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AprpPENDIX 1I

STEEL IMPORTS AND DOMESTIC EMPLOYMENT

Steel spokesmen claim that 11 million tons of imported steel ‘“‘represents more
than 70,000 steelworker jobs alone, and many thousands of additional jobs in
supporting industries—all at a time when this nation is striving to achieve
maximum employment.” (L. B. Worthington, chairman of AISI, 8 February
1967) The implication is clear: steel imports reduce steel employment by 70,000-
plus jobs. :

Aside from the dubious techniques for arriving at this 70,000 figure,' the
contention is defective for the following reasons: )

(1) Sharply rising imports, starting in 1959, have been associated with sig-
nificant increases in steel production—not only in the United States, but also
in the European Coal and Steel Community. In neither case can unemployment
be traced to rising imports. (See Table II-1.)

1 The estimation seems to have been made on a purely mechanical basis. A simple divislon
of steel shipments in. 1966 by employment in the steel industry indicates that 156 tons
were shipped for every person employed. Since 11 million tons valued at 1.2 billion were,
imported in 1966, dividing by average tonnage per employee gives a 70,000 figure. An
alternative method of arriving at this estimate would be to consider that the 1965 imports

. of 10 million tons were equal to the combined shipments of Armco and Jones & Laughlin.
These two companies employed about 79,000 people (Background Memorandum on Ameri-
can Iron & Steel Institute Steel Import Policy, Feb. 10, 1967). Using the first method
assumes: (1) The industry could have filled the extra 11 million tons of demand; (2) The
industry’s present emglovyees could have produced no more than they did in 1966 ; (3) The
industry could have hired additional labor just as efficient as its existing labor force.



