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REPORT TO THE PRESIDENT

U.S. Tariff Commission
March 20, 1970

To the President:

In accordance with section 301(f)(1) of the Trade Expansion Act
of 1962 (76 Stat. 885), the U.S. Tariff Commission herein reports the
results of its investigation TEA-W-11 under section 301(c)(2) of the
act. On January 19, 1970, a petition for the investigation was filed
by the United Glass and Ceramic Workers of North America, AFL-CIO, on
behalf of the production and maintenance workers of the Cambridge Tile
Mfg. Co., Cincinnati, Ohio; The investigation was instituted on that
date for the purpose of determining whether, as a result in major
part of concessions graﬁted under trade agreements, articles like or
directly competitive with ceramic floor and wall tile produced by the
Cambridge Tile Mfg. Co. are being imported into the United States in
such increased quantities as to cause, or threaten.to cause, the
unemployment or underemployment of a significant number or proportion
of the workers of such manufacturing company.

Public notice of the investigation was given in the Federal

Register (35 F.R. 997, January 23, 1970). No public hearing was

requested and none was held.



Finding of the Commission

On the basis of its investigation, the Commission finds
(Commissioners Clubb and Moore dissenting) }/ that articles like or
directly campetitive with ceramic floor and wall tile produced by the
Cambridge Tile Mfg. Co., Cincinnati, Ohio, are not, as a result in
major part of concessions granted under trade agreements, being
imported into the United States in such increased quantities as to
cause, or threaten to cause, unemployment or underemployment of a
significant number or proportion of the workers of such company.

Considerations Supporting the
Commission's Finding

Views of Chairman Sutton and
Commissioners Leonard and Newsom

Our determination is in the negative for the reason that the
conditions imposed by section 301(0)(2) of the Trade Expansion Act
(TEA) have not been satisfied. Before an affirmative determination
could be made in this investigation, it would have to be established
in our investigation that each of the following conditions has been
met:

(1) imports of ceramic tile are increasing;

(2) the increased imports are in major part the result
of concessions granted under trade agreements;

L1/ The dissenting opinion of Commissioners Clubb and Moore are set
forth beginning on page 13.



(3) a significant number or portion of the workers of
the Cambridge Tile Mfg. Co. are unemployed or
underemployed or are threatened with unemployment
or underemployment; and

(L) the incréased imports resulting from trade-agreement

concessions are the major factor causing or
thregtening to cause the unemployment or under-
employment .
If any one of these conditions is not met, an affirmative determina-
tion is not possible.

There can be no doubt that in this investigation conditions (1)
and (3) have been satisfied. By any standard of measure, it is clear
that ceramic tile is being imported in increasing quantities. Like-
wise, it is clear that a significant number or proportion of the
workers of the Cambridge Tile Mfg. Co. are unemployed or underemployed.
However, as is explained below, we are unable to conclude that the
increased imports of ceramic tile are "in major part" the result of
concessions granted under trade agreements (condition (2)).

Trade-agreement concessions have not been the only causal factor
involved in the increased imports of ceramic tile. The increased
imports have also been induced by a variety of other interrelated
causes. The difficulties inherent in sorting out these causes and
arriving at some Sudgment as to their respective weights does not
permit us to ignore them or give them short shrift in carrying out
“our stafutory responsibility.

Certain observations about increased imports are in order:

imports increased from 11 million square feet in 1955 to 47 million

square feet in 1959, and supplied an average of 11 percent of



domestic consumption; during 1960-6L imports increased from 6l million
to 132 million square feet, and supplied 28 percent of corsumption;
imports increased irregularly between 1965 and 1969 from 135 million

to 159 million square feet{ and supplied 35 percent of U.,S. consumption.
We observe that the greatest increase in imports as a percéntage of
domestic coﬁsumption occurred many years after the granting of tariff
concessions in 19L8, 1951, and 1956.

For almost 15 years the domestic ceramic tile producers have been
concerned about increasing imports of tile. During this period of time
pumerous investigations have been made by the Tariff Commission and
other agencies of the U.S. Government. 2 From the cumulative data
amassed in the course of these investigations, it will be observed
that the increased imports of ceramic tile are almost exclusively a
phenomenon of the postwar resurgence and growth of Japanese indusiry.

During the past five years it has been the oft-repeated position
of U.S. producers that their problems with imported tile do not stem
from the tariff level or past trade-agreement concessions. Rather, it
is said that these problems have arisen because the Japanese

manufacturers and exporters, in concert with U.S. imperters and

T/ Tariff Commission investigations: Inv. No, TEA-W-5 (1553,
TEE-W-6 (1967), and TEA-F-L (196L); sec. 337, Tariff Act of 1230, as
amended (1966); and sec. 332, Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (196€)
(Inv. No. 332-50). Investigations by other agencies: Civil investiga-
tion by the Department of Justice, imstituted in 1966; Treasury
Department dumping complaints, Japanese ceramic wall tile (1965), and
the United Kingdom ceramic wall tile (1969).



distributors, have systematically engaged in the use of restrictive
distribution and pricing practices designed to capture the U.S. market.
The Tariff Commission in the course of one of its investigations—-
instituted in October of 1966 at the request of the Committee on Ways
and Means of the-U.S. House of Representatives and placed in an inactive
status in October 1968 without formal findings at the request of the
Committee-~received testimony and documentary evidence relating to
these allegations. While the Commission is unable at this time to
treat conclusively with the substance of all these allegations, it is
possible to arrive at conclusions on certain important aspects thereof.

One of the practices complained of by domestic producers was that
of the dumping of wall tile. A dumping complaint was filed in December
1965 with the Treasury Department under the provisions of the Anti-
dumping Act of 1921, as amended. In this case, it is significant that
(1) the Treasury found that the purchase price was lower than the
adjusted home market price in & majority of the comparisons made, and
(2) that the Treasury terminated its investigation only after assurances
wére given that no future sales would be made at less than fair value.
From this and other information in the Commission's possession, we are
satisfied that price discrimination was an extremely significant factor
in the Japanese ability to obtain quickly so large a share of the U.S.
tile market.

The investigations with respect to ceramic tile also produced
evidence of the existence of other economic factors favorable to

the Japanese in their penetration of the U.S. tile market. The



evidence unmistakably shows that the Japanese tile producers organized
to maximizé their exports to thé United States through the establishment
and mainﬁenance of quantity and price controls. These controls varied
from time to time and until 1966 were voluntary in nature. In 1966,
however, as an outgrowth of the.Treasury dumping investigation of wall
tile and on the basis of informal negotiations with the U.S. Government,
the Japanese government imposed mandatory quantitative controls on
exports of wall and floor tile to the United States and minimum export
prices on exports of wall tile to the United States. It is apparent

to us that the imposition of these controls has resulted in the United
Kingdom and Mexico, former major suppliers, regaining a significant
share of the U.S. domeétic wall tile market.

In addition, the Commission's investigations have shown the
practice of the Japanese utilizing common sales agents in the United
Stateé as part of the distribution and sales arrangement and also the
practice of Japanese producers granting rebates to certain U.S.
purchasers. |

Under the circumstances, we are satisfied that restrictive
practices practiced by the Japanese far outweigh in importance the
impact of the aggregate of duty concessions on ceramic tile as a
causative factor in inducing increased imports thereof., Therefore, since
condition (2) is not satisfied, we must perforce make a negative

determination under section 301(c)(2) of the Trade Expansion Act,



Views of Commissioner Thunberg

On January 19, 1970, the Executive Secretary of the Stone, Glass
and Clay Coordineting Committee of the United Glass and Ceramic
Workers of North America (AFL-CIO-CLC) filed a petition under sec-
tion 301(a)(2) of the Trade Expansion Act of 1962 on behalf of the
workers at Cambridge Tile Manufacturing Co. In late 1969, Cambridge
Tile laid off some 300 production and related workers, about three-
fourths of its work force. It 1is alleged that this sharp reduction
in employment has been caused by the inability of Cambridge Tile to
compete in the marketplace because of increased imports brought about
by past cdncessions. Accordingly, the petitioners request adjust-
ment assistance for unemployed workers as provided for in section
301(c)(2) of the Trade Expansion Act.

An examination of the evidence developed in this investigation
leads to the conclusion that one of the conditions imposed by the
statute for adjustment assistance is not satisfied. The statute
obliges me to find that each of the following conditions has been
met :

(1) imports are increasing;

(2) the increased imports are in major part the result of

concessions granted under trade agreements;

(3) the workers producing like or directly competitive

articles are unemployed or underemployed or are

threatened with unemployment or underemployment; and



(&) the increased imports resulting from trade-agreement
concessions are the major factor causing or threaten-
ing to cause the unemployment or underemployment.
Finding that condition (2) has not been satisfied, I have not pro-
ceeded further.
Imports of ceramic tile increased dramatically starting in the

midfifties. Imports in the first half of the decade were (in mil-

lions of square feet):

1950====muaun 1.8 1953======umm- 3.8
1951 ~===mmmue- 6.L 195h--ocmmmmm- 5.3
1952 mmmmm e 4.0 1955=m=mmmmmu- 16.2

Between 1955 and 1960, imports increased by 47 million square feet,
representing an average annual increase of 31.6 percent. From 1960
to 1965 the absolute growth in imports was even more dramatic,
amounting to 73 million sduare feet, but representing average annual
growth of 16.6 percent.

Durihg 1965-69, the increase in imports declined to only 23 mil-
lion square feet, both because of the weak housing market in the
United States and the institution of effective export controls by the
Japanese industry and government. Nevertheless the average growth
of imports in this period was 4.0 percent per annum.

The largest concessions under the reciprocai trade-agreement
program were made before 1950. By the third round of GATT negoti-
ations, in June 1951, duty rates on tile had been halved from the

rates in the Tariff Act of 1930. Subsequently there was a



15 percent reduction at the fourth round in 1956 which was phased in
steps of 5 percent over the 2-year period, 1956-58. There have been
no duty reductions since that time.

The ad valorem equivalents of the former rates of duty for

mosaic tile and wall tile for selected years are (in percent):

Mosaic Wall
1950======mmmmmm———————e 28.5 25.1
1955-m=mmmmmmmmmmm e 27.1 25.9
1960-=====m==mmmmmm - 2k.3 22.5
1963 to present--------- 2k.5 22.5

The reduction in duties (ad valorem equivalent) from 1950 to the
present was 14 percent for mosaic tile and 10 percent for wall tile.
Yet imports of tile grew by almost 300 percent during 1955-60, by
more than 100 percent between 1960-65, or by more than TOO percent
for the entire 10-year period 1955-65. I believe that it would be
wholly unrealistic to conclude that this phenomenal increase in im-
ports has been caused in major part by the relatively small decrease
in duties since 1950. 1/

Even going back to 1930 and considering the 57.5 percent redﬁc-
tion in duties on tile since that date, my finding would not be
different. Fifty percent reductions in duty rates have by no means

been rare in tariff bargaining. The Congress authorized reductions

l/ The ad valorem equivalents are used here only to indicate the
approximate duty reductions. Large variations in the ad valorem
equivalents can occur depending on the composition of the trade, and
these variations in turn would affect the indicated duty reductions.
However, if the error in duty reductions calculated above is as much
as 50 percent in either direction, the range in duty reductions from
1950 to 1963 would be only 7 to 21 percent for mosaic tile and only

5 to 15 percent for wall tile. This range of duty reductions would
not materially affect my conclusion.
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up to 50 percent for the first round of tariff negotiations:at the
GATT, as it did for the sixth round, the Kennedy Round. Although
the overall average reduction in both cases was less than SQ percent,
reductions for many individual items were as high as 50 perecent.

Such reductions, however, did not lead to import growth rates of 25
percent per year for the commodities affected. Rather, such reduc-
tions typically led to much more moderate import growth. In the
case of tile imports, a return to statutory rates would involve more
than doubling actual duties currently levied on bbth mosaic and wall
tile, but in neither case would such a duty increase equal the amount
of the price differentials prevailing between domestic and imported
tile. I conclude therefpre that imports in the years 1950-1969
would not have been enormously reduced but for the duty reductions
that have occurred since 1930, and that some factor or group of
factors other than the tariff concessions are necessary to explain
in major part the increase in imports.

The Japanese ecouromy has provided the bulk of imports of fioor
and wall tile. Several factors combined to bring about the large
increase in exports of tile from Japan to the United States. The
market for tile in the United States expanded greatly after 1850 in
resbonse to a high level of construction. Japanese tile makers,
producing quality products at a relatively low cost, have obtained
an increasing share of this market. In particular, the.Japanese
have produced glazed mosaic tile gt a cost sufficiently low to

create an entirely new market for this product in the United States.
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T consider it significant that meaningful comparisons of prices for
domestic and imported glazed mosaic tile are not possible (see page Al6
of factual report ).

vJapanese tile manufacturers and exporters have acted together to
control fhe competition in Japan and to expand the volume of their
exports to the United States. As early as 1958, the Japanese tile
manufacturers and exporters agreed voluntarily to adhere to "lowest
standard prices" (check prices) on mosaic tile and wall tile for ex-
port to the United States. The Ministry for International Trade and
Industry (MITI) was requested to enforce the check prices. MITI
found that in the first half of 1960 almost one-third of the industry
was invoicing tile at an average 25 percent below the check prices.
Voluntary quotas were established for exports of unglazed mosaic tile
in 1960 and for glazed mosaic tile in 1962, but were so administered
by the industry that they not only did not hinder exports but in facf
promoted them.

In April 1966, following the filing of a dumping complaint on .
imports of wall tile from Japan, the Japan Pottery Exporters Associ-
ation (JPEA) set an overall voluntary quota of 34 million square feet
of wall tile to be exported to the United States from April 1, 1966
to March 31, 1967. JPEA also set suggested minimum export prices to
the United States. In October 1966, MITI imposed mandatory quotas
on both glazed and unglazed mosaic tile for export to the Unitea
States and Canada, and made mandatory JPEA's voluntary quota and

minimum prices on exports of wall tile to the United States.  These
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recent restrictions appear to have been effective in limiting exports
and are partially responsible for the reduced rate of import growth
since 1965, as noted above.

In summary I believe that the entire series of tariff reductions
since 1930 in timing and.relative importance was not capable of ex-
plaining the enormous expansion of imports, and therefore the in-
creased imports were not in major part the result of concessions
granted under trade agreements. The import growth appears to have
been caused by product differentiation and by.the concerted efforts
by Japanese producers to maximize exports, through the use of a

variety of more or less orthodox trade practices.
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Dissénting Opinion of Commissioners Clubb and Moore

This investigation relates to a group of workers at the Cambridge
Tile Mfg. Co., who have petitioned for adjustment assistance under the
provisions of the Trade Expansion Act of 1962. We find that the
criteria set forth in section 301(c)(2) of that Act have been met: (1)
The relevant imports have increased; (2) the increase is attributable
in major part to trade-agreement concessions; (3) the workers concern-
ed are unemployed; and (4) the increased imports were the major factor

causing such unemployment.

Increased imports

The first statutory requirement is that imports must have in-
creased. U.S. imports of ceramic mosaic and wall tile--the products
like or directly competitive with the articles produced by the peti-
tioning workers--were at a record level in 1969. Entries of such tile
in that year amounted to 159 million square feet, compared with L7
million square feet a decade earlier (table 3). Indeed, the growth
in annual imports of ceramic mosaic and wall tile has been almost un-
interrupted in the period since World War II. The first of the re-

quirements has been met.

In major part

The second statutory requirement is that the increased imports
must result in major part from concessions granted under trade agree-

ments. As we have stated in previous decisions, ;/ in order to

1/ Buttweld Pipe, Inv. No. TEA-W-8 (1969) at 8-11, and Transmission
Towers and Parts, Inv. No. TEA-W-9 and TEA-W-10 (1969) at 10-11.
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determine whether this requirement has béen met, we need only ask
whether imports of the product concerned would be at substantially
their present level had it not been for the aggregate trade<agreement
concessions granted thereon since 193k, ;/ If they would not, then
the increased imports have been a result in major part of the conces-
sions.

The pre-trade-agréement (statutory) rates of duty on ceramic
mosaic and wall tile were 10 cents per square foot, but ndt less than
50 percent nor more than 70 percent ad valorem for tile valued at not
more than 4O cents per square foot, and 60 percentvad valorem for tile
valued atrmofe phaniho cents per square foot. When the Tariff Sched-
ules of the United States (TSUS) was adopted in 1963, the column 2
rates were set at 55 percent ad valorem; such rates thus became the
statutory rates for purposes of action under the Trade Expansion Act.
The current rates of duty applicable to U.S. imports of ceramic mosaic
and wall tile are 24.5 percent on mosaic tile and 22.5 percent on other
such tile. Based on information obtained in the investigation, the
difference between the present duty and the 55-percent rate at current
market prices amounted to 7 cents per square foot for the typical
mosaic tile and 8 cents per square foot for the typical wall tile im~
ported into the Unitea.states.

In the major metropolitan areas of the United States, where the
great bulk of the imported tile is marketed, the price competition

between imported and domestic tile has been severe. In 1969>the

1/ An earlierﬁ%iﬁéing by Commissioners Fenn and Talbot ;éfgég on the
same reason, Natiopal Tile & Mfg. Co., Inv. No. TEA-F-5 (1964) at 21.
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prices of wall tile quoted by domestic manufacturers to distributors
in the New York City area were from 5 to 7 cents higher than the de-
livered cost of imported wall tile, although frequently the domestic
manufacturers negotiated reductions in prices to approximately the
delivered cost of the imported tile in order to make sales. Although
price is not the only factor influencing sales of wall tile, it is
clear that the volume of imports would not have been at the high level
they reached if the duty had been about 8 cents per square foot higher
than it was. We have reached a similar conclusion with respect to
mosaic tile, although the price margins between the imported and do-
mestic mosaic tile generally are greater than those of wall tile, and
the price competition has been less severe. In view of the foregoing,

we have found that the second statutory requirement has been satisfied.

Underemployment or unemployment

The third requirement is that the petitioners must be underem-

" ployed or unemployed or both. The Cambridge Tile Mfg. Co. operates

one manufacturing plant. The great bulk of its output has consisted

of wall and mosaic tile (chiefly the former). In the fall of 1969,
when the company discontinued production of two of its three major tile
lines, employment of production and related workers declined greatly.
Ninety-nine such workers were employed at the close of 1969, while

382 workers had been employed at the beginning of the year. Thus, the

third statutory requirement has been met.
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Major factor

As the final requirement, the concession-generated imports must
be the major factor in causing the underemployment or unemployment of
the workers concerned. As the majority (5-1) explained in the affirma-

tive findings in the Buttweld Pipe and Transmission Towers and Parts

decisions, this requirement is met if the unemployment would not have
occurred had it not been for the increased imports.

The recent problems afflicting the Cambridge Tile Mfg. Co. have
been closely associated with the increased imports of tile sold in the
United States at highly competitive prices. The sharp price competi-
tion affected particularly Cambridge's wall tile output which in re-
cent years has represented about three-fifths of the company's total
business. For a number of years the company produced an economy line
of wall tile which it offered at prices nearly a fifth below those of
its prestige line. In an effort to compete more effectively with low-
priced imported tile, the company made a substantial investment early
in 1969 seeking to reduce the cost of producing its prestige wall tile.
These efforts proved unsuccessful because of the contemporaneous growth
of imports. Major layoffs of tile workers followed. We conclude that,
had imported tile not been available in increased quantities at low
prices, the company would not have had to close down two of its three
tile production lines.

The circumstances affecting the workers at the Cambridge Tile Mfg.
Co. are the type envisaged by the adjustment assistance preovisions of

the Trade Expansion Act. We find that the petitioners have met the
criteria of that Act, and we believe they are entitled to:adjustment

assistance as provided by that Act.
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Informaﬁion Obtained in the Investigation

U.S. tariff treatment

Ceramic mosaic tiles, which are currently classified under the
Tariff Schedules of the United States (TSUS) item 532.21, are dutiable
at 24.5 percent ad valorem; other (than mosaic) glazed ceramic floor
and wall tiles (hereinafter referred to as wall tile and currently
classified under item 532.24) are dutiable at 22.5 percent ad valorem.
These rates were established by the TSUS, effective August 31, 1963
(table l), and represented the average ad valorem equivalents of the
four different rates that had been applicable to such tiles prior to
the coming into effect of the TSUS.

Before the TSUS entered into force, ceramic floor and wall tiles
had been classified under paragraph 202 of the Tariff Act of 1930
(table 2). Such tiles valued not over 40 cents per square foot had
been dutiable at 4-1/4 cents per square foot but not less than 21
percent nor more than 30 percent ad valorem; such tiles valued over
4O cents per square foot had been dutiable at 25-1/2 percent ad
valorem. These rates resulted from duty reductions, granted under
trade agreements, from the statutory rates of 10 cents per square
foot but not less than 50 percent nor more than 70 percent ad valorem
on tiles valued not over 40 cents, and from 60 percent ad valorem on

tiles valued over 40 cents per square foot.



The initial major tariff concession applicable to ceramic floor
and wall tiles, amounting to a reduction of 50 percent in the rates
applicable to wall tiles was granted in the Mexican Trade Agreement,
effective January 30, 1943; this concession was terminated, effective
January 1, 1951, but the rate of duty of 30 percent ad valorem for
wall tiles valued at more than 4O cents per square foot continued in
effect pursuant to a 1948 concession granted under the General Agree-
ments on Tariffs and Trade (GATT). The minimum rate applicable to
wall tiles valued at not more than 4O cents per square foot was
increased from 25 percent to 30 percent, rather than to the statutory
rate of 50 percent, in accordance with a 1948 GATT concession. The
rates of duty on ceramic mosaic tiles valued at not more than 28-L/7
cents per square foot were 7 cents per square foot but not less than
35 percent nor more than hobpercent ad valorem from January 1, 1948,
to June 6, 1951. These rates were established to avoid increasing
the Cuban margin of preference. The rate of duty applicable to
mosaic tiles valued over 28-4/7 cents, but not over 33-1/3 cents per
square foot was 10 cents per square foot (the statutory rate). The
rate of duty applicable to such tiles valued over 33-1/3 cents but
not more than 40 cents per square foot was 30 percent ad valorem
from January 1, 1948, to June 6, 1951, in accordance with a 1948 GATT
concession. The rate applicable to such tiles valued over 4O cents

per square foot was 30 percent ad valorem in accordance with a 1948
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'GATT concession. Effective June 6, 1951, additional concessions under
GATT resulted in rates applicable to mosaic tiles and wall tiles
valued at not more than 4O cents per square foot of one-half the
Tariff Act rates. Further concessions were granted in 1956 resulting
in these rates and the rate for such tiles valued at more than 4O
cents per square foot being reduced by about 15 percent in three
annual stages, the final stage becoming effective June 30, 1958.
No concessions were granted on ceramic mosaic tiles and wall tiles
in the Kennedy Round tariff negotiations.

The current rates of duty applicable to ceramic mosaic and wall
tiles are considerably lower than the statutory rate. In terms of
the amounts of duty per square foot, the current and statutory rates

of duty were as follows (in cents per square foot, based on imports

in 1969):
Item Current rate Statutory rate
Mosaic tiles:
Glazedmm=mmmmmmemccc—— e 5.8 13.0
Other--=--ecemmecaaacaaao 4.8 10.8

Wall tileS=====cmmcmmmmcaa 5.5 13.6



Al

The ad valorem equivalents of these former compound rates of

duty, for mosaic tile and wall tile during years 1947-63, are shown

as follows (in percent):

Year Mosaic tile }/ ‘ Wall tile
Ky S 36.6 27.2
S TR RS 26.8 26.3
1940 27.2 29.2
1950=mmmmmmeam 28.5 25.1
195Lmmmmmmem e 2/ 36.5 2/ 36.3
1952=mmccaaana 28.8 26.0
1953===mmmmmem 28.3 26.1
195k am e 29.0 26.2
1955 =mmmmmmee 27.1 25.9
e 1T —— 26.5 25.2
1957 ~=mmmmmmm - 26.1 23.7
1958 mcmeean 25.2 23.3
195G mmmmmmeem 24.3 22.8
O1CI0 IR ——— 24.3 22.5
1961-mmmmmmae 23.6 22.6
1962-mmmmmmee 22.8 22.7
1963 3/======- 23.2 22.9

;/ Includes all imports reported in official statistics as ceramic
mosaic tile and, prior to 1962, includes imports reported under the
category "other unglazed tile." TImports in this "other" category
before 1962, were largely mosaic tile.

g/ The termination of the Mexican Trade Agreement, effective
Jan. 1, 1951, resulted in higher rates of duty being applied to
"other unglazed tile" and wall tile during the period Jan. l-June 5,
1951.

3/ Effective Aug. 31, 1963, the TSUS established ad valorem rates
of duty for ceramic mosaic tile (24.5 percent) and for ceramic wall
tile (22.5 percent).
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Description and uses

Both industry practice and U.S. tariff treatment distinguish
three major types of ceramic floor and wall tile: Unglazed or glazed
mosaic tile (tile having a facial area of less than 6 square inches);
glazed wall tilel(glazed tile having a facial area of 6 square inches
or more); and quarfy and other paving tile (unglazed tile having a
facial area of 6 square inches or more).

The Cambridge Tile Mfg. Co., the employer of the petitioning
workers, is one of the major U.S. producers of mosaic tile and wall

tile.

Mosaic tile, whether glazed or unglazed, has a thickness of
about one-fourth inch; it is usually produced in rectangular shapes
which are fitted together to form various designs. The colors of

glazed mosaic tile are put into the glaze coating, whereas the

colors of unglazed mosaic tile are mixed throughout the body of the



A6

tile. In recent years the demand for mosaic tile in many colors and
textures has increased, requiring more glazed mosaic tile; glazed
tile lends itself to more pleasing variations thaﬁ does the unglazed
tile. DNearly all mosaic tile is sold mounted in patterns on sheets
usually 1 x 2 feet. Mosaic tile is edither "face-mounted,” i.e.,
mounted on paper cemented to the face of the tile with a water-soluble
adhesive, or "back-mounted,” i.e., mounted permanently on material
cemented to the back of the tile. Back-mounted tile,. which comprises
the greater part of mosaic tile consumed, is usually sold at higher
prices than is the face-mounted tile, because its production requires
costlier mounting materials and more labor. Nevertheless, the cost
saving which back-mounted tile affords the contractor when installing
the tile generally exceeds the additional charge for back-mounting.

Currently most wall tile is produced by the one-fire process,
that is, the pressed tile body is sprayed with glazing matéerials and
fired. In the older two-fire process, the pressed tile body is fired
and then sprayed with glazing materials and refired at a lower temper-
ature. Wall tile, which is nearly always installed singly, is usually
about 5/16-inch thick and 4-1/L4 inches square.

Nearly all mosaic tile and wall tile consumed in the United
States is installed as a surfacing material in building construction,
either on floors, or interior or exterior walls, or counter tops,

columns, and the like. Mosaic tile is used primarily as a
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floor-surfacing material where resistance to wear and/or moisture are
important. In recent years, however, the use of such tile on bathroom
walls as a replacement for yall tile and on interior and exterior
walls as a mediuwm of architectural expression has increased. Wall
tile is limited to interior use--mainly on walls; recently, however,.
crystalline-glazed wall tile l/ has been used in substantial amounts
on residential bathroom floors.

Ceramic mosaic tile and wall tile compete not only with one
another but also with unglazed tile other than mosaic as well as with
nonceramic materials. The nonceramic materials which are most compe-
titive with mosaic tile are homogeneous vinyl and vinyl asbestos.
Other competing materials include steel, aluminum, and hardbéard
sheets, enameled with simulated tile designs. The chief alternatives
to wall tile are waterproof fabric and paper and enamel. Although all -
of these products are less expensive than the ceramic tile, ceramic
tile is the more durable. The introduction of new patterns and gléée
effects, moreover, has contributed materially to making ceramic tile

competitive with alternative materials.

1/ Wall tiles are made with three distinct surfaces: (1) bright-
glazed, a smooth and glossy surface; (2) matte-glazed, a non-
reflective surface that is not as slippery (smooth) as bright-glazed;
and (3) crystalline-glazed, a textured surface that does not show
scratches, and is not as slippery as the other types.
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U.S. consumption

Annual U.S. consumption of floor and wall tile increased irregu-
larly from 228 million square feet in 1955 to 396 million équare feet
in 1964, an annual average increase of 6.3 percent. During this
period consumption of mosaic tile increased from 41 million square .
.feet to 104 million square feet, an annual average increase of 10.9
percent; consumption of wall tile increased from 187 million square
feet to 292 million square feet, an annual average increase of 4.5
percent. In 1964 consumption of mosaic tile accounted for 26 percent
of total consumption of floor and wall tile compared with 18 percent
in 1955.

U.S. consumption of floor and wall tile was slightly higher in
1965 than in 1964, then declined in 1966 and 1967, amounting to
341 million square feet in the latter year. Such consumption
increased in 1968 and 1969; amounting to h13 million square feet in
1969 (table 3). Annual consumption of unglazed mo;aic tile declined
from 50 million square feet in 1965 to 43 million square feet in 1968,
then increased to 46 million square feet in 1969. Consumption of
glazed mosaic tile fluctuated between 39 million and 52 million
square feet between 1965 and 1968, then increased to 65 million
square feet in 1969 (table 4). Consumption of wall tile declined
from 297 million square feet in 1965 to 258 million square feet in

1967, then increased, amounting to 302 million square feet in 1969
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(table 5). Wall tile accounted for about 75 percent of total con-
sumption in each year (table 6).

The overall upward trend in ahnual consumption from 1955 to date
resulted from several factors: (1) extensive promotional efforts by
domestic tile producers; (2) increase in the number of bathrooms per
housing unit; (3) increased use of tile as an architectural medium
on both interior and exterior walls; (4) developmentvof simpler
installation methods in the mid-1950's; and (5) increased availability
of imported tile, principally from Japan. The declines in consumption
in 1957, 1960-61, and 1966-67 were accounted for partly by the de-
clines in housing starts and new residential construction in those

years (table 7).

U.S. imports

Since the middle 1950's, annual U.S. imports of floor and wall
tile have increased greatly. Such imports totaled 16 million square
feet in 1955, 63 million feet in 1960, 135 million feet in 1965, and
159 million feet in 1969. As a percent of apparent consumption,'
imports rose from an annual avefage of 11 percent during 1955-59 to
35 percent during 1965-69 (table 3).

As noted earlier, the floor and wall tile market in the United
States may be divided into two broad sectors--wall tile and mosaic
tile. The impact of imports upon the two sectors of the U.S. tile

market has been different. Imports of wall tile have supplied a
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smaller share of the U.S. wall tile market than that supplied by
imported mosaic tile to the U.S. mosaic tile market. During the
5-year period 1965-69, imports of wall tile, expressed as a percent

of U.S. wall tile consumption, ranged from a low of 21 percent in

1967 to a high of 29 percent in 1968 (table 5). On the other hand,

in the same 5-year period, imports of mosaic tile, as a percent of
domestic mosaic tile consumption, increased from 63 to 68 percent.
When distinction is made between unglazed and glazed mosaics, addi-
tional trade patterns emerge. During the same 5-year period, imported
unglazed mosaic tile decreaséd from 34 to 26 percent in 1967 and 1968
and increased in 1969 to 28 percent of apparent U.S. consumption, while
imported glazed mosaic tile rose from 93 to 97 percent of consumption
(table 4). Imports of glazed mosaic tile have virtually dominated a
gfowing separate and distinct market and also compete with other

types of tile and with nonceramic floor and wall coverings.

Although Japan is overwhelmingly the most important supplier of
floor and wall tile to the U.S. market, its share of the quantity of
U.S. wall tile imports during 1965-69 decreased--from 71 percent in
1965 to 49 percent in 1969 (table 9). During this period, the United
Kingdom increased its quantity share of U.S. imports of wall tile
from 10 percent in 1965 to 24 percent in 1969; Italy, correspondingly,
from 5 percent to 6 percent. Japan suppliés virtual;y all U.S.

imports of mosaic tile (table 8).
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Although‘imported floor and wall tile are sold widely throughout
the United States, a large share is marketed in large metropolitan
areas. While such areas are estimated to have received nearly LO per-
cent of domestic tile shipments in 1966, they are also estimated to
have been the market for about 80 percent of imported tile shipments.

An examination of the weighted average prices received by domes-
tic producers and importers i/ indicates that imported tile was lower
priced than domestic tile in the U.S. market. In 1966 the weighted
average price of domestic unglazed mosaic tile was U5 cents per square
foot cémpared with 29 cents per square foot for imported Japanese
tile; the price for standard grade domestic wall tile was 4O cents
per square foot compared with 30 cents per square foot for Japanese
ﬁall tile. However, in the large metropoiitan areas where thé bulk of
the imported tile has been sold, the price-spread has not been so
pronounced. (See the later section on prices of domestic and imported
tile.)

In pasﬁ years, importers have had to cope with several problems.
Most importefs have had to anticipate their demands several months in
advance. Generally the Japanese producers manufacture tile only

against firm orders. Also; Japanese producers generally accept

1/ Prices charged U.S. importers by Japanese manufacturers and
exporters were not available because Japanese suppliers resorted to
rebates, allowances, and other discount pricing practices. The effect
of these practices was not reflected in official import statistics.



orders only when accompanied by letters of credit, inhibiting opera-

tions by small importers.

More recently, to increase availability, the larger importers
have established warehouse facilities in which standard items are
stocked. In recent years several companies have made arrangements

with Japanese trading companies to buy tile on a credit basis.

U.S. sales and inventories l/

Annual U.S. shipments of domestically-produced mosaic tile
fluctuated within narrow limits between years 1955 and 1964; annual
shipments of wall tile, however, increased irregularly during this
period. Since 1964, as indicated in the following tabulation, annual
shipments of mosaic tile have been static while those for wall tile

declined from 1965 to 1967, but then increased in 1968 and 1969 (in

millions of square feet):

Year Mosaic tile Wall tile
o<} T——— 37 226
1966===mmmmm- 35 217
1967-------~- 35 20k
1968-=mmmaman 34 215
1969------=-- 36 219

Yearend inventories of mosaic tile held by U.S. producers, as a

percent of annual sales, increased from 31 percent in 1963 to

1/ Annual U.S. éxports are estimated at 1 million square feet.



36 percent in 1966; yearend inventories of wall tile increased from
19 percent of annual sales in 1963 to 24 percent in 1966. 1/ The
expansion in inventory during this period reflected, in part, the
attempt by producers to provide quicker delivery of an increasing
variety of types, designs, and colors of ceramic tile. Many firms
scrap part of their inventories each year, primarily owing to the

obsolescence of the tile.

Prices of domestic and imported tile 2/

Prices in the mid-1960's.--Competition between imported and

domestic floor and wall tile has been most intense in the large
metropolitan areas along the East Coast. In 1966 nearly 4O percent
of total domestic tile output and 80 percent of the imported tile was
sold in the 25 metropolitan areas having the greatest amount of
housing construction during 1964-65. These 25 areas used about half
of all floor and wall tile consumed in the United States in 1966;
about L8 percent of the floor and wall tile consumed was domestic and
52 percent, imported. Outside of these 25 areas, 86 percent of the

floor and wall tile consumed was domestic and the remainder, imported.

;/ Comparable data on inventories for more recent years are not
available. '

g/ Extensive price data on ceramic tile are available to the Com-
mission only for the years 1963-66; price data for 1967-69 are in
less detail.
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The.prices of domestic tile in the United States have been higher
than the prices of comparable tile imported from Japan. In 1966 the
average prices to distributors i/ of unglazed white mosaic»tile were
Lh.1 and 28.6 cents per square foot for domestic and imported Japanese
tile, respectively (a difference of 15.5 cents); prices of glazed
mo;aic tile were 52.3 and 32.0 cents, respectively (a difference of
20.3 cents); and those of standard glazed wall tile, 40.0 and 29.1
cents, respectively (a difference of 10.9 cents). Thus, in terms of
percentages, prices of domestic tile were Sk percent higher than
imported tile for white unglazed mosaic, 63 percent higher for glazed
mosaic, and 37 percent higher for wall tile.

The differences between average prices to U.S. distributors for
domestic and Japanese mosaic tile in 1966 were 7.3 cents per square
foot higher for white unglazed and 2.7 cents per square foot higher
for glazed than in 1963. Conversely, the spread between average
Prices to distributors for domestic and imported standard glazed
wall tile was 1.8 cents narrower in 1966 than in 1963, indicating
increasingly intense price competition for the available market.

Average prices for both glazed and unglazed mosaic tile from

Japan were about 7 cents per square foot (some 20 percent) lower in

;/’Average pricés to contractors--who generally function as the
second level of tile distribution--range from 3 to 10 cents per
square foot higher than average prices to distributors.
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1966 than in 1963. The average price for imported standard wall tile
was 1.3 cents (4 percent) lower in 1966 than in l§63. Average prices
of domestic floor and wall tile (except white unglazed mosaic) were
from 4 to 7 percent lower in 1966 than in 1963; for white unglazed
mosaic it was 3 percent higher.

Installed floor and wall tile is largely indistinguishable to
the ultimate consumer as to the country of origin or the particular
manufacturer, and such consumers are not <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>