whatever their long-run value may be, many of the scheduled 
tariff concessions and other commitments made in the Geneva agreement 
by European countries, as well as by non-European countries experiencing 
balance-of-payment difficulties, will have little, if any, immediate value 
to United States exporters. So long as countries suffer from balance-of­
payment difficulties they are largely exempt from the general prohibition 
of that agreement against the use of quantitative restrictions and against 
discrimination among countries in the application of such restrictions .. 
Quotas imposed for balance-of-payment reasons, as well as exchange 
controls, governmental purchasing arrangements, etc., may afford effec­
tive protection, at least in the immediate future, to some industries of the 
countries imposing them and encourage the development of new indus­
tries. Consequently, the value in the more distant future to American 
export trade of the general provisions of the Geneva agreement regarding 
these matters, as well as the value of many of the scheduled concessions, 
will depend largely on when and to what degree the present balance-of­
payment difficulties in many foreign countries will be overcome. This, 
in turn, may depend on political and economic developments which can-
not be foreseen. · 





Effects of Trade Agreements on United 
States Trade and Industry 

Part V of this report deals with the effects of the trade agreements 
made by the United States under the Trade Agreements Act on its export 
and import trade. The available statistics that may throw light upon 
the nature and the importance of these agreements are presented, although 
statistics can afford no adequate measure of the over-all effect of these 
agreements. Discussion of the effects that the agreements have on the 
trade, as well as on the agriculture and industry, of the United States 
is confined to this summary, the material presented in part V being 
almost entirely statistical. 

CLASSIFICATION OF AGREEMENTS ACCORDING TO 
PERIOD WHEN MADE 

The effects of the war and its aftermath on United States foreign 
trade have been so great that any attempt to analyze the influence of 
trade agreements upon exports and imports must distinguish the various 
agreements according to the periods in which they were made. From 
this standpoint, they fall into the following groups: 

(1) The agreements which entered into force 2 years or more before the beginning of 
World War II, say, before December 31, 1936. (These agreements were in the order of the 
date on which they became effective, those with Cuba, Belgium, Haiti, Sweden, Brazil, 
Canada (first agreement), Netherlands, Switzerland, Honduras, Colombia, Guatemala, 
France, and Finland.· Since the agreement with Cuba was preferential on both sides, the 
effects of it on trade must be distinguished from the effects of the other agreements.) 

(2) The agreements which came into force between January 1, 1937, and the outbreak 
of war in Europe. (These agreements were with El Salvador (1937), Costa Rica {1937), 
Ecuador (1938), the United Kingdom (1939), Canada (seeond agreement, 1939), and 
Turkey (1939). For convenience, the agreement with Venezuela, which went into effect, 
in December 1939 (after the outbreak of the war) may be included with this group.) 

(3) The agreements which came into force between the outbreak of war in Europe and 
the end of the war. (These agreements were with Argentina, Peru, Uruguay, Mexico, Iran, 
and Iceland. To these for convenience may be added the agreement with Paraguay, the 
only one made after the close of hostilities and before the Geneva negotiations.) 

(4) The General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade made at Geneva, which entered into 
eirect provisionally January 1, 1948. (The Geneva agreement covered 22 countries apart 
from the United States. It superseded agreements previously made with a number of 
countries, including most of the major trading countries, and covered trade with a larger 
number of countries, mostly less important in United States trade, with which the United 
States previously had no agreement under the Trade Agreements Act.) 

45 
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RELATION OF AGREEMENTS TO UNITED STATES FOREIGN 
TRADE IN THE WAR AND POSTWAR PERIODS 

General Discussion of Factors Affecting Trade in These Periods 

The Geneva agreement, effective January 1, 1948, has obviously not 
yet been in force long enough to afford evidence as to its general effects 
on United States trade. Moreover, the bilateral trade agreements which 
came into force shortly before and during the war (groups 2 and 3 above) 
have had little opportunity to show their general effects; since they 
entered into force, the course of United States trade with these countries 
as well as with others, has been dominated by the abnormal war and 
postwar conditions. 

In the trade with most, if not all, of the trade-agreement countries 
during and since the war other factors, taken together, have had much 
greater infl:u,ence on United States exports and imports than the trade 
agreements, at whatever time those agreements were made; During the 
war, and especially after the United States entered it, ordinary trade 
factors, including import duties, in general ceased to have an appreciable 
effect on international trade, which came to be dominated almost wholly 
by war conditions and war trade controls. The nature of these conditions 
and of the trade controls exercised by governments during the war is 
generally familiar. It would obviously be impossible to trace the general 
effects of the trade agreements of the United States on either its exports 
or its imports w.hile this country was at war. 

Highly abnormal also have been the conditions affecting international 
trade since the war. The great dislocations of the war have necessarily 
left major aftereffects. In most countries, the conditions of production 
are widely different from those before the war. In some countries which 
suffered severe war damage, production in certain industries has·. not yet 
fully recovered. Moreover, in these countries increased domestic needs 
resulting from the war now absorb the entire output of many of their 
industries which formerly produced export surpluses, although some 
countries have restricted domestic consumption so as to export on a 
fairly large scale. On the other hand, countries, like the United States 
and a number of others, which escaped war damage are producing much 
more than before the war, though with some significant shifts in the 
relative importance of different classes of goods. Inasmuch as most 
industries in such countries find strong demand for their output in the 
home market, some of these countries, including the United States, have 
restricted exports of certain commodities. 

One of the most conspicUOl.lS features of the trade relations of the 
United States in the past 2 or 3 years has been the lack in many countries 
of dollar or other hard-currency exchange required to finance their greatly 
increased needs for importe.d goods, especially for United States goods. 
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They have had serious difficulty in expanding their exports sufficiently. 
Moreover, some of the European countries which formerly had large 
"invisible exports," particularly income from shipping, tourist travel, 
and foreign investments, find these sources of income in general greatly 
reduced. Under these conditions many European countries have resorted, 
to a much greater extent than before the war, to various devices, other 
than tariff duties, for restricting imports. Recently similar difficulties as 
to balance of payments have led certain Western Hemisphere countries, 
such as Canada and Mexico, to institute similar trade controls. 

Despite these difficulties the export trade of the United States has 
greatly increased during the postwar compared with the prewar period. 
The principal factors in this increase are these: (1) Certain countries 
which escaped war damage have greater buying power for imports than 
they had before the war. (2) Some countries, notably Germany and 
Japan, have largely dropped out of export trade, and goods which they 
formerly supplied are now being supplied chiefly by the United States. 
(3) Large loans and contributions by the United States Government have 
enabled several European countries to obtain from this country great 
quantities of goods for which they could not otherwise pay. (4) Certain 
countries accumulated substantial reserves of dollar exchange because of 
the net cash purchase of supplies and services abroad by the United States 
during the war. To this has been added dollar exchange derived to some 
extent from the liquidation of prewar foreign-owned assets. 

During the postwar period United States exports have exceeded imports 
by a far greater margin than during the prewar period. In the 2 years 
1946 and 1947 average annual exports from this country amounted to 
11.9 billion dollars as against average imports of 5.2 billion dollars, 
exports exceeding imports by 6.7 billions, or by 129 percent. The great 
increase over prewar figures for exports is in considerable part due to 
advance in prices, and for imports is probably due entirely to that cause. 

In view of these trade conditions the concessions granted on both 
sides in the trade agreements, whenever they were made, have not been 
major factors, as a rule, in determining the magnitude of United States · 
postwar trade. Exceptions to this statement as regards trade with cer­
tain countries are discussed hereinafter. Furthermore, in the trade with 
other countries, exports or imports of some individual commodities may 
have been materially affected by concessions. 

Effects on Trade With Certain Individual Countries 

The magnitude of the United States export or import trade with certain 
countries from the outbreak of the war in Europe to the entry of the 
United States into the war and also since the war has been influenced 
appreciably by the agreements consummated before the war. The effect 
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on United States imports has been greater than on exports. The princi­
pal countries to which these statements apply are Canada, Cuba, Switzer­
land, and the United Kingdom. Moreover, the agreements made during 
World War II with Argentina and Mexico may have exercised a con­
siderable influence on the trade with those countries during at least part 
of the postwar period. 

Canada 

The reductions in duties made by the United States in the two trade 
agreements with Canada tended to make United States imports from that 
country in the early part of the war and again during the postwar period 
greater than they would otherwise have been. More important, however, 
especially since the close of hostilities, have been the high buying power 
of the United States, the relative shortage of certain products in this 
country, and the increase in prices. Similarly, the reductions in duties 
and preferences made by Canada in these agreements favorably influenced 
United States exports to Canada during the period before the United 
States entered the war and also during the postwar period until late in 
1947, when exchange difficulties led Canada to intensify its restrictions 
on imports and even to impose prohibitions on many commodities. Still 
more important in the postwar expansion of United States exports to 
Canada, however, were the very high buying power of that country, the 

. backlog of demand resulting from wartime shortages, and the advance 
in prices. 

Cuba 

While the United States itself was engaged in hostilities, its trade 
relations with Cuba were dominated by special wartime arrangements, 
but the effects of the 1934 trade agreement were significant before the 
United States entered the war and have been so since the war. The re­
ductions in Cuban duties made by the agreement continued to contrib­
ute to the ability of the population to afford imported gpods. The re­
duction in the United States duty on sugar has continued in the postwar 
period to contribute to the support of prices for sugar in Cuba, although 
other actions of this Government and the aftereffect of the war on Philip­
pine production of sugar have been mo~e important factors. This sup­
port of sugar prices has augmented Cuba's buying power for United States 
exports. 

Switzerland 

While the United States was at war, its trade with Switzerland, not­
withstanding transportation difficulties, was large and tended to increase. 
The increase in imports from Switzerland in terms of dollars was due 
principally to advance in prices in the United States and increased 
demand for certain Swiss specialties, particularly watches and coal-tar 
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chemicals. Wartime civilian demand for watches was filled almost 
entirely by watches containing Swiss movements, as domestic facilities 
for manufacturing watch movements were diverted to war production.1 

Since the close of hostilities, the reduced United States duties made in 
the 1936 agreement with Switzerland have been of importance in the 
increased imports of watches and watch movements compared with pre­
war imports. · By reason of the large proportion of indirect trade in the 
prewar period, the increase in United States exports to Switzerland 
during the war and postwar period cannot be accurately measured by the 
official United States export statistics, but the statistics on· Swiss imports 
show clearly that the increase has been large. Presumably trade-agree­
ment concessions by Switzerland have contributed to this larger trade, 
particularly since the end of hostilities, but more important factors have 
been the high buying power of the Swiss people and the difficulty en­
countered by that country in obtaining goods from other customary 
suppliers, particularly Germany. 

United Kingdom 

The trade agreement with the United Kingdom, which came into force 
January 1, 1939, was in effect 8 months before the outbreak of war, but 
even in those months anticipated war requirements checked increase, or 
caused a decrease, in British production of many classes of goods for 
export. During this period, however, and also during 1940 and 1941 
(before the United States itself entered into the war) the reduced United 
States duties may have assisted the United Kingdom in maintaining, 
though usually at a reduced level, its exports of various commodities to 
this country. On the other hand, the increase in these years in United 
States exports to the United Kingdom was probably affected little by the 
trade agreement. During the participation of the United States in the 
war the trade-agreement concessions had almost no effect upon British­
American trade in either direction, inasmuch as this trade was dominated 
by war necessities, by shortages of shipping facilities, and by the lend­
lease system. Trade in both directions was rigidly controlled. 

Since the war the reduced United States duties provided by the 1939 
agreement have undoubtedly caused the imports of certain commodities 
from the United Kingdom to be larger than they otherwise would have 
been. High buying power and shortages of goods in the United States 
also have favored such imports. However, although total imports from 
the United Kingdom were about 15 percent greater in value in 1947 
than in 1937-39, allowance for advance in prices would reveal an actual 
decline in the quantity of this trade. Manpower shortages and heavy 
domestic requirements in the United Kingdom have limited its capacity 
to export. Indeed, for many commodities the volume of exports actually 

1 Domestic watch-caae manufacturers, however, continued to make cases throughout the war. 
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attained has been made possible only by severe restrictions on domestic 
consumption. 

On the other hand, it is doubtful whether the reductions in duties and 
preferences made by the United Kingdom in the 1939 .agreement have 
been important elements in causing the marked increase in postwar ex­
ports to that country from the United States compared with the prewar 
trade. United States exports in dollars to the United Kingdom in 1947 
were more than double the prewar average. This increase, which would 
have been much greater had more dollar exchange been available to the 
British, has resulted from rising prices and from the urgent need of 
the United Kingdom for essential·foodstuffs and for capital goods to recon­
struct its industries. It has been made possible chiefly by the loans 
advanced by the United States, but the increase in the dollar value of 
British exports to the United States and the liquidation of various British­
owned assets in this country have contributed. In this situation the 
United Kingdom, during the postwar period, has imposed various restric­
tions on imports regarded as nonessential, and these restrictions have 
become increasingly stringent. The. United Kingdom has also· taken 
certain measures designed to divert its purchases of goods to British areas, 
or to countries in the sterling block and other "soft-currency" countries. 

Other European trade-agreement countries 

What is said in the preceding paragraphs regarding the trade with the 
United Kingdom since the cessation of hostilities applies more or less to 
the trade with France and the Netherlands. Their capacity to produce 
goods for export overseas has been limited by war devastation and by 
the pressing requirements at home and in neighboring European coun­
tries. Overvaluation of the French franc in the official rate of exchange 
has been a major factor in holding down United States imports from 
France. 

Future Prospects 

As recovery proceeds in the United Kingdom and in continental 
European countries, the reductions in the United States tariff made by 
prewar agreements and the new concessions made in the Geneva agree­
ment will doubtless become increasingly important factors in United 
States imports from Europe. In the long run, moreover, the concessions 
made by European countries will tend to increase United States exports 
to them. In the next few years, however, imports into most of the Euro­
pean countries with which the United States has agreements will probably 
continue to be directly controlled by measures such as governmental 
purchasing, exchange controls, and quantitative restrictions. They will 
continue to be so controlled at least as long as the amount of available 
dollar exchange is smaller, for any reason, than i~ required to pay for 
imports from the United States of goods regarded as essential under post-
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war conditions. In such a situation tariff conce.ssions obtained in the 
trade agreements with these countries can have relatively little immediate 
effect on United States exports. 

RELATION OF EARLIER AGREEMENTS TO TRADE IN THE 
PREWAR PERIOD 

From the foregoing discussion it may be concluded that any attempt 
to measure statistically the effects of the trade agreements on the imports 
and exports of the United States must be confined to the agreements 
which were in force for 2 or more years before the beginning of the war, 
and to the operation of those agreements before the outbreak of the war 
in Europe. Dutiable imports from the countries with which agreements 
were then in force represented over three-fifths of the total dutiable 
imports from all the countries with which agreements were in effect 
before the Geneva agreement (disregarding the further expansion of scope 
by that agreement). For exports the corresponding ratio was somewhat 
smaller. Similarly, imports from all countries of articles on which duties 
were reduced before 1937 represented well over half of the total on which 
duties were reduced in all agreements made before the Geneva agreement. 

These earlier agreements were, thus, of such scope that experience under 
them should afford a substa.ntial basis for a study of the effects of the 
trade agreements. Such a study, however, would be difficult even if 
conditions were relatively stable and there were no important economic 
disturbances. As a matter of fact, conditions during the latter half of 
the 1930's were far from normal; many and profound economic changes 
were taking place both in this country and abroad, and these changes, taken 
together, had greater effects on United States foreign trade than the duty 
reductions and other trade-agreement concessions. Moreover, these 
changes affected trade with individual countries, whether or not the United 
States had agreements with them, in widely different ways and to widely 
different degrees. 

Changes in general conditions during the latter half of the prewar 
decade included (1) the large measure of industrial recovery between 1934 
and 1937; (2) the business recession in 1938; (3) the partial recovery in 
1939; (4) the beginning of military preparations in various countries, 
notably in Germany, Italy, and Japan, some time before the outbreak of 
the war in Europe; (5) the use, especially by Germany, of various exchange 
devices and of bilateral trading arrangements; (6) the d~oughts in the 
United States in 1934 and 1936; and (7) the generally unsettled political, 
economic, and financial conditions in various foreign countries, and the 
resulting flight of capital (mostly in the form of gold) to the United States. 

It is impossible to distinguish statistically between changes in trade 
resulting from concessions in trade agreements and changes resulting from 
other causes such as those just mentioned. It may be a.isumed, however~ 
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that tariff reductions as broad in scope and as deep as those made by the 
United States during 1934-36 must have operated to cause United States 
imports during 1937-38 to be appreciably larger than they otherwise 
would have been. Moreover, it would be expected that this effect would 
be greater on imports from agreement countries than on thos.e from non­
agreement countries. Although reduced duties were extended in accord­
ance with the terms of the Trade Agreements Act, to imports from all 
countries (except Germany and, for a short time, Australia), the fact 
that concessions in the trade agreement with a given country were ordi'"'. 
n.arily made only on articles of which that country was the principal 
supplier would tend to increase imports of dutiable articles from agree. 
ment countries more than those from nonagreement countries. 

On the other side, it may be assumed that tariff reductions made by the 
foreign countries in these earlier trade agreements, as well as alleviations 
in their quota restrictions and preferences within empires, must ha:ve 
operated to make their imports from the United States larger in the years 
immediately succeeding the agreements than they would have been had 
these trade barriers not been lowered. Moreover any increase in United 
States imports from agreement countries as a result of reductions in 
United States duties caused larger quantities of dollar exchange to become 
available to those countries, and this circumstance must· have operated to 
make United States exports to them larger than they would otherwise 
have been. 

Without these agreements, the trade barriers of most of the countries 
might not have remained at their previous level, but might have become 
still more restrictive, thus tending further to lessen their imports from the 
United States. These early trade agreements served to check, and to 
some extent reverse, the strong tendency previously manifest toward 
increased tariffs and tariff preferences a~d toward greater direct control 
of trade by quantitative restrictions, exchange controls, and bilateral and 
barter arrangements of various kinds. Measures such as these taken by 
foreign countries adversely affected United States export trade even when 
they were not directed specifically against the United States. 

The general conclusion that the concessions granted and obtained in 
the early trade agreements operated, in the years immediately preceding 
the war, in the direction of increasing United States imports and exports, 
of course, is not susceptible of direct statistical proof because, as already 
explained, it is impossible to isolate the effects of these concessions from 
those of other causes. Nevertheless, the statistical data which follow 
may be taken as lending support to this conclusion. The :figures given, 
however, must not be taken as measuring the general effects of the agree-
ments on United States trade. · 
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Totals for All Commodities by Groups of Countries 

The countries with which agreements were in effect on December 31, 
1936, have already been listed. Table 7 compa:res the changes between 
1932-34 and 1937-38 in the imports from and exports to agreement 
countries with the changes in the imports from and exports to countries 
with which agreements were not then in effect. Principal interest at­
taches to the changes in dutiable imports and in exports. Since the 
agreement with ~uba was preferential, the trade under it is shown sep­
arately from the totals for other countries. The trade with Canada was 
much larger than that with any of the other countries of the group, and 
showed greater than average increase in both directions. The trade with 
France was especially depressed by the conditions prevailing in that coun­
try in 1937 and 1938, and its trade with the United States increased much 
less than the averages for either trade-agreement or non-trade-agreement 
countries. 

TABLE 7.-Unittd States trade with principal countries with which trade agreements were in 
effect before Dec. 31, 1936, and trade with other countries, averages, 1932-34 and 1937-38 

[Value in millions of dollars! 

Imports for consumption Domestic exports 

Country and effective date of agreement Percent of 
Average, Average, increase, Average, Average, Percent of 
1932-34 1 1937°"38 · or de- 1932-34 1937-38 increase 

crease(-) 

--------------!------------------
Principal trade-agreement countries as of 

Dec. 31, 1936, except Cuba: 
Bclgium(Mayl,1935),totaloraverage __ 23.8 58.0 144 44.0 85.6 95 ----------------

Free_____________________________ 6. 8 13. 2 94 --------- --------- ---------
Dutiable------------------------- 17. 0 44. 8 164 --------- --------- ---------

Sweden (Aug. 5, 1935), total or average___ 29. 8 51. 8 • 74 22. ~ 64. 0 181 

Free.---------------------------- 25. 2 42. 7 69 --------- --------- ---------
Dutiable------------------------- 4. 6 9. 1 98 --------- --------- ---------

Brazil (Jan. l, 1936), total or average_____ 85. 6 108. 6 27 32. 8 65. 0 98 

Free----------------------------- 82.5 96.4 17 --------- --------- ---------
Dutiable-------------~---------- 3.1 12. 2 294 --------- --------- ---------

Canada (Jan. 1, 1936), total or average___ 195. 6 . 325. 4 66 237. 6 472. 2 99 ------------------
Free_____________________________ 141. 2 213. 3 51 --------- --------- ---------
Dutiable·------------------------ 54.4 112.1 106 --------- --------- ---------

Netherlands' (Feb. l, 1936), total or av-
erage __ --------- -- -- -- --- -- - ---- ...... 

Free ______ • _________ • __ • __ .------
Dutiable_ -- -- -- -- -- -- • --- --- _. _ .• 

===== 
76.2 

54.4 
21. 8 

156.9 

119.1 
37. 8 

106 66.1 157. 6 138 

119 --------- --------- ---------
73 --------- --------- ---------===__:.__= 

Switzerland (Feb. 15, 1936), total or av-
erage------------------------------ 14. 1 24. 4 · 73 7. 3 10. 0 37 ------------------Free __ .___________________________ 1.1 2. 4 118 --------- --------- ------~--

Dutiable------------------------- 13.0 22.0 69 --------- --------- ---------

Colombia (May 20, 1936), total or aver-
age ___ -- ----- -- ---- _ -- -- ---- -- -- _ --

Free _____ -- _______ ............... --- ........ .. 
Dutiable ________ ._._------------. 

See footnotes at end of table. 

===== 
51. 8 

47. 7 
4.1 

50.8 

50.5 
. 3 

-2 15. 6 39. 6 154 

6 --------- --------- --------­
-93 --------- --------- ---------===== 
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TABLE 7.-United States trade with principal countries with which trade agreements were in 
effect before Dec. 31, 1936, and trade with other countries, averages, 1932-34 and 1937-38-
Continued 

Imports for consumption Domestic exports 

Country and effective date of agreement 

----------'------------------------
Principal trade-agreement countries as of 

Dec. 31, 1936, except Cuba-Continued 
France 2 Uune 15, 1936), total or average_ 

Free __ -- ------- --- __ --- _ --- -- -- __ 
Dutiable_-----_ -- __ ---- _ -- --- ___ _ 

Finland (Nov. 23., 1936), total cir average~; 

54. 7 

18. 5 
36. 2 

81.3 

34.3. 
47.0 

49 123. 2 162. 2 32 

85 --------- --------- ---------
30 --------- --------- ---------

====== 
8. 7 17. 8 105 4. 1 12. 1 195 ------------------

Free_____________________________ 8.0 16.0 100 --------·- --------- ---------
Dutiable------------------------- . 7 1. 8 157 --------- --------- ---------

Other trade-agreement countries except Cuba 
(Guatemala, Haiti, and Honduras), total or 
average. -- _ ---- - ................................. -- - -- - .......... -

Free __ ---.- __ ------------------ ______ _ Dutiable ____ - ______ • _______________ • _ 

====== 
13.0 

12. 8 
.2 

18.1 

17.6 .s 

39 12.0 16.8 

.38 --------- --------- ---------
150 _, _____ " --------- -----~---

====== All trade-agreement countries except Cuba 
(asofDec.31,1936),totaloraverage_______ 553.3 893.1 61 565.5 1,085.1 92 ------------------

Free_________________________________ 398. 2 605. 5 52 --------- --------- ---------
Dutiable----------------------------- 155.1 287. 6 85 --------- --------- ---------====== Non-trade-agreement countries (as of Dec. 

31, 1936),S total or average_______________ 850. 5 1, 460. 6 72 1,176.4 2,D09. 7 71 

Free·-------------------------------- 512. 2 857. 7 67 --------- --------- ---------
Dutiable----------------------------- 338. 3 602. 9 78 --------- --------- ---------== ===== All countries except Cuba, total or average____ 1, 403. 8 2, 353. 7 68 1, 741. 9 3, 094. 8 7S ------------------
Free_________________________________ 910. 4 1, 463. 2 61 ----·-·--- --------- ---------
Dutiabh•------~------------------.---- 493. 4 890. 5 80 --------- --------- ---------

~..;... ___ · ·-·-· -:-.--·-.--.-.:-.. -· --· -· -·-.--·---
Cuba (preferential agreement), total or aver-

age _____ --------------------- ___ --- ----

Free ...... __ --- ........ ----- ...... -- ... ____ _,_ ... --- ......... 
Dutiable_ -- --- -- ---- -- -- __ -- _ ---- -- --

I GeneraHmports for 1932 and 1933. 

.65.2 

5. 2 
60.0 

126. 2 

10. 9 
115.3 

94 32.6 83. 2 155 

110 --------- --------- ---------
92 --------- --------- ---------

2 Including territories, colonies, and other areas to which the agreement is applicable. 
•This group includes Costa Rica and El Salvador, with which agreements entered into'forcc in 1937,=d Ecu­

ador (agreement effective Oct. 23, 1938). 

For all the agreement countries except Cuba the average annual 
dutiable imports were 85 percent greater in 1937-38 than in 1932-34. 
The corresponding increase for all other countries (again except Cuba) 
was 78 percent. Excluding Canada and France, the increase for the 
agreement countries would be 99 percent. 

Another possible; though scarcely conclusive, indication of the tendency 
of. duty-reduction concessions made by the United States to increase its 
imports appears in the fact that total dutiable imports from :the trade­
agreement countries (including articles on which duties were not reduced) 
increased much moi:e than duty-free imports, 85 percent compared with 
52 percent (Cuba not included). This disparity between dutiable and 
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duty-free imports was more marked for the agreement countries than 
for the nonagreement countries, although for the latter also the increase 
in imports was greater .for dutiable than for free commodities. (See also 
comparison of imports of concession and nonconcession articles in a 
subsequent section.) 

It seems reasonable to conclude from table 7 that the reductions in 
duties by the agreements were a less important factor in increasing the 
value of imports into the United States between 1932-34 and 1937-38 
than other causes taken together. The greater part of the increase in 
imports from both ·agreement and nonagreement countries was attribu­
table to the large ·measure of economic . recovery which took place and 
which not only caused larger quantities of many commodities to be 
imported but raised the price levels materially. An important factor 
in the increase in imports of dutiable commodities from nonagreement 
countries was the drought in the United States in 1936, which resulted 
in abnormally large imports of corn and flaxseed from Argentina in 193 7. 

As for United States exports, table 7 shows that the increase between 
1932-34 and 1937-38 was materially greater for the agreement countries 
than for nonagreement countries, 92 percent compared with 71 percent 
(both computations excluding Cuba); Excluding Canada and France 
also, exports to the agreement countries increased 125 percent (exports to 
Canada increased 99 percent; to France, 32 percent).· To what extent 
differences in factors other than trade agreements explain the disparity 
in these percentages cannot be determined. However, the general in­
crease in United States exports, as in imports, both for agreement and 
for nonagreement countries as groups, was due principally to causes 
other than trade agreements. 

One reason for caution in drawing conclusions from the comparison 
of United States exports to trade-agreement and non-trade-agreement 
countries is the fact, shown in part IV of this report, that the statistics 
of a number of European trade-agreement countries on their imports from 
the United States in the years under consideration showed less increase 
in items on which those countries had made concessions (even conces­
sions reducing duties or increasing quotas) than in nonconcession items. 
Obviously, the increase in nonconcession items was not connected with 
the concessions obtained by the United States from the· different trade­
agreement countries. Nevertheless, part of such increase may well have 
been related to the increased dollar exchange available to a country by 
reason of increased exports to the United States resulting from a trade­
agreement concession granted that country by the United States. 

Although part of the increase in United States trade with Cuba between 
1932-34 and 1937-38 was due to increases in preferences, the bulk of it 
was due to reductions in duties. Consequently, it is significant to com­
bine the statistics of trade with Cuba with the statistics of trade with 
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the other trade-agreement countries covered by table 7. Total dutiable 
imports from this group averaged 215 million dollars in 1932-34 and 
403 million in 1937-38, an increase of 87-percent. Total exports to the 
agreement countries (including Cuba) increased from 598 to 1,168 million 
dollars, or by 97 percent. 

Totals for all Commodities by Principal Individual Agreement 
Countries 

From most of the principal individual trade-agreement countries (as 
of 1936) under consideration (table 7) the increase in dutiable imports 
between 1932-34 and 1937-38 was greater than the corresponding increase 
in dutiable imports from nonagreement countries as a group. For a 
number of these agreement countries the increase in imports of dutiable 
commodities into the United States exceeded 90 percent, and for Brazil 
(the bulk of the imports from which, however, continued to enter duty­
free) it reached nearly 300 percent. ·As already-stated, a conspicuoµs. 
exception was France, from which the dutiable imports increased only 
30 percent. Political, economic, and currency conditions during the 1930's 
were more disturbed in France than in most other leading countries, and 
the relatively low increases in United States trade with France, in both. 
directions, must not be taken as necessarily indicating that the trade 
agreement with France. was of less ·significance than those with other 
countries. 

For most of the individual agreement countries, moreover, the increase 
in exports from the United States was greater than the increase in exports 
to nonagreement countries as a group. Here again a major exception is 
France, exports to which increased by. only·32 .percent.2 

Trade With Cuba 

Table 7 also shows separately the trade of the United States·with Cuba.• 
The 1934 agreement increased the preferences in each country on imports 
from the other, but this was only a minor factor in increasing the trade 
between them. A:verage annual imports from Cuba into the United States,. 
nearly all of which were dutiable, increased by 94 percent between 1932-34 
and 1937-38, and United States exports to Cuba increased by 155 percent 

'According to official United States statistics, exports to Switzerland increased relatively little between 1932-34-
and 1937-38. However. by reason of indirect trade, United States statistics for those years greatly undernatO" 
the actual exports to Switzerland, and cannot be relied on to show any change correctly. Swiss import statisticS" 
normally showed imports from the United States far larger than the reported exports from this country to Swit­
zerland. The situation as regards indirect trade is very different at present than it was before the war. 

•Although the agreement with Cuba entered into force some months before the end of 1934 (September 3, 
1934), the average trade for the years 1932-34 may fairly be used for comparison with the average trade of 
1937-38 in judging the effects of the trade agreement. 
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Two important factors contributed to the increase in United States 
exports to Cuba. One was the fact that the marked reductions in the 
Cuban duties on United States goo,d;s .(the United.States. being the dom­
inant source of Cuban imports) enabled the population to afford many 
more imported goods than before. Probably a more important factor 
was the increase in the value of Cuban exports, especially of sugar, to the 
United States, which greatly enhanced the buying power of the Cuban 
population. Sugar at that time, as it had before and has since, accounted 
for three-fourths or more of the imports from Cuba. into this country. 
Because of the United States sugar quota system, introduced in 1934, the 
reduction of 50 percent in the duty on Cuban sugar by the trade agree­
ment had in itself no effect in increasing the quantity of imports of that 
,commodity. The reduced duty, however, which enabled Cuban produc­
ers to obtain a much higher price for sugar sent to the United States, 
largely explains the increase. in tota,l value of United States imports from 
Cuba between 1932-34 and 1937-38. The reductions in duties on Cuban 
leaf tobacco were also limited by a quota system. The reductions in 
United States duties on less important commodities contributed relatively 
little to the increase in imports from Cuba. 

Trade With Principal Individual Nonag?eement Countries 

On December 31, 1936, trac:le agreements were not yet in effect with 
several of the countries with which agreements were subsequently made, 
even before the multilateral Geneva agreement. Among these, the 
principal countries were the United Kingdom, Argentina, and Mexico. 
Other countries, such as China,· first. entered into agreements with the. 
United States at Geneva. Still other countries of importance in the pre­
war trade have never had trade agreements with the United States under 
the act of 1934; among these, the ·principal. countries . .are .Germany, 
Japan, and Italy. 

Table 8 shows the changes between 1932-34 and 1937-38 in the trade 
with the 15 principal individual countries with which no trade agreement 
was in effect on December 31, 1936, and also the changes in the combined 
trade with all other nonagreement countries (the latter figures include 
trade with some minor agreement countries with which agreements 
entered into effect in 1937 and 1938). It will be noted from the table 
that the percentages of increase both in dutiable imports and in exports 
were much lower for the group of 15 countries taken together than for 
the other non-trade-agreement countries. 
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TABLE 8.-United States trade with principal countries with which no trade agreements were 
in effect before Dec. 31, 1936, and trade with all other nonagreement countries, averages, 
1932-34 and 1937-38 

[Value in millions of dollars] 

Country 

Imports for consumption 

Average, Average, 
1932-341 1937-38 

Percent of 
i::crease, 

or de­
crease 
(-) 

Domestic exports 

Average, Average, 
1932-34 1937-38 

Percent of 
·increase, 

or de­
crease 
(-) 

----~-----------!---- --------------------
Principal non-trade-agreement ca'~ntrics as o~ 

Dec. 31, 1936: . 
Japan, total or average ___ . ., ....................... .. 126. 8 163.4 29 162. 2 263. 2 62 

. Free ________ ~--------------·----~- !OoY--ro6.$---6-=== === === 
Dutiable------------------------- 26. 3 56. 6 115 ----- ---- --------- ---------

United Kingdom, total or average________ 99. 0 . 159. 2 · 61 322. 7 521. 8 · 62 

Free----------------------------- 43. 9 55. 5 26 --------- --------- _____ c __ _ 
Dutiable.--------~---------~----- 55.1 103. 7 88 --------- --------- -------·-=== = = = 

Argentina, total or average.--~-~------- 26. 3 89. 0 238 36. 8 90. 2 145 

Free _____ ··-··-----------·-·----_ 
Dutiable.----------------- ______ _ 

7.5 
18. 8 

17.1 
71. 9 

128 --------- --------- ---------
282 --------- --------- ---------====== 

Germany, total or averag•---"---------- 73. 5 76. 9 125. 0 113. 6 M9 

Free ............................................. ------~ 
Dutiable. ____ ._ - __ -- ____ --_. -- - - • 

------------------------
21.4 
52. 1 

24. 8 16 --------- --------- ---------
52. 1 --------- --------- --------- ---------====== British India, totafor average__________ 43. 9 73. 2 74 24. 0 38. 5 60 

Free ___ --- ---------- __ ---------- _ Dutiable. ____ ~. __ ._. ____ ••• ___ ._ -

China, total or average .............................. .. 

14. 8 
29.1 

34.1 
42.1 130 --------- --------- ---------

45 --------- --------- ---------====== 
35. 7 73. 3 105 58. 7 42.0 M28 

Free·---·------------------------ 23. 0 44. 6 94 --------- --------- ---------
Dutiable_________________________ 12. 7 28. 7 126 --~------ ----·---- ---------

===== = 
Mexico, total or average •• ·------------ 34. 4 48. 8 42 40. 6 82. 6 103 

Free __ ~_. __ ._. ___ ·-_ •••• ______ .~. 
Dutiable _____ • __ .----------·---- __ 

Italy, total or average ________________ _ 

Free .... ------------- .. ----------- --
Dutiable ________ ----_----- -- - -- - • 

------------------------
21. 4 
13. 0 

36.2 
12.6 

69 --------- --------- --------­
-3 --------- --------- --- ------===--===== 

39. 2 

7.9 
31.3 

44.8 

8.4 
36.4 

14 57. 7 66. 8 16 

6 --------- --------- ---------
16 --------- --------- ---------====== Australia, total or average______________ 7. 0 23. 9 241 32. 0 71. 1 122 

Fre•---------·------------------- 4. 7 9. 1 94 ----·---- --------- ------··-· 
Dutiable---------·--·------------ 2. 3 14. 8 543 --------- --------- ---------

· = = = = = = 
Czcchoslovakia,2 total·or average________ 15.1 31. 5 109 2.0 19. 7 885 

Free----------------·-----------· 1. 3 3.1 138 --------- --------- ---------
Dutiable.--------------------C-- 13. 8 28. 4 106 --------- --------- ---------= == = = = Poland and Danzig, total or average_____ 7. 4 13. 5 82 13. 7 25. 4 85 

I. 1 1. 3 18 ·-·------ -----·-·- ---------
6. 3 12. 2 94 --------- --------- ---------

Venezuela.a total or average____________ 18. 5 21.4 16 14. l 49.1 248 

Free ___ --· ____ --·------_---- ____ _ 
Dutiable. __ --- ----- __ --- --- _ -----

9.4 
9.1 

6.0 
15. 4 

-36 --------- --------- ---------
69 --------- --------- ---------====== Uruguay, total or average______________ 3. 5 9. 1 160 4. 3 . 9. 1 112 

Free ..... _------ __ ------- ... __ ------ ... 
Dutiable ____ --------- •.. --- -- ---· _ 

Sec footnotes at end of table. 

.6 
2.9 

.9 
8. 2 

50 --------- --------- ---------
183 --------- --------- ---------====== 
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TABLE 8.-United States trade with principal countries with which no trade agreements ·were 
in effect before Dec. 31, 1936, and trade with all other nonagreement countries, averages, 
1932-34 and 1937-38-Continued 

Imports for consumption Domestic exports 

Country 
Average, Average, 
1932-341 1937-38 

Percent of 
increase, 

or de­
crease 
(-) 

Average, 
1932-34 

Percent of 
A increase, 

verage, or de-
1937-38 crease 

(-) 

--------------!·----------------
Principal non-trade-agreement countries as of 

Dec. 31, 1936-Continued 
Norway, total or a".erage _________________ 13_. 4 ___ 2_0_. 5 ____ 53 _ ___ 8_. 4 ___ 2_2_. 2 ____ 1_64_ 

Free ______________________ ---- __ _ 
Dutiable ____ ---_______ --- __ --- __ _ 

6.8 
6.6 

11. 2 
9. 3 65 --------- --------- ---------

41 --------- --------- ---------
Greece, total or average________________ 7. 4 13. 5 82 5.1 6. 9 35 

Free._ ---_ --________________ • ___ _ 
Dutiable-------·-______ ---- ------

1.1 
6.3 

1. 3 
12.2 18 . --------- --------- ---------

94 --------- --------- ---------===== All 15 countries listed above, total or 
average·------~---------------·---- 551.1 865. 0 57 907. ~ 1, 422.2 51 ------------------

Fr••--------------------------------- 265. 4 360. 4 36 --------- --------- ---------
Dutiable---------------------------·- 285. 7 504. 6 77 --------- ---------- ---------

==== ------
All other non-trade-agreement countries as of 

Dec. 31, 1936, total or average____________ 299. 4 

Free 4-------------------------------- 246. 8 
Dutiable----------------------------- 52. 6 

595.6 

497.3 
98.3 

99 269.1 587.5 118 

101 --------- --------- --------~ 
87 --------- --------- ---------===== All non-trade-agreement countries, total or 

average-------------------------------- 850. 5 l, 460. 6 

Free------··---·-------------·------- 512. 2 
Dutiable·---------------------------- 338. 3 

I General imports for 1932 and 1933. 

857. 7 
602.9 

72 1, 176. 4 2, 009. 7 71 

67 --------- --------- ---------
78 --------- --------- ---------

I Trade agreement with Czechoslovakia became effective Apr. 16, 1938. 
s Petroleum, a major import from Venezuela, became subject to an import-excise tax in June 1932; it was for­

merly free of duty. 
t Includes British Malaya with an average value of duty-free iuiports of 66.5 million dollars in 1932-34 and 

176.7 million in 1937-38. Dutiable imports from British Malaya. and exports to it, were small in both periods. 

The proportions of total. United States dutiable imports supplied by 
· the individual countries with which trade agreements had not been 
negotiated by 1937 were very different in 1937-38 from those in 1932-:34; 
so were the proportions of total United States exports taken by these 
countries. At the one extreme, dutiable imports from Argentina rose 
by 282 percent and exports to that country by 145 percent. At the other 
extreme, dutiable imports from Germany failed to increase and exports 
to that country decreased 9 percent. The marked rise in imports from 
Argentina was largely due to a special circumstance, the drought of 1936 
in the United States, which caused abnormally large imports of corn and 
:flaxseed in 1937. Trade with Germany in both directions during 1937 
and 1938 was much affected by German armament activities and special 
trade controls, as well as by United States policy in not extending the 
benefit of trade-agreement concessions to Germany and in imposing 
countervailing duties on many imports from that country. 
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In the trade with the United Kingdom, United States imports of duti­
able goods increased by 88 percent between the two periods compared 
and United States exports by 62 percent. In the trade with Japan, 
dutiable imports increased by 115 percent and exports by 62 percent. 

Imports of Concession and Nonconcession Articles 

Table 9 shows the combined imports from all countries, including non­
trade.,.agreement as well as trade-agreement countries, of the principal 
articles on which duties were reduced by trade agreements in effect at 
the end of 1936. The increase in these imports between 1933-35 and 
1937-39 is compared with the increase in imports of all other dutiable 
commodities (including the less important articles on which duties were 
reduced), as well as with the increase in duty-free imports. The total 
for imports of the principal duty-reduced articles does not include sugar 
or other principal commodities covered by the preferential agreement 
with Cuba, and imports from Cuba are also excluded from the total for 
other dutiable imports. 

T,i;,B't.E 9.-"-Uiiitet!l States im'ports of tlu principal rl:u.ty-reduc~d .articles (as of Dec. 31, 1936) 
and imports of other dutiable articles and of fru articles (excluding trade with Cuba), averages, 
1933-35 and 1937-39 ' 

Item Average, 
1933-35 

MUlion 

Average, 
1937-39 

Percent of 
increase 

Imports except from Cuba: dollars 
Million 
dollars 

Principal articles on which duties were reduced by trade agree-
ments before January 1, ,1937 •............................ 78.1 141. 8 82 

Other dutiable articles..................................... 513. 9 713. 9 39 
1~~~~1~~~~·1~~~~ 

Total dutiable articles................................... 592. 0 855. 7 45 
· Free articles.............................................. 1, 033. 3 l, 438. 3 39 

Total, dutiable and free.................................. l, 625. 3 2. 294. 0 41 

Principal duty-reduced articles: 

~~~~~~~~~~;;c::: :: : : : : : :: : : : : : : : :: : : : : : : :: : : :: :: : : : : : 
l=======l=======,I====== 

18. l 
60.0 

35.6· 
106.2 

96 
77 

1 Includes imports from Cuba of articles on which the rates were reduced in agreements with other countrica; 
the amount is·small. 

Disregarding trade with Cuba, the imports of commodities on which 
duties were reduced by the early trade agreements constituted in 1937-39 
about one-sixth of total dutiable imports. Undue reliance, therefore, 
may not be placed upon the comparisons in table 9. Nevertheless it 
seems significant that between 1933-35 and 1937-39 the increase in the 
average annual imports of the principal duty-reduced items (disregarding 
trade with Cuba) was 82 percent compared with 39 percent for other 
dutiable imports and 39 percent for duty-free imports. 

Like the increase in imports shown in table 7, the increase in imports 
of both duty-reduced articles and other articles was no doubt attributable 
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to a considerable extent to two major factors, economic recovery and 
advance in prices. These factors could hardly be responsible, however, 
for the wide difference between the foregoing percentages. It is possible 
that factors other than tariff changes (for example, differences in price 
changes among various products) are partly responsible for the disparity. 
However, the much greater rate of increase in imports of items on which the 
<luties were reduced is probably attributable, in substantial part at least, 
to the duty reductions themselves. 

Table 9 also distinguishes the principal duty-reduced articles as 'agri­
cultural or nonagricultural. Of the imports of the principal duty-reduced 
articles covered by the table in 1937-39, about one-fourth consisted of 
agricultural and three-fourths of nonagricultural products. The per­
·centage increase in imports between 1933-35 and 1937-39 was greater for 
the agricultural than for the nonagricultural products, 96 percent com­
pared with 77 percent. A large part of the increase in agricultural 
products was due to the great expansion in the imports of heavy cattle 
(i. e., cattle weighing 700 pounds or more each), which were about eight 
times larger in value in the later than in the earlier period. Other factors 
beside the· reduction in duty contributed to the increase in imports of 
cattle, but it was probably the leading factor. Total imports of all cattle 
in 1937-39, including cattle not covered by duty reductions, were about 
3 percent of domestic slaughter. 

RELATION OF TRADE AGREEMENTS TO UNITED STATES 
AGRICULTURE AND INDUSTRY 

For any period, however normal and free from major economic dis­
turbances, it would be very difficult to estimate with any exactitude the 
effects which changes in the import tariff of the United States or in the 
import tariffs of foreign countries have on United States industry as a 
whole. For a period as disturbed politically and economically as the 
14 years during which the trade agreements program has been in operation, 
it would manifestly be impracticable to attempt to make any such estimate. 
In view of this, any discussion of the impact of the trade agreements upon · 
United States agriculture and industry must be in general terms. Con­
'5ideration, of course, must be given to the effect on United States produc­
tion, on the one hand, of any increase in United States imports resulting 
from the reduction in United States import duties and, on the other hand, 
-0£ any increase in United States exports resulting from the concessions 
made by foreign countries on United States export products, as well as 
from the increased dollar exchange made available to foreign countries 
by any increase in their exports to the United States due to United States 
.concessions to them. 
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Effects of Agreements During the Prewar Period 

From the inauguration of the trade agreements= program in the'sumrner 
of 1934 through the summer of 1937, thei;-e was an almost continuous 
upswing in the domestic consumption of goods, an upswing participated 
in by almost all commodities whether or not affected by trade agreements. 
Although consumption declined for a year or more after the summer of 
1937, it remained much above the 1932-34 level; and in 1939 a renewed 
upturn began. The trade agreements, it seems clear, had relatively 
little to do with the higher level of consumption in the latter half of the 
1930's although the restraining effect on prices due to reduction in duty 
may have been a factor for some commodities. 

It is certain that the increase in consumption (except, of course, of those 
duty-free articles of which the United States produces none, Gr produces 
much less than its normal requirements) was supplied principally by 
increased domes.tic. produ~tion. For .. some. dutiable commodities the 
increase was relatively greater for imports than for domestic production. 
Even if domestic producers did supply the larger part of the increase 
in consumption, they might have supplied an even greater part had there 
been no reduction in duty. There is no way of determining the number 
of commodities to which the foregoing statements would apply inasmuch 
as it is difficult, even for individual commoditie!l, to measure the direct 
effect, either on consumption or on the share of consumption supplied by 
imports, of changes in import duties as distinguished from the effect of 
changes in other factors. 

Between the depression period, 1932-34,. and the recovery period, 
1937-39, average annual imports of dutiable articles into the United 
States rose from 538 million to 964 million dollars, or by 79 percent. 
Between these two periods average annu.al exports of domestic merchan­
dise rose from 1,774 million to 3,159 million dollars, or br79 percent;. the 
same percentage of increase as shown by dutiable imports. In absolute 
amounts, the increase in exports (1,385 million dollars) was greater than 
in dutiable imports (426 million dollars). In percentages, however, the 
increase in dutiable imports was considerably greater. The share of total 
imports consisting of dutiable goods averaged 36.5 percent in 1932-34 
and 39.8 percent in 1937-39. 

The increase in United States exports reflected principally world-wide 
industrial recovery, which carried with it a general advance in prices. 
The trade agreements program, however, contributed to the expansion of 
United States exports by (1) increasing dutiable imports and thus aug­
menting the amount of dollar exchange available to buy United States 
goods; (2) restraining the tendency, strong in this .period in .many for­
eign countries, to increase the barriers to United States exports; and 



PART I. SUMMARY 63 

(3) securing reduction in barriers already existing. As United States ag­
riculture and industry in this period did not in most of their branches 
attain full production, any increase in exports, as a rule, meant a greater 
domestic output than would otherwise have occurred, just as any in­
crease in imports of competitive articles tended to make domestic pro­
duction smaller than it would otherwise have been. 

Effects of Agreements During the War and Postwar Period 

During the period of active hostilities from the fall of 1939 to the sum­
mer of 1945, especially after the sum.mer of 1941, the trade agreements 
had comparatively little influence on the volume or the composition of 
United States exports or imports. It follows that in this period trade 
agreements could have had little effect on the volume or composition of 
United States production. 

Since the cessation of hostilities, the effects of the pre-Geneva agree­
ments have doubtless increased in importance, but the increased effect 
has probably been greater on United States imports than on United States 
exports. On trade in both directions, taken as a whole, however, other 
factors have continued to overshadow the trade agreements even though 
the agreements have doubtless been of consequence to the trade in certain 
commodities. Moreover, the effects of the trade agreements on United 
States trade in the postwar period have been greater than their effects 
·on the production of United States agriculture and industry. This cir­
cumstance follows from the fact that the high level of demand in the 
United States has been sufficient to cause most United States industries 
to operate at or near full capacity, notwithstanding any increase in 
imports, and from the further fact that exports have tended to cause a 
decrease in the amount of goods available to satisfy domestic demand, 
rather than to cause an increase in the volume of domestic production, 
which in any case would have been at practically maximum levels. In 
this situation, obviously, changes in either imports .or exports, whether 
due to the trade agreements or to other causes, have not had a major 
effect on United States agriculture and industry. 

How long this situation will last it is impossible to predict. When the 
economies of the various foreign countries have fully recovered from the 
effects of the war and their industries have got on a sound export basis, 
both exports and imports will have more important effects on United 
States agriculture and industry, especially if demand in the United States 
recedes from its high postwar level, than they have had heretofore since 
the war ended. The trade-agreement concessions made and obtained by 
the United States (including those in the Geneva agreement) will then 
have their :first opportunity since the prewar period to show their effects. 
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Conclusion 

It follows from what has been said above that data are not available 
for measuring the net effects of the trade agreements program on United 
States agriculture and industry taken as a whole. It is difficult enough 
to do this for any individual industry, as it is frequently impossible to 
isola'l;e the effects of the trade agreements from tlie effects of other causes. 
Data bearing on the problem in individual industries are included in the 
Tariff Commis.sion's Summaries of Tariff Information.now being revised 
for publication. The summaries will show all the significant available 
data on the course of United States production, imports, and exports of 
the various commodities and on the competitive conditions in the several 
industries. 
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