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T H E W H I T E H O U S E 

W A S H I N G T O N 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Roy Neel 
B i l l Burton 

FROM: Andre Oliver^ 

RE: Status o ^ ^ A F T A ^ e g o t i a t i o n s 

DATE: 3 August 1^93 

At an NEC deputies meeting today, Rufus Yerxa o u t l i n e d several 
outstanding issues i n USTR's n e g o t i a t i o n s on the NAFTA. 

I . Supplemental Agreements 

o Environmental Supplemental 

Negotiators are f i n a l i z i n g the "breath and scope" of 
environmental laws covered under the agreement. They have 
t e n t a t i v e l y agreed t h a t domestic laws r e l a t e d t o i n d u s t r i a l 
emissions, waste disposal and p r o t e c t i o n of w i l d f l o r a and 
fauna w i l l be covered under the environmental enforcement 
agreement. Laws r e l a t e d t o the harvest and management of 
n a t u r a l resources and w i l d l i f e (eg, f i s h e r i e s , etc.) w i l l be 
exempted from the agreement. 

There i s also the issue of the s t r e n g t h of the enforcement 
p r o v i s i o n s should a country f i n d another t r a d i n g p a r t n e r i n 
breach of environmental laws. USTR i s pushing f o r t r a d e 
sanctions as an enforcement mechanism. The Mexicans are 
advocating two lesser enforcement methods — f i n e s and 
sunshine p r o v i s i o n s . 

o Labor Supplemental 

Yerxa's assessment of the c u r r e n t n e g o t i a t i o n s i n d i c a t e s 
t r o u b l e i n t h i s area. USTR's goal i s t o o b t a i n the r i g h t t o 
impose trade sanctions should a company or i n d u s t r y v i o l a t e 
i t s country's e x i s t i n g labor laws. This would include 
issues of dispute r e s o l u t i o n and i n d u s t r i a l r e l a t i o n s (e.g., 
c o l l e c t i v e bargaining, s t r i k e r replacement, c h i l d labor 
laws, h e a l t h and saf e t y i s s u e s ) . 
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However, US negotiators have been unable to get the Mexicans 
to agree to s t r i c t e r enforcement provisions above "sunshine" 
provisions, for any laws other than health and safety. 
According to the Mexicans, enforcement provisions on laws 
other than those dealing with health and safety issues are 
currently " o f f the table." 

Given the US labor movement's voiced concerns on issues such 
as adequate minimum wage standards, c o l l e c t i v e bargaining 
and the r i g h t to organize, the group agreed that the current 
Mexican position w i l l be grossly i n s u f f i c i e n t here at home. 
Freshman members of Congress are already viewing a no vote 
on the agreement the safest bet heading i n t o '94 elections, 
and a labor agreement that f a l l s short of s o l i d enforcement 
of e x i s t i n g labor laws w i l l exacerbate t h e i r reticence. 

I I . Timing 

Yerxa indicated that he and Kantor could p o t e n t i a l l y wrap up 
negotiations w i t h i n the next two weeks. However, given the 
need fo r a stronger labor agreement — and the need fo r 
s i g n i f i c a n t public promotion of the agreement here at home -
- the group urged that negotiations be extended through the 
recess (although the timing was not f i n a l i z e d ) . Bo Cutter 
urged Yerxa to d r a f t a memorandum to the President w i t h i n 
the next week o u t l i n i n g these issues. 

There was no discussion of NAFTA v i s a v i s promotion of the 
health care package. I t i s clear that current West Wing 
thinking/concerns on the timing of NAFTA need to be shared 
with Rubin and Cutter at a minimum. 

As you know, a "mega strategy" session on NAFTA i s scheduled 
for Aug. 11. 

EDM. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR MARK GEARAN 
DAVID GERGEN 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

MICHAEL WALDMAN AIA/ 
SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT 
FOR POLICY COORDINATION 

NAFTA BRIEFING YESTERDAY 

I attended the NAFTA briefing yesterday, which outlined the substance of 
current negotiations. (A grand strategy session is slated for next week.) 

In a nutshell, the negotiations on the side agreements seem to be far from 
complete. A particular worry is the labor side agreement, where the Mexicans 
now are unwilling to consider items that may be politically essential for us. 

Outstanding issues — 

The environmental side agreement is the closest to completion. The issue 
there is whether or not the remedies for violation wil l be trade sanctions, fines 
(against governments), or publicity generated by a trinational panel of experts. 

Politically, the thinking is that the side agreement wil l be strong enough to 
cherry-pick some of the major environmental groups. To win their support, we 
must a) fund a border cleanup; b) have strong sanctions for environmental 
violations; c) create an effective secretariat for the border commission, and d) 
improve the language on preemption of US laws by NAFTA. 

The labor side agreement seems much more problematic. The Mexicans wil l 
allow fines (but not sanctions) i f a country violates its health and safety laws. But 
they wil l not consider any remedies for violations of their own law relating to: 

- collective bargaining; 
- child labor; 
- min imum wage; 
- hours. 
The remedy they seek is "sunshine," i.e., bad publicity. 



No labor side agreement, no matter how strong, will be able to peel off any 
unions from opposing NAFTA. However, the strength of the side agreement wi l l 
affect the intensity of labor's opposition; in addition, it would be contrary to 
President Clinton's jobs message i f he has no significant side-agreement answer to 
the "great sucking sound." 

Tiining — 

They do not envision completing the side agreements next week. As I 
understand it, USTR believes that they could finish the negotiations next 
week, i f they were forced to. However, they believe that a private 
commitment by the President to Salinas -- combined with some public 
campaigning for NAFTA during the August recess -- wi l l embolden Salinas 
to give us better concessions. (It seems to me that the more likely scenario 
for negotiations is that they wil l give us more i f they think we might walk 
away from the table.) 

During August, they seek a drumbeat of low-level activities for NAFTA -
release of a white paper, local Chamber of Commerce visits with Members 
of Congress, supportive editorials. 



T H E W H I T E H O U S E 

W A S H I N G T O N 

To: Mark Gearan 
David Gergen 
A l e x i s Herman 

From: Ann Walker 
Re: NAFTA 
Date: June 9,1993 

The f o l l o w i n g i s a summary o f the "Leadership Seminar" hosted 

by t he NAACP on the e f f e c t o f NAFTA on the African-American 

community. 



MEMORANDUM 

To: Mark Gearan 
David Gergen 
A l e x i s Herman 

From: Ann Walker 
Re: Leadership Seminar On The North American Free Trade 

Agreement(Hosted by the NAACP) 
Date: June 8, 1993 

Wade Henderson ( D i r e c t o r NAACP Washington Bureau): S t a t e d t h a t 
t h i s i s t h e f i r s t i n a s e r i e s o f p o l i c y seminars on issues t h a t 
e f f e c t t h e African-American community. This seminar s p e c i f i c a l l y 
addressed t he i m p l i c a t i o n s o f NAFTA f o r the African - A m e r i c a n 
community. Henderson gave a b r i e f overview of both s i d e s o f the 
NAFTA issue and s t a t e d t h a t the NAACP Board of D i r e c t o r s w i l l make 
recommendations on the NAFTA issue i n J u l y . 

M i c h a e l (Mickey) K a n t o r (USTR): Gave a very pro-NAFTA t a l k . 
S t a t e d t h a t the g r e a t e s t s o c i a l program i s t o "grow j o b s . " Argued 
t h a t NAFTA w i l l c r e a t e 200,000 U.S. jobs i n two years t o make a 
t o t a l o f 900,000 jobs r e l a t e d t o t r a d e w i t h Mexico. Emphasized 
t h a t t h e r e i s n o t h i n g t o stop jobs from going t o Mexico today and 
t h a t he does not b e l i e v e t h a t the NAFTA agreement w i l l cause a 
sudden exodus o f jobs t o Mexico. 

Ronald Brown (Commerce): " I have become a z e a l o t on t h i s i s s u e . " 
He used t o be on the o t h e r s i d e but then he "saw the l i g h t " . He 
b e l i e v e s t h a t NAFTA w i l l narrow the discrepancy i n wage r a t e s 
between t h e U.S. and Mexico and t h a t w i t h o u t NAFTA we may lose 
400,000 jobs due t o d i s r u p t i o n s i n the Mexican economy. There 
w i l l a l s o be s e r i o u s i m m i g r a t i o n problems w i t h o u t NAFTA. He noted 
t h a t f i f t e e n cents o f every Mexican d o l l a r goes t o purchase 
American goods. As f a r as Congress i s concerned, Brown e s t i m a t e d 
t h a t 1/3 are u n e q u i v o c a l l y f o r NAFTA, 1/3 are u n e q u i v o c a l l y 
a g a i n s t , and 1/3 are undecided. He b e l i e v e s t h a t NAFTA w i l l pass. 

James D. Robinson (American Express) : S t a t e d t h a t people 
underestimate the b e n e f i t s a NAFTA agreement w i l l b r i n g t o small 
businesses. Argued t h a t i f Mexican products were going t o d i s p l a c e 
American pr o d u c t s and jobs, they would have a l r e a d y done so. 

Question and Answer session w i t h Brown and Kantor: 

B i l l Spriggs o f the Economic P o l i c y I n s t i t u t e : Would c o u n t r i e s be 
able t o p u l l out of si d e agreements w i t h o u t a f f e c t i n g the main 
agreement ? 

Bruce Aiken o f t h e Pro Trade Group: Asked very t e c h n i c a l q u e s t i o n 
about how NAFTA w i l l a f f e c t the enforcement o f t r a d e laws ( a l l u d e d 
t o 301) . 



Leon R u s s e l l (NAACP Board of D i r e c t o r s ) : Asked why the NAACP 
should support the f a s t - t r a c k as opposed t o the r e g u l a r t r a c k . 

C a r l Masters ( T r i l l i u m ? I n t e r n a t i o n a l ) : Asked what t h e r e i s i n the 
NAFTA agreement t h a t addresses the m i n o r i t y community and i t s 
i n t e g r a t i o n i n t o the post-NAFTA economy. 

L e s t e r Thurow (MIT): He b e l i e v e s t h a t we w i l l i n t e g r a t e w i t h 
Mexico w i t h or w i t h o u t NAFTA. He s t a t e d t h a t U.S. f i r m s d i d not 
move t o Mexico 20 years ago because Mexicans hated Americans and 
t h e i r extreme r e g u l a t i o n and s o c i a l i s t p o l i c i e s scared U.S. 
business o f f . He e s t i m a t e d t h a t 111,000 jobs were c r e a t e d from 
t r a d e w i t h Mexico (as opposed t o the 700,000 e s t i m a t e d by Kantor & 
Brown). He a l s o minimized the e f f e c t s of NAFTA because a l t h o u g h 
Mexico has a l o t of people, i t i s a small market w i t h a low GNP. 
He argued t h a t NAFTA w i l l e f f e c t A frican-American workers i n 
d i f f e r e n t ways. Those c l o s e s t t o Mexico w i l l g a i n because of 
" s y n e r g i e s " c r e a t e d by t r a d e and those f u r t h e r away ( i e South 
C a r o l i n a ) w i l l l o s e . F i n a l l y , he s t a t e d t h a t Mexico would not be 
a l l o w e d t o j o i n the EC because i t does not meet t h e European 
standards of democracy. 

Raul Hinojosa-Ojeda (UCLA Graduate School of A r c h i t e c t u r e & 
Urban P l a n n i n g ) : He again downplayed the importance of NAFTA on 
the U.S. economy. St a t e d t h a t the share of the U.S. economy 
i n v o l v e d i n Mexican t r a d e i s o n l y 1/2 of 1%. However, 10% o f U.S. 
l a b o r market growth comes from Mexican m i g r a t i o n . We are more 
connected w i t h Mexico through l a b o r than through t r a d e . Who 
b e n e f i t s from U.S.-Mexican t r a d e : w h i t e h i g h l y s k i l l e d , h i g h l y 
u n i o n i z e d segments of the p o p u l a t i o n . Who l o s e s : low wage workers 
i n import-competing manufacturing s e c t o r s (mostly Mexican and 
L a t i n o i m m i g r a n t s ) . African-Americans w i l l experience a net g a i n 
i n j o b growth as a r e s u l t of NAFTA (althoug h t h i s g a i n w i l l be 
small) and L a t i n o s w i l l experience a net job l o s s as a r e s u l t of 
NAFTA. However, he a l s o s t a t e d t h a t no-NAFTA agreement would a l s o 
c r e a t e many economic d i f f i c u l t i e s . 

B i l l Lucy (American F e d e r a t i o n of S t a t e , County and M u n i c i p a l 
Employees): S t a t e d t h a t NAFTA does not make sense f o r the black 
community. Jobs w i l l be l o s t , i l l e g a l i m m i g r a t i o n w i l l r i s e , and 
drug t r a f f i c k i n g may i n c r e a s e w i t h easing of t r a d e b a r r i e r s . The 
consumer market i n Mexico i s not very l a r g e and businesses should 
i n v e s t i n the African-American community which i s a much l a r g e r 
consumer market. He argues t h a t the jobs t h a t are b e i n g l o s t are 
high-wage and not low-wage. Thus the argument t h a t Mexicans w i l l 
take our low-wage, l o w - s k i l l jobs i s f a l s e . 

Question and Answer: 

Dr. L i l l i a n W i l l i a m s : Asked about the p o s s i b i l i t y of e s t a b l i s h i n g 
e n t e r p r i s e zones as a way of developing r e g i o n s . 

Marge A l l e n : (Question d i r e c t e d towards Raul Hinojosa-Ojeda) Do 



you support the Clinton NAFTA ? 
Raul Hinojosa-Ojeda stated that he was not completely s a t i s f i e d . 

Jim Johnson: How w i l l increased import of computer l i t e r a t e labor 
a f f e c t American w h i t e - c o l l a r workers? 
What s e c u r i t y concerns arise as data bases become av a i l a b l e across 
borders? 

Rich Hyde: Is the NAFTA agreement d r a f t e d along the l i n e s of a 
Common Market agreement? ( w i l l wage levels equalize upward?) 

Benjamin Chavis (Director of NAACP): He questions whether the 
h i g h - s k i l l jobs to be created by NAFTA w i l l meet the needs of the 
African-American community. Stated that the NAACP has not 
developed a f i n a l p o s i t i o n on the issue. Whatever happens, there 
needs t o be provisions made such as community development banks, 
s o c i a l services f o r communities negatively a f f e c t e d by NAFTA, and 
tax incentives f o r businesses to stay i n communities that may be 
negatively a f f e c t e d . 



T H E W H I T E . J H O U S E 

W A S H I N G T O N 
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MEMORANDUM TO THE CHIEF OP STAFF 

FROMI MICHAEL KANTOR 

SUBJECT: USTR ACTIVITIES April 12 - 18 

1. n̂ nign»Y RQun̂  MArrntiationB. USTR and EC negotiator, mst on 
servicesrinarket acceea and other iBauea. The EC continuea to 
demand concessions on textile tariffs. Quad repreBentativss will 
meet next week to negotiate on dispute eettleinent and 
organizational aspects of GATT. Regarding financial services, 
there was agreement to cooperate in order to maximize concessions 
from third countries that continue to have differences over the 
maritime and audiovisual sector. 

with EC representatives about our continuing disagreements on EC 
procurement practices in connection with next week's talks at 
USTR with Sir Leon Brittan, the European Community's Trade 
Commissioner. 

3. NAFTA Negotiations. We held three days of negotiations with 
Mexico and Canada in Mexico City on the eupplemental agreements 
on environment, labor and import surges. The negotiations were 
chaired by Rufus Yerxa, the Deputy USTR, and included officials 
from the Departments of Labor and State, as well as EPA. 

The proposal we outlined contains strong commitments from 
a l l three countries to provide effective and meaningful 
enforcement of their labor and environment laws, and to ensure 
our citizens of access to judicial and administrative remedies, 
as we did in the NAFTA itself for intellectual property. Both 
Mexico and Canada seem receptive to this approach. We also made 
croqress in moving towards strong, effective commissions on both 
labor and environmental protection with real powers of oversight 
over national efforts, we do face some resistance from both 
countries to our concept of a truly independent Commission 
Secretariat, aa well aa to our notion that Commission findings 
and recommendations can be backed up by dispute settlement and 
possible sanctions. These will be the toughest issues, but I am 
convinced that my Mexican counterpart, Jaime Serra Puche, now 
understands how important these elements are to a final package. 

On the import surge issue, we outlined a text that i s 
responsive to the Unions' desire to monitor the effects of NAFTA 
liberalization on employment trends in order to assure timely use 
of safeguards. Canada and Mexico are studying this proposal. The 
next negotiating session is scheduled for the week of May 10 in 
Canada, at which time we will be working from draft legal texts. 

4. M̂ ŷ 7.»wa visit/Janan Trading PgllCY. USTR 
intensive Involvement in the development of a Japan trading 
policy, contributing in a substantial way to a l l administration 
discussions and to the development of working papers, i 
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participated in meetings with Prime Minister Miyaaawa, conveying 
the views of USTR and tha other agencies with responsibility for 
U.S. bilateral trade policy and sectoral market access. We will 
assist in leading post-Miyazawa efforts to develop the specifics 
of our bilateral trade agenda with Japan. 

5. Coordinated Trade FinAnee Program. USTR has been reviewing 
the role and activities of U.S. government institutions that have 
provided (1) preferential access to capital for U.S. exporters 
and their customers, and (11) non-financial support (i.e., 
political briefings, market data, introductions, etc.) to U.S. 
exporters. Preliminary assessment indicates that trade finance 
has not been a significant part of a coordinated trade/investment 
policy and strategy. 

There appear to be some nineteen U.S. government agencies 
with some responsibility for promoting product access to foreign 
markets by U.S. companies. These activities have not been 
coordinated and there is considerable evidence that in most 
instances agencies are unaware of the others' activities. As a 
result, both duplication and contradiction of agency activities 
is very likely. 

Further review is necessary to coordinate the U.S. dollar 
policy, overall U.S. monetary policy (and fiscal policy to a much 
lesser extent), and the activities of the multilateral 
development banks and other international organizations. Also, 
such a review and coordination will create a framework in which 
USTR will provide the leadership that will significantly enhance 
overall U.S. global competitiveness. 

6. compliance With Trada Ayreementa Review/Sectlon 3Q1. USTR 
will be meeting with the Trade Policy Staff Committee on its 
recommendations for "Special 301" intellectual property actions. 
There is substantial agreement among the agencies on 
approximately 75% of USTR's recommended designations. There are 
some cases that need further discussions. It's bean the USTR's 
position that firm enforcement of U.S. intellectual property 
rights is a cornerstone of its trade policy function. Without 
decisive action on repeat offenders, the Special 301 program will 
lose i t vitality and our consistent message wit respect to strict 
U.S, trade law enforcement will be vender cut. 

7. Inventory gf Bilateral and Plurilateral Aggfieaentg. USTR has 
initiated and internal review of the entire USTR agenda as a 
means of prioritizing trade iesuea and allocating agency 
personnel and financial resources. In this regard, with respect 
to a l l issues, bi-, multl- and plurilateral, we will develop 
information on the past and present status ot negotiations and/or 
agreement compliance, estimated trade impact (where possible), 
and a short- to medium-term strategic plan as to the manner in 
which outstanding issues can be resolved and the benefits to the 
U.S. from their resolution. This exercise will also enable us to 
put before the agencies specific matters, the resolution of which 
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may require further U.S. action. 

8. aBtting a Snh^duia for APEC. We are continuing to develop 
proposals and strategies for the Asia Pacific Economic 
Cooperation Forum Ministerial meeting in November. As a 
predicate to the Ministerial, we may wish to propose a heads of 
state meeting which could have historic consequences. The 
question whether such a meeting would be productive and would 
ensure the success of the Novembtr Ministerial w i l l depend upon a 
series of efforts to be initiated through the next working 
session in June. 

9. CSP Renewal/OMB Issues. A top priority for USTR i s GSP 
renewal. This program provides duty free treatment on thousands 
of items for almost 150 developing countries which meet statute 
c r i t e r i a . We'll be working with Leon Panetta to ensure the 
continuation of the program from a budgetary standpoint. CSP has 
been a cornerstone of U.S. trade policy towards the developing 
world and a vehicle in many countries through which the U.S. has 
achieved significant improvonent in worker rights in many 
developing nations. 

10. China/MFN/Trade Agreement/GATT _AcceBBiQn. USTR i s actively 
in negotiation with the PRC regarding market access. Intellectual 
property and other important areas in the U.S. trading 
relationship. During next week, we w i l l be engaged in a detailed 
series of negotiations in Beijing as a step to ensure that market 
access agreements w i l l be complied with and that additional 
market access barriers w i l l be removed. With respect to the 
PRC's desire to join GATT consultations as scheduled in March, 
their efforts were stymied by China's reluctance to take on fully 
the obligation of the GATT. The U.S. has been firm that China 
not accede to the GATT on terms different from GATT contracting 
parties. 

11. Congressional Meetings. We met with Representatives Sander 
Levin and Marcy Kaptur, co-chairs of the Congressional Auto Parts 
Task Force, to discuss the upcoming meetings with Prime Minister 
Miyazawa and our developing strategy to deal with the U.S.-Japan 
trade deficit, including a major i n i t i a t i v e on auto parts. Tho 
Members reported in detail on ten years of neglect of this 
Important issue during previous administrations and were 
heartened by your recent statements. They pledged to work with 
us — and to involve other Members on both sides of the aisle in 
this effort. 

We also met with senator Jay Rockefeller who was accompanied 
by p o l i t i c a l and private sector representatives of the Chubu 
Providence of Japan. Senator Rockefeller has been working for 
years to attract Japanese investment to his state. Consequently, 
the meeting largely focussed on Japanese investment in the United 
States and by extension. West Virginia. I used the opportunity 
to stress our concerns about sector epeoiflo trade issues, 
including auto parts, autos, super and main frame computers, and 
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semiconductors. 

12. ritiren Group MeatinQS. We met with Ralph Nader to discuss 
Public Citizen's concerns with the NAI-TA and the proposed CATT-UR 
agreement. I reaffirmed that environmental groups will have 
access to this Administration and that I am committed to ensuring 
that our trade policy le sensitive to concerns. I assured him 
that the NAFTA will not go forward without good, solid 
supplemental agreements. We also set the record straight 
concerning a number of misconceptions of Public Citizen about the 
NAFTA and the Uruguay Round. We also expressed my desire for 
making public general review discussions and dispute settlement 
under the GATT. 

13. Labor Meetings. We met with the International President, 
Lynn Williams. He raised the enormous pension and health cost 
problems facing the basic steel industry. At many companies, 
each active worker is supporting four retirees and their 
dependents. He advocates imposition of a $5 fee (similar to a 
value-added tax) on each ton of steel sold in the United States 
(both domestic and Imported steel). He will seek support of 
management as part of their collective bargaining negotiations 
this spring. Given that he represents workers in both Canada and 
the United States, Williams expressed conoern about the mutually 
destructive nature of anti-dumping duty investigations by the 
United States against Canada and Canada against the United 
states. He promised to work on some alternatives for our 
consideration. 

Wc also had a very productive and positive meeting with Jack 
Sheinkman, President of the ACTWU, focusing largely on NAFTA, but 
also generally on labor issues in connection with our trade 
negotiations and on our textile trade policy within the context 
of the Uruguay Round. Mr. Sheinkman was the co-ohair, along with 
Paul Allaire, CEO of Xerox, of the UN-USA's Economic Policy 
Council report "Social Implications of a North American Free 
Trade Agreement." Many of items outlined in this joint 
business-labor report are in keeping with our goals for the side 
agreements for NAFTA. We believe there is a good chance that we 
will be able to work closely with Jack Sheinkman in seeking 
support for NAFTA. 

14. Saturday Group on Trade Issues. Work on defining an overall 
trade policy framework continues in the interagency trade policy 
group (known as the Saturday Group), which I chair. At this 
week's meeting we outlined the highlights of a major speech on 
the content and direction of this Administrations' trade policy 
that I plan to give at the National Press Club on May 5. In 
prior weeks we have been submitting for diBcuaslon a series of 
short, informal "think pieces" on such topics as strategic export 
criteria and the implications of the new global economy for the 
trading system. Our next step is to draft a "framework paper" 
for internal use for ourselves and for possible dlscusBion with 
the President. 
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15. Evtyinaas Meetings. We met with representatives of the 
Coalition for Services Industries (CSI), inoluding CSI's 
President, Dean O'Hare, CEO of Chubb Insurance, and John Berndt, 
President of AT&T communications. They discussed their interests 
in trade and investment Issues in the services sectors, including 
the Uruguay Round and NAFTA. The services industries are a 
cri t i c a l export sector which have a favorable trade balance of 
almost $60 billion, and have a major beneficial impact on job 
creation in the U.S. 

John Berndt separately highlighted ATiT's concerns regarding 
British Telecom's application before the Federal Communications 
Commission (FCC) to provide International resale telephone 
service from the U.S., and AT&T's analogous application before 
the UK's Department of Industry and Trade. AT6T opposes BT's 
application, unless the FCC obtains assurances that U.S. carriers 
will enjoy "equivalent" opportunities in the UK market. I 
Informed Berndt that USTR and other relevant agencies (e.g.. 
Commerce and State) are currently examining the BT application to 
assess its Important trade policy implications and assessing how 
to communicate our views to the FCC. 

We also met with John McDonnell, Chairman of the Board of 
McDonnell Douglas Corporation, to discuss aircraft trade Issues. 
McDonnell supported our efforts to improve disciplines through 
the multilateral negotiations ongoing in Geneva and urged that we 
do something about Airbus's financing practices. He had 
realistic expectations with regard to not attacking Airbus, which 
is a European sacred cow of technological cooperation. Ho, 
however, was looking to the National Commission to Ensure a 
Strong Competitive Airline Industry to come up with ways to 
support the U.S. airlines that would pass through to more 
purchases of U.S.-origin aircraft. McDonnell Douglas is also 
aggressively seeking foreign equity partners to lower i t s 
production costs, provide access to markets, and give i t a better 
chance of survival as a commercial aircraft producer. 

Additionally, we met with the heads of the eight industry 
associations that make up IIPA, including Jack Valenti. They 
concurred that the major problem countries are Taiwan, Thailand 
and Korea and that they should be identified as Priority Foreign 
Countries on April 30. Jack Valenti also underscored the 
importance of a good GATT agreement, lack of follow-through by 
Italy on enforcement which is hurting Disney, and the need to 
develop credible weapons for "Special 301" retaliation. IIPA 
cited Korean IPR legislation, opening Indonesia's film market, 
Improving Singapore's copyright enforcement and stopping 
Paraguay's sound recording piracy as examples of special 301 
success stories. 

16. other Matters. USTR signed a Trade Agreement with Foreign 
Minister Tofig Kasymov of Azerbaijan. This is tho latest of tho 
trade agreements we have concluded with tho Newly Independent 
States of the former Soviet Union. The agreement accords MFN 
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Status to Azerbaijan and establishes basic guarantees for 
American commercial activities there. 

17, CgMn^CfltlffM. I had several t.v. appearances including 
Good Morning America brief interview, CNN re Miyazawa follow-up, 
and McNeill, Lehrer with a more in-depth interview. I also met 
with Al Hunt, editor of the Wall Street Journal, Mark Miller of 
Newsweek, Hobart Rowen of the Washington Post, and had photos 
taken by Fortune. Finally, I gave the keynote address at the 
Georgetown University Law Center 1993 Reunion on "International 
Trade Policy." 
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NAFTA: The Proposed 
North American Free Trade Agreement 

IP 445N 

On December 17, 1992, the leaders of the United States, Canada, and 
Mexico signed a North American free trade agreement (NAFTA), resulting from 
negotiations that began in June 1991. Each country must pass the 
implementing legislation, which is expected to be introduced in 1993. The 
agreement covers market access, trade rules, services, investment, intellectual 
property, and trade remedies. 

News articles and reports summarize the key points ofthe agreement and 
its potential economic impacts. The provisions of the agreement would be 
phased in over 15 years. Information is included on obtaining a copy of the text 
and other materials on U.S. trade relations with Mexico and Canada. 

Discussions ofthe roles of Congress and of tho Administration are included, 
describing requirements for fast-track authority and implementing legislation 
for a trade agreement. Issues for Congress include tho significance of expanded 
business and investment opportunities, the elimination of tariffs and other trade 
barriers, labor interests concerning employment effects, and environmental 
concerns. 

Members of Congress who want further information on this topic may 
contact CRS at 7-5700. Additional CRS Reports may be identified by looking in 
the current Guide to CRS Products (for congressional use only) under "Mexico" 
and "Canada" and in the latest Update under "Trade and International Finance." 

Constituents may find additional information on this topic in a local library 
through the use o( Renders' Guide to Periodical Literature, Magazine Index, 
Public Affairs Information Service Bulletin (PAIS), and various newspaper 
indexes. 

We hope this information will be helpful. 

Congressional Reference 
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North American Free Trade Agreement: 

Text of the Agreement 

On December 17, 1992, the leaders of the United States, Mexico, and 
Canada signed the proposed N.AFTA agreement. This trade pact would not take 
edect until each country passes the implementing legislation. 

This document, in several parts, is available through the U.S. Government 
Printing Office. The text of the agreement is in two volumes and comprises 
1,078 pages. The tariff schedules for the three countries are in separate volumes 
and may be purchased separately. A complete set of the text and the tariff 
schedules costs $139. 

The GPO order numbers and prices are as follows: 

Text of NAFTA CV̂ ol. I and Vol. H): 041-001-00376-2 $41 

Tariff schedules (Annex 302.2): 
United States: 041-001-00377-1 $34 
Mexico: 041-001-00391-6 $34 
Canada: 041-001-00390-8 $30 

Orders may be sent to the address below, or placed on VISA or MasterCard bv 
telephone (202-783-3238): 

Superintendent of Documents 
U.S. Government Printing Office 
Washington, D.C. 20402 

Additional information on the North American Free Trade Agreement and 
on trade issues concerning Mexico and Canada is available, free of charge, from 
the U.S. Department of Commerce through an automated system (Flash Facts) 
This service is available seven days a week to callers with touch-tone phones and 
fax machines (phone 202-482-4464). Callers request information on available 
documents and receive requested materials on their own fax machines. 

Congressional Reference 
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Mexico Is Viewed as the Clear Winner 
From Free Trade Pact in Study by ITC 

By ASRA Q. NoMANi 
S i a f f Repor te r n( T M E W A L L S T R T E T J O U R N A L 

WASHINGTON - While seeing the po­
tential for a sur?e in U.S. exports to 
Mexico because of the North Amencan 
Free Trade Agreement, the International 
Trade Commission found one clear winner 
from the treaty: .Mexico. 

In a congressionally requested report 
just completed, the ITC indicated that anv 
gains the U.S. and Canada get from the 
pact will very likely be dwarfed by im­
provements for Mexico. .Mexico, the report 
said, would benefit "substantially more" 
than either the U.S. or Canada from the 
trade accord, which was reached last year 
by the three countries. Congress hasn't 
released the voluminous report yet. but a 
summary was obtained by The Wall Street 
.Journal. 

The ITC, a quasi-judicial government 
body that also produces trade-related re­
ports for Congress, generally blessed the 
pact as an "important step toward free 
trade in the hemisphere," but acknowl­
edged that certam major U.S. mdustries-
such as autos and apparel - will "experi­
ence losses ' because of the agreement. It 
said the Midwest. South and the West 
would be most affected by the agreement. 

Other industries, the report said, that 
would be hurt include: flat glass, peanuts, 
shrimp, major household appliances, cer­
tain household glassware, certain fresh 
and frozen vegetables, citrus juice and 
fresh-cut roses. Many of those industnes 
have been pressing Congress to oppose the 
agreement or change its provisions so thev 
can win trade protection or reductions in 

© 1993 Dow Jones Company, Inc. 

Mexican trade barriers. 
The ITC said U.S. winners from the 

accord would be machine tools, textiles, 
bearings, industnal machinery, steel mill 
products, pharmaceuticals, grains and oil 
seeds, lumber and wood products, cotton 
and automotive parts. The summary didn't 
address the effects on consumers. 

The report clearly indicated that Mexi­
can industnes would benefit the most from 
the treaty. It concluded that the pact would 
boost Mexico's gross domestic product-
the market value of all the goods and 
services produced in the country - bv anv-
where from 0.1% to 11.4% after adjusting 
for inflation. U.S. and Canadian GDPs 
would be boosted 0.5% or less, it said. 

The summary didn't explain the wide 
vanations in its conclusions. It said, how­
ever, that Mexico would gain the most 
from the agreement partly because its 
economy is much smaller than either 
the U.S. or Canadian economies, and any 
extra boost would have a relatively wider 
effect in Mexico. 

In a benefit to U.S. trade, the report 
says, U.S. exports to Mexico would in­
crease by 5.2% to 27.1%. while Mexican im­
ports to the U.S. would increase by 3.4% to 
15.4%. For the first three quarters of 
1992, Mexico exported S26.5 billion to the 
U.S.. according to the U.S. Commerce 
Department, while the U.S. exported S30.5 
billion to Mexico. 

The report concluded that U.S. workers 
would be helped much less - if at all - bv 
the agreement. The effect on U.S. workers 
has been a particularly thorny issue, espe­
cially among labor unions concerned that 
workers will be displaced by unfair compe­
tition from Mexican workers, including 
children. The ITC projected long-term 
gains in aggregate employment of less 
than 1% for the U.S. and Canada because of 
the pact. It predicted a gain of as much as 
77,̂  in employment in Mexico. 

The study also projected that the agree­
ment would lift wages in Mexico by 0.7% 
to 16.2%, adjusting for inflation, while 
wages would be increased 0.3% or less in 
the U.S. and 0.5% or less in Canada. 
The report concludes there will be an 
"indiscernible" effect on U.S. wages for 
low-skilled and high-skilled workers. Some 
other studies of the agreement have pre­
dicted U.S. wages will decrease as a result 
of the pact. 

Critics and proponents, alike, could use 
results from the ITC study as weapons in 
the congressional battle that's expected to 
erupt in the coming months over passage 
of the North Amencan Free Trade Agree­
ment. 

R^Droduced by the Library of Conpess, CongressionaJ Research Service, w,th the permission of 
the copyright claimant. 



Source: Christian Science Monitor, February 4, 1993, pp. 6. 

Watchdogs to Keep 
NAFTA Green 

By Dav id C l a r k Scott 

j ior f wTiicr o i rhe Ch rm ian Science Monitor 

= MEXICO CITY 

P USHED along by environ­
mentalists and politicians 
on both sides of the Rio 

Grande, momenrum is butlding to 
create a new tn-national environ­
mental watchdog agency 

The catalyst LS the North .\mer-
ican Free Trade Agreement 
(NAfTA). The pact will come up 
for ratification in the legislatures 
of Me.xico, Canada, and the 
United States in coming months. 
But President Clinton says he will 
not back NAFT.A's approval until 
Congress passes parallel legisla­
tion to prevent industries - and 
jobs - from going to Me.xico or 
Canada to escape environmental 
regulations in the US. 

"•We must have some assur­
ance on this," Clinton said in an 
Oct. 4 NAFTA speech, calling for 
an "environmental protection 
commission with substantial pow­
ers and resources." 

Opponents say that for a trade 
agreement, NAFTA already has an 
unprecedented green hue, pledg­
ing "to promote sustainable de­
velopment." To head off the envi­
ronmental lobby, Mexico, the US. 
and Canada otTicially annoLmced 
in September the formation of the 
North .\merican Commission on 
Environmental Cooperation. 

But so far it's not much more 
than a name. What this commis­
sion WTH do, how much power it 
wiU have, who will be on it, and 
how it will be funded are wide 
open questions. 

EUgh profile watchdog 
What CUnton and the environ­

mentalists want is a high profile 
commission to momtor enforce­
ment of existing environmental 
and healtli regulations in all three 
countries. 

The Group of 100, a leading 
Mexican environmental group, 
and the Washington-based Natu­
ral Resources Defense Coimcil 
are among those pushing for a 
commission that includes envi­
ronmental activists and academ­
ics, as well as govemment offi­
cials from the three countries. 
They want the commission to 
sponsor investigations, public 
hearings, and annual reports on 
compliance with environmental 
laws - including those governing 
toxic waste disposal, wildlife pro­
tection, and water and air pollu­
tion control. 

The concept is likely to be 
fleshed out further in Washington 
on Feb. 19, when Sen. Dennis 
DeConcini (D) of .\rizona hosts a 
meeting on the issue, sponsored 
by Mexican and US environmen­
tal groups. 

Critics wonder why another 
environmental oversight body is 
needed if each of the three coun-
tnes already has one. 

"Because enforcement of envi­
ronmental laws isn't happemng 
now - and we're not just uUking 
about .Mexjco," says Lynn Fischer 
of the Natural Resources Defense 
Coimcil. 

.\iso, tliis environmenuil body 
will focus on trade. "The conuius-
sion VMH point out 'environmental 
subsidies' and problems which 

®1993 The Christian Science Publishing Company. Reproduced by the Library of Congress, Congressional Research 
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could distort trade and become 
trade disputes," Ms. Fischer says 

For example, the overcutnng 
ot a forest ui the Mexican Sien^ 
Madre mountains couid become a 
trade dispute if it affects tlie habi­
tat 01 an animal that migrates be-
ĉ veen Mexico, the US, and 
tanada. "If Mexico doesn't en­
force Its protection laws, Weyer-
hauser or some other US or Cana­
dian lumber tirm couid clami that 
Mexican loggers have an unfair 
trade advantage," notes Pete Em­
erson, senior economist at the 
Environmental Defense Fund in 
-Auson, Texas. 

The solution. Mr Emerson 
suggests, IS not for Canada or the 
US to nde in and enforce Mexican 
laws. "Tlie three might work to­
gether however with the Cana­
dian or US Forest Semce provid­
ing some teciinical assistance to 
Mexico." 

But some Mexican business­
men are concerned that the com­
mission will foist higher foreign 
standards upon them or hit their 
exports with a "green" tax. In re-
Jectmg environmental add-ons to 
NAFTA, Carlos Sandoval, presi­
dent of the National Council of In­
dustrial Ecologists, says, They 
are thinking of applyuig protec­
tionist measures for their prod­
ucts, and in reality they haven't 
the least interest in protecting the 
Mexican environment." 

Mexican officials take a more 
conciliatory Une. NAFTA is a cor­
nerstone of President Carlos Sali­
nas de Gortari's economic plan, 
and he doesn't want to see it dê  
railed now after so much effort;. 
"We are willing to work together 
on anythmg that makes economic 
sense. But we won't accept out­
side enforcement or supervision 
which impinges on our sover­
eignty," a presidential spokesman 
says. 

Cooperative commission 
.Mexico's attorney general for 

the environment, Santiago Onate 
Laborde, welcomes a trilateral 
momtormg commission. "If prop-
eriy designed - cooperaUve but 
not too bureaucratic - it could be 
very helpful. The participation of 
non-governmental organizations, 
scientists, and academics would 
be an asset," Mr Ohate says. 

But Ohate wonders whether 
the commission will have enough 
power and money to be effective. 

Congress is already having 
trouble conung up with its share 
of money to pay for the Mexico-
US border clean-up announced 
last year. 'Many in Congress ques­
tion th: value of NAFTA now. To 
fund this from general revenue 
will be very difficult." says an aide 
to a Democratic senator 

Rep. Richard Gephardt (D) of 
Missouri, a longtime opponent of 
NAFTA, and Rep. Kika de la Garza 
(D) of Texas are proposing a cus­
toms fee or trade tax on all goods 
crossing the border The money 
would be used to finance infra­
structure maintenance and envi­
ronmental programs. 

There is also talk among US 
Democrats of passing legislation 
that would financiaLly penalize 
companies or industries that vio­
late environmental standards. Op­
ponents of these ideas, including 
Mexican officials, say this defeats— 
the purpose of a free trade agree­
ment. "You're creating new bar­
riers to trade," Ohate says. 

Meanwhile, tlie Me.xican gov­
emment is studying several of its 
own "polluter pays" revenue rais­
ing schemes. It is considering set­
ting up a toxic-waste guarantee 
fund, for example. Industries de­
posit money into the fund, the in­
terest eamed finances enforce­
ment, and the capital is used in 
case of a spill. 
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Diverse Views 
Cloud Assent 
On Nafta 
Side Deals 

By RICHARD LAWRENCE 
Journa l o( Commerce Statt 

WASHINGTON - Diverging 
views among U.S. environmental­
ists, business and labor groups 
are likely to complicate the Clin­
ton administration's goal of nego­
tiating supplemental agreements 
lo the draft U.S. trade agreement 
with Canada and Mexico, trade 
analysts say. 

The supplemental agreements, 
according to Clinton aides, are a 
precondition for implementing 
the North American free-trade 
agreement among the three na­
tions. But if they are not conclud­
ed promptly, it will be doubtful 
whether Nafta could take effect 
next Jan. 1, as has been generally 
envisioned. 

Two of the agreements, as 
outlined last October by then-
presidential candidate Bill Clin­
ton, would aim at protecting the 
North American environment and 
worker standards and rigb/s. 

He proposed establishing com­
missions with Mexico and Canada 
to help provide that protection. 

The commissions, among oth­
er things, would have dispute-res­
olution powers and promulgate 
'remedies," he said. That includes 
the awarding of "money dam­
ages." 

The question now is whether, 
as labor hopes, the president will 
hold to that commitment, said an 
AFL-CIO official. But Colleen 
Morton, executive director of the 
U.S. Council of the Mexico-U S. 
Business Committee, said she 
thinks Mr. Clinton s remarks are 
general enough lhat they could 
mean almost anything. 

Among the primary issues ad­
dressed by Mr. Clinton are the 
powers the trilateral commis­
sions might exercise and their 
use of tnide sanctions to penalize 
a Nafta country's failing to meet 
environmental or labor stand­
ards. 

The Canadian and Mexican 
governments are taking a wait-
and-see altitude. Canada is not 
yet committing itself on the pro­
posed supplemental pacts. Mexi­
co is raising complicating ques­

tions involving U.S. immigration 
policies and U S. and Canadian 
financial help for its environmen­
tal and labor enforcement. 

Environmental, labor and 
business groups in the United 
States take varying positions on 
these issues. 

Several U.S. environmental 
groups, including Friends of the 
Earth. Greenpeace and the Sierra 
Club, argue for an environmental 
commission that could impose its 
findings on the U.S., Canadian 
and Mexican governments. Its 
powers, they contend, should in­
clude imposing fines and higher 
tariffs and closing factories. 

Two other environmental 
groups take a milder approach. 
The Environmental Defense 
Fund, a spokesman said, wants a 
commission with "real powers" to 
help enforce environmental 
standards, but it stops short of 
endorsing a supranational com­
mission. It also has not pushed 
for trade penalties. 

The National Wildlife Federa­
tion backs the use of some unspe­
cified trade remedies to help in 
environmental enforcement, but 
it suggests that an environmental 
commission should not usurp the 
trade powers of other bodies. 

As for labor standards, the 
AFL-CIO likes the idea of a "so­
cial t a r i f f to penalize a Nafta 
country for violations of health, 
safety and child-labor standards 
or for failing to allow "the right 
to organize and bargain collec­
tively." 

Such business groups as the 
U.S. Chamber of Commerce and 
the National Association of Man­
ufacturers warn that environ­
mental or labor-related trade 
sanctions would undermine Naf­
ta. They believe any commissions 
should focus on cooperative ways 
to raise standards through infor­
mation exchange, technical assis­
tance and training. 
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Clinton, Mexican President 
Endorse Trade Agreement 

In First Foreign Stimmit 

By Scott Pendletoa 

= A1JSTIN, rEXAS = 

T HE summit berween Presideni-sluci Clinton ami President 
Carlos Saiinaa de Gonan oi Mexico boosted Uie liicelitiood 
t i i ^ relauons between the Unjted States ajid its tiurd-

iargest trading partner will contmue to prosper under ttie new US 
adjninistrauon. 

That bodes well for tiie Nonii .\inencan Free Trade Agreement 
(NAfTA), sijjned last moniti by Mr Salinas, President Bush, and 
Canadian Prmie Minister Brian .Vlulroney. Upon ratiiication by 
Ltieir respective legislatures, NAFTA will bmd Oie three countries' 
JHO million consumers and $6 trillion economies uuo the world's 
largest and wealthiest single market. 

In obtairung the only pre-uiauguration foreign summit with Mr 
CUnton, Salinas souglit to ensure the Democrat's commitment to 
a 2.000-page treaty negotiated by Mr. Bush's Republican admui-
istrauon. With Vice President-elect ,A1 Gore Jr m attendance, the 
two met at the Texas governor s mansion. 

.\s anU-NAi^A demonstrators and other protesters chanted 
.slogans trom beyond police bamcades at the mansion, Clijiton 
repeated his campaign position on the trade agreement: He 
promised not to reopen the NAFTA negouauoiis, but he msisted 
that labor and envu-onmental issues would be addressed sepa­
rately 

In addition. Clinton promised that upon taking office he will 
appoint an overseer to expedite the handling ol ail issues related 
to NAFTA. 

" I would Uke to see this wrapped up m a prompt fashion, but 
I want these other issues addressed," he said. 

Groups or* ooncornod about loss oi jobs 
Environmental and labor groups charge that NAFTA will lure 

high-paying jobs from the US to Mexico, where wages are yO per 
cent lower and where sal'ety and environmental standards are 
lacking or are not enl'orced. They pomt to the vast number of US-
owned factories that were erected just across die border uii<ler 
.Mexico s maquila program. 

NAFTA analysts in El Paso, however, pomt out that Uie maquUa 
program already enables any US company lo own an export fac­
tory m Mexico. 

While Lhos« operations might take jobs away from the US, 
NAFTA will enable the companies to erect factories to serve the 
Me.\ican market for the Iirst time, casting doubt on the presump­
tion that US jobs would be lost. 

Those domesuc-onented factones would likely be located in 
the mtenor of Mexico, near the markets, rather Uian in the 
sparsely populated northern desert. Thus, if they pollute - and 
Me-xico IS heeling up its detection and eiU'orcement capahiUties -
at least Ihey would not coninbute to the problems along the US 
border these analysts say 

Texas stands to gam under NAFTA. Akeady, products from 
Texas account for half of ail US exports to .Mexico. Two-Lhirds of 
ail US-Mexico trade passes Uu-ougii a single Texas border town. 
Laredo. Tlie Texas Department of Commerce estuiiates that 
growtli m exports from Te.xas could create 65.000 direct jobs bv 
1995. 

Clinton vows lo respect Mexican sovereignty 
CUnton gave Salinas assurances that he would respect .Mexi­

co's sovereignty by not kidnappmg Mexican suspects for trial in 
the US. Relations were stramed in 1990 when bounty-hunters kid­
napped a Mexican doctor wanted m connection with the murder 
of a US Drug Enforcement Adnunistration agent. The doctor was 
tned and found not guilty. CUnton had previously disagreed with 
a Supreme Court rulmg that sancuoned the kidnapping, a stance 
tlie president-elect reiteraied at the press conJerence. 

©1993 The Christian Science Publishing Company. Reproduced by the Library of Congresa, Congressional Research 
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Key Provisions of the 
North American Free Trade Agreement 

By Anne M. Driscoll 
Office of Mexico 

U.S. Department of Commerce 

The elimination of trade and investment barriers among 
Canada. Mexico, and the United States will create a 
strategic economic alliance and tlie largest and richest 
market in the world. 

Canada and Mexico are top U.S. customers. Based on the 
first seven months of 1992. U.S. merchandise exports to our 
neighbors to the North and South are projected to reach a 
record high of SI34 billion in 1992, accounting for 30 
percent of total U.S. exports. U.S. exports to Mexico have 
grown dramaticalh—tripling since 1987—and this year 
Mexico surpassed Japan as the second largest market for 
U.S. manufactured exports. Canada is our largest market. 

U.S. imports from Canada and Mexico stand at a 
projected $134 billion in 1992, or 25 percent of total U.S. 
imports. U.S. trade with our North American partners is 
roughly in balance, with a U.S. surplus of $7.1 billion with 
Mexico offsetting a $7.3 billion deficit with Canada. 

NAFTA recognizes the increasing integration of the North 
Amencan economies and removes barriers to trade and 
investment growth. It builds on the U.S.-Canada Free Trade 
Agreement (CFTA) implemented on Jan. 1, 1989. 

Market Access 
Tariffs: Dramatic Market Opening 

• Within 15 years of implementation, all tanffs wil l be 
eliminated on North Amencan products traded beween 
Canada, .Mexico and the United States. 

• All trade between the United States and Canada wiU be 
duty-free by 1998. as provided in the U.S.-Canada Free 
Trade .Agreement (CFTA). Most of our bilateral trade is 
duty-free already. 

• NAFTA provides for the phaseout and elimination of 
duties on U.S. and Canadian trade with Mexico. On average, 
Mexican tariffs are 2.5 times U.S. tariff rates and about the 
same as (pre-CFT.A) Canadian rates. Mexican tanffs range 
from 0-20 percent. Without NAFT.A. intemational trade rules 
permit Mexico to raise its tanffs xs high as 50 percent 
without paying compensation. 

• Mexican tariffs will be eliminated on all U.S. exports 
within ten years except for com and beans, which wil l have 
tanffs phased out over 15 years. 

• Mexico will immediately eliminate tariffs on nearly 50 
percent of all industnal goods imported from the United 
States, including machine tools, medical equipment, and 
electronic equipment. 

• Within five years. 65 percent of all U.S. expons of 
industnal products to Mexico wil l enter Mexico tanff-free. 
This includes some of our most competitive products, such 
as aerospace equipment, light trucks, semiconductors, 
computers and parts, and telecommunications equipment, as 
well as most auto parts, machine tools, and paper products. 

Benefits to U.S. Consumers, Producers, and Workers 
• NAFTA means U.S. goods will be more pace 

competitive in Mexico. U.S. goods will compete on a level 
playing field against Mexican goods. U.S. goods will 
command a pnce advantage over non-.Nonh Amencan goods 
to the extent that Mexico maintains an external tariff. 

• Integrauon will make U.S. manufacturers more globally 
competitive, both in world markets and in the Umted States. 
The possibility of combining U.S. and Canadian capital, 
skills, technology, and natural resources with Mexican labor 
wil l offer new competitive strategies in areas where the 
United States has been losing market share. 

• Greater North Amencan efficiency means lower con­
sumer pnces and more consumer choice. 

• Increased output in export industnes means more well-
paying U.S. jobs. Wages in export-related jobs pay 17 
percent more than the average U.S. wage. 

Rules of Origin 
NAFTA reduces tariffs onlv for goods made in North 

America. Tough rules of origin will determine whether a 
good qualifies for preferential tariff treatment under NAFTA. 
(See box on page 25. ' 'How Rules of Origin Work.'') 

Strong Rules Benefit U.S. Workers and Firms 
• Goods traded duty-free under NAFTA must contain 

substantial North American content. 
• Rules reward companies using North American parts 

and labor. As duties are phased out. die mcentive to use 
North American goods increases. 

NAFTA Benefits Only NAFTA Products 
• Rules prevent "free nders" from benefiting through 

PERCENTAGE OF U.S. INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS 
ENTERINO MEXICO DUTY FREE UNDER NAFTA 
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NAFTA continued 

minor processing or transshipment of non-NAFTA "oods 

in,! .K^'r r c '"'^ '^'"^'^^ ^ ^^P«" platforms into the U.S. market, 

NAFTA Rules Improve on the CFTA 
• NAFTA rules strengthen, clanfy. and simplifv mles 

T c ^ x r ^ J ^ \ U.S.-Canada Free Trade Aareement 
I'-t-i.A). L H A mles are superseded bv NAFTA. 

• Fewer NAFTA mles require cost accounune; those that 
do are based on simpler fomiulas 

• Most NAFTA mles are based on simple, predictable 
tan» classification pnnciples. 

• New Customs provisions set out documentation, record 
Keeping, and ongin ventication procedures, and provide for 
advance mlings, review, and appeal of Customs ongin 
determinations. Cooperation is handled through a joint 
administrauve working group. 

Safeguards 
NAFTA provides nmelv. effective relief to American 

porkers and firms needing time to adjust to imports from 
Me.xico. Tlie provisions of the CFTA continue to applv to 
bilateral actions with Canada. 

Two Important Safeguards 
^ • NAFTA contains a bilateral safeguard, which permits 
snap-back ' to pre-NAFTA tanff rates for up to three 

^^^^^iT^' extremely sensitive products— 
.should increases m imports of Mexican goods cause or 
threaten to cause senous injury to Amencan flmis or 
workers. 

• NAFTA contains a global safeguard, which retmns our 
nght to impose quotas or tanffs on Mexico and/or Canada as 
pan of a mululateral safeguard acuon, when imports are a 
substantial cause of, or threaten, senous injury. 

Improved Provisions 
• Improved elements of the NAFTA safeguard mecha­

nisms include: 

—action in response to threat of injury 
—a longer relief penod for the most sensitive prqaucts-
- a recalibration of the tariff phaseout schedule upon 

completion of the safeguard acuon; and 
—an improved definition of "substantial" cause of 

injury. 

• Specific safeguards are also provided for certain 
agricultural products and for textiles. 

Protection Against Unjustified Actions 
• NAFTA protects U.S. jobs and finns aeainst unjustified 

safeguard actions by Canada or Mexico bv e'stablishing clear 
procedures for taking safeguard actions. 

• Any NAFTA parmer taking a safeguard acuon must 
compensate the counu7 whose impons are affected. 

Worker Assistance 

cm ??r^"^- P^"''^^"' Bush proposed a five-year 
i l U billion worker adjustment program that would tnple 
available funding for all worker assistance, and specific^Olv 
earmarks at least S335 million annually for any workers and 
farmers affected by NAFTA. 

• The Presidents program would entail universal 
coverage, skill grants for retrainine. income supports and 
other benefits. 

Investment 
The United States is the largest foreign investor in both 

STC i.^,"'^ investment of 
$68.5 billion and $11.6 billion, respectively. Together 
C W a and Mexico account for 18 percent of the stock of 
U.y foreign direct investment and 12 percent of annual U S 
capital outflows. Canadian and Mexican direct investmem in 
the United States in 1991 was $30.0 billion and $0.6 billion 
respectively, or 7.5 percent of total foreign direct investmem 
in tlie United States. 

NAFTA removes investment barriers, provides fair treat­
ment of investors, and eliminates govemmem requirements 

Protection for U.S. Workers 

" ^ ^ i : ^ ^ : ^ ^ ^ Z : t ^ ^^^^--^ - ^ - - ^ states, our economy is 20 
Moreover, half of .e.se i m p o r t s T ^ l S ; Tô  S^er t e " ^ U n S ^ Z T ^ ^ ^ ^'^^ 

^ ^ n ^ ^ : ^ . ^"^^"^ - " - ^ -creased compeuuon from Mexico and 

" t i ^ ^ t . t i^r^geSbtif- - ---^ p---

• Tough rules of origin to guarantee that the benefits nf M A F T A , . r . ff i 
Nonh Amenca. oenents ot NAFTA umff reductions go only to products made in 
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U.S. Exports tc Mexico Have Risen As 
Investment Has Increased 
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ifiat distort business decisions. An open investment environ­
ment in North America is good for Mexico. Canada, and the 
United States. NAFTA will expand investment opportunities 
m all three countries bv: reducing costs of inputs: 
reallocating resources toward more competitive industries: 
increasing real purchasing power: and offering economies of 
scale. In addition, the United States will benefit through a 
strengthened, more competitive industrial sector. 

NAFT.\ Removes Investment Barriers 
• Mexico currently can review all investment proposals 

to determine if they are in the national interest. NAFTA 
gives U.S. companies the nght to establish firms in Mexico 
and Canada or acquire existing firms, but it does not 
encourage U.S. firms to go abroad. 

• Removal of Mexican govemment approval opens up 
new opportuniues in food processing, construction, mining, 
and selected petrochemicals. Mexico wil l continue to 
prohiht foreign investment in certain "Consututional" 
acuviues (e.g., energy, railroads). 

• Mexico may review acquisitions above an initial 
threshold of S25 million, phased-up to SI50 million over ten 
years (adjusted for inflation and economic growth). 

• Canadian obligauons track the CFT.A except mat: 
NAFT.A expands the CFTA definition of investor to cover 
firms established in a partner country; and NAFTA broadens 
CFTA coverage to include real estate, stocks, bonds, certain 
contracts, and intangible property. 

• NAFTA does not extend to mantime and basic 
telecommunications, government-sponsored technology con­
sortia and R&D programs, and existing state and local 
measures. The Agreement also permits future measures to 
protect national secunty. 

NAFT.A Provides Faimess for Investors 
• NAFTA ensures that U.S. investors in Canada and 

Mexico are treated the same as domestic firms. 
• NAFTA provides key rights that facilitate business, 

such as: 
—the nght to repatnate profits and capital; 
—the nght to fair compensation in the event of 

expropnation; 
—the right to international arbitration in disputes between 

investors and govemments that involve monetary damaces. 

NAFT.A Removes Investment Distortions 
• Access to markets is an imponant reason for foreign 

direct investment. Local sales account for 70 percent of total 
sales for U.S. subsidianes located in .Mexico. 

• NAFTA means more freedom to buy U.S. parts and 
less incentive to expon to the United States. NAFTA will 
eliminate requirements that foreign investors: 

—export a given level/percentage of goods or services; 
—use domestic goods or services; 
—transfer technology to compeutors; or 
—limit impons to a certain percentage of expons. 

.NAFTA Increases U.S. Competitiveness 
• .NAFT.A enables U.S. firms to integrate their North 

Amencan operauons, making them more competitive asainst 
European and Asian producers. 

• Investment in Mexico means more U.S. exports to 
Mexico. U.S. joint producuon ventures in Mexico buy 51 
percent of their inputs from the United States, compared 
with just 13 percent for U.S. ventures offshore. 

• Elimination of Mexico's local content requirement for 
NAFT.A manufacturers will generate even more demand for 
inputs purchased ffom the United States. 

N A F T . \ Encourages Environmentally Sound Investments 
• NAFTA permits the imposition of stringent environ­

mental standards on investments. 
• NAFTA renounces the lowenng of environmental 

standards to induce investment. 
• NAFTA permits govemments to require environmental 

impact statements on new investments. Under Mexican law, 
these are currently required for new investments. 

Services 

The U.S.-Canada Free Trade Agreement established the 
first comprehensive set of principles governing services 
trade. NAFTA broadens these protections and extends them 
to Mexico. Virtually all services are covered bv NAFTA with 
the e.xception of aviation transport, maritime, and basic 
telecommunications. Canada has retained its cultural 
exclusion from the CFTA. Kev covered sectors include: 
• Accounting • Enhanced Telecommunications 

• .Advertising • Environmental Services 

• Architecture • Health Care Management 

• Broadcasting • Land Transport 

• Commercial Education • Legal Services 

• Construction • Publishing 

• Consulting • Tourism 

• Engineering 

Equal Treatment Allows U.S. Service Providers to Be 
Competitive 

• NAFTA opens Mexico's SI46 billion services market. 
• NAFT.A levels the playing field, guaranteeing that U.S. 

service providers get the same treatment in Mexico as a 
Mexican firm. 

• NAFTA allows U.S. firms to provide services in 
Mexico without reiocaung their operations and employees 
from the United States. 

Business America. October 19, 1992 
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• Licensing of professionals, such as lawyers, doctors 
and accountants, will be based on competence, not' 
nauonality or residency. Citizenship requirements for licens­
ing ot professionals will be eliminated within two years. 

Intellectual Property Rights 
Tlie NAFTA will promote export-driven growth in some of 

America s most competitive sectors, such as U.S. high 
technology and entertainment products, bv providing the 
highest standards of protection for intellectual property-
patents, trademarks, copyrights, and trade secrets—available 
in any bilateral or international agreement. NAFTA ' •locks 
in • and extends the protections contained in the world-class 
IPR taw adopted by Mexico in June 1991. 

Increased Protection and Enforcement 
• NAFTA requires each country to provide for the 

enforcement of the nghts of authors, artists and inventors 
against inftingement and piracy, reducing the risk that 
products of U.S. creativity and innovation could be unfairly 
exploited in Canada or Me,xico. 

• NAFTA ensures protecUon for Nonh Amencan pro­
ducers ol computer programs, sound recordings, motion 
pictures, encrypted satellite signals and other creations 
including rental nghts for computer programs and sound 
recordings. 

• NAFTA locks in the availability of patent protection for 
most technologies in Mexico, allowing U.S. finns to patent a 
broad range of invenuons in Mexico. 

• NAFTA resolves longstanding Q-ade imtants for U.S. 
pharmaceuucal and agncultural chemical compames by 
expanding the coverage of product and process patents and 
limiting compulsory Ucensing of patents. 

Improved IPR Increases Trade and Economic Growth 
• NAFTA will boost U.S. exports of R&D-intensive 

goods that require a high level of patent protection. 
• Lack of adequate IPR has held back U.S. sales to 

Mexico. High technology expons account for 32 percent of 

6 Business Amenca. October 19, 1992 

total U.S. expons to the world, but only 16 percent of U.S. 
expons to Mexico. Improved inteUectual propeny protection 
provisions in the NAFTA wiU enhance expon oppomiuides 
for U.S. high-technolcgy equipment and service providers. 

• By reducing the threat of piracy and other loss, NAFTA 
provides adduional incentives for U.S. inventors and authors 
to develop new technologies and products, creating jobs and 
wealth. Higher levels of protecuon also should lead to 
increased R&D spending by U.S. firms. 

Government Procurement 
U.S. suppliers of petroleum equipment and services, heaw 

electrical equipment, communications and computer systems, 
electronics, steel products, pharmaceuticals and construction 
equipment will particularly benefit from the NAFTA's 
govemment procurement provisions. 

Mexico Opens PEMEX and CFE Procurement 
• NAFTA gives U.S. supphers immediate and growing 

access to the Mexican govemment procurement market, 
including government-controlled enterpnses (parastatals) 
such as PEMEX (national oil company) and CFE (national 
electnc company). 

• Coverage of the parastatals is extremely valuable since 
they purchase more than the federal departments in Mexico. 

• For the first time, NAFTA expands coverage beyond 
goods to services and construction contracts. NAFTA creates 
substantially increased opponuniues for U.S. exports to 
Canada and Mexico in such services as construction 
services, environmental services, and computer hardware and 
software services. 

• For covered procurement, NAFTA prohibits the use of 
offsets in contracts. U.S. suppliers will be able to bid on 
Canadian and Mexican govemment contracts without dis-
cnminatory provisions that require the use of local 
purchases/suppliers. 

• NAFTA allows for the conunuation of U.S. small 
business and minonty set-aside programs. 

NAFTA Guarantees Open Access to 
Mexico's Govemment Procurement 
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NAFTA Maintains 
High U.S. Standards 

• The Agreement will not require the United 
States to lower existing health or safety regulations 
nor will it impair the ability of the United States to 
enact or maintain more smngent regulations than 
Mexico and Canada. 

• Countnes may choose the level of nsk they 
deem appropriate, but measures must be scien-
ufically jusufiable. Scienufic and environmental 
experts may be called upon to provide advice on 
factual matters. 

• The NAFTA encourages use of interaauonal 
standards and upward harmonizauon of standards 
and technical reguiauons among the diree NAFTA 
countnes. 

Commitment to Fair and Open Procurement 
Competition 

• NAFTA guarantees U.S. business fair and open 
competition for procurement in North America through 
Uansparent and predictable procurement procedures. 

• A bid challenge mechanism guarantees suppliers the 
nght to an independent review of the bidding process to 
ensure that they have not been discnminated against. 

• U.S. suppliers will gain access to information and 

training programs provided by Mexico on the operauon of 
its procurement system to improve their prospects in 
secunng contracts. 

Standards-Related Measures 

Standards-related measures cover both voluntary and 
mandatory technical specifications that lay out the charac­
teristics of a product, such as qualitv, performance, labeling, 
etc. NAFTA prohibits the use of standards and technical 
regulations as obstacles to trade. Procedural requirements 
will enhance the abiiirv of U.S. firms to effectively plan, 
develop, and market new products in Mexico and Canada, 
as well as to ensure that the implementation of new 
regulations does not adversely affect the sale of existing 
products. 

Equal Treatment and Transparency Aid U.S. 
Competitiveness 

• NAFTA directs that standards-related measures must be 
applied in a nondiscnminatory manner to both domesucally 
produced and imported products. 

• NAFTA ensures the standards development process in 
all three countnes is open and transparent. 

• NAFTA goes further than any e.xisting trade agreement 
by allowing U.S. companies and other interested parties to 
participate directly in the development of new standards in 
Canada and Mexico on the same basis as domestic firms in 
those countnes. 

• NAFTA also requires adequate notice be given before 
new Mexican or Canadian regulations go into effect. Ample 
time is provided for affected industnes in the United States 
to make comments. 

Examples of Eligibility for NAFTA Temporary Entry Provisions 

OCCUPATION ELIGIBLE NOT ELIGIBLE COMMENTS 

Farm Worker / 

Security Guard / 

Day Laborer y 

Electrician 

Repairperson / Only if carrying out after-sales service pursuant to 
warranty 

Physician / Only to teach and do research 

Accountant / Only if individual is college graduate in that field or 
possesses professional license 

Architect / Only if individual is college graduate In that field or 
possesses professional license 

Lawyer / Must possess law degree or be admitted tc the bar 

Business Amenca, October 19. 1992 7 
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• Under NAFTA. U.S. testing laboratones will be able to 
apply for accreditation in Mexico and Canada on the same 
terms as domesuc laboratones m diose counmes. This will 
enable U.S. laboratones to pert'orm tesung for products for 
sale in all three markets. 

• Labeling requirements will continue to show the 
countp,' of ongin, e.g., "Made in die USA." 

• NAFT.A continues efforts to make product standards 
more compauble. It estabhshes vanous working groups, 
which may include pnvate sector representauves, to facilitate 
work in specific product areas. 

Temporary Entry for Business Persons 
Expanded trade and the economic alliances developed 

with Mexican business as a result of the NAfTA will result 
m more business persons travelling to Mexico. To facilitate 
this travel the U.S and Mexican govemments have 
developed uniform and transparent procedures to facilitate 
temporary entrv of business persons who conduct trade in 
goods and services as well as investment activities. U.S.­
Canada provisions are essentially unchanged from CFTA. 

Key Beneficiaries 
After-Sales Service Providers: Installers, repair and 

maintenance personnel, and managenal personnel pertonning 
services—or training workers to pertbnn such services-
pursuant to a wananty or odier service contract incidental to 
the sale of equipment or machinery (including computer 
software) purchased from the United States are eUgible for 
temporary entry. U.S. manufacnirers should find their 
exports more attracuve because they can offer service and 
warranty repair. 

• Sales Representatives/Agents, Buyers, Market Re­
searchers, and Financial Service Personnel involved in 
commercial u-ansacuons on behalf of companies located in 
the United States. 

• Professionals: Sixty-three occupations, such as 
engineer.. •-iModsts. î nU -h_.~._..:L.„ eUgible to use the 
.NAFTA temporary entry provisions. 

• Company Executives and .Managerial Personnel: 
Provisions facilitate ena7. Examples include Chainnan nf 
the Board attending meeungs in Mexico, a manager 
engaging in a commercial transaction for a U.S. company,̂ or 
the intra-company Q-ansferee working in Mexico for ' an 
e.xtendcd penod of time. 

Dispute Resolution 
NAFTA has several procedures to enforce the .Agree­

ment's obligations and settle disputes. 

Rapid and Effective Dispute Settlement 
• NAFTA creates a tnlateral Trade Commission which 

will regularly review trade relauons amone die three 
countnes and discuss specific problems. 

• The Trade Commission may create bilateral or tnlateral 
panels, as appropnate. of pnvate sector u-ade experts to 
resolve disputes involving interpretations of the NAFTA 

8 Business Amenca, October 19, 1992 

text. Panehst selecuon procedures avoid national bias. 
• Dispute resoluuon must be completed in no more than 

eight mondis. Counmes must comply widi panel recommen-
dauons or offer acceptable compensauon. If not. the affected 
country can retaliate by wididrawing "equivalent trade 
concessions." 

Special Provisions for Environmental and Health Issues 
• The burden of proof is on the complainant party. Panels 

may call upon expert scientific advice regardins factual 
matters. 

• In diose instances where a complainant has a choice of 
forum (e.g.. GATT), under certain circumstances the 
responding country can insist on NAFTA dispute resolution. 

Special Provisions for Investment Disputes 
• NAFT.A pennits investors to go directly to intemational 

arbitration for settlement of disputes involving monetary 
damages with the host govemment ansing from violations of 
the NAFTA's investment provisions. 

Special Provisions for Antidumping (AD) and Counter­
vailing Duty (CVD) Investigations. 

• Disputes involving AD or CVD investigations may be 
addressed by a binauonal panel. The panel's mandate is 
limited to whether decisions rendered by Mexico, the United 
States, or Canada are consistent with dieir domestic law. 

Commercial Disputes 
• NAFTA encourages and facilitates the use of alternative 

dispute settlement for commercial disputes between private 
parties. Each country must have in place legal mechanisms 
to enforce arbitration contracts and awards. 

Antidumping and 
Countervailing Duty Laws 

• NAFT.A will result-in no changes to U.S. 
antidumping (AD) and countervailing duty (CVD) 
law. The effectiveness of U.S. trade remedy law has 
been fully preserved. 

• Under NAFTA, U.S. exporters to Mexico gain 
the same nghts in Mexican AD/CVD proceedmgs 
that Mexican exporters have under the U.S. system. 
Mexico has agreed to make far-reaching changes to 
its AD/CVD law and practice to provide fiiU due 
process guarantees and effecuve judicial review to 
U.S. exporters. These reforms must be in place 
before NAFT.A enters into force. 

• NAFTA extends to Mexico the binationai 
panel review of the U.S.-Canada FTA. The process 
is improved dirough the use of judges as panehsts 
and changes to die Extraordinary Challenge Proce­
dure. NAFTA contains a conective safeguard diat 
permits suspension of panel operations if it is not 
functioning properlv. 
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U.S. Auto Parts Exports Will Increase Further 
As NAFTA Eliminates Mexican Trade Restrictions 

^ Exports to Mexico 
• Imports from Mexico ^ 
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Sector-Specific Provisions 

•Automotive 
A fully liberalized and integrated North American automo­
tive market will promote increased global competitiveness 
for lhe North American automotive industry, as well as 
enhanced employment opportunities and lower prices for 
North .American consumers. 

NAFTA Opens Mexico's Dynamic Auto Market to U.S. 
• Mexico is expected to have the only significandy 

growing market for automotive products in the Western 
Hemisphere in die 1990s. Mexican sales grew 17 percent in 
1991 alone. 

• NAFTA immediately slashes in half Mexican tanffs on 
autos and light trucks; die remaming tariff of 10 percent is 
phased out over five years for light Xnicks and 10 years for 
cars. Tariffs on 75 percent of auto parts (now at 10-20 
percent) are eliminated within five years. 

• Mexico will eliminate ffade distorting restrictions for 
NAFTA investors. This will allow diem to import more U.S. 
parts and vehicles. Cunent Mexican restnctions are so 
severe diat virtually all vehicles sold in Mexico are produced 
locally with mosdy Mexican pans. 

• U.S. exports of medium and heavy uucks can enter 
.Mexico freely after five years (a large quota applies dunng 
die first five years). NAFT.A's land U-ansportation market-
opening provisions will gready increase demand in Mexico 
for U.S. uucks for use in both countnes. 

.More Competitive North American Production 
• A more efficient, integrated, and intemadonally com­

petitive North American market free of trade distorting 
resmcuons w+a result in greater export opportunities in 
Mexico and globally for U.S. parts and vehicle producers. 

• U.S. manufacturers in Mexico will use more U.S.-made 
pans as Mexican local content restrictions are eliminated and 
will expon high value-added U.S.-built vehicles to Mexico 
as uade balancing requirements are dropped. 

• A stnct rule of origin encourages North American 
production and generates U.S. jobs. To obtain NAFTA 
benefits, 62.5 percent of the net cost of automobiles and 
light trucks (60 percent for other automotive products) must 
be direcUy u-aceable to North Amencan inputs. 

Environmental and Safety Benefits 
• NAFTA establishes a North Amencan Automotive 

Standards Council which is directed to work toward die 
strengthening and harmonization of safety and emissions 
standards. Nothing in NAFTA would require the lowenng of 
U.S. fuel efficiency or safety standards. 

Energy 
Economic growth, stimulated by NAFTA, will increase 
Mexico's demand for energy and for the development of its 
energy sector's infrastructure. NAFTA positions U.S. energy 
equipment and service providers to take advantage of this 
growing market. Tlie Agreement incorporates Canadian-
specific provisions from the CFTA. 

Increased Opportunities for Energy Trade 
• It is estimated diat Mexico will have to invest S20-3O 

biUion by die year 2000 to upgrade its energy capabilities. 
NAFTA"s govemment procurement provisions provide sig­
nificant opportunities for U.S. companies to sell to state-
owned PEMEX (nauonal oil company) and CFE (national 
electricity commission), under open and comfjetitive bidding. 

• NAFTA provides for performance incenuves in services 
contracts such as dnlling acuvities. 

• NAFTA will permit U.S. firms to negotiate dir;;dy 
with Mexican buyers of namral gas and electricity and to 
conclude contracts widi die buvers toeedier with PEMEX 
and CFE. 

New Opportunities for Electricity Investment 
• Mexico will allow die pnvate ownership and operation 

of electnc generating plants for self generation, co-
generauon. and independent power production. Greater 
investment and preferential tariffs will increase Mexican 
demand for U.S.-built power generation equipment. 

Sweeping Reforms in Petrochemicals 
• NAFTA immediately lifts Mexican investment restric­

tions on 14 of 19 basic petrochemicals previously reserved 
to Mexican state control, and on 66 secondary petrochemi­
cals previously subject to foreign equity restnctions 

• Mexican import and export licenses will be eliminated 
on all petrochemicals except for die five remaining"basic" 
petrochenucals. _ 

Benefits for the Environment 
• Improved conditions for electncity trade across the 

border will enhance system efficiency and provide the 
environmental benefits of cleaner fuel use. 

Agriculture 
Canada and Mexico already rank as the second and third 
largest U.S. agricultural markets. Since 1986. Mexico has 
been our fastest growing market, with exports nearly tripling 
to $3 billion. The United States ran an agricultural trade 
surplus with Mexico m 199] of almost $0.5 billion. 

NAFTA Will Increase Agricultural E.xports 
• The U.S. Department of Agriculhire estimates diat once 

the Agreement is fully implemented, agncultural exports will 
be $1.5 to S2 billion higher dian without NAFTA. 

• Immediately after NAFTA goes into effect, one-half of 
U.S. farm exports will, enter Mexico duty-free. By die tendi 
year, about 95 percent of agncultural trade will be duty-free. 

• Upon enU7 into force, all nontanff bamers between die 
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Lnited Slates and Mexico wiU be eliminated, generally by 
converting diem to tanff-rate quotas. The largest bamer to 
U.S. tarm exports to Mexico has been a resmctive import 
licensing system, particularly for such competiuve U.S. 
agnculoiral products as com, wheat, barlev, malt, dairy, 
pouluy, and tobacco products. 

Key Sectors Will Benefit 
• NAFTA will be of particular benefit for U.S. exports of 

grains and oilseeds. U.S. expons to Mexico were $1 3 
biUion in 1991, close to half of all U.S. agncultural sales to 
Mexico. The NAFTA will ehminate import licensing 
requu-ements and allow unresUicted access for diese products 
within 10 to 15 years. 

• U.S. exports of horticultural products should also gain. 
Exports have more dian quadrupled since 1986, from $47 
million to $209 milhon in 1991. Recent expenence saw U.S. 
expons of pears and apples more dian double in the years 
immediately after .Mexico lifted hcensing requirements for 
diese products. 

• VIexico IS one of die fastest growing expon markets for 

U.S. meat. U.S. poulu^ expons increased rapidly from S16 
million in 1987 to over $110 million in 1991. Removal of 
import licensing requirements will further increa.se U.S. meat 
exports to Mexico. 

Special Agricultural Safeguard 
• To guard against seasonal import surges, die United 

States will use a special agncultural safeguiu-d. in die form 
of a tanff-rate quota, on imports from Mexico of onions, 
tomatoes, eggplant, peppers, squash, and watermelons. At 
the end of the 10-year transition penod. diis mechanism will 
be eliminated. 

Land Transportation 
NAFTA opens Mexico s market for intemational truck, bus 
and rail transport. Provisions in this chapter eliminate the 
requirement to hand off cargo to a Mexican vehicle upon 
entry into Mexico, saving U.S. industry time and money. 

New Market Opened for Transportation Companies 
• For die first time, U.S. uuck and bus companies will 

have die nght to use dieir own dnvers and equipment for 
cross-border cargo and passenger service with Mexico. 

• NAFTA also creates opportunities for U.S. firms to 
invest in uucking and bus service, warehousing, intermodal 
terminals, and landside port acuvuies in Mexico. 

• NAFTA locks in U.S. railroad companies' abihty to 
market rail service directly to customers in Mexico and to 
operate dieu" trains on Mexican tracks. 

Benefits for U.S. Exporters and Importers 
• U.S. exporters and importers benefit from die guaran­

teed open and competitive land u^sport market. The ability 
to contract widi U.S. truck and railroad companies to carry 
goods across die border to dieir final destination will 
improve efficiency and reliability of service and decrease 
costs. 

Safety and Environmental Improvements 
• NAFTA maintains high U.S. safety standards. All 

earners operating in the United States must meet stringent 

Health and Safety of Foods 
NAFTA Provisions Ensure Continued Protection for U.S. Consumers 
TTie NAFTA will not change U.S. law diat prohibits die importauon of fniits or vegetables widi non-U.S. approved 
pesticides or higher tolerances for pesticide residue dian are allowed in die United Stages-all shipments are subject to 
tesung at die border. TTie United States retains its nght to exclude goods diat do not meet domesuc standards. 
NAFTA Allows States to Set Standards 

NAFTA pennits states to establish healdi and safety standards more stnngent than dio.se at die nauonal level. 

NAFTA Allows Actions to Respond to Insect/Disease Infestations in Farm Goods 
The United States retains die ability to restnct imports of agncultural items erown in diseased regions of Mexico For 
example, cunently Sonora is die only state in Mexico diat can expon oranges to die United Spates, because of die 
presence of the fruit fiy in other orange-producing .states. 

NAFTA Encourages Higher Health and Safety Standards 
NAFTA does not require die United States to lower its sanitary or phytosanitarv standards. On the contrar/ NAFTA 
encourages all diree countnes to adopt high standards in North Amenca-diose providing die most protection to 
consumers and agncultural producers. , r . y 

10 Business America. October 19. 1992 
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U.S. standards. NAFTA encourages Mexico to bnng its 
safety and technical standards to die highest levels in North 
Amenca. regardless of whether diey are at the state or 
federal level. 

• Ending the necessity of "handing o f f trailers at die 
border and having diem retum home empty will decrease 
congesuon at die border and improve die border environ­
ment. In addiuon, Mexico will benefit from less-polluung 
vehicles as it bnngs its trucking fleet up to U.S. anu-
poUuuon standards in order to gain access to die U.S. 
market. 

Financial Services 
Mexican reforms in the insurance, banking, and securines 
sectors offer unprecedented access to a previously closed 
market. Tlie demand for insurance is e.xpected to grow 
rapidly to meet tiie needs of new foreign investors and 
traders, as well as under-insured Mexicans. Mexican 
economic growth will stimulate demand for banking and 
other financial services. 

Mexican Liberalization Offers Great Opportunities for 
U.S. Companies 

• The NAFT.A will eliminate, over a u^nsiuon penod, 
equity and market share restncuons in Mexico on U.S. 
fina.-.ciai services providers, including banks and secunties 
firms, insurance companies, leasing and f.xCtonng companies, 
and non-bank lenders. 

• For die first ume in 50 years. U.S. financial service 
providers will be able to operate wholly owned subsidianes 
in Mexico, and receive die same Q-eatment as Mexican-
owned firms. 

Cross-Border Provisions Enhance Competitiveness 
• U.S. firms may provide banking, secunties and some 

insurance services in Mexico without having to relocate theu-
operauons and employees to Mexico. 

• U.S. insurance companies will be able to provide 
certain insurance products diat are intemational by nature, 
including reinsurance and cargo insurance, on a cross-border 
basis. 

Economic and Commercial Benefits 
• The ability of U.S. banks to diversify and expand dieu" 

operations will suengdien dieir financial position. 
• The increased abihty of U.S. firms to service dieir 

Amencan clients operaung in Mexico will facilitate U.S. 
expons. In addiuon. by contnbuung to die suengthening of 
the Mexican economy, U.S banks will help boost demand 
for U.S. goods. 

• Exporters, importers and U S. investors in .Mexico will 
enjoy die benefits of "one-stop shopping" by being able to 
use die same financial service provider for bodi intemational 
and domestic operations. 

Telecommunications 
.Mexico's liberalization of us $6 billion telecommunications 
service and equipment market will benefit the highly 
competitive U.S. telecommunications industry as well as 
facilitate all commercial transactions. While telecommunica­
tions companies will have access to new sales and service 
opportunities, all companies will benefit by the increased 
efficiencies in the market and bv access to state-of-the-art 
communications facilities while doing business in and with 
.Mexico. 

Greater Efficiency in the Telecommunications Sector 
• The NAFT.A guarantees die availability of pnvate 

leased lines on die public telephone network, which are 
essenual tor die use of inuacorporate communicauons 
networks and enhanced services. 

• Firms can purcha.se and lease their own telecommunica­
tions equipment—such as phones, faxes, and computers— 
and freely attach diem ro Mexico's public phone system. 

• Firms can also interconnect dieir pnvate networic with 
the public phone system or with other networks. 

New Opportunities for U.S. Companies Providing 
Enhanced Services 

• U.S. service providers of voice and electronic mail 
systems, on-line databases, and computer processing applica-
uons, in particular, will benefit from improved access to die 
Mexican market. 

Regulatory Barriers to Trade Removed 
• Enhanced or value-added service providers benefit from 

limitations on certain burdensome reguiauons that impede 
trade. 

• Licensing, permits, regisu^tion, or notification proce­
dures required must be transparent and applied expeditiously 
and equally to all NAFTA parties. Informauon collected to 
fulfill a licensing requu-ement must be limited to documenta­
tion of the provider's financial solvency and die conformity 
of equipment with applicable standards. 

• SUmdards measures affecting atuchment of telecom-
municauon equipment to die public network must be 
U-ansparent, limited to what is necessary to prevent harm to 
die network or user, and applied equally to all equipment 
from all NAFTA countries. 

Textiles and Apparel 
The textiles and apparel market in Mexico is already $6.4 
billion. U.S. textiles and apparel producers have already 
benefited from the expanding Mexican market—U.S. exports 
have increased 90 percent from 1988-91—and first-quarter 
exports this year show a 50 percent increase over tiie first 
quarter of 1991. Economic development in Mexico as a 
result of the NAFTA will increase demand for U.S. products. 

Increased Exports for a More Competitive U.S. Industry 
• Elimination of Mexican tanffs (20 percent and 15 

percent on apparel and textiles, respecuvely) will make U.S. 
products even more compeuuve in Mexico. 

• Bamers on about 20 percent of U.S. textiles and 
apparel exports to Mexico will be eliminated immediately. 
This covers about S260 nullion of exports, and such key 
products as denim, underwear, diread, and many household 
furnishings. 

• Bamers on anodier $750 million of U.S. texule exports, 
including yams, most household fumishings, most fabncs 
and certain other apparel, will be eliminated in six years. 

Benefits Only for NAFTA Workers. Producers, and 
Consumers 

• Tight Rule of Oigin: In order to qualify as a NAFTA 
good, apparel must be produced from North American 
fabnc, diat is, fabnc diat has been woven from North 
.Amencan yam diat has been spun in Nonh Amenca. This 
"yam forward" mle for most textiles and apparel restncts 
die benefit of die NA'FTA to Nonh Amencan workers and 
producers. 

Business Amenca, October 19, 1992 1 1 
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I S S U E D E F I N r n O N 

The United States, Mexico, and Canada began formal negotiations on a North 
American free trade agreement in June 1991 and signed an agreement on Dec. 17,1992. 
The agreement covers a range of trade issues, including tariffs, trade in services, 
investment, sectoral issues, and rules to address trade complaints. President Clinton 
has said that before introducing legislation to implement the basic agreement, he wants 
to conclude supplemental agreements on labor and the environment; these negotiations 
began March 17. A legislative package might be submitted to Congress later this year. 
Major issues for the Congress are how the Administration will address labor and 
environmental issues and whether the final agreements are in the U.S. national 
interest. 

BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS 

Trade between the United States and Canada and between the United States and 
Mexico is important for each of the trading partners. (Trade between Canada and 
Mexico is relatively small.) U.S.-Canada trade is already facilitated by a free trade 
agreement. U.S.-Mexico trade, although tariff-free in some respects, has some major 
impediments and is the most controversial aspect ofa North American trade agreement. 

Volume and Composition of U.S.-Canada Trade 

Canada is the most important trading partner of the United States. In 1992, U.S. 
trade turnover (exports plus imports) with Canada was $189 billion, or 19% of total 
U.S. trade turnover. Canada was the most important U.S. export market ($90.2 billion 
in U.S. exports, or 20% of U.S. total) and the most important source of U.S. imports 
($98.5 billion in U.S. imports, or 19% of U.S. total). 

Canada's most important trading partner is the United States. In 1991, the 
United States accounted for 76% of Canada's exports and 62% of its imports. 

Leading U.S. export and import commodities for 1992 are shown in table 1. Major 
items were motor vehicles and parts (imports and exports), data processing and 
electrical machinery (exports), and natural resources (imports). Trade between the 
United States and Canada is mostly manufactured goods, particularly machinery and 
transport equipment. 

On Jan. 1, 1989, a free trade agreement between the United States and Canada 
went into effect. This agreement established a 10-year schedule for the elimination of 
tariffs (two-thirds of U.S.-Canada trade was already tariff-free). It also liberalized 
nontariff measures in such areas as rules of origin, services, government procurement, 
investment, energy, and agriculture. It eased border crossing procedures and 
established a binationai panel to rule on antidumping and countervailing duty disputes. 
It did not cover all trade-related issues of concern to U.S. interests, notably leaving out 
rules covering subsidies, cultural industries, and railway assistance. 

CRS-2 
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Nor th American Free Trade Agreement 

S U M M A R Y 

On Dec. 17, 1992, the leaders of the United States, Canada, and Mexico signed a 
North American free trade agreement (NAFTA). The talks had started in June 1991. 
The agreement covers market access, trade rules, services, investment, intellectual 
property, and trade remedies. 

Some U.S. businesses would benefit from more open trade and investment 
opportunities, principally by taking advantage of relatively lower Mexican wages. 
Economic models generally show that a free trade agreement would lead to an overall 
gain in U.S. income, although the gain is projected to be relatively small and some 
sectors would be hurt. Most of these models do not, however, account for flows in 
direct investment between the United States and Mexico, which is an important 
unknown factor. 

U.S. labor groups have voiced strong opposition to a North American free trade 
agreement. They claim that low-cost imports from Mexico will lead to lower wages and 
severe job loss in the United States. Others believe that differences in labor standards 
and safety and environmental rules and enforcement will give unfair advantages to 
Mexican producers. Some also claim that increased industrialization along the border 
will cause further environmental degradation. 

Mexico's officials took the lead in pushing for a free-trade agreement. They hoped 
to attract increased foreign capital and to gain greater access to the U.S. market for 
Mexican products. Canadian officials wanted to guard gains under their earlier 
bilateral free trade agreement with the United States. 

President Clinton has announced that he sees no need to renegotiate the 
agr eement, but has said that before submitting legislation he wants to negotiate 
supplemental agreements on labor, the environment, and surges in imports. 
Negotiations on these supplemental agreements began on March 17. President Clinton 
also has said that he plans to pursue unilateral measures, including transition 
assistance for workers and communities, as part of a NAFTA package. Given the 
importance that the President has given to domestic economic policies and his plan to 
conclude supplemental agreements, legislation on the NAFTA might not be proposed 
until well into the year. 
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TABLE 2. Leading U.S.-Mexico Trade Commodities in 1992 
($ billion) 

U.S. ExDorts U.S. Imports 

Motor vehicle parts $3.9 Crude oil $4.4 
Telecom. equip./parts 1.5 Motor vehicles 2.6 
Electr. distrib. equip. 1.3 Elect, distrib. equip. 2.0 
Other electr. machin. 1.2 Motor vehicle parts 2.0 
Electr. switchgear app. 1.0 Television receivers 1.3 
Internal comb, engines 1.0 Telecom, equip./parts .1 1.2 
Meas./checkg. instrum. 0.9 Electr. switchgear app. 1.1 
Aircraft & assoc. equip 0.9 Other electr. machin. 0.9 
Cathode valves, tubes 0.9 Internal comb, engines 0.9 
Non-crude oil 0.8 Fum. & pts; bedding 0.8 

Source: Compiled by CRS from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce. 

North American Free Trade Agreement 

In June 1990, President Salinas of Mexico and President Bush issued a joint 
statement in support of negotiation of a free trade agreement and 2 months later. 
President Salinas formally proposed negotiations. In February 1991, Canada officially 
joined the United States and Mexico. 

The Basic Agreement 

Negotiations among the three countries began formally on June 12, 1991 and 
concluded on Aug. 12, 1992. Leaders of the three countries signed the agreement on 
Dec. 17,1992. The agreement covers a broad range of issues, including tariffs, nontariff 
barriers, investment, trade in services, intellectual property rights, government 
procurement, and rules to address unfair trade practices. The following, which 
summarizes major provisions, is based on a 44-page "description" of the agreement 
provided by the Office ofthe U.S. Trade Representative (see additional reading section). 
(The agreement itself consists of a two-volume text plus three tariff annexes and is 
available from the Government Printing Office.) 

Market Access. The three countries would eliminate tariffs on goods meeting the 
North American rules of origin in various stages, ranging from immediate elimination 
to 15-year phaseout. They would eliminate many border restrictions such as quot£is and 
import licenses and would end duty drawback, customs user fees, and performance-
based duty waivers. 

Rules of Origin. Generally, a good would be considered as originating in North 
America if it were completely North American or if it had non-regional materials that 
were transformed in North America so that the tariff classification changed. However, 
some exceptions would apply; for most of these, producers could calculate regional 
content using transaction value (price paid) or net cost (total cost less certain other 
costs). The agreement includes several provisions on customs procedures intended to 

CRS-4 
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TABLE 1. Leading U.S.-Canada Trade Commodities in 1992 
($ billion) 

U.S. Exnorts U.S .Imports 

Motor vehicle parts 9.2 Motor vehicles 14.5 
Motor vehicles 6.3 Vehicles, tmspt./spec. 7.5 
Internal comb, engines 3.2 Paper & paperboard 5.6 
Cathode valves, tubes 3.2 Motor vehicle parts 5.5 
Auto, data proc. machs. 3.1 Crude Oil 4.8 
Printed matter 1.7 Wood, simply worked 3.5 
Other electr. mach. 1.7 Natural gas 2.7 
Electr. switchgear app. 1.7 Aluminum 1.8 
Data pro. mach. parts 1.6 Pulp and waste paper 1.8 
Vehicles, tmspt./spec. 1.6 Cathode valves, tubes 1.7 

Source: Compiled by CRS from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce. 

Volvime and Composition of U.S.-Mexico Trade 

In 1992, Mexico was the third most important trading partner of the United 
States. U.S. trade turnover (exports plus imports) with Mexico was $76 billion, or 8% 
of total U.S. trade turnover. (Japan was the second most important trading partner, 
with $144 billion, or 15% of U.S. trade.) Mexico was the third most important export 
market for the United States and the third most important source of U.S. imports. 

The United States is Mexico's most important trading partner. In 1991, the 
United States accounted for 74% of Mexico's exports and 71% of its imports. 

In 1992, the United States exported $40.6 billion in goods to Mexico and imported 
$35.2 billion in goods. Leading commodities for 1992 are shown in table 2. Almost 
three-fourths of U.S.-Mexico trade is in manufactured products, with almost half in 
machinery and auto parts alone. U.S.-Mexico trade in manufactures has been closely 
tied to maquiladora industries, which are Mexican assembly plants mostly located along 
the U.S. border and owned by U.S. companies. The plants are located in Mexico 
because of the relatively low wages of Mexican workers and special Mexican and U.S. 
tariff provisions. 

Since the mid-1980s, U.S.-Mexico trade, especially U.S. exports to Mexico, has been 
particularly strong. From 1989 to 1992, for example, U.S. exports increased by 62% and 
U.S. imports increased by 29%. The U.S. bilateral trade balance with Mexico shifted 
from a peak deficit of almost $8 billion in 1983 to a surplus of $5 billion (second highest 
of all countries) in 1992. 

During the 19808, Mexico's leaders undertook dramatic changes in economic policy. 
Mexico reduced its tariffs and liberalized import licensing requirements substantially, 
reduced restrictions on foreign investment, sold numerous state-owned enterprises, 
privatized banking, and enacted stronger patent and copyright laws. Mexico also 
pursued more open trade with the United States and signed framework agreements on 
trade and investment in 1987 and in 1989. 

CRS-3 
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Land Transportation. Over 10 years, the countries would open their markets 
to cross-border bus and truck service and to investment in domestic bus and truck 
companies. Mexico would open up investment in port facilities. The countries would 
try to make their transportation standards compatible and after 5 years would review 
progress. 

Telecommunications. The countries would ensure that conditions of access to 
public telecommunications transport networks and services were reasonable and that 
rates reflected economic costs. They would not have to allow a person from another 
NAFTA country to provide or operate a network or service and could allow monopoly 
service providers. Licensing procedures for value-added services would have to be public 
and nondiscriminatory. 

Intellectual Property. The countries would clarify and expand intellectual 
property rights for copyrights, patents, and other intellectual property and agree to 
stronger enforcement measures internally and at the border. 

Govemment Procurement. The agreement would set specific levels above 
which procurement by federal government departments and agencies and federal 
government enterprises would be open among NAFTA countries. National security 
procurement would be exempt. Mexico would have a phase-in period. Certain 
discriminatory practices would be banned. The countries would endeavor to extend the 
provisions to willing states and provinces. 

Sanitary and Phytosanitary (S&P) Measures. Countries would maintain the 
right to set their ovm individual levels of S&P protection. They would be encouraged 
to use international standards, but could set higher levels of protection. Other 
provisions pertain to risk assessment, regional conditions, public notice, control and 
inspection, and technical assistance. 

Technical Standards. Each country would have the right to adopt and enforce 
its own standards-related measures. They could use international standards or set 
higher individual levels of protection. Principles of nondiscrimination would apply. 
Other provisions pertain to public notice, conformity assessment procedures, and 
technical assistance. 

Emergency Action (Safeguards). If the NAFTA caused a surge of imports that 
threatened or caused serious injury to a domestic industry, the importing country could 
suspend its tariff elimination, but only once and temporarily (3-4 years). NAFTA 
partners would be exempt from multilateral safeguard action, unless they contributed 
seriously to the problem. 

Antidumping (AD) and Countervailing (CV) Duty Matters. A binationai 
panel would review national AD and CV duty determinations. It would apply the 
importing country's laws, and its decision would be binding. Any country could request 
an extraordinary challenge committee to review panel decisions. Any country also could 
request a special committee to decide if another country was impeding the review 
process. 
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help in the administration of rules of origin. (Some sectors would have special rules of 
origin, see automotive goods and textiles below.) 

Automotive Goods. The U.S. and Mexico would eliminate tariffs on passenger 
cars, light trucks, and other vehicles and parts either immediately, over 5 years, or over 
10 years. To qualify for the trade benefits, passenger cars and light trucks would have 
to have 62.5% North American content and other vehicles and auto parts would have 
to contain 60% after the phasein period. Mexico would end its Auto and Auto-
Transportation Decrees, which impose production and sales restrictions, after 10 years. 
It would begin a 10-year phaseout of its ban on imports of North American used 
vehicles starting 15 years after the effective date. 

Textiles and Apparel. All countries would eliminate immediately or over 10 
years tariffs on textiles and apparel goods that meet rules of origin. Rules of origin 
generally would require goods to be made of yarn produced in North America; some 
exceptions would apply. The U.S. quota on imports of textiles and apparel goods from 
Mexico would end immediately for products meeting rules of origin or gradually 
otherwise. Tariff rate quotas, which give preferential treatment to a certain level of 
imports, would be allowed for products made in North America but not meeting rules 
of origin. Safeguards would be allowed during the transition period. 

Agriculture. The U.S. and Mexico would gradually convert nontariff barriers to 
tariffs and eliminate tariffs over 10- or 15-year periods. As the U.S. eliminated its 
quota on sugar imports from Mexico, it would adjust its third-country quotas to 
maintain its world quota. Other measures pertain to subsidies, support programs, and 
dispute resolution. 

Energy. Mexico would retain closed domestic markets for goods, activities and 
investments in the oil, gas, refining, basic petrochemicals, nuclear and electricity 
sectors. The countries agreed to observe multilateral rules on licensing and fees and 
agreed to more open negotiation of contracts. 

Investment. The principles of national treatment and most-favored-nation 
treatment would apply to investments by enterprises in a NAFTA country, but country-
specific exceptions would be made. Performance requirements would be prohibited. 
Canada and Mexico could continue review of certain acquisitions. (Some sectors would 
have special rules, see financial services and land transportation below.) 

Cross-Border Trade in Services. Countries would be prohibited from 
discriminating against service providers from another NAFTA country, but countries 
would be allowed to list exceptions to this rule so as to allow selective discrimination. 
Countries would be encouraged, but not required, to recognize licenses from other 
countries. Licensing procedures would be more open and objective. 

Financial Services. The agreement would confirm certain principles: the right 
to establish a commercial presence, the right to purchase services across borders, 
nondiscrimination, and transparency (open information). By the year 2000, Mexico 
would eliminate almost all restrictions on banks, securities firms, and insurance 
companies, with limits on aggregate and individual market shares growing during the 
transition. Mexico also would liberalize market entry for factoring, leasing, 
warehousing, and bonding companies. 
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Potential Ef fec t s 

In broad terms, a free trade area reduces or removes barriers to trade and enables 
a more efficient exchange between countries. This increase in efficiency, according to 
economic theory, leads to a better use of resources, increased trade, and an overall 
improvement in the economic well-being of a country. However, dislocations occur as 
the economy adjusts to a more open trading system. Some domestic industries are hurt 
by the increase in competition from imports, and as those domestic industries reduce 
their production or fail, workers lose their jobs. 

Several economic studies have examined the possible effects of a NAFTA for the 
United States (see section on additional reading). Most studies predict that a NAFTA 
will increase U.S. output, but only slightly. A February 1991 report by the 
International Trade Commission (ITC) said that U.S. gains from a NAFTA would be 
relatively small at least for the near to medium term, because Mexico's economy is 
relatively small compared to the U.S. economy and U.S.-Mexico trade already has low 
barriers. Papers presented at a February 1992 symposium by the ITC on economy-wide 
models of a NAFTA generally agreed that a NAFTA would increase U.S. real gross 
domestic product (GDP) by only 0.5% or less. 

Economic studies also show generally that a NAFTA might result in a positive but 
negligible net increase in U.S. employment. The 1991 ITC study said that there would 
be little or no effect on the levels of U.S. emplojmaent, but that there might be some 
shifts among occupations. A study released in February 1993 by the Institute for 
International Economics (EE) estimated that net export gains under a NAFTA would 
generate a net gain of about 170,000 U.S. jobs by 1995: 316,000 jobs created, but 
145,000 dislocated. Papers presented at the ITC symposium estimated that aggregate 
U.S. employment would increase by a small percent, from less than 0.1% to 2.5%. 

Similar to the results for employment, studies generally predict that U.S. aggregate 
real wages will stay the same or grow very slightly with a NAFTA. Some studies 
predict more specifically that skilled workers will have wage gains, but unskilled 
workers will have wage losses. 

The effect of a NAFTA on individual industries is expected to vary_Some might 
suffer serious losses to import competition, while others might realize growth. The 
1991 ITC report identified horticulture, the tuna industry, and producers of inexpensive 
household glassware as those who would be most harmed. A joint study by U.S. 
(University of Maryland) and Mexican universities presented at the ITC symposium 
found the greatest job gains would be in agriculture, machinery, and metal products, 
but the greatest losses in apparel, construction, and services in general. Several other 
studies have examined sectoral effects; a few identify apparel as likely to be hurt, but 
otherwise they show no clear consensus. 

Critics of studies that use economic models claim that the models are based on 
assumptions that are unrealistic and therefore distort the findings. For example, some 
opponents argue that the 1991 ITC study does not allow for a shift in direct investment 
from the United States to Mexico and therefore seriously underestimates potential U.S. 
job loss. The models' supporters respond that the assumptions are reasonable and must 
be made in order to reach any results whatsoever. 
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Other provisions. The countries would grant temporary entry to certain 
categories of business persons. No more than 5,500 business persons would be allowed 
to enter the U.S. from Mexico. Countries would adopt measures against 
anticompetitive business practices, especially by publicly controlled enterprises or 
publicly- or privately-owned monopolies. 

Under dispute settlement procedures, countries would first try to resolve 
disputes through consultation. If that failed, they would try to resolve the problem in 
a meeting with the Trade Commission, which would be comprised of each country's top 
trade official. If those two steps were unsuccessful, a country then could request a 
panel decision. The agreement sets out rules for panel structure and timing of 
decisions. 

The agreement includes rules on accessible information on laws, regulations, 
and other measures affecting trade. It would allow certain exceptions to the 
obligations ofthe agreement, such as for the protection of animal or plant life, national 
security, or balance of pajrments. An accession clause would allow other countries to 
become parties to the agreement, subject to approval of the NAFTA countries. The 
effective date would be Jan. 1, 1994. 

Private Sector Reports 

On Sept. 18,1992, President Bush formally notified Congress of his intent to enter 
into (sign) the free trade agreement with Canada and Mexico (see later section on 
notification). The President's notification was accompanied by reports by private sector 
advisory groups. These groups were required by law to submit reports on the 
agreement no later than the President's notification. 

The most senior level advisory group is the Advisory Committee for Trade Policy 
and Negotiations (ACTPN), a 45-member body representing government, labor, 
industry, agriculture, small business, service industries, retailers, consumer interests 
and the general public. The ACTPN report supported the NAFTA and recommended 
that it be signed and implemented. The report found that most objectives had been met 
by the agreement and said that the agreement would spur economic growth and job 
creation in the three countries. Nonetheless, the report expressed disappointment with 
some provisions (for example, the failure to further liberalize agricultural trade with 
Canada and Canada's insistence on exemption of cultural industries) and indicated 
strong dissatisfaction with the energy section. The two labor representatives on the 
Advisory Committee disagreed with the majority report, stating that protections for 
workers and the environment were not adequate, and urged Congress to reject the 
agreement. 

— In addition to the ACTPN report, the President's notification was accompanied by 
reports by seven policy advisory committees (agriculture, investment, industry, 
intergovernmental, labor, services, and defense). Six ofthe seven committees supported 
the NAFTA; the labor committee opposed it. Also submitted were reports by 30 
technical and sectoral advisory groups (10 agriculture groups, 17 industry groups, and 
1 group each on customs, standards, and intellectual property rights). 
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Supplemental Agreement on the Environment 
(by Mary Tiemann, Environment and Natural Resources Div., CRS) 

A key environmental issue is that lax enforcement of environmental laws in 
Mexico could provide an added incentive for U.S. industries to relocate, thus increasing 
job losses here and making U.S. products less competitive. A second issue involves 
identifying ways to finance cleanup of the border area. 

A North American Commission on the Environment (NACE) to oversee environ­
mental aspects ofthe NAFTA is expected to be part of any side agreement. Considerable 
disagreement exists among various interests on what the proper role of such a 
commission should be. 

In testimony before the House Ways and Means trade subcommittee (March 11), 
USTR Mickey Kantor stated that a side agreement would not add measures that would 
interfere with Mexico's domestic law enforcement, although the Administration would 
discuss with Mexico ways to strengthen environmental law enforcement. Ambassador 
Kantor stated that the goals of a side agreement would also include border cleanup and 
the creation of a North American Commission on Environment. As envisioned, the 
Commission would have expert staff and act as a forum to receive and review 
environmental complaints, to request information from national environmental 
enforcement agencies, and to issue reports on each country's enforcement of 
environmental laws and compliance with NAFTA environmental provisions. 

Some in Congress and environmental and consumer groups advocate the use of 
trade sanctions to redress lax enforcement of environmental laws where trade injuries 
result. Others including Mexican and Canadian officials, believe they should be 
avoided. President Salinas has stated strong opposition to a supranational entity with 
power to enforce domestic environmental law. 

Several side agreement proposals that would establish a NACE have emerged in 
the 103rd Congress (e.g., H.Con.Res. 46 and H.Con.Res. 63) and among environmental 
groups; however, the Clinton Administration has not yet issued a specific proposal. 
(For more information on NAFTA and environmental issues, see CRS Issue Brief 
93049.) 

Supplemental Agreement on Labor 
(by Mary Jane BoUe, Economics Div., CRS) 

Some members of organized labor have called for renegotiation of the agreement 
itself Barring that, they argue for the following provisions in a supplemental 
agreement: They argue that as a condition of the agreement, the United States should 
require Mexico to adopt minimum wage and labor standards, and agree to open its 
workplaces to U.S. inspection. They also argue that the agreement needs to be phased 
in more gradually than the current requirements permit ~ perhaps over a period of 20 
years, to soften the impact on the American workforce. 

USTR Mickey Kantor, in testimony before the House Ways and Means trade 
subcommittee (March 11), indicated that President Clinton supports the negotiation of 
a supplemental agreement requiring each country's enforcement of its own labor laws 
and standards. Kantor indicated that the supplemental agreements would not lower 
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In addition to income and employment effects, another issue is the effect of a 
NAFTA on the environment. Environmental groups have said that a free-trade 
agreement could lead to further deterioration of environmental resources along the 
border region, which has occurred already to some extent because of the maquiladoras. 
Some economic studies, however, find that as income rises, pollution falls, and they 
suggest that a trade agreement that increases incomes will promote a cleaner 
environment. (For information on the environment and NAFTA, see CRS Issue Brief 
92006.) 

Mexico's officials took the lead in pushing for a free trade agreement with the 
United States. They believed that a NAFTA could draw U.S. and other foreign 
investment into Mexico, and in fact this is already happening due to Mexico's economic 
growth and the NAFTA. A free trade agreement also would increase access for Mexican 
goods to the U.S. market and encourage Mexican industries to become more 
competitive. According to economic studies, a NAFTA would have a significant, positive 
effect on Mexico's economy and emplojonent. 

Canada trades relatively little with Mexico and already has a free trade agreement 
with the United States. The principal reason that Canada chose to participate in the 
talks was to ensure that it does not lose any benefits from the existing free trade 
agreement. Canadian business also sees possible advantages from access to the sizeable 
Mexican market. Some Canadians are concerned, however, that imports from Mexico, 
especially autos and textiles, might hurt Canadian industries and take away jobs. 
Studies generally predict that Canada vfill benefit, but to a negligible degree. 

The Clinton Administration and the NAFTA 

In a speech on Oct. 4, 1992, then-candidate Clinton stated that he supported the 
NAFTA and did not see a need to renegotiate the agreement. He said, however, that 
before presenting the agreement to Congress he wanted to negotiate supplemental 
agreements on the environment and on labor (below) with Mexico and Canada. Mr. 
Clinton also said that he would ask Congress for the authority to deal with unexpected 
surges in imports that might endanger whole sectors of the economy. 

In addition to supplemental agreements, then-candidate Clinton proposed five 
unilateral measures as part of the NAFTA package: (1) assistance to disadvantaged 
workers and communities to include training, health care benefits and income supports; 
(2) protection of the environment through cleanup and investment; (3) assistance to 
farmers who might be hurt; (4) assurance that citizens have the right to challenge the 
environmental practices in the other two countries; and (5) supervision of entry by 
foreign workers to ensure against strike breakers and unsafe truck drivers. 

Negotiations on supplemental agreements began on March 17. There is no 
deadline for the talks, but U.S. Trade Representative (USTR) Mickey Kantor has stated 
that he expects to reach agreements by mid- to late-summer. The talks probably would 
have to finish by then in order to meet the Jan. 1, 1994 effective date, which President 
Clinton has pledged to do. Based on statements by Members during hearings on the 
NAFTA, progress in the supplemental agreements will be critical if the basic agreement 
is to be approved by Congress. 
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The Basic Agreement 

Unless Congress decides otherwise, fast-track procedures will apply to legislation 
to implement the basic NAFTA agreement (see procedures below). These procedures 
were granted under the 1988 Trade Act (P.L. 100-418). The Act granted fast-track 
procedures i f the President signed a trade agreement before June 1993 as long as 
certain conditions were met (which was the case). Since President Bush signed the 
agreement in December 1992, and gave Congress the required 90-day prenotification, 
fast-track procedures will apply to the legislation, regardless when the legislation is 
introduced. There is no statutory deadline for submission of implementing legislation. 

Since fast-track procedures allow no amendment, formulation of the bill before 
submission is crucial. (In the case ofthe U.S.-Canada free trade agreement. Congress 
held hearings and markups on "mock" legislation.) The legislation will make changes 
to domestic law that are necessary to implement the trade agreement: for example, the 
bill would change the U.S. tariff schedule and might contain amendments to U.S. patent 
law to implement the intellectual property rights chapter. The bill also might include 
related provisions such as worker adjustment assistance. 

The fast-track procedures (19 USC 2191) require a final up-or-dovra vote on the 
legislation within 90 days of session (assuming that the bill is a revenue measure, or 
60 days of session otherwise) from the date the bill is introduced. The bill is submitted 
by the President, introduced by request in the House and Senate, and referred in each 
chamber to the appropriate committees of jurisdiction. 

Assuming that the measure is an implementing revenue bill, i t must originate in 
the House. House committees will have 45 days of session after the bill is introduced 
to report the bill or be automatically discharged. A House floor vote will be taken on 
or before the close of the 15th day of session after the bill was reported or discharged 
from the committees of jurisdiction. No amendments will be in order in either the 
House or the Senate. 

After the bill is received from the House, Senate committees will have an 
additional 15 days of session to report the bill or be automatically discharged. A Senate 
floor vote will be taken on or before the 15th day of session after the bill was reported 
or discharged from the committees. 

The Congress may take action to modify or terminate this fast-track process. For 
example, either chamber may change the procedures as it may change any of its rules. 
Also, the 1988 Trade Act outlined steps to withdraw the fast-track procedures. 
Congressional action on changes to the fast-track process could occur at any time up 
to the final decision on implementation. (For further information on fast-track and the 
NAFTA, see CRS Report 93-116 GOV.) 

As part of its consideration ofthe NAFTA, the 103rd Congress might contemplate 
other questions: What measures might be considered to help workers and industries 
that might be hurt under an agreement? How will border environmental programs be 
funded? What should be the relationship between a North American trading bloc and 
the other countries of the Americas? What trade issues are not treated in the 
agreement? Should other free-trade areas be considered? What assessments of the 
agreement should be required? I f an agreement is not approved by the Congress, what 
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labor standards in the United States, as some had feared. Nor, however, would the 
agreements be protectionist in nature, he emphasized. 

Kantor echoed an earlier statement of candidate Clinton when he envisioned a 
commission as a tool for enforcing compliance with labor and environmental laws in 
each country. This commission, with an "independent expert" staff, would provide 
forums for discussing, analyzing, and accepting petitions regarding labor issues on the 
North American continent. Among other things, it could receive complaints from 
citizens and private organizations and review and report on the enforcement activities 
(or lack thereoO of relevant government agencies. In summary, Kantor indicated, "our 
goal for the commission is the strongest possible improvement in . . . workers' 
standards throughout North America." 

House Majority Leader Richard A. Gephardt has indicated that his support for 
NAFTA will be conditioned upon enactment of supplemental agreements that would 
fine-tune elements of the treaty. Representative Gephardt has also indicated that as 
part of legislation implementing NAFTA, he would support a number of provisions 
which would, in part: improve U.S. dislocated worker services and Mexican labor 
standards, strengthen environmental enforcement, and provide for infrastructure 
development along the U.S.-Mexican border. 

An area of specific focus for Rep. Gephardt is U.S. job loss. To ease anticipated 
U.S. job loss from NAFTA, he has suggested a border tax to fund adjustment programs 
for dislocated U.S. workers. Opponents argue that a cross-border transaction tax or fee 
strikes at the foundation of NAFTA as a free trading region without barriers. 

USTR Kantor also addressed the issue of job loss. He indicated that Secretary of 
Labor Reich is taking the lead in fashioning a comprehensive program to deal with 
those who lose their jobs, whether the cause is NAFTA, defense cutbacks, or corporate 
downsizing. 

Given the importance that the President has put on domestic economic issues and 
his intention to negotiate supplemental agreements with Mexico and Canada, the new 
Administration might not have a legislative package ready until well into the year. 
Since there is no statutory deadline for submission of legislation, the date of submission 
probably will be decided jointly by political leadership in the executive and legislative 
branches. 

Legislative Considerations 

The Congress has distinct roles in the negotiation of trade agreements: before or 
early in negotiations, the Congress decides whether to grant the President authority to 
negotiate with a commitment of "fast-track" legislative consideration (no amendment, 
deadlines for votes); during negotiations and before an agreement is signed, the 
President must consult with the Congress on provisions of an agreement; and after the 
agreement is reached, the Congress is actively involved in the formulation of 
implementing legislation and in the decision on whether or not to approve that 
legislation. 
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12/17/92 ~ Leaders of the United States, Mexico, and Canada signed the North 
American free trade agreement in their respective capitals. 

09/18/92 — President Bush announced to Congress his intent to sign the trade 
agreement. Private sector advisory reports were released. 

08/12/92 — Leaders of the three countries announced the conclusion of negotiations 
for an agreement. 

06/12/91 — Formal negotiations for a North Americsm free trade agreement began. 

02/05/91 — Canada officially joined the free trade negotiations with the United States 
and Mexico. 

06/11/90 — President Bush and President Salinas of Mexico issued a joint statement 
in support of negotiation of a bilateral free trade agreement. 

F O R ADDITIONAL R E A D I N G 

Faux, Jeff and Thea Lee. The effect of George Bush's NAFTA on American workers: 
Ladder up or ladder down? Economic Policy Institute Briefing Paper. July 1992. 
34 p. 

The Governments of Canada, the United Mexican States and the United States of 
America. Description of the proposed North American free trade agreement. 
(Available from the Office of the U.S. Trade Representative.) 
Aug. 12, 1992. 44p. 

HuflDauer, Gary Clyde and Jeffrey J. Schott. NAFTA: An assessment. Washington, 
Institute for International Economics, 1993. 164 p. 

Lustig, Nora and Barry Bosworth, Robert Z. Lawrence, eds. North American free trade: 
Assessing the impact. The Brookings Institution, 1992. 274 p. 

NAFTA: Making it better. Economic Strategy Institute. Dec. 16, 1992. 27 p. 

Smith, Wesley. How the North American free trade agreement creates jobs. The 
Heritage Foundation. Backgrounder, Jan. 15, 1992. 12 p. 

U.S. General Accounting Office. NAFTA: U.S.-Mexican trade and investment data. 
GAO/GGD-92-131. September 1992. 

U.S. International Trade Commission. Economy-wide modeling of the economic 
implications of a FTA with Mexico and a NAFTA with Canada and Mexico. 
USITC publication 2516. Washington, May 1992. 40 p. with appendices. 

CRS-14 



IB90140 03-19-93 

agreement should be required? If an agreement is not approved by the Congress, what 
will be the implications and what other options exist? 

The Supplemental Agreements 

It is uncertain whether the supplemental agreements will require legislative action 
or not. At least three outcomes are possible. First, the supplemental agreements might 
require no change in law and thus have no implementing legislation. Second, the 
supplemental agreements might require relatively minor changes in U.S. law; in that 
case, those changes might be incorporated into legislation to implement the NAFTA 
agreement (preceding section). Third, if the supplemental agreements require 
substantial legislative change, they might be considered under separate legislation, but 
such legislation would not be considered under fast-track procedures and thus could be 
amended. Whether the supplemental agreements require legislation or not, their 
content will be an important factor in Members' decisions on whether or not to approve 
a bill implementing the NAFTA. 
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NEWS FROM THE HOUSE MAJORITY LEADER 

For Immediate Release Congressman Richard A. Gephardt 
June 30, 1993 H-148, LI.S. Capitol 

Gephardt Comments on Court's NAFTA Decision 

Washington, D.C. ~ House Majority Î eader Richard A. Gephardt released the following 
statement today, following the dedsioii of the United States District Court for the District 
of Columbia regarding the necessity of the Clinton Administration filing an Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) prior to sending the North American Free Trade Agreement 
(NAFTA) to Congress: 

"Since the beginning of negotiations on the NAFTA, I have argued that 
environmental issues must be part of the negotiating agenda. I believed then, as I believe 
now, that the NAFTA, without adequate provisions to clean up and protect the environment, 
would only continue environmental degradation. 

Today the Court held that the NAFTA has the potential to further degrade the 
environment. On this point, I agree with the court's conclusion. That is why I have 
supported President Clinton's call for a supplemental agreement to ensure the adequate 
enforcement of environmental laws. It is also why I have been adamant in pressing for a 
guaranteed fimding source to clean up and protect the environment. 

'Tresideni Bush chose to ignore these problems. I refuse to do so. And, I believe 
that Congress will not support an agreement that does not adequately protect the 
environment." 

(30) 

Contact: Laura Nichols (202) 225-0100 
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The White House 

Office of the Press Secretary 

For Immediate Release June 30, 1993 

STATEMENT BY UNITED STATES TRADE REPRESENTATIVE MICKEY KANTOR 

We disagree w i t h the opinion of the Court, h o l d i n g t h a t the 
United States Trade Representative i s r e q u i r e d t o prepare an 
environmental impact statement on the North American Free Trade 
Agreement under the National Environmental P o l i c y Act. 

The S o l i c i t o r General has reviewed the matter and has determined 
t o e x p e d i t i o u s l y appeal the Court's d e c i s i o n . 

The Court's order does not a f f e c t the ongoing n e g o t i a t i o n s w i t h 
Mexico and Canada on the supplemental agreements, and those 
n e g o t i a t i o n s w i l l continue w i t h o u t i n t e r r u p t i o n . 

We b e l i e v e t h a t Court's d e c i s i o n i s not i n the p u b l i c i n t e r e s t 
because i t : 

— i n t e r f e r e s w i t h the President's a b i l i t y t o negot i a t e 
i n t e r n a t i o n a l agreements f o r the United States; 

— has serious i m p l i c a t i o n s i n terms of the President's 
n e g o t i a t i n g a b i l i t y not only f o r the NAFTA, but also f o r the 
Uruguay Round and other P r e s i d e n t i a l trade i n i t i a t i v e s ; and 

— would, by c r e a t i n g the p o t e n t i a l f o r p r o t r a c t e d 
l i t i g a t i o n and delay i n implementing the NAFTA, i n f a c t prevent 
the environmental progress t h a t i s an important o b j e c t i v e f o r 
t h i s A d m i n i s t r a t i o n and can r e s u l t from the NAFTA and the 
supplemental agreements. 

Needless t o say, we care deeply about the environmental e f f e c t s 
of any a d m i n i s t r a t i o n a c t i o n . We have examined and w i l l continue 
t o examine the environmental e f f e c t s of the NAFTA and the 
proposed supplemental agreements p r o t e c t i n g the environment. 

The President remains committed t o the NAFTA and intends t o move 
forward t o complete the n e g o t i a t i o n s and t o submit the agreement 
f o r Congressional approval. 

-30-



THE V^HITE H O U S E 

W A S H I N G T O N 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

DATE: 

Mark Gearan 
David Dreyer 
Bob Boorstin 
Rahm Emanuel 
Mike Waldman 
David Gergen 
Jeff Eller 
Dee Dee Myers 
George Stephanopaulos 

Ann Walker 

The North American Free Trade Agreement 

June 19, 1993 

The following is a summary of the Clinion Administration Statement on the 
North American Free Trade Agreement. This was released today 



The North American Free Trade Agreement 

"In the face of all the pressures to do the reverse, we must compete, not 
retreat." - President Clinton, February 26, 1993 

Expanding Exports, Jobs and Growth 
• The Clinton administration supports the North American Free Trade 

Agreement (NAFTA) with supplemental agreements because it will create 
high wage U.S. jobs, boost U.S. growth, and expand the base from which 
U.S. firms and workers can compete in a dynamic global economy. 

Creating the Largest Market in the World 
• With NAFTA, the United States, Canada, and Mexico will create the 

largest market in the world - a combined economy of $6.5 trillion and 370 
million people. 

Leveling the Playing Field 
• Mexico's trade barriers are now much higher than ours. NAFTA will level 

the playing field now tilted heavily in Mexico's favor. 

• NAFTA will require little change on our part - while requiring Mexico to 
sweep away decades of protectionism and over regulation. 

• Removing Mexican restrictions against U.S. exports means that U.S. 
companies no longer will have to invest in Mexico or manufacture in 
Mexico to supply the Mexican market. 

Creating Higher-Wage U.S. Jobs 
• Defeating NAFTA could cause a sharp drop in exports to Mexico and thus 

the loss of hundreds of thousands of U.S. jobs 

Protecting and Assisting U.S. Workers 
• NAFTA not only will create a large number of new jobs in export 

industries, but also will insure that our import-sensitive industries have 
substantial room for adjustment. 

The Wage Issue 
• Tlie idea that U.S. workers can't compete with low wage Mexican workers 

is a myth. If companies decided where to locate based solely on wages, 
investment would flock to countries much poorer than Mexico. 

Imm igration 
• The combination of domestic reforms and NAFTA-related growth in 

Mexico will keep more Mexicans at home. 



• It is likely that a reduction in immigration will increase the real wages of 
low skilled urban and rural workers in the United States. 

Increasing Opportunities to Export to Mexico. 
• NAFTA will "lock in" and expand trade gains achieved since Mexico 

began to open its economy in 1986. 

• Mexico is our third largest export market and fastest growing major export 
market. 

• Key sectors benefiting from NAFTA include automotive, agriculture, 
financial services, textiles, and communications. 

Mexican Consumers Prefer U.S. Goods 
• 70 cents of every dollar lhat Mexico spends on foreign products is spent on 

U.S. goods. 

• Mexico purchases more imports per person from the United Slates than 
does the more affluent European Community countries and Japan. 

Small and Medium-Size Business 
• Small companies usually lack the resources to penetrate the thicket of 

Mexican trade barriers and regulatory restrictions. By lowering cost and 
dissolving barriers, NAFTA will help smaller business lo penetrate the 
Mexican market without having to invest in Mexico. 

Enhancing Environmental Protection 
• NAFTA and its supplemental agreements will help ensure lhat economic 

development lakes place in a way that protects and improves the 
environment. 

Supplemental Agreements on Environment, Labor, and Import Surges 
• The Administration is seeking supplemental agreements on import 

surges, the environment, and labor. These separate agreements will 
provide additional assurance that NAFTA-enhanced growth will be 
sensitive to environmental and labor concerns. 

• The agreement on import surges would establish a tri-nalional committee 
lo help ensure the effective use of NAFTA's provisions allowing 
temporary relief in the event of injurious import surges. 

• The United Stales, Canada, and Mexico will establish a North American 
Commission on the Environment which will formally give 
environmental advice to trade representatives from the three NAFTA 
countries as well as provide a focal point to expand and strengthen 
existing environmental initiatives. 



• The United States, Canada and Mexico will establish a North American 
Commission on Labor that will encourage domestic enforcement of 
national labor laws as well as promote the raising and strengthening of 
labor standards in North America. 

• The supplemental agreements cannot resolve overnight all 
environmental and labor problems. But defeating NAFTA and the 
supplemental agreements would only aggravate these problems. Never 
has the United States had a comparable opportunity to promote improved 
environmental and labor conditions. If NAFTA and the supplemental 
agreements are successfully concluded and enacted, we will have an 
unparalleled opportunity with our neighbors to advance a broad agenda 
for economic growth and environmental improvement for our countries 
and all our people. 

NAFTA and American Leadership 
• The NAFTA has been negotiated by two Administrations. It stands as a 

testament to the ability of the United States to design a bipartisan foreign 
policy crafted to the requirements of the post-Cold War world. Its defeat 
would signal to the world that Washington is mired in inertia and 
gridlock. 

Conclusion 
• NAFTA will create jobs and improve our competitiveness. It will create 

the largest, richest market in the world. Mexico's strong and growing 
demand for U.S. products has created a $5.6 billion U.S. trade surplus. 
With a stronger Mexican economy and higher Mexican wages, demand for 
U.S. goods will continue to expand. Increased access to the rapidly growing 
Mexican market will create extraordinary new Opportunities for U.S. 
companies and workers. Taking advantage of these opportunities will lead 
to increased prosperity in the United States. 



T H E NAFTA 
Expanding U.S. Exports, Jobs and Growth 

Clinton Administration Statement 
on the North American Free Trade Agreement 

"In the face of all the pressures to do the reverse, we must compete, not retreat." 

President Clinion, February 26, 1993 



The North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA): 
Expanding Exports, Jobs and Growth 

'The truth of our age is this—and must be this: 
Open and competuii'e commerce mil enrich us as 
a nation... And so ! say to you in the face of all 
lhe pressures to do the reverse, we must compete, 
not retreat." 

-President ainion, February 26, 1993 

"By building together the largest free trading 
region in the ivorid, .Sfexico, the United States and 
Canada are working lo ensure that the future iinll 
bnng increased prosperity, trade, and new jobs 

for the citizens of each of our countnes." 
-President Bush,July 15, 1992 

Every generation of Americans has embraced the 
chaJlenge of its times. None has shrunk from the 
task. Our biggest challenge today is economic— 

to channel a changing international economy to our 
benefit. 

The Qinton Administration is committed to rebuilding 
the U.S. economy from the ground up. We must pre­
pare our entire work force to compete in the global 
economy and make sure that nobody gets left behind 
in the process. We look at trade—and every other 
issue—from the viewpoint of what is best for ordinary 
.\mencans who work hard, play by the rules, and wart 
a chance to get ahead. The key building blocks are 
economic growth and jobs. 

The N o r t h American Free Trade Agreement 
(NAFTA) is a part of this forward-looking strategy. 
This Administration supports the NAFTA with sup­
plemental agreements because It wi l l create high-
wage U ^ . jobs, boost U.S. growth, and expand the 
base f rom which U.S. firms and workers can com­
pete In a dynamic global economy. 

Critics of NAfTA use scare tactics to assert that NAFTA 
will put Americans out of work. The truth is quite the 
opposite: 

• NAITA will spur further job gains and push jobs 
related to exports to Mexico toward the 1 million 
mark. 

• Defeating NAJTA could cost hundreds of thou­
sands of such jot»s. 

The facts about NAFIA: 

• NAFTA will create the biggest market in the world 
—right at our doorstep: a $6.5 trillion market with 
370 million people. 

• NAfTA will Ie%'el a playing field that remains— 
despite receru Mexican market openings—substan­
tially tilted in Mexico's favor Mexico's tariff barriers 
to U.S. goods are still 2.5 times greater than our 
own. All tariffs will be phased out under NAfTA. 

• NAfTA will expand benefits the United States has 
enjoyed since Mexico began to open its markets in 
1986. U.S. merchandise exports to Mexico have 
risen by 228% since 1986, reaching $40.6 billion in 
1992. 

• U.S. jobs supported by these merchandise exports 
rose from 274,000 i n j , ^ to an estimated 700,000 
in 1992—^̂ and these jobs are in all 50 states. 
(Merchandise exports to Canada support another 
1.5 million U.S. jobs.) 

• NAfTA will create an estimated 200,000 additional 
high-wage jobs related to exports to Mexico by 
1995. 

• NAfTA will inaease opportunities for American 
firms to sell to Mexico. Those opportunities are 
especially important for small and medium-size 
businesses that cannot readily overcome high 
Mexican border barriers. 
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.Me:dco were $8.9 billion in 1992). This will benefit 
such industries as enhanced telecommunications 
ser-̂  ices. insurance, banking, accounting, and 
ach ertising. 

• Under NAFTA, our access to Canada's service mar­
ket also will be more open than it is under the 
existing U.S.-Canada Free Trade AgreemenL 

Removing .Mexican restrictions against U.S. 
exports means that U.S. companies no longer wi l l 
have to invest i n .Mexico or manufacture i n 
.Mexk:o to supply the Mexican market. 

NAFTA will eliminate Mexican requirements that force 
our cor:-.panics in Mexico to: 

• Purchase Mexican goods instead of U.S.-made 
equipment and components; 

• Export their production, usually to the United 
Sta:^, instead of selling directly into the Mexican 
market; and 

• Produce in Mexico to sell in Mexico. For example, 
the current Auto Deaee has the efTea of barring 
automotive imports' from the United States through 
a complex series of investment requirements that 

be phased out under NAFTA. 

I I I . C rea t i ng Higher-Wage U.S. Jobs 

A strong consensus of the economic studies that have 
looked at the labor effects of NAfTA have found it will 
result LT increased jobs or inaeased real wages—or 
both. 

Our experience confimis the findings of these studies. 
Since .̂ Jexico began to open up its economy and pre­
pare for .NAFTA, the number of American workers pro­
ducing merchandise exports to Mexico has risen from 
274,000 in 1986 to an estimated 700,000 last year. (See 
Chart 2.) 

• With NAFTA we anticipate 200,000 MORE export-
relaied jobs by 1995. 

• Wages of U.S. workers in jobs related to exports to 
Mexico are 12% FOGHER than the national avo--. 
age. (See Chart 3.) 

.NAFTA will further open the Mexican economy so that 
we can push employment related to exports to Mexico 
toward the 1 million mark. 
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Defeating NAFTA could cause a sharp drop in 
exports to Mexico and thus the loss of hundreds 
of thousands of U.S. jobs: 

• Without NAfTA, we anticipate a reduction in U.S. 
expons and related jobs. Mexico could suffer capi­
tal flight, disinvesrment, and a loss of confidence 
in its economy. A less healthy Mexico would be 
less able to aJTord imports produced in the United 
States. 

• The precise impact is difficult to measure. 
However, in the first two years of the Mexico debt 
crisis (1981-1983), U.S. exports to Mexico dropped 
by almost half. 
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IV. lacreasing Opportunities to Export to 
Mexico 

N A P T A w i l l "lock i n " and expand trade gains 
achieved to date. Since Mexico began to open up its 
economy in 1986: 

• U.S. exports to Mexico have expanded enormous­
ly, rising from $12.4 billion in 1986 to $28 billkDn in 
1990 and a whopping $40.6 billion in 1992. 

• The U.S. trade balance with Mexico has shifted 
from a 55.7 billion deficit in 1987 to a $5.6 billion 
SL'KPLUS in 1992. (See Chart 4.) 

CH.\RT 4 
U.S. Merchandj.se TVade with Mexico: 
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.Mexico is Important to the U.S. economy because it 
is our: 

• Third largest export market and the fastest grow­
ing major export market 

SL-ce 1986, U.S. merchandise exports to 
Mexico have increased by 228% (to $40.6 
bil'.ion)—2.3 times faster than U.S. expons 
to Lhe world. 

• Second largest market after Canada for manufac­
tured exports (amounting to $34.5 billion in 1992). 

• ThL'd largest market for agricultural.products (alter 
Japan and Canada), reaching $3.7 billion in 1992 
(a 242% inaease since 1986). 

Mexican consumers prefer U.S. goods: 

• 70 cents of every dollar that Mexico spends on for­
eign products is spent on U.S. goods. Given its 
location, this preference is likely to continue. 

• Mexico purchases more imports per person from 
the United States than does the more affiucnt 
European Community countries and Japan. For 
example, last year, each Mexican, on the average, 
purchased more than $450 worth of U.S.-made 
products. By contrast, the average Japanese spent 
$385 on U.S. products, despite the faa that aver­
age Japanese incomes are five times as high as 
average Mexican incomes. 

Key sectors benefitting from NAFIA Include auto­
motive, agriculture, financial services, textiles, and 
communications: 

• U.S. telecommunications exports jumped 50% in 
1991. Mexico is the industry's second largest export 
market after Canada. 

• Detroit's Big 3 predict that their combined exports 
could rise from 1,000-plus to over 60,000 vehicles 
in NAFTA's first year alone. 

• Mexico was primarily a bulk commodity market for 
U.S. agricultural exports prior to 1987. Now it is 
one of the United States' largest and fastest growing 
high-value markets. High-value products now 
account for almost 70% of all U.S. agricultural sales 
versus 40% in 1987. 

Small and Medium-Size Businesses 

The significant expanslor) of the Mexican market 
w i l l benefit small and medium-size businesses in 
particular. These companies usually lack the resources 
to penetrate the thicket of Mexican trade barriers and 
regulatory restrictions. By lowering costs and dissolv­
ing barriers, NAfTA will help smaller businesses to 
penetrate the Mexican market without having to invest • 
in Mexico. 

V. Enhancing Environmental Protection 

NAFTA and its supplemental agreements will help 
ensure that economic development takes place in a 
way that protects and improves the environment. 
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VEL NAFIA and American Leadership 

Fn the post-Cold War worid, American leadership will 
be measured in part by the aeativity and aggressive­
ness of our trade policy. Bold, original, and forward-
looking, NAFTA is worthy of a world leader. 

• In .North America, division between foreign and 
domestic matters narrows every day. American 
communities are inevitably affeaed by what hap­
pens in Canada and Mexico. Their problems spill 
over the border to harm us—just as their success 
adds to our welfare. 

• By increasing the fiows of commerce and culture 
and by forging new cross-border friendships 
among labor and environmental organizations, the 
NAFTA will promote prosperity and democrac^ in 
neighboring Mexico. Americans who favor freedom 
and good government in Mexico should favor 
NAFTA. 

NAFEA has been negotiated by two Administrations 
It stands as a testament to the ability ofthe Um'ted 
States to design a bipartisan foreign poUcy craft­
ed to the requirements o f t h e post-Cold War 
world. Its defeat would signal to the world that 
Washington is mired in inertia and gridlock. 

• NAFTA's defeat would raise serious questions 
about America's commitment to global leadership, 
thereby undercutting our influence throughout the 
worid. 

NAFTA's defeat would shock the Mexican econc 
my, depress wages and living standards, reduce th, 
Mexican capacity to purchase U.S. products, an 
stimulate immigratioa It could also create tension 
on a host of critical issues from illegal drugs to oii 

NAFTA's defeat would also throw sand in the e>-e 
of our allies throughout Central and South America 
who are striving to open their markets and democ 
ratize their societies. Anti-Americanism, protectjon 
ism, and authoritarianism may well increase. A 
NAfTA defeat would be a major, self-infiiaed set­
back to American leadership. 

ConcIusIoQ 

NAFTA will create jobs and improve our competJtive-
ness. It will create the largest, richest market in the 
wodd. Mexico's strong and growing demand for U S 
products has aeated a $5.6 bUlion U.S. trade surplus. 
With a stronger Mexican economy and higher Mexican 
wages, demand for US. goods will continue to expand 
Increased access to the rapidly growing Mexican mar­
ket will aeate extraordinary new opportunities for U S 
companies and workers. Taking advantage of these 
opportunities will lead to increased prosperity in the 
United States. 

NAFIA Is Good For America 

Questions and Ans 

Q. How can Mexico, a low-income country, be such a 
la rge market for U.S. exports.^ 

A. Mexico now is our third-largest trading partner 
Although Mexican per capita incomes are low rela­
tive to incomes in the United States, Mexico is a 
country of 90 million people (who prefer US to 
other foreign products) and a developing country 
with an improving economk: outlook. On a per 
capita basis. Mexico purchases more U.S. products 
than our trade partners in the European 
Community and Japan. NAFTA will help the United 
States take further advantage of the growing 
Mexjcan market for U.S. exports. 

wers about NAFTA 

Q. Will NAFTA result in massive U.S. job losses to low-
wage Mexican workerz.^ 

A. No. NAFTA wUl increase jobs, productivity and 
wages in the United States as weU as in Mexico 
and Canada. If lower wages were the only reason 
that companies moved to other countries, iiaiti and 
Bangladesh would be economic powerhouses by 
now. Other factors such as high worker productiv­
ity in the United States and high non-wage costs 
in Mexico (including transportation, infrastmcture, 
and support servkre costs) make U.S. wori<eis more 
competitive than their Mexican counterparts. 
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Q. What has been the effect ofthe 1989 United Slates-
Canada Free Trade Agreement on US. exports? 

A. Before the agreement, Canada had tariffs on 
imports that were two or three times higher than 
those of the United Slates (similar to Mexico today). 
After the agreement to eliminate tariffs and other 
barriers on all United States-Canada trade flows and 
many restrictions on investment and services, U.S. 
merchandise exports grew 27% between 1988 and 
1992 (from $71.6 billion to $90 billion). U.S. service 
exports to Canada increased by 78% to $17.2 bil­
lion during the same time period. Also, since the 
agreement, there have been numerous calls from 
both sides of the border to accelerate the sched­
uled phase out of tariffs. 

Q. \>C^at long-term impact unll NAFTA have on illegal 
immigration from Mexico.'' 

A- NAfTA will promote economic growth and increase 
wages in all three countries. This will aeate more 
economic opportunities for workers in Mexico— 
the single most important, long-term remedy to ille­
gal migration from that country. According to some 
scholars, significant real wage inaeascs could also 
occur for U.S. rural and lower skilled urban work­
ers as a result of reduced emigration from Mexico 
to the United States. 

Some economic studies of NAFTA considering the 
immigration issue have been misconstrued to sug­
gest that hundreds of thousands of Americans 
would lose their jobs because of NAFTA. In fact, 
these saidies do not show such results. The "U.S.** 
job losses tum out to be hundreds of thousands of 
Mexican workers who decide to remain in Mexico 
because of the enhanced job opportunities created 
by NAFTA; without NAfTA, they would have 
crossed the border to compete for jobs in the 

United States. These are not jobs "lost' by American 
workers, but rather U.S. jobs foregone by Mexican 
workers for whom NAFTA will provide an accept­
able economic alternative at home. 

Without NAfTA and a stronger Mexican economy, 
pressures for illegal Mexican emigration to the 
United States would only continue to increase. 

Q. In the short term, would eliminating Mexico's barri­
ers to U.S. agricultural imports lead to more rural 
Mexican unemployment and increase pressures to 
migrate to the United Slates.' 

A. The NAFTA agreement contains the longest phase-
in period (up to 15 years) for Mexico to liberalize 
agricultural trade policies with the United States and 
Canada. This gives Mexican farm laborers time to 
adjust and will help minimize short-term immigra­
tion effects. With or without NAFTA, agricultural 
reforms will continue lo reduce Mexican agricultur­
al employment NAFTA will enhance the opportu­
nities for displaced Mexican agricultural workers to 
find other jobs in the Mexican economy. 

Q. Woru't increase tradeflows from NAFTA worsen the 
flow cf illegal drugs into the United States? 

A- While NAFTA will reduce tariffs, it will not relax 
customs controls on the border. As trade between 
the United States and Mexico has increased in 
recent years, cooperation in countemarcotics and 
law enforcement has improved. By promoting U.S.­
Mexican cooperation, the NAFTA can foster a posi­
tive atmosphere for further bilateral^orts to fight 
drugs. . -

For .More (nfnrrnsrinn rnnfad : 



MEMORANDUM 

TO: Mark Gearan 

FROM: Ann Walker 

DATE: August 25, 1993 

RE: Perot Book on NAFTA 

Attached i s an early release d r a f t of the new Perot book on 
NAFTA. The book i s scheduled to h i t bookstores i n early 
September but there are reports that some bookstores w i l l have 
copies as early as t h i s Friday. 

We w i l l send you t a l k i n g points ASAP. Let me know i f you have 
any questions or need additional information. 
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At this critical time , we must do 
nothing that will lower the standard of living 

of the American worker. 

In United We Stand America, 
every issue must pass through one filter — 

is It good for our country? 
As you read this book, repeatedly 

ask yourself this question. 
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I 
United We Stand America 

The purpose of United We Stand America is 
to give the people a voice. 

You own United We Stand America. 

The goals of United We Stand America are: 

• To re-create a govemment that comes from the people — not 
at the people. 

• To reform the federal govemment at all levels lo eliminate 
fraud, waste, and abuse. 

• To have a government where the elected, appointed, and career 
officials come to serve and not to cash in. 

• To get our economy moving and put our people back to work. 
• To balance the budget. 

• Topayoffournation'sdebt. 
• To build an efficient and cost effective health care system. 
• To get rid of foreign lobbyists. 
• To get rid of political action committees. 

• To make our neighborhoods and streets safe from crime and 
violence. 

• Tocreatc the finest public schools in the world for our children. 
• To pass on the American Dream to our children, making 

whatever fair shared sacrifices are necessary. 

To The Reader, 

Imagu,e for a moment that the President of the United States and 
the Congress were to decde that one state, such as Califor^^ 
was so badly m need of investment and jobs tha, it - and t Z e 
- would be exempted from the laws that govern work J Z 
m Amenca. Let's assume that .he state of Califomia reduced 
mmamum wage to 58 cents an hour, exempted .tself from child 

e^lh s^f' protections for 
,h " ^ " ' ' '"'^ environment. Then imagine 
tha. Oje goods and services produced by the Cal.fom.a c o m p S 
would St Jl have unlimited access to the markets of the X 4 9 
states. Ridiculous? Of course. lUe other sutes would n e v ^ l w 
such a drastic and unfair scheme. 

Yet. none of this is imaginary. The sute is Mexico. President 
Chnton. .rtually every state governor, most U.S. Senator and 
almost a majonty of the members of the U.S. House of Repre­
sentatives support a recently negotiated trade agreement that wUl 
make this scenario a reality. 1, .s known as the Nonh Amenc^ 
Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), and if it is passed, the trade 
agreement will p„ Amencan and Mexican workers in a r a« to 
the bottom. In this race, millions of Americans will lose theirjobs. 

U seems bizarre that our public servant would put our jobs at 

The North American Free Trade Agreement is really less about 
U-ade than it is about investment. Its pnncipal goal i to p l ^ L 
U.S. companies and investors operating in Mexico. 

The text of the agreement is contauied in two volumes cover-
mg more than I 100 pages. T^c text is mind-numb.„g,y du" 
Urge portions of it are written in the type of obscure legd terms" 
found in the fine pnnt on the back of an insumnce policy. 
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in the fine print are provisions that will give away Amencan jobs 
and radically reduce the sovereignty of the United Slates. 

The deal was negotiated under a special congressional authori­
zation that gave extraordinary powers tu the president. He alone 
was given the authority to decide whether to proceed, set the U.S. 
strategy, select who would be involved as advisers, and negotiate 
in complete secrecy. 

NAFTA is the ultimate insider deal. A completed pact was 
announced on August 13.1992, but the text ofthe agreement was 
kept out of the hands of the American people until January 20. 
1993. 

In October 1992. presidential candidate Bill Clinton an­
nounced his support for NAFTA. He accepted the basic agree­
ment as negotiated by the Bush Administration. In addition, he 
asked for side agreements on worker nghts, environmental pro­
tection, and restraints againstcheap imports. The side agreements 
wiU be submitted to Congress along with NAFTA. These side 
agreements have also been negotiated in wartime-like secrecy. 

Before NAFTA can go into effect, it must be approved by a 
simple majority in both the U.S. Senate and the U.S. House of 
Representatives. 

The govemment of Mexico and Mexican corporations have 
hired dozens of former U.S. trade negotiators. American diplo­
mats, political party officers, and U.S. cabinet members to get 
this deal through our Congress. It is the most expensive foreign 
lobbying campaign in U.S. history. 

The Mexican efforts, moreover, are boosted by the lobbying 
of the largest corporations in the United States, most of which 
have already moved thousands of American jobs to Mexico and 
want the guarantees provided by this pact so that they can move 
even more jobs. 

The objective of this book is to explain to the working people 
of the United States just what is contained in the North American 
Free Trade Agreement, how it will cost millions of American 
jobs, and why the agreement is nol in our national interest. At the 
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same time, this book outlines what should be involved in the right 
kind of deal with Mexico. 

Mexico is our neighbor, iLs people are good, and we want them 
to prosper. But NAFTA is not the way. 

The present deal must be scrapped and negotiators put to work 
lo develop a long-temi economic relationship between Mexico. 
Canada, and the United Slates that is in our mutual interest. 

If the administration pursues its plan to have NAFTA in place 
by lhe end of 1993, then American voters must take action. First, 
they must examine for themselves what is in this deal and decide 
if they support the agreement as it now stands. If they agree that 
NAFTA should be rejected, then millions of citizens must contact 
their senators and representatives and stop it. Their addresses, 
telephone numbers, and fax numt)ers are found in the back of the 
book. 

Never forg.-i, this is our country We own it. Congress works 
for us. 

Dallas, Texas 
September 6. 1993 

I I I 



How Other Countries See 
Washington, D.C. 

The Japanese, in the 
Japan Economic Journal, say: 

Influence in Washington is just like 
Indonesia — it's for sale. 

The British, 
in The Economist, say: 

Washington's culture of influence for 
hire is uniquely open to all buyers, 

foreign and domestic. Its lawful ways of 
corrupting public policy remain 

unrivaled. 

The Dutch writer, 
Karel van Wolferen, says: 

A big part ofthe problem is that 
Americans can be bought so easily. 

IV 

Chapter 1 

Out Traded - Again 

On November 1. 1992. President Carlos Salinas de Gortari ad­
dressed the Congress of Mexico. He appeared as a conquering 
hero, having just concluded the most successful trade negotiation 
in Mexican history — the North American Free Trade Agreement. 

With pride. President Salinas explained how Mexico had out 
negotiated the United States. Under NAFTA, he said. Mexican 
manufacturers would have immediate access to the nch U.S. and 
Canadian markets, yet Mexico would be able to keep vital parts 
of its market closed to American and Canadian companies for 
another 15 years. He also said: 

Exports to Canada and the United States will increase 
following the elimination of quotas and dudes — some to 
be eliminated immediately and others gradually. Mexico 
will also open its market, but will do so more slowly, 
surting with those products that we [Mexico] do not pro­
duce, or productions with which we are better prepared to 
compete. In those sectors in which we are less efficient, we 
were granted longer terms to open our markets, which range 
between 5 and 15 years, and allowed time to modernize, 
produce and distnbute more efficiently, and thus compete 
more successfully. This procedure takes into account the 
different degrees of development in the three countries. 
This is why 84 percent of our exports will immediately be 
free from import duties to enter the (U.S. and Canadian] 
market. We, in tum, will initially be open lo 42 percent of 
the products they send us, which consist mainly of raw 
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materials and capital goods that are not manufactured in 
Mexico. 

The Salinas address was televised throughout Mexico. In the 
days that followed, the govemment-dommated media praised the 
agreement and repeated over and over the benefits lhat NAFTA 
would bring to the people of Mexico. 

The media, however, did not identify the tiny handful of people 
in Mexico who would gain the very most from this Q-ade pact. 
They arc the 36 businessmen who own Mexico's 39 largest 
conglomerates. CoUectively, their companies control more than 
54 percent of Mexico's Gross National Product. These companies 
dominate virtually every sector of the Mexican economy of any 
consequence — banking, insurance, steel, o-anspon. manufactur­
ing, engineering, construction, real estate, and telecommunica­
tions, among many others. V/hen the Mexican govemment sold 
off big chunks of Mexico's sute-run companies in the late 1980s 
and early 1990s, this tiny handful of people quickly acquired 
control. 

In late February 1993. President Salina.s hosted a private 
dinner in Mexico City for 29 of these Mexican elite. Over smoked 
salmon, beef medallions, and wine, an aide to President Salinas 
pointed out that each of the men at the table had benefited from 
the present political system. Each of them had profiled from the 
economic reforms of the Salinas administration, and all would 
benefit from the new trade agreement. The aide spelled out the 
details of a political slush fund thai President Salinas wished to 
create. 

Then President Salinas spoke. He told the businessmen that 
when he leaves office in 1994 (Mexico's president has a six-year 
tenn limit), he intends to leave his ruling political party, the PRl. 
strongly in contfol of Mexico's govemment. as it has been since 
1929. But to do so. Salinas said, required money. He asked each 
of the 29 businessmen to make a $25 million political contribu­
tion. 
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One by one. they responded. All said that they would contrib­
ute. One businessman said, ' I have won so much money in these 
past years lhat I commit myself to contribute a greater amount-
He. alone, pledged $70 million. 

A $25 million political contnbution is serious money But for 
these men, it would be money well invested because NAFTA 
would guarantee the advantages that President Salinas had eained 
for them. * 

Advantages of NAFTA for IMexico 

Trucking 
More than 80 percent of the trade between Mexico and the 

United States moves by truck. If NAFTA is enacted, that freight 
volume will double and then double again within this decade The 
owners of the trucking companies, tenninals. and warehouses 
wiU reap enormous profits. 

NAFTA gives Mexican investors, such as the 29 elite busi­
nessmen at the Salinas dinner, a distinct competitive advantage 
m the U.S.-Mexican trucking industry. The agreement, for in­
stance, does not allow U.S.-owned tnicks to cross into Mexico 
for three years, even though Mexican trucks already are allowed 
to move goods into U.S. border areas. 

NAFTA also permits Mexican investors to hold one hundred 
percent of the stock of U S. intemational tmcking companies 
(those authonzed to do business in both counuies) just three years 
after the deal is ratified. Yet. U.S. investors cannot hold a one 
hundred percent ownership in a similar Mexican company until 
the 11th year of the agreement. 

B^ause of these unequal investment rights embodied in 
NAFTA. Mexican tmcking companies can assure their U S and 
Mexican customers a guaranteed level of service from pickup to 
delivery, and will do so almost from the day that NAFTA is 
enacted. By contrast, U S. Ducking companies must wait ten 
years before ihey can offer the same service. 
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More important. NAFTA jeopardizes the safety of American 
tnvelen. In order to make U.S. highways safe, U.S. trucks must 
compty with federal aundards concerning weight, size, mainte­
nance, and engine emissions levels. Very strict regulations are 
also imposed on American truck drivers. These regulations set 
Umfh standards which cost American trucking companies 
money, but are necessary to keep U.S. highways safe. 

NAFTA makes a mockery of these safety sundards by open-
iqg U.S. roads to tnicks and drivers who do not meet U.S. 
minimum safety standards. U.S. tnicks. for instance, are required 
to have front brakes, but Mexican trucks are not. U.S. trucks must 
meet tough repair and maintenance regulations, but Mexican 
micksdonoL 

The United Sutes imposes an 80,000 pound weight limit on a 
truck; Mexico's weight limit is 170.000 pounds. U S. highways, 
bridges, and tunnels are designed for U.S. weight standards, not 
Mexican weight standards. Under NAFTA. Americans can ex­
pect to see overloaded Mexican trucks thai will cmsh our high­
ways and reduce Uic usable lives of our bridges and tunnels. U.S. 
taxpayers, of course, will foot the repair bill. 

Federal and state agencies are supposed to keep overloaded, 
unsafe trucks off the U.S. highways. But these agencies are so 
understaffed that adequate inspection is simply impossible. At 
the Laredo. Texas border crossing, for example, there are only 
two inspectors from the Texas Department of Public Safety. Yet, 
more Uian 700 tntcks a day cross into the United States. This 
equals one truck every four minutes per inspector. And that's if 
they arrived evenly spaced over the entire twenty-four hour day 
— which they don'L 

Once inside the United Sutes. the Mexican trucks will be 
subject to U.S. weight limits. Roadside weight inspection stations 
are used to enforce these weight limits. However, uuckers share 
information with one another about the location of the weigh 
sutions, and they frequendy change their routes to avoid weigh 
sutions and safety inspections. 
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Many of the drivers of these Mexican trucks will not meet the 
minimum safely qualifications required of U.S. truck drivers. 
American truck drivers, for instance, must be 21 years old before 
they are eligible to get a commercial driver license. Mexican truck 
drivers need only be 18 years old. American truck drivers must 
pass tough, standardized licensing tests. The Mexican tests are 
much easier. American truck drivers are subject lo random drug 
tests, Mexican truck drivers are not. To prevent fatigue. American 
truck drivers can only drive 10 hours per day and no more than 
60 hours per week. Mexican truck drivers can drive an unlimited 
number of hours per day or week. The driving records of Ameri­
can truck drivers can be accessed immediately by law officials 
anywhere in the United States. The records of Mexican truck 
drivers operating in the United States cannot be accessed. 

Finally. U.S. truck drivers are required to have a working 
knowledge of English before they can get a commercial license. 
The ability to quickly read road signs is vital. Yet. Mexican truck 
drivers intending to drive in the United Stales do not have lo read 
English to get a Mexican commercial license authorizing them lo 
drive in the United States. 

Not surprisingly, many Mexican trucking companies already 
take advantage of Mexico's low standards and almost total lack 
of enforcement. A check of 271 Mexican truck drivers operating 
inside the commercial zones of Anzona and New Mexico found 
that 19 percent had no commercial drivers license, and that 81 
percent of their vehicles did nol have a certificate of registration 
required by the Interstate Commerce Commission. In essence, 
four out of every five vehicles was unregistered, and one of every 
five drivers was unlicensed. Do you suppose they had insurance? 
When the United States has attempted lo enforce its highway 
safety laws on Mexican trucks. Mexico's border officials have 
retaliated against American citizens, and Mexican truck drivers 
have blocked the borders. 

Even if the U.S. and MexKo develop some common standards 
for trucks, drivers, and highway safety — as they are supposed to 
do under NAFTA — it is doubtful that they will, or can, be enforced. 
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ComnuinicatiORs 
NAFTA also favors Mexican invcsinrs in the communications 

sector. Mexican investors, for instance, can hold one hundred 
percent ownership of U.S. cable television systems or companies 
that provide cable television services in the United Stales. 

Under NAFTA, however. U.S. investors m Mexico can only 
own. directly or indirecdy. up to 49 percent ot similar enterprises. 
What's more, only Mexican citizens or enterprises are permitted 
to operate a cable television system in Mex ico. Again. Americans 
wanting to invest in Mexico's cable television industry need a 
well-connected, and controlling, Mexican partner. 

Constniction 
According to the NAFTA proponents, the agreement will 

stimulate a major construction boom in both the United Slates 
and Mexico. But under NAFTA. Mexican investors will be better 
able to profit from this new activity than their U.S. counterparts. 

Why? Because NAFTA allows Mexican investors to own one 
hundred percent of construction companies doing business in the 
United Sutes. but limits U.S. investors to 49 percent ownership 
in Mexican construction companies for the fu-st five years of the 
agreement. 

In exceptional cases, U.S. investors can own a majority interest 
in a consDiiction company doing business in Mexico, but ap­
proval by the Mexican government is required on a case-by-case 
basis. Having a Mexican partner in such instances is an unofficial 
obligation. 

Baaking 
As part of Mexico's economic refonns. President Salinas sold 

18 government-owned banks. They were bought by Mexico's 
economic elite. NAFTA ensures that these new owners retain a 
Ught grip over Mexican banking for at least another decade. 

Today, only one U.S. financial instinition — Citicorp — has 
a depoth-taking operation in Mexico, and it only has $500 mUlion 
of Mexican depositt. Meanwhile, there are at least six Mexican 
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banks operating in the United States, with U.S. deposits of more 
than $5.6 billion. 

Under NAFTA. Mexico keeps its largest banks "off limits" to 
U.S. mvestors by limiting all foreign ownership of the bank's 
common stock to no more than a toul of 30 percent NAFTA 
allows U.S. banks to establish operations in Mexico, but limits 
all foreign banks from controlling more than eight percent of die 
entire Mexican banking sector. This market share would increase 
to no more than 15 percent by 1999. However, if non-Mexican 
banks reach the point where they hold 25 percent ofthe Mexican 
market between the years 2000 and 2004. Mexico can freeze the 
foreign-owned market share at that level until 2007. 

Even if NAFTA is enacted. U.S. banks will be prohibited from 
enjoying the full benefits of NAFTA until the year 2007 There 
wiU be a toUl lack of banking reciprocity between the U S and 
Mexico for another 13 years. Who negotiated this one? 

So why are U.S. banks such sti-ong supporters of NAFTA7 
Because banking operations in Mexico are not subject to the same 
stnct regulations as U.S. banks - the regulations that are de­
signed to protect U S. depositors from speculative investments 
by the insDtutions thai are holding their money. For example a 
bank operating in Mexico may participate with more freedom'in 
secuntics-relatcd investment aciiviues. This means that U S 
banks wiU have every incentive to get ihe.r U.S. business custom­
ers to esubhsh affiliates in Mexico. Once the customer is doing 
business in Mexico, the banks can take an equity position in these 
enterpnses and provide a wide array of very speculative and 
potentially very profitable services that arc piohibitcd by U S. laws. 
Auto Trade 

Clearly, the Mexican negotiators out-traded the U.S negotiat 
ing team in the areas of land ownership, communications ship­
ping and banking. But it didn't slop there. The U.S. negotiator 
stuck to theu- strategy and gave away more American jobs. 

Auto trade among Mexico, the United Suies. and Canada 
accounts for more trade than any other single product. One of 
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the reported U.S. goals in the NAFTA negotiations was to elimi­
nate Mexican and Canadian restrictions on the production and 
sale of cars. 

If Uiat was the goal, the U.S. ncgouaung team failed specucu-
larly. By die end of die negotiations, the U.S. team had agreed 
to let Canada continue to require U S. automakers who sell in 
Canada to manufacture most of their vehicles there. The U.S. 
team also agreed lo allow Mexico to keep rtosi of its auto 
mvcstment and production restrictions in place for anodier ten 
years. Meanwhile, die U.S. auto market remains virtually open. 

Even worse, die United Sutes also agreed to immediately drop 
Its tariffs on automobiles imported from Mexico regardless of 
whedier diey are manufactured by European. Japanese. Mexican, 
or American companies while allowing Mexico lo keep half its 
tariffs on vehicles produced in die United Sutes. The remaining 
Mexican tariffs would be phased out over a ten-year period. 

The bottom line is diat NAFTA will allow U.S. automakers to 
replace American workers with low-wage Mexican workers. At 
the same time. European and Japanese manufacturers will gain 
easy access to die U.S. markets. Northem Mexico will replace 
Detroit as die car production center of North America. 

Agriculture 
The NAFTA deal on agriculniral û ade is just as bad. Under 

NAFTA, only Mexicans can own land that is used for agricultural 
production in Mexico. 

Also. NAFTA allows Canadian wheat producers to keep die 
price and marketing advanugcs over U.S. producers diat were 
negotiated in die 1988 Canadian Free Trade Agreement. In wheat 
markets, just a small price advantage makes a big difference in 
sales. 

The U.S. citrus industry will also suffer under NAFTA. The 
United Sutes must immediately cut its tariffs on die import of 
frozen concentrated citrus firom Mexico in half. In contrast, 
Mexico only has to phase out its 20 percent duty on imports of 
U.S. citnis over an extended period of time. NAFTA will accel-
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erate investment in Mexico's c.tnis export operations. In die 
process. Ronda's citnis industry will be devasuted Today 
Flonda's citnis industry employs 145.000 workers in die grow­
ing, processing, distnbution, and marketing of citnis prtxJucts. 

NAFTA also exempts Mexico from die U.S. Meat Import Act. 
which Lmits die amount of imported beef dial can enter US 
markets. At die same time, die agreement wUI give Mexico 
unrestncted access to U.S. and Canadian feed grains, which it 
n<^s to develop a large scale catde-feeding and bcef-processin« 
industry. The result wUI be a massive shift of die US heZ 
industry from die United Sutes to Mexico as investors nish to 
take advanuge of cheap wages, low safety sundards and lax 
saniuuon practices. As a result, more American jobs will be lost 
Remember, each lost job causes a triple-dip: toss of needed 
income Uxes; loss of social secunty payments; and increased 
unemployment compensation payments. 

The Real Deal 
Just after die private Salinas dinner in Febniary 1993 die event 

and die pledges became a major U.S. and Mexican KWS story 
Soon afterwards. President Salinas agreed not to accept die 
promised political funds. The source of die news leak has never 
been Identified. The most likely explanation is diat it was one of 
the elite 29 Mexican businessmen at die dinner who didn't want 
to make a $25 million political conuSbution to President Salinas 
Besides, each of die businessmen already has most of what he 
wanted uicluded in NAFTA. 

Ultimately. NAFTA is nol a trade agreement but an investment 
agreement. NAFTA's principal goal is to pn,tect die investment 
or U.S. companies dial build factories in Mexico. This is accom 
plishcd by reducing die risk of nationalization, by permitting die 
return of profits to U.S. businesses, and by allowing unUtnited 
access to die Amencan markets for goods produced in Mexico 

11 
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The eventual elimination of Mexican tanffs on U.S. goods 
going to Mexico, which average only about ten percent, will mean 
litde to most U.S. companies and workers. The reason is simple: 
Mexico's market is small — less dian five percent of die size of 
the U.S. market — and Mexican consumers are poor. Mexicans 
have per capiu incomes dial arc less dian $2,500 a year, or 
rougWy one-tendi diat of someone in die United Sutes. A person 
making that litde can't buy very much. 

Does anyone from die United Stales benefit from NAFTA? 
Yes. the owners of labor intensive companies that move dieir 
factories to Mexico. They can save a minimum of $10,000 for 
every job diey move from die United Sutes to Mexico. In die 
process, diey can avoid U.S. environmental, healdi, and safety 
regulations. 

Indeed, diis job shift is already happening. Today, more dian 
1.300 U.S. companies are operating more dian 2.200 factories in 
Mexico. They employ more dian 500.000 Mexican workers. 
Most of diese jobs were once held by American workers. 

Today, diousands more U.S. companies are being urged lo 
move dieir factories to Mexico by die Mexican govemment. by 
banks diat want a foodioW in Mexico, and by junk bond dealers. 
If NAFTA passes, it will remove any fmal doubts for diose 
companies. 

A person can only wonder why and how a trade agreement so 
harmful to U.S. interests was negotiated, and whose interest was 
foremost in die minds of die U.S. negotiating team. 
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A Secret Deal 

The worid almost had a bank panic over die weekend of August 
14 and 15. 1982. when the Mexican govemment suspended 
payments on its international debts. 

To forestall a world financial panic, a Mexican bailout package 
was stitched togedier over diat weekend by die U.S. Treasury die 
Inlemauonal Monetary Fund, and die World Bank. But diere was 
a pnce. Mexico had to commit to privatize its sute enterprises 
lower wages, reduce imports, expand exports, and attract more' 
foreign investment. 

Subsequendy. the strategy was nidilessly pursued. In quick 
order. Mexico slashed its public expenditures and cut its imports 
Mexico also sold off dozens of suie-owned enterprises. 

To atu-act foreign-owned faciones. Mexico reduced die wages 
of its workers and promoted its Maquiladora Program. This 
program allows foreign investors in specially designated areas of 
Mexico to hold one hundred percent ownership of factories. 
These factories produce mainly for export, and most of dicir 
products go lo die United Slates. Yet, Mexico kept most of die 
Mexican economy "off limits" to foreigners. 

When President Salinas came lo power in 1988, Mexico 
accelerated its economic refonn program, Salinas also acceler­
ated Mexico's efforts lo attract foreign factories. In 1989 and 
early 1990, he mel widi European and Japanese corporations, 
Salinas expected dial Mexico's economic reforms would make 
his country atti-active to diese investors, but instead he was 
politely rebuffed — Mexico's domestic market was too small and 
too poor. The keys to Japanese and European investment at die 
levels Mexico wanted, he was told, were expanded protection for 
investors and guaranteed access to die vast U.S. market. 

13 



SAVE YOUR JOB, SAVE OUR COUNTRY 

President Salinas got die message. In June 1990, he mel widi 
President Bush in Washington and proposed that the United 
Sutes and Mexico negotiate a free trade and investment agree­
ment that would open up all of Mexico to foreign investment in 
much the same manner as die border area was opened to foreign 
investment under the Maquiladora Program. President Bush 
quickly agreed. The two men dien called Canadian Prime Minis­
ter Brian Mulroney and invited Canada to join in these negotia­
tions. Despite some well-founded reservations. Prime Minister 
Mulroney eventually consented. Before negotiations began in 
June 1991. there was one item that President Bush needed to gel 
from Congress. 

Getting on the Fast Track 

The most bitter Congressional fight of 1991 was over an 
obscure litde piece of legislation called "fast uack." It gave 
President George Bush die audiorily to negotiate die North 
American Free Trade Agreement in complete secrecy and with­
out die participation of eidie-r Congress or die U.S. public. 

The fact dial a Republican president uon this barde with a 
Congress controlled by Democrats could lead to speculation as 
to how die victory was achieved. For the moment, let s defer die 
speculation on the "how" and tum our aileniion lo the "what" 
— as in what was achieved in this victory. 

The term "fast track" refers to a process whereby Congress 
turns over to the President its authority to regulate foreign com-
merce — a power granted to Congress in Article I . Section 8 of 
the Constitution. Operating under the " fast track" designation. 
President Bush had die audiority to: 

• Enter into negotiations widi Mexico and Canada on a trade 
agreement at his sole discretion; 

• Set the agenda on which items would be negotiated and die 
negotiating objective for each item; 
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• Select all the private sector advisers that would be used lo 
guide the negotiations and establish the way that their advice 
would be used, if at all; 

• Conduct the entire negotiations in secrecy and make side 
agreements which could remain a secret among the diree 
governments; 

• Restrict Congress' access to materials about die agreement 
during die negotiations, and force Members of Congress to 
pledge neither to take notes on materials they were permitted 
to see nor to share that information with anyone; 

• Determine when, or if. any materials about die agreement, 
including die final text, would be relea.sed to die public and die 
manner and form in which it would be made available; and 

• Send a final agreement to Congress diat could not be amended, 
and dierefore. had to be accepted or rejected as presented. 

Congress also agreed to make die agreement a top priority and 
vote on it widiin 90 days after receiving il from die President. 
Congress agreed, moreover, to limit any debate lo 20 hours in the 
House and 20 hours in the Senate. To make certain the pad) uas 
completefy clear, "raji u-jdi" did not aJJou a Senate 61ibu>ier. 
For die Senate to forgo its nghi to filibuster is unusual. Since 
1960. die Senate has approved or ratified 25 treaties.conventions, 
and agreements — including nuclear nonproliferation treaties — 
all widiout "fast track." 

Congress gave President Bush "fast track" audiority for 
NAFTA in late May of 1991. But diere was a catch — these 
extraordinary powers would expire at die end of 24 mondis. 
Contrary to expccuiions. die pact was not sent lo Congress widiin 
lhat time period. Thus, die "fast track" powers expired on June 
I . 1993. 

By diis time it was clear die only way NAFTA would ever pass 
Congress would be under die limited-debate, no-filibuster, up-or-
down vote restrictions imposed by "fast track." This was a 
problem to which diere was only one answer — Congress had to 
pass anodier "fast u-ack" bill. Radicr dian replay die bitter 
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legislative fight of 1991, congressional allies of die Clinton 
Administration quietly slipped legislation into the one thousand 
page budget reconciliation package dial was rushed to a House 
vote late in the evening on May 27. 1993. Not a word was said 
about "fast track" during the abbreviated debate on the budget 
bill. Days later. House members learned that whJe they were 
passing the budget bill they were also reauthorizing " fast track" 
sutus for NAFTA. 

To prevent a similar stealth-like vote in the Senate, several 
anti-NAFTA senators forced a public debate and vote for die 
record. They lost 76 to 16. Congress extended President Clinton's 
"fast track" powers until December 15. 1993. 

Not The Way To Negotiate 

The question is, of course, how could U.S. negotiators be out 
smarted so badly? The answer is that Mexico was better focused, 
better suffed, and better organized. Its negotiators knew what 
they wanted and worked closely widi Mexican business to get it. 

Mexico had die edge in the negotiations from day one. Why? 
Because the Bush Administration wanted a deal done quickly so 
it could brag about it in die 1992 Presidential elections. The Bush 
administration was willing to make concessions to get any deal, 
and Mexico's negotiators knew it. 

In contrast, the earlier trade agreement between die United 
Sutes and Canada had taken almost four years to complete, 
despite die fact diat Canada and die United Sutes have almost 
equal income levels, possess similar institutions, and share a 
common heriuge. Yet. President Bush instructed the U.S. nego­
tiators to complete NAFTA in only 14 mondis — a much more 
complex deal with a countiy that is far less developed than die 
United States, possesses far different political and economic 
institutions, and does not share a common heriuge. 
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The Advisers 

Together. Mexico's corporations and govemment hired an 
army of Washington insiders to gather intelligence, provide ne­
gotiating advice, supply conucls, and lobby die U.S. negotiating 
leam. These insiders included 33 former high-ranking federal 
officials — people who once represented the United Sutes in 
similar negotiations, but who were now paid handsomely to 
represent a foreign government, Mexico, against their former 
employer, the American people. These 33 former U.S. govem­
ment officials who now work as foreign lobbyists are identified 
in Appendix A. 

Mexico's U.S. Advisers 
Mexico's chief legal adviser in the NAFTA negotiations was 

a former Under Secretary of Trade at the U.S. Commerce Depart­
ment. Mexico's principal trade adviser during the NAFTA nego­
tiations used to be die United Sutes Trade Advisor from 1981 to 
1985 and is still widely known as the "father of NAFTA." 
Mexico's chief technical adviser had formerly been responsible 
for U.S.-Mexican trade al die Office of the United States Trade 
Reprcsenutive during die late 1980s. 

The U.S. team, on the odier hand, was composed of bureau­
crats from various federal agencies. The leam leader, the United 
Sutes Trade Representative, had served in both the Nixon and 
Ford Administrations, and in between this public service, had 
worked as a Washington lawyer and a foreign lobbyist for Cana­
dian, Korean, and Japanese interests. The USTR's deputy, a 
former Sute Department official in the Nixon Administration, 
also had been a foreign lobbyist for U.S., Canadian, and Japanese 
interests in the 1980s. 

Some of the bureaucrats on the U.S. negotiating team were 
experienced, but many were not. One participant reports that 
when the U-ade talks began not a single person in die U.S. 
Commerce Department's Office of Mexico spoke Spanish. He 
says that during one inter-agency session, only two of the 14 
members of the U.S. negotiating leam knew that key sectors of 
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the Mexican economy, such as petroleum, had once been Ameri­
can-owned before they were nationalized by the Mexican gov­
ernment. He also reports that only five percent of the Mexican 
documents, such as copies of proposed regulations and adminis­
trative procedures, received by the U S. negotiating team were 
ever translated for review. 

The President't Advisers 
Even though Congress gave up a large measure of its authority 

widi die "fast tirack" audiorization. it did not surrender complete 
control ofthe treaty negotiating process. Under die 1974 Trade 
Act. Congress directed die Office of die U.S. Trade Repre-
senutive to seek advice and counsel from private advisory panels 
during any treaty negotiations, including NAFTA. For the most 
part, it never happened. The Bush White House, for insUnce, 
announced the completion of the agreement on August 12, 1992, 
but refused to give its own Labor Advisory Committee the text 
to review until September 8. 

The 29 official U.S. trade advisory committees, involving 
more than 825 industry reprcsenuti ves. were created by Congress 
to ensure that U.S. goals and bargaining positions in trade talks, 
such as NAFTA, would be guided by advisers who represent die 
broad interests ofthe United Stales. This balanced review did not 
occur during the NAFTA negotiations. The advisory committees 
were dominated by companies and indusuies with a direct interest 
in an agreement diat would protect and stimulate more U.S. 
investment in Mexico. 77ie deck was stacked against the Ameri­
can people. 

The most important of these advisory committees was die 
Advisory Committee on Trade Policy and Negotiations 
(ACTPN). Its 45 members were appointed by the president. None 
were confirmed by Congress. Each member of this Committee 
was required to have a security clearance. Each member was 
prohibited firom sharing information outside the group. The 
ACTPN meetings were exempt from die sunshine provisions of 
the Federal Advisory Comntunee Act. which require diat die 
puUic's business be conducted in public. The ACTPN recom-
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mendations were labeled "secret" and shared with only a handful 
of administration insiders. 

Of die 45 members of die ACTPN panel. 38 were senior 
officers of major U.S. corporations, banks, and insurance com­
panies, and four led trade associations. On the odier hand, only 
two were union officials, and one was a business consultant. Of 
the 38 corporations represented, 27 had extensive business in­
vestments in Mexico. Today, diese are die same companies that 
are leading the charge to get NAFTA approved by Congress. Is 
anyone surprised? 

Behind Closed Doors 

U.S. trade negotiators have a long tradition of trading away 
American jobs. To gel Turkey to join die Persian gulf coalition 
against h-aq in 1990, for instance, die Bush Adminisuation agreed 
to increase the quou of Turkish apparel, fabric, and yam that 
could be exported from Turkey into die United Sutes. What kind 
of negotiation is it when die United Sutes agrees to pay Turkey 
to allow the United Sutes to defend Turkey from a mad dicutor? 
The Europeans just laughed when Turkey asked diem for die 
same deal. 

The deal widi Turkey, though, is not unusual. In the 1970s, 
U.S. negotiators traded away big parts of high-wage industries 
such as steel, consumer electronics, and automobiles for foreign 
policy reasons. In die 1980s. U.S. negotiators were unwilling to 
defend American jobs from subsidized and predatory competi­
tion from Asia. In addition, European competitors pulled U.S. 
jobs from other high-paying industries such as aircraft, hi-tech 
electronics, and machine tools. 

Remember, most of diese trade deals are made behind closed 
doors. When trade agreements are released to die public, they 
often have what are known as "side letters." which are govem-
meni-to-governmenl deals that often counteract the public docu­
ment. Many are kept secret forever, bul all are binding. 
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In diese closed negotiations, die U.S. negotiating team has die 
audiority to put virtually anydiing on die ubie. It can. for insUnce, 
trade away jobs in U.S. agriculture to get strong provisions for 
U.S. investors. Trade treaty negotiations are much like a giant 
game of Monopoly, but played for real widi U.S. industries, 
companies, and jobs. This happened in die NAFTA negotiations. 

But more than just jobs were traded away. The U.S. negotiating 
team also accepted provisions dial will ultimately lower U.S. 
healdi, safety, and environmenul standards and regulations. 

After die tndt pact was completed, one of die U.S. negotiators 
explained to an audience of federal regulators diat aldiough 
changes in most domestic regulations normally require notice and 
public comment, secret trade negotiations (such as NAFTA) 
could alter diese same regulations widiout need for notice and 
public comment. The negotiator said. "1 have seen specific 
instances where USTR suff denied copies of U.S. negotiating 
positions which would require overtuming Federal regulations 
from the staff of the agency issuing diose regulations." 

As die negotiations proceeded, die U.S. negotiating leam was 
constanUy lobbied by special interests to use NAFTA as a vehicle 
to weaken long-standing U.S. regulations. Chemical and food 
processing companies, for example, were able to get provisions 
into NAFTA dut will lead to die import of food produced widi 
pesticides dut are oudawed in die United Sutes. This was all 
done secredy, of course. 

In a similar manner, die NAFTA negotiations played widi die 
future of dozens of U.S. industries, particularly industties diat 
were not represented on the advisory committees or did not hire 
well-connected, special-interest lobbyists. A typical example is 
what happened to the U.S. broom industry, which will disappear 
if Congress enacts NAFTA. 

The broom industry is made up of small, family-owned com­
panies that employ between ten and two hundred workers. Pro­
duction is labor intensive, and therefore, the industry is 
particularly vulnerable to low-wage Mexican imports. 
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Early in die NAFTA negotiations. William Libnruui of die 
Libman Company, a leading U.S. manufacturer of brooms, was 
assured by U.S. trade officials that the industry would be granted 
the maximum protection — that is. a 15-year phase-out of tariffs. 

Throughout the negotiations, the Libman Company and the 
other companies in the broom industry were assured that they 
would receive the 15-year phase-out so dial they would have time 
to adjust Nonetheless, Libman suggested to U.S. officials that 
the U.S. broom industry negotiate its portion of the agreement 
widi its Mexican counterparts. But die U.S. Trade Representative 
prohibited industry-to-industry negotiations, saying that the deal 
would be made by the governments, nol by the affected indus­
tries. 

Toward the end of the negotiations, the U.S. trade negotiators 
conUcted Libman and asked " whether or nol the broom industry 
had conucted Mexican manufacturers to co-produce products in 
Mexico for distribution in the United Sutes as other labor-inten­
sive industries — such as ceramic lile. watches, and mbber 
footwear — had." 

Libman was shocked to leam his own government was encour­
aging U.S. companies to move American jobs to Mexico. He told 
the U.S. negotiating team," the industry had no intention of mov­
ing production to Mexico, and that the industry was dedicated to 
maintaining employment in die United Sutes for die thousands 
of quality American craftsmen — many of whom are second- and 
third-generation broom makers." 

Libman's problem was that the U.S. negotiators were, at best, 
amateurs, but they held the fate of his industry in dieir hands. The 
U.S. negotiators kept him and anyone else who had specific 
knowledge about the industry out of die negotiations. 

Mexico operated differendy. of course. Its negotiators in this 
area were guided by Mexico's leading broom manufacturer. 
During die final negotiations, the Mexican broom manufacturer 
came to Washington lo advise the Mexican delegation on the type 
of provisions he would like to sec in the agreement. The U.S. 
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negotiating team did not invite Libman or any other reprc­
senutive of his industry to participate in the negotiations. 

The broom portion of the NAFTA deal was made behind 
closed doors by the U.S. negotiators, the Mexican negotiators, 
and the Mexican industrialist. The Mexican broom industry 
scored a major victory. // will be permitted to export 1.2 million 
brooms dury-free into the United States. 

If NAFTA is enacted, U.S. broom factories will be forced out 
of business. More than one hundred small Midwestem commu­
nities will lose jobs. In many of diese towns, the local broom 
factory is die major provider of jobs. Libman asks," If dieir jobs 
move to Mexico, how will these skilled master broom makers, 
who have devoted die greater pan of dieir lives to their craft, be 
retrained; what high paying jobs will dicy be retrained for; and 
where will these jobs be located?" 

Unfortunately, the experience of the U.S. broom industry in 
the NAFTA negotiations is neither unique nor extreme. The 
inexperienced U.S. negotiators kept dozens of industries, such as 
trucking, and sugar, in the dark as Mexican industries were 
working hand in glove with Mexico's negotiators. 

Keeping the U.S. Public in the Dark 
What's worse, our ti^dc negotiators refused to share die text 

of the agreement with the American people even after die deal 
was supposedly completed. 

When President Bush announced on August 12, 1992 — just 
before the Republican Party's national convention — that 
NAFTA had been completed, the American public was given 
only a 44-page public relations handout instead of die text of die 
more than 1.100-page agreement. 

When the agreement was initialed by die diree govemment 
leaders on October 18, 1992 — two weeks before die U.S. 
presidential election — the American public was handed a short, 
marked-up version of the agreement. 
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When die agreement was officially signed on December 18, 
1992, no additional information was provided to the American 
public. 

The complete text of NAFTA was finally released to die 
American people on the afternoon of January 20. 1993. 

The Government Printing Office now sells the two-volume 
document for $41. It is not a big seller. A private publisher has 
reprinted die book, and is selling it for $10. Only a handful of 
people outside of Washington know what is actually in the 
agreement, and working people whose jobs are being put at risk 
have had litde infonnation prior to this book. 

The goal of all this secrecy, of course, is to keep die American 
people in die dark about NAFTA. Until recently, it has worked. 
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The Wall Street Journal 

on 
Mexico's NAFTA Lobbying Campaign 

in the United States 

Mexico is bankrolling a nationwide 
campaign to sell the trade accord, and 

Mexico, to Americans. . . Mexico 
govemment and business interests have 
hired no fewer than 24 lobbying, public 
relations and law firms to negotiate and 

promote the trade pact. . . it has treated 76 
congressional aides to Mexican junkets to 

meet with govemment and business leaders. 
Other Mexican lobbyists have arranged 
tours for lawmakers and U.S. business 

officials. . . . Indeed, no opportun ity for 
influence seems too remote for 
Mexico's legion of lobbyists. 

The Wall Street Journal. May 20. 1993 
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Chapter 3 

American Jobs Matter 

Only a tiny handful of working people are ever asked to testify 
before die U.S. Congress. Scarlett Bachman is one of those few. 
In April 1993. she appeared before the U.S. Senate to describe 
what happens lo workers when a small town's principal employer 
moves to Mexico. 

Scarlett and her husband live in a modest home in Dowagiac. 
Michigan. For 23 years, the 49-year-old wife, modier. and grand-
modier worked al die local Sundstrand Heat Transfer factory, 
which makes die copper tubing used in refrigeration and air 
conditioning units. 

In die late 1980s. Sundstrand, a large aerospace conglomerate 
and government contractor headquartered in Rockford. Illinois, 
decided to boost corporate profits by shifting a portion of die work 
from its Dowagiac plant to a new, low-wage facility in Nuevo 
Laredo, Mexico. 

When the Mexican plant fell behind on its production sched­
ule, Scarlett and the remaining Dowagiac workers pitched in so 
the company wouldn't lose its customer orders. She told die 
Senate. "Hoping we could prove that we were stiU needed, our 
dedication to our lifetime jobs prevailed, but wc only prolonged 
ourdevasution." 

Widiin a few mondis, ihe Mexican plant met its production 
schedules as well as the company's quality standards. More work 
was shifted from the plant in Dowagiac where Scarlett worked to 
the plant in Mexico. Scarlett and die skeleton crew left in 
Dowagiac dien had to clean up. crate, and load die equipment 
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they used to operate for shipment to Mexican workers at the new 
plant in Mexico. The last big job Scarlen and her co-workers had 
was to send the tools of their trade to someone willing to do dieir 
work for a fraction of their pay. That's the American nightmare, 
not the American dream. 

In 1990. Sundstrand reorganized itself and sold its heat transfer 
division to the Modine Manufacturing Company, a 75-year old 
Wisconsin corporation. Less than four months later, Scarlett, with 
23 years of devoted service to the company, was laid off She was 
making $10.37 per hour at the time. Her husband, who worked 
at Modine, was also laid off. The com.pany gave them 60 days 
notice but no severance pay. Scarlett and her husband drew 
unemployment benefits for awhile, but payments on their 
monthly bills soon fell behind, and their savings were wiped out. 

Scarlett went back to school at age 47. It was lough, she says, 
but she worked hard and made the Dean's List. After graduation, 
she got a job at the Lee Memorial Hospital making $5.88 per hour. 
Her husband also found a job. but it only pays $5.00 per hour, 
and he doesn't know how long the work will last. Together, the 
Bachnun's pay is now only half what it was. and their benefits 
are only a quarter of what they had before theirjobs were shipped 
to low-wage Mexican employees. 

When Scariett began working at the heat transfer factory in 
1968, it employed more than \.200 people. Now die American 
factory has less than 80 production workers. 

Scarlett made the sacrifice and effort needed to acquire new 
skills in the hope of gradually restoring her family's standard of 
living. However, that is not what happened. About the only jobs 
available to her were ones that pay scarcely better than die 
minimum wage and have litde or no potential for advancement. 
But Scarlett considers herself lucky because so many of her 
former co-workers still haven't found jobs. Their benefits have 
run out, many have lost their homes, some have lost their families, 
and most can't afford medical insurance. 
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Mexican workers now fill die jobs diat were once in Dowagiac, 
Michigan. Modine Manufacturing Company refuses to reveal how 
much il pays its Mexican workers, bul wages in Mexico are low. 

Mexico's legal minimum wage is only 58 cents per hour. The 
Mexican state of Yucatan claims to have an abundance of workers 
available at $1.00 per hour, including all benefits. Even die best 
paying jobs in Mexico don't pay much more. For instance, the 
average hourly wage for manufacniring workers in Mexico is 
only $2.35 per hour, and diat includes their pay for time worked, 
pay for holidays and vacations, bonuses, and any employer 
payments for insurance or mandated benefits. But most of die 
Mexican workers employed by U.S. companies in border facto­
ries, called maquiladoras. are paid an average of only $1.64 per 
hour, including all benefits. Thus. Scarlett whose pay was more 
than $10 per hour plus benefits, was pitted against a worker in 
Mexico whose pay was less dian $2 per hour including all 
benefits. 

Life is hard for low-paid Mexican workers in the maquiladora 
factories. They have very few. if any, work-related benefits. Their 
hours are long. Their houses are small, crowded, and often 
widiout indoor toilets or electricity. The roads and streets are 
unpaved. Often, all of their eamings go for feeding, clodiing. and 
sheltering their families. 

And what happened to Modine ManufacturingIn 1992, 
Modine Manufactunng had record sales and paid its investors a 
record dividend. The CEO was paid a salary of $292,000 He was 
also given a cash bonus of $175,000. restricted stock worth 
$273,000, and slock options worth anodier $36,000. The com­
pany also paid $21,000 into his corporate 401 (k) and odier 
retirement plans. The CEO of Modine Manufacturing Company 
received $797,000 in total compensation for 1992. 

Ironically. Scarlett's govemment is actively encouraging U.S. 
companies, such as Sundstrand and Modine, to move manufac­
turing jobs such as hers into Mexico and other less-developed 
nations. Somehow, a succession of U.S. presidents and a majority 
in the United Sutes Congress have failed to grasp the fact that 
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manufactiving jobs such as Scarlett's are irteplaceable. Perhaps 
if diey listened to die people who have first-hand experience, diey 
would undersund. When Scarlett testified in April 1993. only 
Carl Levin, die one Senator who sponsored her. was present for 
her testimony. 

Manufacturing Matters 

If for no odier reason, manufactunng is viully important for 
this reason: widiout die ability to manulacture. the United Sutes 
cannot defend itself. 

Manufacturing is imporunt because it provides ihe greatest 
number of high-paying U.S. jobs. These are the types of jobs that 
U.S. workers need if diey are to buy a hou.se. build a retirement 
nest egg. and create a better future for themselves. It also matters 
because each one hundred manufacturing jobs creates, on aver­
age, anodier 421 suf^rt jobs. 

Even die lowest paid U.S. manufactiuing jobs create more 
secondary employment dian die highest paid U.S. business serv­
ice jobs. The Economic Policy Institute, a Washington research 
organization, reports that every one hundred manufacturing jobs 
in the: 

• apparel industiy creates 207 secondary jobs; 
• textile indusuy creates 267 secondary jobs; 
• iron and steel industry creates 368 secondary jobs; 

• non-electrical machinery industry creates 289 secondary jobs; 
• aerospace industry creates 388 secondary jobs; and 
• automobile manufacturing creates 691 secondary jobs. 

By contrast, one hundred retail jobs only create 94 secondary 
jobs. And one hundred business service jobs, such as banking or 
insurance, generate only 147 secondary jobs. Thus, hundreds of 
new service jobs must be created to offset the loss of even one 
hundred low-paying manufacturing jobs such as diosc in die 
apparel industry. 
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These job multipliers also work in reverse. When a community 
such as Dowagiac. Michigan loses 1.100 jobs, many of die4.200 
secondary jobs diey support are lost somewhere else in die 
country. 

Take a look at the graph on Page 30. It should come as no 
surprise lhat die percentage of manufacturing jobs in the United 
Sutes has decreased over the past 25 years. In 1965. manufactur­
ing provided 27 percent of all U.S. jobs. Today, it provides 17 
percent. More people in die United States are now employed by 
federal, sute. and local govemment than in all manufacturing. 

By contrast. Gemian and Japanese trade officials work to keep 
dieir manufacturing jobs at home, bi 1965, manufacturing provided 
36 percent of Genman jobs; today it's 32 percent. In l%5.21 percent 
of Japanese jobs were in manufacniring; loday, it's 25 percent 

It is just plain wrong to think that "progress" as a nation 
requires shifting from a manufacturing economy to a service 
economy. The fact dial so many of our leaders support diis 
concept explains why incomes and living standards are rising in 
Germany and Japan while they are falling in the United States, 

The Endangered Jobs List 

NAFTA will accelerate the loss of manufactunng jobs in die 
United Sutes. Some companies will move factories to Mexico to 
lake advanuge of low cost Mexican labor. Odiers will move to 
Mexico to escape U.S. regulations. Many American companies 
will move to Mexico, not because they want to. but because dieir 
competitors have moved, and they must move lo compete. Even­
tually, companies dial choose to stay in die U.S. will need to 
reduce employee wages and benefits in order to lower prices to 
compete widi cheaper Mexican imports. No product, no com­
pany, and no community is immune from the effects of NAFTA. 

And which jobs are al risk'' 

Virtually all U.S. manufacturing jobs are ultimately vulnerable, 
but some jobs are in more immediate danger than others. A guide-
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post for determining die Amencans jobs that are at risk is provided 
by die shift in Mexican products exported lo die United Sutes. 

A decade ago, roughly half of Mexico's exports lo die United 
Sutes consisted of minerals, fuels, and foodstuffs. Now diey 
make up only 25 percent Today, Mexican exports to die United 
Sutes are dominated by the How of high-profit elecuical machin­
ery, machinery parts, automobiles, automobile parts, tmck.s, tele­
visions, radios, apparel, telecommunications equipment, and 
office machinery. Of diese products, most come from U.S.-
owned plants operating in Mexico under die Maquiladora Pro­
gram. These U.S. companies still employ millions of American 
workers. These companies have demonstrated dial diey will close 
U.S. factories, fire American workers, and move dieir plants to 
Mexico. If NAFTA is enacted, diere will be many new advan­
tages and even fewer obstacles for U S, companies to relocate 
more American jobs to Mexico. 

On diis endangered U.S. jobs list, the auto industry ranks close 
to die lop. Mexican autoworkers make one-seventh the pay of 
dieir U.S. counterparts, and this includes any benefits provided 
lo die Mexican workers. However, die health care cosis for 
Mexican autoworkers is negligible. In U.S. auto plants, healdi 
care expenses exceed die cost of steel used to manufacture die 
automobiles. 

Mexico provides automakers an easy escape hatch from die 
high costs of operating in the United States, and they are taking 
advanuge of it. Remember, as shown on page 28. the U.S. auto 
industry creates more secondary American jobs than any other 
industry. The combined impact of losing die auto industry jobs 
and the .secondary jobs would be enormous. 

Five hundred thousand vehicles were manufactured in Mexico 
in 1988. More dian one million will be produced there in 1993. 
Widiin seven years, automakers in Mexico will be producing more 
than diree million units per year. This is one of the reasons why 
dozens of U.S. auto factories are closing and tens of diousands of 
American auto manufacturing and secondary jobs are disappearing. 
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The Endangered Place List 

Different manufacniring industries in die United Sutes tend to 
be concentrated in different parts of die country. When an indus­
try suffers or loses jobs, specific areas of the country and die 
people who live diere suffer die greatest financial strain. 

The auto assembly and parts industries, for example, are 
heavily concentrated in die states of Michigan, Illinois. Wiscon­
sin. Ohio, and Indiana. Not surprisingly, then, dicse sutes will 
lose disproportionately more auto and secondary industry jobs if 
the auto industry moves more of its factories to Mexico. 

Local and sute govemments will lose revenue from property 
taxes, income taxes, and sales taxes. The lost revenue, combined 
with increased govemment expenditures for unemployment 
benefits and uninsured health care, drive die Uxes up on die 
industries that remain and the workers who are still employed. 

Similarly, almost 90 percent of die U.S. apparel and textile 
industries are concentrated in only eight sutes — New York, New 
Jersey. Califomia, Texas, Tennessee. North Carolina, Soudi 
Carohna, and Georgia. These are the states that have die most to 
lose if more apparel and textile jobs are moved out of die United 
Sutes. 

The biggest potential losers are the nation's largest urban 
areas. Millions of manufacturing jobs have already disappeared 
from our cities. According to die U.S. Commerce Department, 
between die 1970 census and 1990 census. 19 of the largest 
American cities k>st more dian 2.3 million manufacturing jobs. 
Smce die 1990 census, diese metropolitan areas have lost even 
more jobs. 

Manyof these urban manufacturing jobs have gone to Mexico. 
TJe University of Illinois at Chicago, for instance, has identified 
67,088 jobs and 42 factories that moved from Illinois to Mexico 
between 1980 and 1990. More dian 47.000 of those jobs came 
from die Chicago metropoUtan area. The researchers say diat die 
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actual job losses are much higher since diey only counted diose 
job relocauons for which there is some pubUc record. 

Large-scale job losses are devasuting U.S. cities. A job in 
manufactunng has long been a first stepon die ladder out of urban 
poverty. Noi surprisingly, the cities dial lost diese 2 3 mUUon 
manufacturing jobs are the very same cities that have some of die 
highest urban unemployment, highest welfare, highest crime and 
tiighest infant mortality rates. 

How can Congress consider NAFTA, which will destroy 
urban jobs, ai die same time that it is considering die Clinton 
Adminis^auon s urban empowennent program, which wiU try to 
create urban jobs by spending $800 million a year of taxpayers' 
money over die next five years to provide incentives for busi-
nesses to locate in urban areas? 

The United States is swapping good manufacturing jobs for 
lower paying service jobs. For insunce. die University of Soudi 
Carohna reports that between 1978 and 1990 Soudi Carolina lost 
more dian 58.000 manufactunng jobs. At the same time die 
biggest job gains in Soudi Carolina were in resuurants bars'and 
grocery stores - more dian 72.000 service jobs were created in 
such esublishments. It's a bad trade-off The lost manufacturing 
jobs paid an average of $279 per week. The replacement service 
jobs pay only $127 a week - less than half as much. The result" 
the living standards of working men and women arc declining' 
and Amenca is becoming a nation of hamburger-fiippers. 

The Endangered People List 
As NAFTA endangers some industries and places more dian 

others; some American workers are more at risk dian odiet^. 

Working men and women, recent immigrants, and urban 
dwellers are at great nsk from NAFTA. For example, the sons 
and daughters of sharecroppers who moved north in the 1940s 
and 1950s to improve dieir lives can't get work because manu-
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facturing jobs have gone to low-wage southern sutes. overseas, 
or to Mexico. 

The loss of manufacturing jobs has the greatest impact on 
urban minorities. Half of all the manufacturing jobs lhat disap­
peared in Chicago during the 1980s were lost by minorities and 
women. 

With the decline of U.S. manufactunng, the country is increas­
ingly unable to provide good entry-level jobs for its youth. As a 
result, the earning power of young people has fallen over the past 
decade. In 1980, for instance, 18 percent of 18- to 24-year-old 
men eamed less than $12,(XX) per year. In 1990, more than 40 
percent eamed less than $ 12.000 per year. And because of infia­
tion, $12,000 in 1980 was worth far more dian $12,000 in 1990. 

During that same decade, young women, who surted out in a 
worse position than their male peers, suffered similar losses in 
eamings. In 1980, more than 29 percent of 18- to 24-year-old 
women made less dian $12,000. But by 1990, more dian 48 
percent had incomes of less than $12,000. No doubt about it. this 
country is not meeting its responsibility to provide the young 
people with job opportunities. 

NAFTA puts at risk many of the very industries that can 
provide badly-needed jobs. The Texas Department of Commerce 
did a detailed analysis of the employment effects of NAFTA. 
They report that the Texas industries that will " lose" under this 
pact employ one-third more workers in the sute than the pro­
jected "winners." The "loser" industries include fabricated met­
als, lumber and paper, primary metals, fresh fruits and vegetables, 
livestock, distribution servKes, transporution equipment, leadier 
and leather products, apparels and textiles. These are indusuies that 
employ high numbers of semi-skilled workers. 

The same pattern is found in New York City. The New York 
metropolitan area lost 725,000 manufacturing jobs over the past 
two decades. Many of the jobs that remain, such as die 60.000 in 
the apparel industry, pay less than $7.00 per hour. If NAFTA is 
ratified by Congress, diese jobs will be at risk. 
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In study after study, die U.S. Department of Ubor has found 
dial displaced workers have an increasingly difficult time finding 
new jobs. The Labor Department reports dial: 

• The lower die skill of die displaced workers, die less likely 
they are to be reemployed ever. 

• Blacks and Hispanics are less likely to find new jobs dian 
whites. 

• Women are less likely dian men to find new jobs and more 
likely to drop out of die work force. 

The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) reports diat of every 
one hundred American workers who lost dieir jobs in die 1980s, 
that al least 61 had not reached die same standard of living diey 
had before losing dieir job. The hard fact of life is diat a majority 
of die American workers who will be dirown out of work if 
NAFTA is passed will have to lake less pay and fewer benefits 
to get anodier job — and that's if diey can find someone wUling 
to hire diem. See die chart on page 38 for more details. 

Even die strongest NAFTA supporters now acknowledge diat 
die agreement will cost U.S. jobs. NAFTA advocates argue die 
solution is for die federal government (i.e.. die U.S. taxpayers) lo 
provide more worker retraining for die unemployed (i.e., die 
former U.S. Uxpayers). The unanswered question, of course, is 
for what type of job will U.S. workers be retrained? Nobody can 
articulate die "jobs of die future " for which American workers 
woidd be retrained. By defmition. a job of the future may not even 
exist yet. Every day that a working American remains unem­
ployed, it is a crtishing defeat to die person, die family, die 
community, and die country. The impact of job loss and unem­
ployment cannot be dealt with in an abstract manner. 

Let's look at it anodier way. Job retraining for a displaced 
worker is unnecessary if die worker's job never leaves die United 
Sutes in the first place. 
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AMERICAN JOBS MATTER 

An Endangered Nation 

In her testimony to die U .S. Senate, Scarlett Bachman said that 
the whole community had suffered when most ofthe factory jobs 
from her town were moved to Mexico. 

The Warren Act required the company to send out a list 60 
days before a person lost dieir job, she said, but diat didn't 
mean that in 60 days you could pick up die pieces and go 
on widi your life. Some people saw their names on diis list 
fouror more limes before ihey actually lo.st theirjobs. Many 
people who were once fnends ended up bitter enemies. It 
was like dirowing a raw bone to 50 dogs and see who was 
going lo come out on top. Imagine 1,200 people employed 
in 1968 and now, 1993, only 75-80 left as factory workers. 
This pining of one employee against anodier lo preserve dieir 

family income is being magnified diousands of times across die 
nation. As America loses its job base, destructive social divisions 
are forced on die nation — die elderiy who depend on social 
security and government medical assistance are pilled against die 
young who must pay; minonties who lack jobs are pilled against 
majorities who are barely hanging on to dieirs; a declining middle 
class versus a tiny minority who grow increa.singly wealdiy. 

Again, the Illinois study reveals what is happening. Between 
1977 and 1988. the 84 percent of the Illinois population that 
eamed less dian $50,000 annually had a loss in Uxable, infiaiion-
adjusied income of more than eight percent. The 16 percent of 
die Illinois population dial earned more than $50,000 increased 
their inflation-adjusted income by more than 50 percent. 

The solution, of course, is not to uke away the wealth and 
opportunities for the 16 percent who prospered, bul to assure die 
odier 84 percent dial they will have access to more and bener jobs 
— such as the ones lost to other countries. 

Viewed another way. the United States is now more than $4 
triUion in debt. Every day. die national debt grows by anodier $1 
bUlion. In 1992. just the interest cost on the federal debt was $199 
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billion. At the .same time, the toul payroll for all U.S. manufac­
turing jobs was $266 billion. At die cunent rate of die federal debt 
growdi and manufacturing job losses, the annual interest on die 
federal debt will exceed the salanes paid to all U S, manufactur­
ing workers by the year 1996. 

These federal deficits are irresponsible beyond imagination. 
Proposals such as NAFTA dial would desu-oy the good jobs dial 
produce die taxes that die country needs to pay its bills and build 
a sound futiire for American children 
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Chapter 4 

A Giant Sucking Sound 

One miUion Mexicans enter die work force each year. They need 
jobs. 

To get diose jobs. President Salinas and his govemment have 
deliberately kept wages down to attract foreign investment. Mex­
ico has vasdy expanded its vocational training programs to im­
prove worker skill levels. The Mexican govenmient also offers 
low-cost loans and tax benefits to companies diat build factories 
in Mexico. 

Mexico's national development strategy is reminiscent of 
sD̂ ategies used by Japan. Korea, and Taiwan a generation ago. 
Like die strategies used by diose countries. Mexico's strategy 
depends on taking jobs from die United States. 

Good Worlcers at Low Wages 

Mexico has a du-ee-fold attraction to U.S. companies: it pro­
vides good workers at low wages; its govemment is decidedly 
pro-business; and Mexico is located next lo die largest and richest 
consumer market in die world die United States. 

For more dian a year, die Mexican sute of Yucatan has 
capitalized on diese advanuges by running an advertising cam­
paign offering U.S. companies a plentiful supply of high-quality, 
loyal Mexican workers at $1 per hour, including benefits. The ad 
promises a worker turnover rate of less dian five percent a year 
and a savings of over $ 15.000 a year per worker for every U.S. 
job moved to die Mexican state of Yucatan. 

41 



SAVE YOUR JOB, SAVE OUK L v̂ uix i K v 
A GIANT SUCKING SOUND 

Look at die chart on page 43 The wage differential between 
the United Sutes and Mexico could not be more obvious. The 
United Suies Department of Labor reports diat, even when 
mandated non-wage benefits are counted, manufacturing labor 
costs in Mexico are only 15 percent of iliose found in the United 
Suies — $2.35 per hour versus $16.17 Whai s more, despite all 
the supposed prosperity in Mexico durmg tJie last 12 years, die 
Mexican workers' standard of livmg has remained stagnant. The 
same low wages dial are being used b> ihe Mexican government 
lo lure businesses .are at the same ume exploiting die majority of 
Mexican workers. 

The New York Times reports diat the skills of Mexican workers 
already match die skills of 70 percent of die labor force in die 
United States. Once properly u-ained, Mexican workers' produc­
tivity and work quality equals dial of anyone, anywhere in die 
world. 

The experiences of U.S.. Japanese, and Gemian automakers 
illusuate just how good die Mexican workers can be. Ford. GM, 
Chrysler, and Nissan now operate high-volume engine plants in 
Mexico. Last year, diey exported more dian 1.2 million engines, 
making Mexico the largest engine exporter in die world. 

In a Congressional study released in June 1993. auto expert 
Harley Shaiken compared the productivity and quality of work 
in Mexican plants widi their counterparts in die United Sutes and 
elsewhere. He found dial Mexican workers in one engine plant 
reached 85 percent of die productivity of dieir U.S. counterpart 
plant widiin two years; 89 percent widiin eight years; and 97 
percent within nine years. This is impressive by any measure. 

Even more impressive, the product quality in die Mexican 
plant surpassed dut of die counterpart U.S. plant in four of die 
six years for which diey had dau. In 1991, die quality in die 
Mexican plant exceeded die U.S. facility by 32 percent. 

The eye opener is diat die U.S. and Mexican plants had similar 
equipment, but the technology in die Mexican facility was more 
advanced. The message is simple: Mexican workers can master 

oS 
^ o 

^ CO 

S' ^ CD 5 

O 1 
C » i 

CO u 
CD 

E 3 

(/> 
a> 

o 
en 

n 
c 
ra 

u 

5 
t/i 

i 

cn 

42 
43 



SAVE YOUR JOB, SAVE OUR COUNTRY 

high technology and deliver the goods when given a chance. Î k) 
one should be suriwised to leam that the Mexicai plart is now 
being expanded. 

Nissan reports that its engine plant Ln Aguascalientes, Mexico 
is now producing the fewest number of defects per engine of any 
of the compere's worldwide plants. 

Only three years after Ford Motor Ojmpariy opened its auto 
assembly plant in Hermosillo, Mexico, its cers were virtually 
equal in quality to the (londa Civic, the highest cjuality anall car 
sold in the United States. Shaiken reports that the quality of the 
vehicles assembled in Ford's Mexican factory was supaior to the 
highly-regarded Nissan Sentra and Toyota Corolla made in Japan 
by experienced Jepaneae aiioworkers. 

Ffigh quality work by Mexican workera is not limited to 
automaking. Ssnyo reports that its Mexican plants are as produc­
tive and its productB as defect free as any of its U.S. or Japanese 
factories. Sor̂ y's plant in Hjuana, Mexico has won worldwide 
qualify awards for the company. 

Despite their accorrplishments, Mexican workers are paid low 
wages. Unlike the middle-class U.S. family displaced by these 
low wage jobs, die majorify of the work force in Mexico — the 
lowerclasB — has litUe hope of gready improving its standani of 
living. Hie staidard factory eamings in the Mexicen state of 
Chihuahuê  forinstance, are$l per hour. In very modem Mexican 
factories, such as the Ford, GM, Chrysler, Volkswagen, and 
Nissan plants, production workers start at orily $1.25 to $ 1.50 per 
hoir. When benefits are included, the average total compensation 
in 1992 for Mexicsoi autoworkers was $3.33 per hour— one-sev­
er^ the $24.21 per hour that was paid their U.S. coiiitetparts. 

There are a runber of reasons for the vast wage gap. One of 
the primeiy reasoiv is that since 1987, Mexico has fixed wages 
through a complex governrnerit-business-labor arrangemeriL The 
goal: hold infledon down and keep Mexico adractive to foreign 
investors. As a resiilt of this arrangement, known as el pccto, 
Mexican wages have not kept pace wath inflation. In terms of 
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absolute purchasing power. Mexican workers are now making 
less than half of what they made a decade ago. according loThc 
Economic Policy Institute, a Washington. D C-based research 
organization. Mexico's real wages have gone down despite the 
fact dial diey are producing superior products in some of the most 
advanced factories of die world's largest companies. 

Of course, manufacturing companies look for more than just 
cheap labor when deciding upon a location for a new plant. They 
must consider access to transportation facilities, reliability of 
power systems, proximity to their suppliers, and political sUbU-
ity. No one .seriously contends that Mexico is superior to the 
United Sutes in any of diese categories. Yet. even after factoring 
in these components. Mexico still wins a large percentage of plant 
relocations. Why? Cheap labor can offset all of die areas where 
Mexico is still deficient. Although Mexico is deficient in certain 
categories right now. there is no reason to believe that it will 
remain deficient in diese areas in die future. 

The CEO of Zenith recently told die New York Times, "When 
1 factor in other non-labor costs — less heat, cheaper land and 
cheaper construction — diere is no question lhat Mexico's lower 
labor costs are decisive." Over the past decade and a half. Zenith 
has moved thousands of jobs from die United Slates to Mexico. 

In theory, Mexican unions could stop the exploiution of the 
workers they represent. Ceruinly, the Mexican Constitution 
gives workers the right lo organize their own unions and the right 
to strike. The catch is this: unions must be certified by the 
Mexican government. The government only recognizes unions 
affiliated with the Institutional Revolutionary Party (PRI). which 
has governed Mexico under one-party rule for more than 60 
years. Unions that are not registered with the government cannot 
exist, and if a union is created and strikes, die Minister of Labor 
for the government will probably send in the police and army to 
restore order. 

If Mexican workers protest diese strike-breaking tactics, diey 
can expect swift and severe retaliation. In the summer of 1992, 
for example, the Mexican government upheld the firing of more 

45 



SAVE YOUR JOB, SAVE OUR COUNTRY 

than 14,000 workers who had tumed down a contract negotiated 
by the government-dominated union. The government and the 
company allowed most of the fired employees to slink back lo 
work at company-set wages; .some employees were forbidden 
from ever returning. 

Yet. these workers were far luckier than die Mexican workers 
who struck against Ford Motor Company in 1987. In a biner 
iwo-mondi strike. Ford tore up its union contract, fued 3.400 
workers, and cut wages by 45 percent. When workers rallied 
around their union leaders, gunmen from the official govemmeni-
sanctioned union went into the plant and randomly shot people. 
Then, more than one thousand stale police came into the plant to 
restore order and enforce the company-dictated union contract. 

Mexican workers got the message. So loo did foreign compa­
nies — the Mexican govemment will keep pay low and workers 
in line. Widi Mexican wages kept artificially low. how can die 
United States expect Mexicans to buy high-priced. American 
products? How much can 36 wealthy Mexican families be ex­
pected to buy? 

Low wages and ume unions are only part of what attracts 
factories lo Mexico. Foreign companies operating in Mexico 
under NAFTA, for insUnce. have unimpeded access to die rich 
U.S. consumer market. Not surprisingly. President Salinas con-
sUntly emphasizes this access to the U.S. market as a selling point 
to European and Asian companies. To sweeten the deal for 
foreign investors. Mexico provides financing for these foreign 
investors. In 1992, for instance, die Mexican government's im­
port-export banks signed an agreement to sponsor Chinese in­
vestment in Mexico. This will allow Chinese textile and apparel 
companies to secure an exemption from U.S. quotas and duties. 
Duty-free access to the U.S. market is a very attractive business 
proposition. This roundabout entry into the U.S. market couldn't 
be more blatant. After all. why would China, with two billion 
people, invest in Mexico? To sell to Mexicans? No. The rich 
markets of die U.S. and Canada are die real prize. 
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A move to Mexico also allows companies to avoid paying 
benefits and mandated U.S. payroll taxes. The aridimetic tells die 
story: benefits and mandates now increase U.S. labor costs by 
more than 28 percent. Viewed anodier way, top quality Mexican 
workers can be hired for less per hour dian just die cost of 
mandated taxes on U.S. pay alone. 

Mexico keeps its wages low, of course, lo attract foreign 
investment. This strategy ha.s worked. Business Week reports dut 
since 1988 Mexico has anracted more dian $26 billion of foreign 
invesunent. much of which went to finance new plants and 
upgrade existing ones. In die process, more dian two million 
Mexican jobs have been created, while hundreds of diousands of 
U.S. manufacturing jobs have quiedy disappeared. 

Many of diese Mexican jobs were once held by U.S. workers. 
While die U.S. govemment refuses id collect data on factory or 
job relocations lo Mexico, private researchers have been able to 
identify hundreds of U.S. plants dial were moved to Mexico in 
die late 1980s and early 1990s Their U.S. companies include 
AT&T. Allied Signal. Cooper Industries. General Electric, 
Mallinckrodi Medical. Quaker Oats. Unisys. United Technolo­
gies, and Westinghouse, among many odiers. 

Besides low wages, anodier attraction for companies to rek)-
cate to Mexico is die loose enforcement of its health, safety, and 
environmental standards. Mexico provides U.S. companies an 
escape hatch from increasingly expensive U.S. regulations. For 
instance, die U.S. General Accounting Office reported to Con­
gress in 1992 that die Mexican govemment has ncidier die staff, 
funds, nor systems it needs lo identify the new companies locating 
there, let alone monitor and enforce ils environmental laws. A 
survey of six U.S. plants operating in Mexico found that all die 
plants were operating without required environnKntal licenses. 
This lack of govemment enforcement is neidier unique nor ex­
treme in Mexico. 

The futility of die NAFTA side agreements is obvious: Mexico 
already has laws it docs not enforce. Why should new environ­
menul regulations assure future compliance? 
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In addition to the U.S. companies that are relocating some of 
their facilities to Mexico, many of die foreign plants so eagerly 
recmited by U.S. communities over the past two decades are now 
choosing to locate in Mexico. Among them are factories owned 
by Thomson. Goldstar. Phillips, and Sanyo. It seems thai compa­
nies from other countries are just as attracted to Mexico's low 
wages as U.S. companies are. providing they can ship goods lo 
the U.S. market. 

Most of these U.S. and foreign companies already in Mexico 
are operating under Mexico's Maquiladora Program, which al­
lows Mexican and foreign investors to own one hundred percent 
of factories if die factories are located in designated parts of 
Mexico and if diey manufacture mainly for export. Not surpris­
ingly, the finished and semi-finished goods made in these facto­
ries are exported primarily to die United States. The Mexican 
govemment charges no duty on die imported machinery, raw 
materials, or components used in diese facilities. The Mexican 
govemment closely watches die finished products lo ensure that 
they do not enter the Mexican market, where they might compete 
widi similar goods produced by Mexican companies. 

To encourage U.S. companies to operate in Mexico, die U.S. 
govemment subsidizes companies in Mexico that ship products 
to die U.S. by removing import fees (uxes). These factories are 
known as "maquiladoras." 

Hundreds of U.S. companies have quietly shifted jobs and 
factories into Mexico. The numbers tell die story: 

• In 1980, Mexico had 620 maquiladora plants employing 
119,550 workers. 

• By 1991, there were 1,925 maquiladoras employing 467.000 
workers. 

• Today, there are more than 2,200 maquiladoras factories em-
pkiying more than 500,000 Mexicans. 

The chart on page 49 shows the explosive growth of employ­
ment in dK maquiladoras during die last 17 years. At diis growdi 
rate, production in such Mexican factories will expand 400 per-
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cent by the end ofthe 1990s. And Mexico has enough workers to 
meet the demand — remember, more than one million new 
workers enter die Mexican work force each year. 

U.S. multinational corporations created almost as many new 
manufactiuing jobs in Mexico under the Maquiladora Program 
between 1986 and 1990 as they created in die United Sutes — 
92,000 jobs versus 97,000 jobs. 

Most of the goods produced in Mexico by these new manufac­
turing jobs are shipped into the U.S. market. Consequendy. most 
of the so-called trade between the United Sutes and Mexico is 
not trade as trade is commonly understood. Radier. il is primarily 
U.S. companies shipping their own machinery, components, and 
raw materials across the border into their Mexican factories and 
then shipping their finished or semi-finished goods back over the 
border into the United States. 

Again, the numbers tell die story: In 1992, almost a third of all 
U.S. exports to Mexico went direcdy into maquilidora factories 
whose products were either shipped back into the United Sutes 
or to markets outside of Mexico. Altogether, more than half of 
the U.S. "expwrts" to Mexico never entered Mexico's domestic 
market. More than 30 percent of the U.S. exports to Mexico were 
tools and machines used to build more Mexican factories, mostly 
U.S. owned and mostly maquiladoras. Finally, less dian $8 billion 
of the $40.6 billion of U.S. exports to Mexico in 1992 actually 
entered Mexico's consumer market. 

The point of all these numbers is this: Mexico is a small 
consumer market, largely because its per capiu income is less 
than $2,500 per year. But it is a large and growing manufacturing 
platform for companies that want cheap labor and easy access to 
the U.S. market. 

As if the United Sutes govemment were not doing enough to 
help move American jobs to Mexico, a growing army of so-called 
'*faciliUtors" has sprung up to lend a hand. Now you might think 
this is a group composed of the chambers of commerce from 
various Mexican cities. Unfortunately, the group is American, 
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including many lawyers, real estate promoters, and investment 
bankers — die same bunch dial was in die middle of the S&L 
bailout and leveraged buy-out excesses of die 1980s. The name 
of their game is to find a U.S. company that is considering a 
relocation to Mexico. For a fee, die faciliutor will maneuver a 
client company dirough die official and unofficial channels re­
quired to set up a business in Mexico. 

In June 1993, several of these facilitators were featured at a 
Washington, D.C. meeting of the National Association of Corpo­
rate Real Estate Executives, an organization of more dian 2,000 
corporate officials who select factory sites for dieir companies. 
In workshops and presenuiions before hundreds of these execu­
tives, the faciliutors extolled the many advantages of moving 
dieir company to Mexico. The facilitators' two big selling points 
were low wages and passive unions. 

Anodier member of the faciliutors fraternity is die American 
Industry Relocation Services, Inc This organization publishes a 
worksheet dial can be used to calculate die approximate labor 
savings for a U.S.-based company diat relocates to Mexico. The 
worksheet states, "you can subsutuie your own labor & fringe 
costs, plus toul number of employees to arrive at your actual 
savings." The sample worksheet shows a U.S. company widi 
labor and fringe costs of $15.00 per hour, l l shows labor and 
fringe costs of $1.00 per hour for a Mexican relocation. The 
worksheet concludes. "Bottom Line: Labor cosis in Mexico 
average about $ 1.00 U.S. per hour. If you operate a labor intensive 
manufacturing facility, you will increase your profits by relocat­
ing lo Mexico." 

One faciliutor told the Washington Post that, "Hourly labor 
costs are one-tendi dial of the Uniied Sutes. There it's $1 lo $ 1.50 
an hour, and dial's a fully loaded rate." The Post also quoted other 
faciliutors as saying, "Not only are wages in Mexico low, but 
workers are unlikely to organize there to demand better pay, in 
contrast to workers in eastern European countries who expect a 
comparable living standard to western, industrialized nations." 
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Eariier in 1993, die National Association of Corporate Real 
EsUte Executives, in a survey of its members, found diat one 
hundred large U.S. companies plan to expand or relocate operations 
in Mexko widiin die next 24 mondis. These results are similar to 
die results ofa poll done by The Wall Street Journal in late 1992, in 
which 182 of die top U.S. executives said dial dieir companies were 
leaning toward investing in Mexico in the near futiire. 

The Mexican Buyout 
The flow of U.S. companies volunianly moving factories to 

Mexico under die Maquiladora Program direatens to become a 
flood under NAFTA. Well-fuianced investors are beginning to 
buy established U.S. companies and move diem soudi to take 
advanuge of Mexico's tow wages. The technique is simple: die 
investors buy marginally profiuble U.S. manufactunng compa­
nies diat are labor intensive, move die factories to Mexico, fill die 
jobs widi low-wage Mexican workers, boost corporate eamings, 
and dien sell die companies at big profits. This "Mexican Buy­
out" promises to do even more harm to die U.S. economy and 
American workers in die 1990s dian leveraged buyouts (LBOs) 
did in die 1980s. 

An illusti^tion of this strategy is die prospectus of die 
AmeriMex Maquiladora Fund, a financial group continued by 
U.S. and Mexican investors and initially backed by Nafinsa, 
Mexico's largest national development bank. 

According to die AmeriMex prospectus: 
The Fund will purchase estabUshed domestic United Sutes 
companies suitable for maquiladora acquisitions, wherein 
a portion or all of die manufacturing operations will be 
rekKated to Mexico to take advantage of die cost of labor. 
The Fund will seek to acquire companies where labor is a 
signiflcant component of a company's cost of goods soW. 
It is anticipated diat widiin six to 18 mondis after a company 
has been acxiuired by die Fund, die designated portion of 
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die company's manufacturing operations will be relocated 
to Mexico to take advantage of reduced labor costs. 

We anticipate that manufacturing companies that experi­
ence fully loaded, gross labor costs in die $7-$ 10 per hour 
range in die U.S. may be able to utilize labor in a Mexico 
maquiladora at fully loaded, gross labor cost of $ 1. 15$ 1.50 
per hour. Though each situation may vary, it is estimated 
lhat diis could û anslate into annual savings of $10,000-
$17,000 per employee involved in the relocated manufac­
turing operations. 

It is anticipated that most invesunents will be reUined for 
three to eight years, but some investments may be realized 
earlier or later. 

These AmeriMex-type buyouts can be enormously profiuble. 
Under the AmeriMex estimates, investors can save $10 million 
to $17 million per year for every one thousand manufacturing 
jobs that they shift to Mexico. One year's savings alone would 
fully finance severance payments to die fired American workers, 
the training of the Mexican workers, and the construction of the 
new Mexican factory. 

The most profiuble aspect of diese deals, of course, is die 
potential "eamings multiple." Low-wage Mexican labor trans­
lates into even bigger profits for investors when the company is 
sold. The reason is that manufactunng companies are typically 
worth at least five to len times dieir annual earnings. Thus, a $10 
milUon to $17 miUion boost in annual profits will increase a 
company's value by $50 million to $170 million. 

Which U.S. companies are most at risk for a Mexican buyout? 
Companies with moderate lo good growth, low- to mid-technol­
ogy operations, and a labor component of 20 percent or more of 
the cost of goods sold. 

Today. 75 U.S. manufacturing industries fit these criteria. 
They employ more dian 5.9 million U.S. production workers. 
Their payrolls to U.S. workers exceed $138 bilbon a year. The 
tables on pages 56 and 57 indicate die jobs at risk on a sute-by-
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sute basis using the above cnleria. Nol all diese jobs will be lost 
— but all will be vulnerable if NAFTA is raiified by Congress. 

Making Mexico Investor-Safe 
Many U.S. companies have already located or expanded their 

operations in Mexico primarily under the U.S. taxpayer-subsi­
dized Maquiladora Program. For them, the vagaries of Mexico's 
judicial and political system are not an ob.siacle to investment. 
Other investors, however, have doubts about die political subility 
of Mexico and their continued right to do business there and, 
therefore, remain on the fence. NAFTA is designed to calm dieir 
fears. Its principal goal is to assure foreign investors that their 
capiul investments and plants will be safeguarded in Mexico. 

One NAFTA provision assures investors that if either their 
plants or capital investment is nationalized or expropriated by the 
Mexican govemment, the investors will get a quick reimburse­
ment at market rates. For many U S investors who have a 
knowledge of Mexico's long history of nationalizing foreign 
companies, this is a vital protection. 

NAFTA also guarantees foreign investors and companies that 
they can take their profits, dividends, and capital gains out of 
Mexico. In addition, NAFTA guarantees the convertibility of 
pesos at market rates. 

Another NAFTA provision gives foreign investors and com­
panies in Mexico the same protection for their intellectual prop­
erties — patents, copyrights, and trademarks — that they now 
have in the United States. NAFTA discourages counterfeiting and 
theft of intellectual properties, while simultaneously encouraging 
foreign companies to shift their best, most advanced technologies 
into Mexico. 

Most important. NAFTA creates a dispute settlement mecha­
nism that is out ofthe hands of the Mexican court system. It works 
through binding arbitration undertaken by trinational panels of 
experu. 

54 

A GIANT SUCKING SOUND 

As a final assurance to skittish investors, all of these new 
protections are locked up in an intemational agreement dut is 
beyond die reach of Mexican. Canadian, and U.S. politicians. 

Thus. NAFTA makes Mexico investor friendly — a place 
where U.S. compames can operate under lax govemment regula­
tions and with high-quality, low-wage workers kept in line by a 
tough Mexican govemment. 

For bodi investors and companies. NAFTA is a tenific deal. 
But at a price — die loss of millions of jobs diat die United Sutes 
sorely needs. Middle-class American careers and standards of 
living are sacrificed and Mexican workers are exploited — all in 
the name of increasing profits. 
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United SUiCi 18.061.900 $138,563 
Alabama 363300 120,000 2.359 
Arliona 17.1.500 .15,800 8! 1 
Arkaoaaa 22OJ200 13,900, 282 
CaUfomia t.%I.R0O 747 .(rfW 17,495 
Coiorado 176,200 35,300 917 
CtoniMctkut 338.600 101,200 2,679 
Ddawaic 62,400 3,000 83 
Florida 473.100 164.500 3113 
Ceorfk 543.100 69.000 1.341 
Idaho 60.500 8,700 189 
liUaoto 976,100 305,900 7.585 
Indiana 594.100 177.700 4.583 
Iowa 224,000 396.800 927 
Kansas 187.000 61.900 1.446 
Kentucky 272.900 85.400 1.828 
Louisiana 174.800 38.100 972 

97.800 42,000 937 
Maryland 200.600 42.000 1.079 
MaaadMMtti 489.700 144,800 3^59 
Mkbigan 858.200 239.500 7.458 
MhniQta 384.500 103300 2.401 
MiMUppi 237.200 88.000 1,499 
Mkmwei 401.400 88.600 1.977 
Montana 19.800 6,800 160 
rUbndm 100,500 25.600 514 
Nevada 25.600 5,200 105 
New Hflflipildn 85,800 42,100 995 
New Jcraty 590.900 173.800 4.247 
New Mcxioe 40.700 9300 182 
^4cwYoril 1.054.000 265.900 6,195 
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North CaroBna 801.900 180.000 3317 
Nortli Dalcola 17,20() N/A N/A 
OUo 1.045.400 323.900 28.776 
Oldahoma 168,600 51.200 1.165 
Orcfoo 208.400 47.800 ' 1.094 
Pennsylvania 962.000 349.500 8.120 
Rhode Uand. 94,600 32300 613 
South Carolina 352,600 70.700 1.395 
South DalwU 30300 6.000 104 
Tennessee 493.000 172,100 3.404 
Texas 922.700 226.200 5312 
UUh 101.800 22.800 462 
Y«nnoB»_. . ^ ^ 42.800 18,400 400 
VirginU 408.400 94,900 2,006 

353.800 49.400 1.26! 
West VirginU 78.100 12.000 297 
WiMontB 533.000 178.000 4.21)6 
Wyoming 9.800 1,700 40 
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ington lobbying, grassroots lobbying, coalition building, public 
relations, media strategies, economic consulting, management 
consulting, political fund raising, issues monitoring, and event 
planning. In addition, other firms offer media production, direct 
maU. political consulting, and opinion polling." 

In short, Washington is a political ba/aar where foreign inter­
ests can buy virtually everything they need to alter the actions of 
the U.S. govemment to suit dieir needs 

What is especially troubling about foreign lobbying is not just 
that it is so widespread and completely legal, but that the Uniied 
Nations is using U.S. taxpayers' money lo teach die rest of die 
world how to take advanuge of the American people. 

Mexico Cones to Wasliington 

In June 1990, President Bush and President Salinas agreed to 
negotiate a trade and investment agieement. Two months later, the 
Mexican government sent Herminio Blanco, its chief trade negotia­
tor, to Washington to do what he called " lobbyist shopping." 

Blanco came to Washington widi an open checkbook, and he 
did not go home empty-handed. In a ground-breaking study of 
foreign lobbying, die Center for Public bitegrity reports that 
among die foreign agents he hired are 33 former high-ranking 
officials of die U.S. govemment (see Appendix A). Some exam­
ples are: 

o Robert Herzstein, a former U.S. Under Secretary of Com­
merce for Intemational Trade, is now Mexico's lead U.S. legal 
counsel for NAFTA. Also, die Center for Public Integrity 
reports lhat Mexico paid his law firm $5.2 million between 
August 1991 and Januaiy 1993. 

• WiUiam Brock, the former United States Trade Represenutive 
(USTR). is now Mexico's principal U.S. trade and political 
advisor on NAFTA. While serving as USTR in 1982, he 
initiated discussions with Mexico about a trade and investment 
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agreement. Later, Mexico paid Brock's firm $191,000 be­
tween January 1991 and December 1992. 

• Timodiy Bennett, die former deputy assisunt USTR for Mex­
ico, is now the Mexican negotiating team's technical advisor. 
Mexico paid his firm $223,000 between August 1991 and 
December 1992. 

• Charls Walker, a former Deputy Secreury of the Treasury, 
now collects political intelligence from die U.S. Congress on 
behalf of Mexico. In addition, he is lobbying the new Members 
of Congress elected in 1992 to support NAFTA. For his 
services. Mexico paid Walker's firm $727,000 between July 
1991 and December 1992. 

• Joseph O'Neill is now a key lobbyist for Mexico. O'Neill is 
die former assistant to the Senate Finance Committee diat 
oversees all trade legislation. O' Neill is now charged by Mex­
ico widi die task of getting Congress to ratify NAFTA. Mexico 
paid O'Neill's firm $455,000 between June 1991 and October 
1992. 

In addition to ils foreign lobbying effort, Mexico has mounted 
a massive public relations campaign inside the United Sutes to 
sell NAFTA. Since lhe beginning of die NAFTA negotiations in 
1991, Mexico has paid one public relations firm more than $5.4 
million, l l has paid anodier more dian $250,000. 

Mexico has also hired many prominent Hispanic-Americans 
to be its NAFTA spokespersons. One spokesperson, Toncy 
Anaya, formerly served as Governor of New Mexico. Another, 
Gabriel Guerra-Mondragon, served as a top aide to die U.S. 
Ambassador to Mexico, and. more recendy. as a member of die 
Clinion Presidential Transition Team. A diird spokesman, Ed­
ward Hidalgo, was once Secretary of die Navy. Their job now is 
to convince their fellow Americans — especially Hispanic-
Americans — dial NAFTA will benefit diem. 

The Center estimates that Mexico will spend more dian $30 
mil Uon on ils NAFTA campaign The Center also notes diat diis 
$30 million is probably a low estimate because it is based only 
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on lobbying expenditures that have [o he reported under die 
federal govcmment's Foreign Agents Registration Act. This law 
is riddled with loopholes. Other experts nii lobbying believe lhat 
the $30 million estimate is less than half the amount dial Mexico 
will actually spend to attempt to get die United Sutes Congress 
to ratify NAFTA. 

Mexico's political campaign in Washington is extraordinarily 
well organized. Eariy on. the Mexican government established a 
separate NAFTA office in Washington and pui a skilled Mexican 
businessman in charge. He and the .Mexican ambassador tightly 
control their army of Washington insiders. 

To help in this process, Mexico has staffed its Washington, 
D.C. NAFTA office with enough people to monitor every phase 
of their lobbying campaign. One suffer coordinates Mexico's 
lobbying efforts with die U.S. corporations lhat are also advocat­
ing passage of NAFTA. Anodier Mexican official closely moni­
tors die position of each Member of Congress on NAFTA. This 
allows Mexico to concentrate its lobbying on die Members who 
are still undecided about how to vote on the agreement. 

Another Mexican official manages the "Hispanic ouu-each" 
program in die United States. As a measure of Mexico's dior-
oughness, it also has an official assigned to coordinate die lobby­
ing of U.S. envin>nmental groups. 

In addition to managing ils Washington leam, Mexico's 
NAFTA office arranges for Mexican officials lo visit prestigious 
forums diroughout die United Sutes. Over the past two years, die 
President of Mexico and his cabinet have spoken before dozens 
of U.S. audiences. The Mexican message is always die same: 
American workers have nothing to fear from NAFTA. 

The Mexican lobbying coordinators meet widi dieir lop Wash­
ington agents at least once a week. At diese meetings. Mexico's 
"Team NAFTA" shares information and coordinates ils efforts 
to persuade Congress. 
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Mexico is aided by many prominent and well-connected 
Amencans who have financial interests in Mexico. These influ­
ential Amencans conUci newspaper publishers, editorial writers 
and reporters. Again, the message is the same: NAFTA is good 
for die United Sutes. To help die innuential Amencans working 
on behalf of Mexico keep dieir message consistent. Mexico's 
U.Sj)ublic relations team disinbutes talking points about 
NAFTA and stands ready to wnie articles that can be signed and 
submitted for publication by die influential Americans. 

Mexico has left nothing to chance in dieir campaign to con-
vmce die U.S. Congress to ratify NAFTA. Mexico has hired a 
well-known fomier senate aide to escort key congressional sUff 
members to Mexico, all expenses paid by die Mexican govem­
ment. Since Mexico began its campaign to persuade die U S 
Congress to ratify NAFTA, more ihan 76 senior congressional 
suffers have taken all-expense paid trips to Mexico where diey 
are wined, dined, and lobbied. Mexico knows dial individual 
members of Congress will depend on die advice of dieir aides 
about how to vote on die ratification of NAFTA. 

Mexico is a good neighbor and a friend of die United Sutes 
but die U.S. should not be subjected to foreign political cam­
paigns and foreign lobbying. Former public officials should be 
prohibited from cashing in on dieir public service, as so many are 
doing m diis NAFTA campaign. Finally, if it is absolutely nec-
ess^ for U.S. public officials — whedier appointed, elected, or 
suff — to travel anywhere on govemment business, die complete 
lab should be paid by die U.S. Govemment. U.S. public officials 
should never be beholden to anyone, particularly not to foreien 
interests. ^ 

Big Business Wants NAFTA 

Multinational corporations have had dieir eye on Mexico for 
years — not as a market of any real consequence, but as a locale 
for an unlimited supply of cheap, highnjuality labor widi weak 
unions and a sympadietic central government. Until recently die 
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principal obstacle to this corporate dream has been Mexico's 
fierce resentment of bodi die United States and die multinational 
corporations. 

For more dian a decade, diese companies and many public 
opinion makers have quietly, but persistently, worked on the idea 
of integrating die U.S. and Mexican economies. They have done 
shidies, persuaded Mexican officials to sign 'framework" in-
vesunent agreements, conducted conferences, written editorials, 
and done all of die.diings diat shape public opinion and debate. 
NAFTA is the culminating event. 

U.S. corporations are spending as much as die Mexican gov­
ernment to persuade Congress to ratify NAFTA. These expendi­
tures are far less visible dian Mexican expenditures, however, 
because domestic companies are not required to report neariy as 
much information about their lobbying efforts as are foreign 
interests. However, die enormity of this effort is apparent. 

The U.S. corporate lobbying campaign to ratify NAFTA is led 
by a newly-formed loM>ying group called USA*NAFTA. It has 
more than one thousand members, but die group's money comes 
from fewer dun one hundred of diose members. The CEOs of 
many of USA*NAFrA companies served as advisers to the U.S. 
negotiating team during the NAFTA negotiations. Most of die 
USA*NAFTA companies will profit greatly if Congress ratifies 
NAFTA. 

USA*NAFTA has publicly suied that it is raising $2 million 
to spend on pro-NAFTA lobbying. This, too, is die tip of a larger 
political iceberg. Most of the sponsoring companies also maintain 
full-time lobbying offices in Washington. These lobbyists are 
working hard to get NAFTA approved. 

But there is more. These same companies also provide major 
funding for die key business and trade associations in Washing­
ton, D. C . such as the United Sutes Chamber of Commerce, die 
National Association of Manufacturers, die Business Round-
Uble. and dozens of odiers. All these organizations and dieir 
lobbyists are working hard to get Congress to ratify NAFTA. 
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Most of these U.S. corporations and trade associations also 
have large Political Action Committees (PACs) dial have donated 
heavily to the NAFTA advocates in Congress. 

Finally, the largest lobbying organization in the United States is 
doing all dial il can to persuade Congress to ratify NAFTA. That 
organization is the executive branch of the federal govemment 

It is illegal for die executive branch to lobby Congress, but die 
White House and the dozens of agencies under its control employ 
hundreds of people in a category called "congressional relations." 
It's the same thing as lobbying, bul it doesn't pay as well. 

The president's "congressional relations" staff is backed by die 
premier public relations machine in the world — the White House. 
The congressional relations staff also has the services of economisU, 
sutisticians, librarians, and clerks who can quickly find any piece 
of information needed lo sell this agreement to Congress. 

NAFTA Myths 

A strange thing happens in the executive branch of our gov­
ernment when the president adopts a position on legislation — 
facts suddenly don'l matter. Tlie only goal is to get the legislation 
through Congress. The debate over NAFTA has reached thai 
suge. The administration's team has one goal — get NAFTA 
ratified by Congress. In pursuit of that objective, a huge public 
relations effort is underway. 

To sell this agreement, NAFTA proponents are using dozens 
of sales pitches. If one pitch won't work, then anodier is tried. 
But much of what is being presented as fact by NAFTA advocates 
in speeches and editorials crumbles upon closer examination. 
Here are some of the premier NAFTA myths: 

Myth 1 — NAFTA Critics Are RacisU 
The quickest way to discredit a critic, discount an argument, 

or intimidate an opponent in U.S. politics is to label that person 
a "racist." It happens time and again because it works. Once a 
prominent official makes the smear, it is repeated by the media. 
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and the victims are dien forced to prove they arc not bigots. The 
accusers are rarely criticized by ihe media. 

The "racist" card is already being played by die pro-NAFFA 
advocates. High-level adminisuation officials are lelling report­
ers in "off die record" interviews that NAFTA opponents are 
racists. Several Members of Congress are making similar slurs in 
public. It is, of course, all planned and coordinated. Politicians 
who claim odicrwise should be asked lo explain such demagogu-
ery to their constituents. 

The fact that American workers don t want dieir jobs moved 
to Mexico is not "racist." 

Myth 2 — NAFTA Will Create More antl Better U.S. Jobs 
When NAFTA negotiations began in 1991. advocates claimed 

NAFTA would create more jobs for Americans. In 1992. during 
the middle of die negotiations, die U S. Secretary of Labor 
testified before Congress that NAFTA would cost 150.000 
American jobs. In July 1993. die Congressional Budget Office 
reported that the total number of lost American jobs would be 
"well under half a million." Notice a trend here? 

The reason diat most U.S. policymakers are so blind to die job 
shifting dial will occur if NAFTA is ratified is that diey rely on 
the dozens of "reputable" academic sttidies that say it won't 
happen. 

Yet, these studies are based on unrealistic assumptions and 
flawed mathematical models. Most of these models assume, for 
instance, that the United States is operating at full employment, 
meaning that anyone losing a job has the skills and resources to 
get a comparable job almost immediately. They also assume that 
Mexico will not become an export platform into the United Sutes 
for Asian and European manufacnirers. 

As absurd as these assumptions are. they are die least of the 
weaknesses found in the studies. Specifically, the Intemational 
Trade Commission, the federal agency that analyzes the eco­
nomic effecu of U.S. trade agreements, reported to Congress in 
February 1993 that the most prominent of die NAFTA studies. 
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including its own earlier reports, are based on madiematical 
models that are unable to "capture" die effects of key elements 
of die agreement. One element is "die elimination of trade 
balancing requirements in the automotive sector, and rtiles-of-
ongin requirements in die computer, automotive, and textiles 
sectors." Yet computers, automobiles, and textiles are a major 
component of U.S.-Mexico trade. 

In addition, die International Trade Commission concluded 
lhat diese models were unable lo satisfactorily calculate die 
effects of NAFTA on key agricultural sectors, like sugar, because 
of "special factors such as changes in govemment price support 
programs in bodi the Mexican and U.S. sectors as well as bber-
alization under NAFTA of quou on imports of downstream 
products in the sugar-conuining products sector." But agricul­
ture is also a major component of U.S.-Mexico trade in diis 
agreement. 

Most important, die International Trade Commission reports 
that the mathematical models do nol "incorporate potential in­
creases in Mexican investment resulting from NAFTA." In plain 
English, this means diese models cannot calculate whedier 
NAFTA will result in U.S. companies moving to Mexico. And 
since these model makers cannot do the calculations, they assume 
that U.S. companies will not relocate. These madiematical model 
studies are worthless. 

Let's be clear about this: these studies certainly do not provide 
a basis on which Congress can make an informed decision about 
NAFTA. 

Myth 3 — U.S. Companies Will Relocate to Meiico With or 
Without NAHA 

It is true dial many U.S. companies have already moved some 
of dieir operations to Mexico under die Maquiladora Program. 
For diese U.S. companies, the risk associated with Mexico's court 
system and political system is not an obsUcle. For many odier 
U.S. companies, diese legal obstacles are loo large. NAFTA is 
the ticket for this latter group. It guarantees quick payment for 
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nationalized properties at market pnces. protects die intellectual 
property rights of investors, ensures currency convertibility, and 
allows foreigners to take dieir profits out of Mexico. Disputes 
will be setded by a new institution that is beyond die reach of 
Mexican courts. All these investor protections are in an intema­
tional agreement that is beyond the reach of Mexican politicians. 

If a U.S. company has been silting on die fence trying to dec ide 
whether to move its manufacturing operations to Mexico, then 
NAFTA removes most of the remaining impediments and doubts. 

In odier words, if NAFTA is raiified. the sû eam of U.S. 
factories flowing to Mexico will become a fiood. 

Myth 4 —Low Meiican Wages Don't Matter 
Dozens of speeches and editorials by NAFTA advocates have 

included the following message, " If low wage rates mattered in 
determining where to locate factories, Haiti would be die most 
industrialized country in die hemisphere." Sometimes. Bangla­
desh is substitijted for Haiti. The real reason U.S. manufacturers 
do not go lo Haiti or Bangladesh is that these countries don't have 
the political subility or investment guarantees of NAFTA. 

The argument made by these advocates is diat Mexico's low 
wages reflect low productivity, giving companies litde reason to 
relocate. 

This argument is wrong on three counts. First. Mexican work­
ers are very good. Dozens of articles in leading publications, such 
as the New York Times and Business Week document that al­
though overall U.S. productivity is much greater than Mexico's, 
the productivity of the new Mexican plants operated by U.S. 
corporations is fully competitive widi plants located anywhere in 
dieworkl. 

Second, the viul link of workers gening more pay for greater 
productivity has been broken by the Mexican government's wage 
controls. This is why real wages in Mexico have dropped by more 
than 50 percent over die past decade, even as Mexican workers 
in the export industries have dramatically increased their produc-
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tivity. Mexico's govemment is deliberately using low wages to 
lure foreign manufacuirers. 

Finally, labor costs are the pnncipal cost of production for 
most U.S. manufacturers. They have few means to cut die costs 
of interest, Uxes. supplies, components, energy, and other factors 
of production. Bul management can cut labor costs. In die 1980s, 
most U.S. companies eliminated entire layers of workers. Now! 
a large and growing number of companies are cutting labor costs 
by using low-wage, temporary workers and denying diem any 
benefits. Other manufacturers are moving to Mexico in .search of 
cheap labor. 

The aridimetic of relocation is awesome. The Internal Revenue 
Service reports that U.S. manufacturers have average Uxable 
profits of three to five percent on sales. A quick way to boost 
those profits is to find workers who will do the same work for 
less pay. By moving factones to Mexico, companies can cut dieir 
cosLs of labor by 80 percent or more. If labor is 20 percent of die 
total cost of production in die United Sutes (which it is for half 
of all U.S. manufacttirers). a shift to Mexico means a savings of 
16 percent on total production costs. For most companies, just 
one year's savings on labor will pay for the cost of relocation. 
Thereafter, most of these savings translate lo increased profits. 

The question, dierefore. is this: will large numbers of U.S. 
manufacturers abandon their American workers and relocate to 
Mexico if they can generate cost savings and vastly increase dieir 
profits under the protection of NAFTA? 

Myth 5 — Mexico Is A Vast Market For U.S. Exports 
The raw sutistics of U.S.-Mexican trade give die mistaken 

impression diat Mexico is a vast and growing market for American 
exports. A closer look, however, reveals a far different pktiire. 

Of die $40.6 billion of U.S. exports to Mexico in 1992, $15.5 
billion was capital goods — dial is, factories. For example, when 
Smidi Corona closed its typewriter factory in Cordand, New 
York last year and shipped ils manufacturing equipment to Ti­
juana, Mexico the transfer of equipment counted as an "export" 
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of low-wage workers. The graph on page 73 explains diese 
relationships. 

The only significant opportunity die U S ha.s to export to 
Mexico is die opportunity to sell capital goods to U.S. factories 
relocated in Mexico. The grim reality of this arrangement is the 
loss of millions of American jobs. 

Myth 7 — NAFTA Will Reduce illegal Immigration 
As manufacturing in northem Mexico expands, hundreds of 

thousands of Mexican workers will be drawn north. They will 
quickly find that wages in die Mexican maquiladora plants cannot 
compete widi wages anywhere in die Uniied Sutes. Out of 
economic neoes.sity, many of diese mobile workers will consider 
illegally migrating into die United States In short. NAFTA has 
die potential to increase illegal immigration, not decrease it. 

Myth 8 — Rejection of NAFTA Will Cost 400,000 American Jobs 
The United Stales Trade Representative and odier administra­

tion officials have testified dial if Congress rejects NAFTA, die 
Uniied Sutes will kise 400.000 jobs. This estimate has been 
widely repeated. It is nonsense. 

The estimate of 400.000 lost jobs is based on the assumption 
that U.S. exports to Mexico will rise by almost one-diird by 1995 
— a $13.4 billion increase — if NAFTA passes, or lo about a $54 
billion level. At die same time, die administration estimates diat 
exports will fall by aquarter if NAFTA is rejected — dial is. from 
$40.6 billion today to $31 billion. 

How did die administration get dial 400.000 job figure? 
Economist Thea M. Lee was asked die same question by Con­
gress. She punctured diis balkion. Lee lold Congress that die drop 
of exports from $40.6 to $31 billion accounts for 161.000 jobs. 
But. when Congress asked. "Where do die odier 239.000 lost jobs 
come from." she responded as follows: the loss of 400.000 jobs 
is not measured from current levels, bul from die mydiical height 
of 900.000. which is never acnially attained, but only assumed to 
be possible. 
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The adminisu-ation's 400.000 job loss claim is ba.seless; just 
more blue smoke and mirtors. 

Myth 9 — Rejection Of NAFTA is A Rejection Of Salinas 
One U.S. Senator has written diat a "repudiation of NAFTA 

would be a personal repudiation of President Salinas, who first 
requested the negotiations." 

A former Secreury of Sute writes dial "Defeat of NAFTA 
would do incalculable harm to the reform process President 
Salinas has so successfully begun." 

Administration officials argue in private lhat if NAFTA is 
rejected. President Salinas might not be able lo choose his suc­
cessor and the ruling PRI's dominance of Mexico's politics might 
be endangered. 

Again, let's be clear here. This is supposed to be a trade 
agreement. It must be evaluated on what is best for the American 
people, and particularly American workers. American jobs 
should not be used as a foreign policy device to take sides in the 
upcoming Mexican elections. 

From the beginning of negotiations, everyone has understood 
that Congress has the right to reject this agreement. The sole 
criterion by which NAFTA should be judged is " is it good for 
America?" 

Each of these myths is being repeated in countless forms as the 
Congressional vote on NAFTA approaches. Upon examination, 
however, all the myths are merely rationalizations designed to 
give Members of Congress an excuse to vote " Yes" on NAFTA. 

It is up to you, the American voters, to tell Congress to vote 
"No" on NAFTA. 
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Wliat's in NAFTA 

As the battle over the federal budget began to heat up in July 1993, 
die national media got a copy of a While House memorandum 
that told administration officials what lo say about the president's 
budget proposal. They were instructed to skip the detaUs and 
simply sute that the plan will "be good for die coiuiiry, good for 
the economy and good for middle-class working families." 

The president's staff was also advised to project "optimism, 
energy, and enthusiasm." The memo said, "Even your most 
cynical critics will walk away impressed with your commit­
ment... Your body language, altitude and confidence will be 
infectious." 

NAFTA is being sold in a similai manner — skip die details 
and make optimistic, but vague, claims, all presented with energy, 
enthusiasm and positive body language, whatever that is. 

Is it any surprise, dierefore. to learn that only a few Members 
of Congress have read NAFTA or understand its implications? It 
shouldn't be. Most Members of Congress are learning about 
NAFTA from foreign lobbyists, special interests, or from the 
short summaries of the trade agreement prepared by the special 
interests and die governments of die United Sutes, Canada, and 
Mexico. 

America's business should not be conducted diis way. But die 
reality of die situation is dial die elected .servants must deal with 
an enormous volume of information and documenution. In one 
sense, they are the victims of their own creation — a huge 
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bureaucracy that iscapable of producing more legislative propos­
als than any one person can possibly comprehend. 

While there is no substitute for reading die actual agreement, 
it is unlikely that very many Members of Congress will take die 
lime or make die effort lo read it before diey must cast dieir vole. 
Reading and undersunding a 1,100-page document with lan­
guage similar to a life insurance policy is something that few 
people have time to do. 

Yet. elected servants bear die burden to ensure that they are 
hearing all sidtfs of a particular issue and know what they are 
doing when they vote, particularly on something as dangerous to 
America's economic future as NAFTA. 

The remainder of this chapter is devoted to a summary of 
NAFTA. Special attention is focused on die provisions affecting 
American jobs and U.S. sovereignty. 

The Basic NAFTA Document 

The North American Free Trade Agreement is a two-volume 
document with a blue cover. The 570 pages in Volume I present 
the key provisions of die agreement between Mexico. Canada and 
the United States. 

Volume II consists of 450 pages Of diese pages. 147 are 
devoted to "exceptions" to NAFTA. Anodier name for an excep­
tion might be a "special treatment provision." If you've just 
finished negotiating a deal with someone, you might judge your 
negotiating success on die number of "special treatment provi­
sions" to the contract diat you were able to get — the more die 
better. We've already seen several examples of one country or 
two countries receiving special û ealment or exceptions under 
NAFTA. We'll see several more exceptions in diis chapter. 

The NAFTA document conveniently summarizes the excep­
tions on a country-by-country basis. It shouldn't come as any 
surprise to leam diat die United Slates has die fewest pages of 
exceptions — a toul of 21. Canada has twice as many pages — 
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42. Mexico has twice as many pages of exceptions as Canada— 
a total of 84. If you've ever u-aveled in Mexico and tried to buy 
anydiing, you quickly learned not to accept the first offer that 
someone gave you. Maybe die U.S. negotiators didn't spend 
enough time in Mexico before they began negotiating. 

Because NAFTA incorporates virtually all the provisions of 
the 1988 Canada Free Trade Agreement, very few changes in 
trade between Canada and lhe United Stales will occur if NAFTA 
is ratified by Congress. As a result, the North American Free 
Trade Agreement basically defines Mexico's new relationship 
with its two northern neighbors. NAFTA integrates a very under­
developed country with two very developed countries. 

NAFTA — Volume I 

Part One — General Matters 
Volume I is divided into eight parts and 22 chapters. Part One 

is very short. In only seven pages, which are divided into two 
chapters. Part One describes the six basic objectives of die 
agreement, defines the terms that are used, identifies NAFTA's 
relationship to existing international trade and environmenul 
agreements, and sutes the obligations lhat each nation assumes 
once the agreement is adopted 

Of the six objectives, three are concerned with the principal 
goal of the agreement — protecting foreign investors who do 
business in Mexico. 

Extent of Obligations — The most imporunt provision in 
Part One is Article 105 which defines die obUgations of die diree 
countiies if NAFTA is enacted. It states that each government 
"shall ensure that all necessary measures are taken in order to 
give effect to die provisions of this Agreement, including dieir 
observance, except as odierwisc provided in this Agreement, by 
sute and provincial govemments." 

This is a very, very broad commitmcni on die part of die United 
Sutes if NAfTA is ratified by Congre.ss. Not only will the United 
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Sutes be bound to change its federal laws that conflict with 
NAFTA, but it will also make a cominiunent to see that any sute 
laws diat conflict widi NAFTA are changed. Many existing laws 
and regulations at all levels of govemment will be superseded by 
NAFTA, 

Equally important. NAFTA gives Mexico and Canada the 
right to challenge the legality of our Icderal. sute. and local laws 
as illegal ti-ade barriers. Any challenge will be considered in 
secret by a panel of intemational uadc bureaucrats. There is no 
appeal process involving the U.S. justice system. The diird branch 
of U.S. govemment. the judiciary, and the American right to due 
process have been negotiated away. What happened to die system 
of checks and balances? If die United Sutes loses a decision 
before this board of intemational arbitrators, die Uniied States is 
obligated to change its laws or pay a penally to die odier nations. 

The impact of this provision on U.S. sovereignty is neither 
trivial nor far-fetched. In die late 1980s, the United Sutes banned 
tuna imports from Mexico under die provisions of the U.S. 
Marine Mammal Protection Act, which protects dolphins from 
ledial fishing methods. Mexico challenged die legality ofthe U.S. 
law under the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), 
lhe worid u-ade agreement. In August 1991, a GATT panel mied 
that the U.S. law is an illegal trade bamer. An appeal ofthe matter 
is still pending. 

In 1990. Canada challenged U.S. excise taxes on beer. wine, 
and cider. As pan of its opinion in this case, a GATT panel of 
arbitrators esublished a significant precedent with respect to die 
effect of bodi U.S. federal law and state law. The international 
panel declared dial. "GATT law is part of ihe Uniied Sutes 
federal law and. being ba.sed on die Commerce Clause of die 
Constinition. overrides, as a general matter, inconsistent sute 
law." GATT ruled that die U.S. federal government must lake all 
measures widiin its constitutional audiority to force compliance 
widi GATT by each of its state govemments. 

As diese examples suggest. NAFTA obligates the United 
Sutes in ways diat are only dimly understood. An intemational 
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agreement of such importance to die Uniied Suies should never 
have been negotiated in secrecy or in haste. Congress should not 
attempt to ignore die impact of NAFTA on die United Suies by 
limiting itself lo only 20 hours of debate in die House and 20 hours 
of debate in the Senate as provided by "fast track." This is 
reckless and irresponsible. What's the hurry? 

Part Two — Trade in Goods 
Part Two of NAFTA specifies the mles that will be used to 

guide trade between Mexico. Canada, and die United Sutes. In 
151 pages, which is divided into eight chapters. Part Two defines 
the future for thousands of U.S. companies and millions of 
American workers. 

National Treatment and Market Access for Goods — 
Chapter Three describes in great detail die goods diat can be 
traded under NAFTA, the duties lhat can be charged, the restric­
tions dial can be imposed, and die exceptions. The net effect of 
diis section is lo quickly open die U.S. market lo goods shipped 
from Mexico. 

Under NAFTA, die United States must eliminate all of its 
tariffs on automobiles imported from Mexico, while Mexico only 
has to reduce its uriffs on autos made in die Uniied Slates over 
a ten-year period. Mexico and Canada can impose domestic 
content restrictions on auto makers requiring dial significant 
portions of all vehicles sold in dicir countries must be made diere. 
No reciprocal right exists for the United States. NAFTA makes 
Mexico a very attractive manufacturing center for U.S.. Japanese, 
and European automakers. 

The U.S. apparel market is tuiiher opened under NAFTA to 
producers operating out of Mexico. Open access to U.S. markets 
will speed the fiight of Amencan apparel companies out of the 
United Slates in search of low-wage Mexican labor. U.S. and 
Canadian negotiators won an exception in diis part of the agree­
ment requiring that a substantial portion of the apparel made in 
Mexican factories must use yarn, thread, and fabric manufactured 
in North America. The inient is lo protect U.S. and Canadian 
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textile jobs. However, Chinese and other foreign textile makers 
have already figured a way around this provisum by building 
their own factories in Mexico. U.S textile makers who want to 
be competitive will be forced to move jobs to Mexico or go out 
of business. 

For the next ten years, Mexico can prohibit the import of 95 
types of used equipment. The equipment that cannot be shipped 
into Mexico includes virtuaUy every type of consUTiction equip­
ment imaginable, such as scrapers, graders, draglines, cranes, and 
tamping machines.. Mexican manufacturers and foreign equip­
ment makers with Mexican factories are protected from inexpen­
sive imports of used equipment. Assuming thai new construction 
equipment produced in the United Sutes cannot compete from a 
price standpoint, the sale of used equipment would have been the 
only hope for U.S. equipment manufacturers. As a result of diis 
NAJTA restriction on U.S. equipment manufacturers, only con­
struction equipment produced in Mexico will be used in the 
post-NAFTA building boom. It's a cozy Hide arrangement nicely 
protected under NAFTA. Whose interests were the U.S. negotia­
tors looking out for? 

Rules of Origin — Chapter Four esublishes mles that deny 
preferential treatment for goods produced outside of North Amer­
ica. The way for a Japanese or European company to get prefer­
ential treatment, of course, is to build a factory in Mexico. This 
is exacdy what the Mexican government is encouraging investors 
firom outside of Nwth America to do. 

Customs Procedures — Chapter Five requires each nation to 
provide assurances that a product exported to one of the other two 
participating countries was produced in the country lhat exported 
i t The idea is to make certain that Mexico does not become a 
transshipment station into the United Sutes and Canada for goods 
manufactured outside of Mexico. 

The problem, of course, is enforcement. The flow of trucks 
across the Mexican border has grown far faster than the capacity 
of the U.S. Customs Service to inspect the goods. The stale of 
Califomia reports that the volume of commercial traffic entering 
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Califomia from Mexico increased from 391.000 vehicles in 1983 
to more than 786.000 in 1990. The volume will expand even more 
if NAFTA is ratified by Congress. 

According lo the General Accounting Office, the United Suies 
had 1.800 inspectors along die border in 1990 when dieir work 
load demanded 2.500. If u-affic increases again by another one 
hundred percent, as it surely will, die U. S. Customs Service will 
need an additional 2.500 inspectors. The likely result is not 
enough inspectors to cope with a flood of imports across the 
U.S.-Mexico border. 

Take this situation a step further. Assume dial the United Sutes 
could put enough customs agents along die border to inspect 
every item exported from Mexico lo the United Stales. Are those 
customs agents going to be able to lell the difference between a 
shirt made by prison labor in China and a shirt made in Mexico? 

Energy and Basic Petrochemicals — Under Part Two. 
Chapter Six of NAFTA. Mexico retains its constitutional prohi­
bitions on foreign ownership of ils energy resources. While 
citizens of Mexico can own oil companies in the United Sutes, 
the reverse is not true in Mexico. The agreement does allow U.S. 
companies to export natural gas and petrochemicals into Mexico, 
and to participate in ownership of companies that generate elec­
tricity and provide contract services to Mexico's suie-owned 
energy monopolies. For the most part, however, Mexico kept 
energy, one of its principal indu.strics. off the NAFTA negotiating 
table. 

Agriculture, Sanitary, and Phytosanitary Measures — 
Chapter Seven is one of the most i mportanl parts of NAFTA. The 
negotiations on this section were handled in die worst possible 
way. First, Canada refused lo negotiate joindy widi the United 
Sutes and Mexico because it didn't want to risk losing any part 
of die very good deal they suuck in the 1988 Canadian Free Trade 
Agreement. Mexico negotiated one deal with Canada and another 
deal with the United Sutes. The U S,-Canadian negotiations 
simply reaffirmed the existing trade pact between the two coun­
tries. 
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NAFTA's text contains one agreement dial applies to agricul­
tural trade only between Canada and Mexico, and anodier agree­
ment diat af^lies only to Mexico and die United Sutes. In each 
agreement, new uriffs are specified on a product-by-product 
basis for dozens of agricultural products. 

Two of the most important provisions, however, concern the 
export of wheat and com to Mexico. Under NAFTA. Mexico's 
market will be opened to U S and Canadian exports of bodi 
commodities. But, U.S. wheat fanners will be at a price disad-
vanuge because die 1988 Canada Free Trade Agreement already 
permits Canada to subsidize die wheat production of its farmers. 

Perhaps die greatest dangers from NAFTA are conUined in die 
food hygiene standards. NAFTA's lax sundards undennine ex­
isting U.S. healdi and environmental standards. Radier dian adopt 
the highest possible food hygiene levels, NAFTA adopts stand­
ards developed by somediing called die Codex Alimenlarius 
Comnussion, plus those of the Intemational Office of Epizootics, 
the Intemational Plant Protection Convention, and die North 
American Plant Protection Organization. 

The Codex, a Uniied Nations organization, is a sUndards-set-
ting body whose members are national governments. It meets 
every two years to ratify sundards — such as those on pesticides, 
residues, and meats — that are proposed by its committees. 

The Codex delegations create a problem because dicy rely 
heavily upon the expertise of executives from die very industries 
that are to be regulated. Again, die numbers reveal a lot: die U.S. 
Advisory Panel to die Codex Alimenlarius at a recent sundards 
review was composed of represenuti ves from 14 food and chemi -
cal companies, six food and chemical trade associations, but only 
two consumer groups. 

As in other parts of die U.S. government, the revolving door 
is once again a problem. The leader of the U.S. Codex team until 
1991 was die Under Secretary for Agriculnire. In August 1991, 
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he cashed in on his govemment service and became the chief 
lobbyist for the National Food Processors Association. 

A comparison of the Codex standards with standards of the 
Food and Dmg Administration (FDA) and the Environmenul 
Protection Agency (EPA) reveals the recklessness of die Ameri­
can negotiators in adopting those sundards. For example, the 
Codex allows five limes more heptachlor on broccoli than the 
FDA, ten times more DDT on carrots, three times more aldrin on 
lettuce, and 50 limes more DDT on peaches. The Codex also 
allows 25 times more benomyl on cartots dian the EPA, 40 times 
more permethryn on apples, three times more lindane on straw-
bcrties, and almost two times more aldicarb on bananas. 

The Codex and other United Nations' standard-setting bodies 
are a quick and easy way to get around U.S. hygiene standards. 
It's really simple: 

• Load the Codex committees with represenutives from indus-

• Have the industry officials sel weak sUndards; 
• Get the sundards adopted by the Codex; 

• Persuade governments to use the Codex standards in their trade 
agreements; 

• Use the exemptions provided by die trade agreements to enter 
die U.S. market with foods diat would never meet the U.S. 
hygiene sundards. 

NAFTA is back-door deregulation of U.S. health and en­
vironmental standards. 

Part Two, Chapter Eight is supposed to provide any one country 
protection from a flood of imports from one or both of the other 
lwo countries if an industry in the one country is seriously 
threatened. The provision only remains in force for ten years. 
However, its administrative procedures are so slow and bureau­
cratic that a U.S. industry asking for relief would be financially 
dead by the time any relief action were taken. 
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Part Three —Technical Barriers to Trade 
Chapter Nine, which is (»niy 22 pages long, comprises all of 

Part Three. It defines die sundards diat will be used for trade 
under NAFTA, excluding those for food hygiene which are 
defined in Chapter Seven 

The objective of Chapter Nine i.s to equalize the standards used 
h> the t h w lutKMis in j vi.-a irriy of Juv;is such as labeluig. 
pharmaceutical te.sting, communications, health standards, and 
transportation safety among others. While the goal should be to 
raise Mexico's standards, which are lower than those of the 
United Suies, NAFTA uses intemational sundards as the foun­
dation for setting mles in the future. Many of these intemational 
sundards are lower dian existing standards in either Canada or 
the United Sutes. 

An apparent U.S.-inspired provision (probably from a pang of 
conscience) allows each of ihe diree nations to esublish higher 
domestic sundards, and to exclude imports that fail to meet diese 
higher sUndards. However, any sUndard stronger dian die offi­
cial intemational standard can be challenged as an unfair trade 
KjL'Tior The cKilWn^e \M11 be decul«M by a trinational panel of 
iiadc NircauciatN »Ycratinc: in sc*.̂ x•ĉ  

Put anodier way, NAFTA forces the United States to justify 
ils domestic regulations to Mexico and Canada. Instead of bring­
ing the Mexican sundards up, NAFTA will lower U.S. sundards 
on healdi, safety, and die environment. U.S. trade negotiators 
should never have put the American consumer in this position. 

Part Four — Government Procurement 
l>is |\sj,v .-hj»f»r.-T .Yv-n> v\'Hinrrv s co* emmeni procure-

NAFTA specifies which govemment agencies will accept foreign 
bids, provides equal competitive opportunities to bid, and makes 
certain diat die mles are fair for all. 

The big gain for die United States is dial U.S. companies will 
be pennitted to do woric for PEMEX, Mexico's giant peô oleum 
industiy. But die price is high. For instance, NAFTA will nullify 
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die federal Buy America Act, which provides that federal outlays 
will be used to buy competitive U S products. NAFTA will also 
undermine die Buy America laws of 35 stales and hundreds of 
cities. NAFTA allows Mexico and Canada to challenge Buy 
America laws as illegal trade barriers. 

There is another consideration — govemment procurement in 
die United Slates is more dian five times greater dian that of 
Mexico and Canada combined. Hence, Mexican and Canadian 
suppliers gel access lo a big market and U.S. suppliers get access 
to a litde market. Some deal. 

Part Frae — Investment, Senrices, and Related Matters 
Make no mistake about it: diis is die core chapter of NAFTA. 

Aldiough it lies neady buried in die middle of die document, diis 
really should be die first chapter — everydiing else is sort of 
incidental. This chapter is comprehensive, and die exceptions to 
die agreement are defined in exquisite detail. The U.S. negotiators 
obviously gave diese provisions a great deal of time and diought. 

Investment — The protections provided in diis pact cover nol 
only investors from die diree signatory countries, bul also inves­
tors from odier nations dial do business in North America. For­
eign investors already have diese protections in die Uniied Sutes 
and Canada. NAFTA extends protection for foreign investors to 
Mexico, diereby increasing Mexico's attraction to European and 
Asian investors. 

The investment chapter defines a series of commitments, 
mostly for Mexico, dial will make doing business in Mexico 
much like doing business in eidier Canada or the Uniied Sutes. 
In die process, Mexico surrenders many of the resuictions diat it 
ODor imposed on lhe oper^'j'.r. vf 1<jreî n b'Ĵ ;Jlrt,x•̂  ti-J <}]'/* i 
foreign investors to operate in industries diat were once reserved 
lo Mexican citizens. 

In NAFTA. Mexico agrees to allow foreign investors to take 
home any profits, dividends, interest, capiul gains, royalty pay-
menu, management fees, and odier monies derived from invest-
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ment in Mexico. This new ability to take money out of Mexico is 
very important to foreign investors. 

In NAFTA, Mexico agrees not to nationalize or expropriate 
foreign investments. However, in die event Mexico does nation­
alize or expropriate foreign investments, NAFTA protects the 
foreign investors by requiring compensation to be paid in full, 
without delay, and at a rate equivalent to the fair market value of 
the expropriated property. 

The question that investors must ask diemselves, of course, is 
this: if the promise not to nationalize foreign investments is 
broken, what are the chances that the promise to reimburse the 
foreign owners will be kept? The most likely remedy for Ameri­
can investors would be to get the U.S. govemment to impose high 
import tariffs that can be used for compensation and also permit 
fast tax write-offs — all of which will come out of the pockets of 
U.S. taxpayers. 

Under NAFTA, investor disputes will be handled by a new 
institution that is beyond the reach of Mexico's judicial system 
and the Uniied Sutes' judicial system. Foreign investors will go 
to intemational arbitration to seek binding awards for any viola­
tions of NAFTA, and secure diose awards under both NAFTA 
and other international treaties. 

Finally, with its status as an international agreement, 
NAFTA's investor protections are beyond the reach of Mexico's 
politicians. NAFTA is intended to create political stability where 
it might not exist. 

NAFTA also makes some important exceptions for foreign in­
vestment, most of which are at the expense of die Uniied Sutes. 
Canada, for instance, is allowed to review the direct acquisition 
by foreigners of all Canadian business assets over $5 million and 
the indirect investment of more than $50 million in uranium, oil 
and gas, financial services, transportation, and the entertainment 
industry. Mexico is allowed to review foreign investments over 
$25 miUion, an amount that will rise over time. 
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Mexico and Canada want to know who is investing in dieir 
country and whedier those investments are in their national 
interest. Mexico and Canada reserve the right to limit or prohibit 
foreign investors. The United States does not have this same right 
under NAFTA. 

Canada can also require U.S. investors to u-ansfer technology 
to Canada as a condition of doing business within its borders. 
NAJTA prohibits die United Sutes from imposing die same 
conditions on Canadian investors. 

Mexico and Canada's entertainment industnes (movie and 
television production, for example) have imponant exclusions 
under NAFTA. Similar exclusions are nol available to the United 
Sutes. 

NAFTA allows Mexico and Canada to protect ceruin indus­
tries and to exclude U.S. investors (both individuals and corpo­
rations) at their discretion. 

Cross-Border Trade in Services — The service industries of 
die United Slates are among the strongest in die world. NAFTA 
will provide U.S. service industries access to Mexico's closed 
market. At die same time, Mexican service providers will also 
gain full access to the rich U.S. market. 

It is die intent of this section of NAFTA lo evenuially allow 
service providers lo practice anywhere in North America. It also 
commits die Uniied Sutes to negotiate die removal of restrictions, 
licensing provisions, and performance measures that might ex­
clude citizens of Mexico or Canada from providing services in 
the United Stales. 

NAFTA commits die Uniied Suics to ensure that the licensing 
of professionals or service providers is based on competence to 
provide die service and does not constitute a disguised trade 
barrier. NAFTA forces die Uniied Sutes to eliminate any citizen­
ship and permanent residency requirements for professional serv­
ice providers, such as doctors, lawyers, and accoununts. 

NAFTA is a threat lo more dian blue-collar jobs. Today, more 
dian 15 mUlion Americans work in professional occupations. All 
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professionals have a nujor slake in ensunng die standards of their 
profession. Under NAFTA, diose sundards will be subject to a 
challenge which will be heard by an intemational panel. U.S. 
professionals will soon be competing widi lower wage Mexican 
professionals in the U.S. service market. 

TeleconimunicaUoiis — U.S. companies that move to Mex­
ico may require top quality computer, data processing, and elec­
tronic dau base services. The telecommunications section of 
NAFTA ensures diat foreign companies in Mexico wdl have full 
access to public telecommunications networks, including pri­
vately leased lines, on reasonable and non-discriminatory terms. 
The goal of this provision is to allow foreign investors to have 
the same level of telecommunications services in Mexico that 
diey can get in die United Sutes or Canada. 

Financial Services — Under NAFTA. Mexico can restrict 
foreign banks from controlUng more than eight percent of the 
entire banking market. Mexico will have to allow this limit to rise 
to 15 percent by 1999. If foreign banks achieve 25 percent of die 
Mexican barddng market between die years 2000 and 2004. 
Mexicocan freeze foreign financial affiliate's market share at that 
level. This freeze may not remain in effect for more than three 
years. Mexico can restrict foreign banks to controlling no more 
than one-quarter of the Mexican banking market until as late as 
die year 2007. 

The important result of NAFTA's fmancial provisions is diey 
provide a safe haven for U.S. and Japanese banks diat want to 
avoid banking restrictions in their own countries. The Intema­
tional Trade Commission explains how: 

NAFTA will likely have a modestly beneficial impact on 
long-term [iMnking] investnKnt in Mexico. In die absence 
of U.S. domestic regulatory reform, however, long-term 
investment in Mexico's universal banking system will be 
particularly altrKOve to U.S. and Japanese banks. Once 
established as financial groups in Mexico, diey will be able 
to operate commercial banking, investment banking, insur­
ance, leasing, and factoring businesses simultaneously. The 
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United State's Glass-Sleagall Act and Japan's Article 65 
separate commercial banking and investment banking in 
these two counu-ies. Both regulations have provided incen­
tives for U.S. and Japanese commercial banks to establish 
overseas operations, where diey may participate more 
freely in securities-related activities. 

In plain English, this means dial U.S. banks will have every 
incentive lo get their U.S. customers to establish affiliates in 
Mexico. Once the U.S. banks are doing business widi their U.S. 
customers in Mexico, the banks can take an equity position in 
these enierpri.ses and provide a wide array of high-risk investment 
services dial are prohibited by U.S. laws. Japanese banks can do 
the same. No one should be surprised that U.S. banks are among 
NAFTA's strongest supporters — U.S. banks can make a great 
deal of money if die U.S. companies they serve move factories 
and jobs to Mexico. 

While the Uniied States has long permitted direct foreign 
investment in its insurance industry. Mexico has not. In one of 
NAFTA's more beneficial provisions. Mexico opens its insur­
ance market to U.S. and Canadian companies. Today, only 20 
percent of Mexico's cars are insured, and less dian eight percent 
of Mexico's homes have household insurance. 

Under NAFTA. U.S. and Canadian investors are permitted to 
own a majority position in Mexican insurance companies. In­
itially, the collective market share of die foreign insurance com­
panies will be limited, but theiie resuictions are suppo.sed to 
disappear within seven years 

U.S. in.surance companies, to no one's surprise, are among 
NAFTA's biggest supporter:*. 

Competition Policy, Monopolies, and State Elntcrprises — 
Both Mexico and Canada operate state enterprises that enjoy 
monopoly sutus within dicir counu-ies. While the United Sutes 
has an antitmst agreenKnl with Canada, it does not have an 
antitmst agreement with Mexico. The basic intent of this provi­
sion is to esublish a trinational working group that widiin five 
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years will produce a sel of recommendations to the three countries 
on how to equalize antitrust laws and regulations in North Amer­
ica. 

If the other sections of NAFTA are any indication, diere will 
be well-organized and well-financed attempts lo use this trina­
tional report as a means to weaken U.S. laws on monopolies and 
predatory business practices. This antitmst language should be 
spelled out prior to ratifications by Congress. This is Negotiation 
101! 

Temporary Eiitry for Business Persons — This is one of the 
most important and most overlooked sections of NAFTA. Today, 
foreign professional workers can enter the U.S. labor market, but 
only "temporarily" and only if an employer gets a certification 
that a qualiHed U.S. worker cannot be found. Also, the existing 
U.S. immigration laws place a numerical limit on the number of 
temporary workers. Put another way. American workers have a 
priority for American jobs. 

NAFTA radically alters this entire concept. Under NAFTA, 
Mexican and Canadian workers in 63 designated categories nuy 
be hired in the United Sutes, even if qualified American workers 
are available. 

NAFTA also eliminates, by suges. any numerical limits on the 
number of these professionals who can work in the United Sutes. 
In year one of dhe agreement, only 5.500 professional "tempo­
rary" workers from Mexico and Canada can enter the United 
Slates. After the first year, NAFTA obligates the United Sutes to 
consider raising the ceiling. But in any case, anodier 5,500 can 
enter in the second year, and another 5.500 in the diird year. 

If any ceilings remain al the end of three years, the United 
Sutes must enter into negotiations with Canada and Mexico. At 
the end of ten years, NAITA allows an unlimited number of 
Mexican and Canadian professionals to enter the U.S. labor 
marketon a t̂en l̂iorary" sutus. 
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QENERAL 
1 Accouniani 

2 Archilect 
3 Compuier Systems 

Analyst 

4 Disasler Relief 
Insurance Claims 
Adjuster 

Economisi 
Engineer 
Forester 
Graphic [Designer 

Hotel Manager 

10 Industrial Designer 

11 Inienor Designer 

12 L.and Surveyor 

13 Landscape Architect 

14 Lawyer 

15 Librarian 

16 Muiagemeni 
Consultant 

17 Mathematician 
(including 
Statistician) 

18 Range Manager/ 
Range Conserva­
tion alisi 

19 Research Assistant 

20 Scientific 
Technician/ 
Technologist 

21 Social Worker 

22Sylvicii l iuhsi 
(including Forestry 
Specialist) 

23 Technical 
Publications Writer 

24 Urban Planner 
(including 
Geographer) 

25 Vocauonal 
Counselor 

MEDiCAl/ 
AUIEO 

26 Dentist 

27 Dietician 

28 Medical Laboratory 
Technologisi/Mcdical 
Technologist 

29 Nutri i ionii ! 

30 Occupational 
Therapist 

31 Pharmacist 

32 Physician 

33 Physiol herapiM/ 
Physical Therapist 

34 Psychologist 

35 Recreational 
Therapist 

36 Registered Nurte 

37 Veterinarian 

SCIEIfTBT 
38 Agriculturist 

(including 
Agronomist) 

39 Animal Breeder 

40 Animal Scienost 

41 Aptculiunst 

42 Astronomer 

43 Biochemist 

44 Biologist 

45 Chemist 

46 Dairy Sciennsi 

47 Entomologisl 

48 Epidemiologii l 

49 Geneticist 

50 Geologist 

51 Geochemist 

52 Geophysicist 
(including 
Oceanographer) 

Q HorlKuliunsI 

54 Meteorologist 

56 Phaimacologisi 

56 Physicist (including 
Ocean ographer) 

57 Plant Breeder 

58 Poultry Scientist 

59 Soil Scientist 

60 Zoologist 

TEACNER 
61 College 
62 Seminary 
63 University 

Sottrce: North Amcnciin Free Trade Agreement, Appendix I603.D.I, Chapter 
16, page 14. 
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There is more. Once "temporary" workers from Canada and 
Mexico begin to work in the United Stales, their "temporary" 
sutus can be extended for an unlimited number of years. 

NAFTA also expands the concept of "business worker" — 
which previously meant the owner or executive-level employee 
of a company doing intemational business. The expanded con­
cept includes business visitors who are paid from a non-U.S. 
source. Mexican and Canadian professionals, whether or not they 
have anything to do with intemational trade, can work in the 
United Sutes so long as they are paid from a company in either 
Mexico or Canada. 

Under NAFTA, Mexican and Canadian enu-epreneurs will be 
able to provide U.S. drug stores with pharmacists, hotels with 
managers, builders with architects, schools with teachers, com­
panies with accoununts, hospiuls with nurses, and manufactur­
ers with engineers. As a result, hundreds of thousands of 
professional and semi-professional American workers are going 
to be put under intense pressure to cut their wages and benefits. 
Tens of thousands of other American workers are not going to be 
so lucky. They're going to lose their jobs to low-paid foreign 
contract workers from Mexico and Canada. 

While no one was watching. U.S. NAFTA negotiators radi­
cally revised the nation's immigration laws. 

Part Six — latdteetnai Property 
Intellectual property is a short way of saying the economic 

righu of the owners of patents, copyrights and trademarks. 
NAFTA provides these holders with strong protections. 

The unstated goal of this section of NAFTA is to improve 
Mexico's laws until they are as strong and as rigidly enforced as 
those of the United Sutes and Canada. The concern is real 
because Mexico has long been a transshipment point into the 
United States for counterfeit goods made elsewhere in the world, 
and iu protections of intellectual property rights are weak. To 
provide the assurances warned by the United States and Canada, 
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Mexico agreed to abide by the provisions of the principal inter­
national agreements on intellectual property rights. 

NAFTA describes in great detail die procedures and sundards 
diat will be used to protect copynghts, compuier programs, data, 
photos, sound recordings, encrypted programs on satellites, 
trademarks, paients. layouts of semiconductor integrated circuits. 
U-ade secrets, and industrial designs. The real question is: can 
these procedures be enforced? 

As widi other parts of NAFTA, die underlying goal of diis 
section is to make operating widiin Mexico as safe for investors 
as operating widiin eidier die United States or Canada. Whde 
there is certainly nodiing wrong with protecting intellectual prop­
erty rights, it is a two-edged sword — it will protect U.S. and 
Canadian artists, inventors, scientists, and engineers, but it will 
offer additional incentives for moving operations and jobs to 
Mexico. 

Part Seven — Administrative and Institutional Provisions 
This part of the agreement defines how NAFTA will be 

administered and how disputes will be setded. It proposes some 
radical changes to die rights of U.S. citizens. 

Publication, Notification, and Administration of Laws — 
This section of NAFTA is only three pages long. It binds each 
nation to esublish tribunals that can review and, if necessary, 
adjust any fmal administrative actions uken to implement 
NAFTA. Each country is required to promptly provide the other 
two counuies with information about any proposed action that 
might affect any provisions of NAFTA. 

Review and Dispute Settlement in Antidumping and 
Countervailing Duty Matters — In simple language, NAFTA 
takes away the constitutional right of American citizens to seek 
redress in U.S. courts if they are harmed by several types of 
intemational economic crimes, such as "dumping," Dumping is 
a predatory business practice in which foreign industries !>ell their 
products at cutthroat prices often below die selling price for die 
same goods in die predator's domestic market or even below die 
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cost of production. The purpose of dumping is to unfairly destroy 
competitors and take away their market share. Although this is 
illegal in the United Sutes, Mexican and Canadian companies 
have engaged in these practices many times in the past. 

NAFTAis crystal clear on this issue in Chapter I9which sutes 
"As provided in this Article, each Party [nation] shall replace 
judicial review of final antidumping and countervailing duty 
determinations with binadoiul panel review." 

In the past, the Canadian and Mexican govemments have also 
subsidized many of their companies, which gives them an unfair 
advanuge in intemational competition. In those cases, the United 
Sutes can still impose a tariff — a tax on the imported goods — 
that is equal to the amount of die govemment subsidy, diereby 
leveling the playing fiekl. 

Over the past several decades, the Uniied Sutes has often been 
the target of dumping and subsidized exports. Time and again, 
crime has paid. Dozens of industries, thousands of companies, 
and miUions of American jobs have been lost to these illegal acts. 
The most visible of these losses is consumer electronics, which 
was destroyed by dumping in die 1960s and 1970s. 

Subsequendy, protections have been built into U.S. laws and 
victims have access to expedited mediods to deal with these 
predators in U.S. courts. NAFTA would wipe out diese rights and 
procedures. The NAFTA procedures are modeled after the pro­
cedures incorporated in the 1988 Canada Free Trade Agreement. 
They have received virtually no attention. Here's how they work: 

If U.S. judicial procedures find dial Mexican or Canadian 
firms are either dumping goods in the U.S. market or are being 
subsidized by their govemments, the Mexican and Canadian 
govemmenU can appeal the ruling by requesting the formation 
of a binationai panel. 

The rulings of the intenutional panel are final. Ultimately, 
U.S. citizens and corporations are denied the protection of Ameri­
can laws within the United Sutes. 
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The intemational panels are composed of people appointed by 
the respective governments. Moreover, a majority of these pan­
elists must be lawyers — a job protection provision conveniently 
inserted by the U.S. lawyers who negotiated NAFTA. 

A panel is composed of five people. The two nations each 
identify two panelists, and die four panelists dien pick die fifdi 
from a list. The U.S. panelists are selected from a lisi preDared 
by die White House. * ^ 

In die spring of 1989, the White House identified a pool of 25 
American u-ade experts from which die U.S. panelists would be 
selected under die CFTA. Of the 25 potential panelists, 14 were 
eidier registered foreign agents or senior partners in Washington 
law firms lhat serve as lawyer/lobbyists for foreign interests, 
including those from Canada. 

The list of panelists is now kept secret. These panelists, who 
in effect serve as international judges, are not confirmed by die 
senate. Indeed, like the American public, die Senate does not even 
know who is on diis list. 

The work of the panel is done in secret, and die proceedings 
are not released to the public. The only appeal from a decision of 
a panel is to another international panel, and diat panel's deci­
sions are final. These are modem-day Sur Chambers — secret 
courts empowered to decide matters of enormous consequence 
to Americans. 

The audiors of this kangaroo court system went a step further 
to discourage any challenge to their decisions. The CFTA imple­
menting legislation states dial, "in die event the provisions pro­
viding for die creation and operation of these binationai panels is 
declared unconstitutional by the Appellate Court of the District 
of Columbia or by the Supreme Court, then die President is 
audionzed on behalf of die United States to accept, as a whole, 
the decision of the binationai panel.. ." Any action taken by die 
PresidenI "shall not be subject to judicial review, and no court of 
the United States shall have power or jurisdiction to review such 
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action on any question of law or fact by an action in the nature of 
mandamus or otherwise." 

Furthermore, as one of Ronald Reagan's last acts as President, 
he signed Executive Order 12662. dated December 31. 1988. 
which stipulates that in the event die Supreme Court finds dut 
Ihe dispute resolution procedure conuined in the CFTA is uncon­
stitutional, the United Sutes accepts as a whole, all decisions of 
the binauonal panels. This Executive Order is still in effect So 
much for the American system of checks and balances. 

After four years of experience widi CFTA. diere is evidence 
of how this panel process will work. Canadian interests have 
appealed the decision of 16 rulings of die U.S. Intemational Trade 
Commission (ITC). Binationai panels were created, and ten out 
of 16 times diey reversed the ITC ruling in favor of die Canadians. 
U.S. industry has appealed three dumping decisions made by the 
Canadian government Panels were formed, and three out of three 
times diey ruled in favor of die Canadians. Of die 16 panels dut 
reviewed FTC decisions, len had one or more U.S. panelists who 
was either a registered foreign agent or from a law fum that 
represents foreign interests. 

No one should be siuprised to leam that these panels reversed 
67 percent of the U.S. dumping and countervailing duty rulings 
brought before them. In the process, these lawyer/lobbyists es­
tablished legal precedents that will favorably affect dieir clients 
in other cases. 

By contrast, the Court of Intemational Trade, which is an 
independent judiciary and handles all odier trade appeals in die 
United States other dian diose in CFTA. has a reversal rate of 
only seven percent It is a glaring difference. 

The dispute resolution mechanism imposed on the Uniied 
Sutes is tuifTicient reason to reject NAFTA. 

InstitiitioBal Arrangements and Dispute Settlement Pro­
cedures — NAFTA esublishes a trinational Free Trade Com­
mission that will supervise NAFTA's implemenuiion and 
resolve disputes other dian disputes concerned widi dumping and 
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countervailing duiies. The agreement requires that the U.S. rep­
resentative be a cabinet-level appointee. Mexico, Canada, and die 
United Sutes also agreed to form a new trade bureaucracy that 
would assist in the administration of NAFTA. This is just what 
the U.S. uxpayers need — another internauonal agency to sup­
port. 

The Free Trade Commission, its staff, and its mandate are die 
undefined features of NAFTA, yet this Commission will wieM 
substantial power over U.S.. Canadian, and Mexican trade. The 
Commission is responsible to suff binationai or trinational panels 
dial will resolve any disputes over die agreement. These panels 
would be drawn from a rosier of 30 people, who must be approved 
by each of the diree govemments, and who will serve a term of 
three years. These panelists may be reappointed. 

Dispute settlement panels will be composed of five people. Bul 
the three govemments cannot select anyone from the rosier of 30 
who are from dieir own counu7. 'he Uniied Sutes has a dispute 
widi Mexico over some point in NAFTA, the United Sutes must 
select panelists from eidier Mexico or Canada. 

If a panel rules against die Uniied Slates, die United Sutes 
would be required lo pay some form of compensation to either 
Mexico, Canada, or both countries. The net effect of diis new 
supranational commission is to shift the judicial power over viul 
jobs-related issues from ihe hands of die U.S. Government and 
U.S. courts into die hands of intemational bureaucrats. 

What's worse, die rules of procedure for this new bureaucracy 
will not even be available until January 1, 1994. Congress and die 
American people are being asked to accept a powerful new 
quasi-judicial bureaucracy before they are told its rules and 
procedures. As with the trade negotiations, die American people 
are being kept in the dark about somediing that will have a 
profound impact on theirjobs and future 

Exceptions — Chapter 21 tried to clean up die agreement by 
clarifying several exceptions One exception, for instance, is that 
none of the diree nations is required to provide infonnation that 
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will undennine iU national security or impede law enforcement. 
Another provision specifies that if anydiing in NAFTA is incon­
sistent with any intenutional tax agreement that deals with dou­
ble uxation, Ihe intenutional agreement shall prevail. 

Final Provisions — Chapter 22 is only two pages long, but it 
has four very important provisions. 

The first provision is that the three nations may modify or add 
to the agreement 

The second provision is that NAFTA shall take effect on 
January 1,1994. It cannot uke effect, however, until it is ratified 
by a majority vote in both the U.S. House of Representatives and 
the U.S. Senate. 

The third provision — and this is imporunt — is the accession 
provision, which provides lhat any country or group of countries 
may become participants to this agreement. The presidents of 
Mexico and die United Sutes have bodi suted dial ihey hope to 
have South American countries join NAFTA once the United 
Sutes Congress ratifies NAFTA. This provision gets very litde 
attention. 

Finally, Article 2205 of NAFTA permits any nation to with­
draw from NAFTA six months after it provides written notice to 
the other parties. At least there is an escape hatch. 

NAFTA'S MlSSIlie PARTS 
On paper, American and Mexican workers have virtually the 

same rights. In reality, they do noi. 

• American workers, for insunce. have the right to bargain 
collectively. Mexican workers do not. 

• American workers have minimum wage structures that can 
provide a basic living. Mexican workers do not. 

• American workers have health and safety protections. Mexi­
can workers do not 

• American workers have child labor protections. Mexican 
workers do not. 
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The glaring differences in labor rights should have been ad­
dressed if the goal of NAFTA is to integrate die U.S.. Mexican, 
and Canadian economies. 

Likewise, bodi the United Sutes and Mexico have strong 
environmenul laws. They are suictly enforced in the United 
Sutes. but only loosely enforced in Mexico. Major invesunents 
will be required to clean up die pollution in Mexico. No one 
knows precisely how much the environmental clean-up of Mex­
ico will cost, but some estimates have run as high as $20 billion. 

The further industrialization of Mexico will require additional 
billions of dollars lo be spent modemizing its environmenul 
infrastructure such as the water and waste water u-caimeni facili­
ties, utility emissions, and solid waste disposal systems, among 
odiers. 

NAFTA does not address ihe.se necessary and cosUy environ­
menul issues. It merely suggests that no nation should use weak 
enforcement of its environmental laws as a means of attracting 
foreign invesunent. Yet. Mexico has consistently done diis for 
many years, and continues to do so. 

To correct diese labor nghts and environmental deficiencies 
in NAFTA, side agreements have been requested by the U.S. 
govemment. Canada and Mexico have bodi insisted that any such 
agreements have weak mechanisms of enforcement. This brings 
into question the international commitment to die enforcement of 
side agreements. 

Many Members of Congress have laken the position dial ihcy 
will reserve their judgment of whedier or not to vote against 
NAFTA depending on the final form of the side agreements. For 
most of these elected officials, diis is just an excuse for dieni to 
wail and see what the political winds will be at the time they have 
to vote on NAFTA. It is vitally important that you let your 
congressmen and senators know your views. Forms are included 
at the back of this book. 

In summary, each of these diree weaknesiieii is a reason lo 
reject NAFTA: 
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• A flawed dispute resolution system; 

• The lack of enforceable worker protection laws; and 
• Inadequate environmenul protection enforcement 

Even widi the strongest possible side agreements and die 
strongest possible enforcement mechanisms, die basic NAFTA 
pact IS so flawed diat it requires rejection 

Good side agreements must not be used as an excuse to 
apprtjve a bad trade agreement "cusc to 

Just as die president's suff was instructed to sell his budget 
package by skipping the deuils and telling how it will "he Rood 
J l l r n a T " ^ - ^"^ Sood for middle-class 

NAFTA. The While House is aided in its lobbying efforts by die 
Mexican govemment and profit-driven corporations from bodi 
nations. 

The pro-NAFTA campaign is die largest lobbying campaign 
on a single issue in U.S. history. 
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How to Make NAFTA Work 

Inev.ubly. die economies of die United Slates and Mexico will 
become more en.wined with each odier. The question " how^ 

Ulomately. there are two basic routes. One is to pi, the workers 
of each nation against die other in a race to the boiLTorwage" 
and benefits. TTie other is to create a complementary relauonsWo 
n wh.ch die people of both nauons improve iheTjobs Tages 

and Lvuig sundards - a pos.uve sittiaiion for bot̂  counore ' 

Sngresl " "^ '^^ ^"^"^^^ '-^P'^ • h " ^ " ' 

To adopt NAFTA is to choose die first altemative _ destnic 
tive competition. NAFTA will pull down the wages and staS^l" 
.n the United Stales while douig ,.,de more dian'explo.ung^nt 
of Mexico s workers and their families. NAFTA is a i S 
proposition for bodi sides. • is a losing 

To move fonvard in a positive manner. Congress and ih. 
president can uke die following common sense action!. 

What Is Required Of Congress 
The Constitution of the United Sutes gives Con2ress ,h, 

power to regulate foreign commerce. While die p r e s S n L 
.-.es trade agreements, it is done widiin die instruTtic^t" , X 
djr executive branch by die legislamre. Congress a J o n ^ X i r 
ultimate decision whedier a tmdc agreemem should b e ^ " ^ 
or rejected. Many people in Washington seem to have f o r g ^ ^ 
diese provisions of die Constitution of die United Sute 
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For more dian 50 years. Congress has handed over die power 
to negotiate trade agreements to the executive branch, giving one 
president after another a blank check m trade negotiations. As a 
result, one president after another has used dial blank check to 
give away entire U.S. indusuies and American jobs to meet 
foreign policy objectives. Now dial the Cold War is over, the lime 
has come lo slop giving away die jobs diat belong to die American 
people. 

Trade is really about jobs and wages. Odier nations realize diis 
and give trade negotiations a lop pnority. Japan. Germany, luly. 
Swiizeriand. Sweden, and odier advanced industrialized nations 
would never consider throwing away either die high- or low-
wage jobs of dieir people. The United Sutes must do die same. 

Members of Congress must undersund diey will be held 
accountable, individually, and as a group, by American voters. 
ba.sed on whether or not Congress faces up to its constimtional 
trade authority. 

Al a minimum. Congress should never enact the types of " fast 
track" authorities dial it has given recent presidents. Congress 
should never put into place a mechanism lhat in any way allevi­
ates Congress's duty to debate and amend trade agreements. 
Congress should never allow ihe president to conduct treaty 
negotiations in secrecy as was die case during NAFTA talks. 
Most important Congress should never again pennit itself to be 
made a "potted plant" 

Any trade agreement dial can't sund full public scrutiny by 
Congress before, taring, and after ihe negotiations is not worth 
having. 

Lei's make certain ihis is perfectly clear: you. ihe American 
people — the owners of diis country — now undersund dial die 
U.S. govemment has been reckless with the jobs ofthe American 
people. The American people are now closely watching Congress 
and will not sUnd for such negligence again. 

The first action dut is required of Congress is to reject 
NAFTA. Congress' second action should be to reaudiorize die 
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president to negotiate a win-win u-ade deal with Mexico. But diis 
time. Congress should give the president a clear mandate on die 
type of trade agreement lhat is accepuble. 

Give the President Instructions 
with Clear Limits and Goals 

In recent years, die U-ade mandate from Congress to die Presi­
dent can be summarized as "do whatever you want and wc will 
rubber stamp it." All too often, diis permission has been shppcd 
into odier bills, as die " fast track" extension was in die House of 
Represenutives on May 27. 1993. widi no discussion or thought. 
It is ridiculous to sneak trade, or any language, into a non-ger­
mane bill. If a public policy is "good for America." the public 
policy should stand on its own merits. 

Any futtire initiation of trade discussions should include ex­
tensive public hearings lo present diverse views. The purpose of 
these hearings and. ultimately, a debate in Congress, is to define 
U.S. goals in specific u-ade negotiations and the limits that will 
be imposed on Amencan negotiators. In short, no more blank 
checks. 

Ten Basic Principles of Congressional Mandate 

At a minimum, any congressional mandate for a new round of 
trade negotiations widi Mexico should include die following icn 
basic principles: 

1. A Coherent. Long-Term U.S. Trade Strategy 
Any trade deals with Mexico, or any odier nation, must be 

considered in the context of how ihey fit into the long-term U .S. 
trade strategy. The United Slates must develop a u-ade strategy 
that refiects die.se realities: 

• The Cold War is over. 

• The United Sutes docs not have enough good jobs. 
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basic support systems diey can find in eidier the United Suies or 
Canada. 

Already, hundreds of U.S. companies have moved facilities lo 
Mexico. Many more are using the possibility of relocating to 
Mexico as a bargaining tool to force dieir American workers to 
take less pay and to work harder. 

If enacted, NAFTA will accelerate die downward spiral of 
U.S. wages. An unfair trade agreement pits workers from one 
country against workers from another. Unfair u-ade is contrary to 
the U.S. goal in any trade negotiation: to expand the U.S. job base 
and increase the wages and benefits of American workers. 

To stem the on-going hemorthage of American job loss, future 
access to Ihe U.S. consumer market should be conditioned on 
imports meeting basic requirements. One basic requirement 
should be lhat imports from Mexico and other developing nations 
be produced by workers whose wages refieci dieir productivity 
and value. To ensure this condition, the United Sutes can impose 
a "social larifT' al a level diat is equal to die difference between 
the wage paid in the developing nation and the wage paid in the 
Uniied Slates for comparable work. Social tariffs should apply to 
the imports from both foreign-owned or U.S.-owned compaiues. 

A social tariff has a number of advantages. A social tariff 
constructively uses the enormous power of die U.S. consumer 
market It does not interfere in the internal affairs of other nations 
— if diey want to do business widi the United Sutes, diey can 
play by the rules; if other nations don't want to play by the ndes, 
Ihey can find other markets for their products. The choice is 
entirely dieirs. A social tariff allows U.S. companies to move 
production anywhere in the world, but limits dieir power to 
exploit low-wage production dirough U.S. import laws. Social 
tariffs create an incentive for U.S. companies to keep jobs in the 
United States and improve the productivity of American workers. 
They give American consumers an assurance their tax dollars wUl 
no longer be used to exploit poorly-paid workers in Mexico or 
other developing countries, as diey are now. 
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6. Increase Jobs and Wages for Mexican Workers 
The people of Mexico are good and they deserve a belter life 

Any new trade agreement should include provisions dial will help 
Mexican workers improve dieir jobs, wages, and sundard of 
living. The current version of NAFTA does none of diis for die 
people of Mexico. 

Again, die principal attraction of die United Sutes is its wealdi 
and market size. If die govemment of Mexico Q-uly wants com­
panies operaung from within its borders to have greater access to 
the U.S. market, die Uniied Sutes should require diat exports 
from Mexico to die United States be produced by workers who: 

• Possess die nght to organize independent unions and bargain 
collectively; 

• Have working conditions — hours, minimum wages work­
place safely, and healdi care - dial are equal to diose found 
in die United Sutes; 

• Have die right of association; and 
• Are not exploited by age or sex. 

These standards will reduce die economic incentives of com­
panies to exploit Mexican workers. Moreover, if the United States 
esubtishes a set of standards for imports, die U.S. will not be 
inlerî ering with Mexico's iniemal affairs If Mexico warns access 
to die U.S. market, dien Mexico knows the conditions. The same 
requirements, of course, must apply to all nations. 

The imposition of workers nghts sundards is nothing new. 
Several existing U.S. laws conuin workers rights provisions 
Among diem are die Caribbean Basin Economic Recovery Act 
of 1986. die Generalized System of Preferences Act of 1986. die 
Overseas Private Invesunent Corporation statute of 1986. and die 
1988 Omnibus Trade and Competitiveness Act. The problem is 
die workers rights provisions in diese laws are nol enforced. Now 
they must be enforced. 
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7. Oo Not Make Meiico an Export Platform into 
the United States 

Any fuhjre ti-ade agreement should include full assurance lhat 
Mexico will not become a low-wage manufacturing platform for 
odier nations dial want unimpeded access to the nch U.S. market. 
Otherwise, foreign manufacturers will attempt to send products 
made by 30-cenl-per-hour labor in Asia into the United Sutes 
through Mexico. Strict mles of origin must be required and 
enforced on all U.S. imports to ensure dial diey meet die new 
proposed sundards on wages and working conditions. Again, 
enforcement is critical. 

8. Protect the Health and Safety of All Parties 
Any new trade agreement wiih Mexico should enforce die 

highest healdi and safety sundards. The curtent NAFTA seeks to 
use international sundards that are often subsuntially lower dian 
sundards now used in die United Slates. For instance, diese 
reduced sundards would permit die import of farm products to 
the U.S. grown widi chemicals dial are now oudawed in die 
Uniied Sutes. such as DDT. 

9. Protect ttie Envkonmeiit 
For many years, one of Mexico's pnncipal economic attrac­

tions has been die government's lax enforcement of its environ­
mental laws. Over die past two decades, hundreds of U.S. 
companies have moved lo die maquiladora area of Mexico to 
evade die more strict U.S. environmental regulations which are 
enforced. In the process, companies in die maquiladora area have 
done enormous damage to die environment of Mexico. 

The U.S. Department of Commerce estimates that over die 
next decade $20 billion will be needed for sewage-treatment 
centers, environmental cleanup projects along die Mexican bor­
der, and odicr basic infirastî cture such as roads, bridges, and 
power plants. 

Currendy, NAFTA conuins a weak provision diat supposes to 
prohibit Mexico from luring foreign investment by loosely en­
forcing iu environmental regulations. This provision is meaning-
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less. The proposed side agreement on die environment, diough 
more explicit is still effectively unenforceable. 

If die environment is lo be protected, die agreement must 
conUin adequate enforcement provisions. The standard is simple: 
products cannot be imported into the Uniied States from Mexico 
dial are produced in factories or by companies that violate eidier 
U.S. or Mexican environmental standards. No exceptions. Again, 
die U.S. market is the cartot. If Mexico chooses not to enforce its 
mles. dial is Mexico's sovereign right. Goods produced under 
conditions which violate environmenul sundards should be pro­
hibited in die United States. Thai's Amenca's sovereign right! 

10. The Agreement Must Be Enforced 
Tlie United States has a history of making trade agreements 

that contain strong but unenforceable provisions. Too often, no 
attempt is even made to enforce provisions of a trade agreement. 
This practice must cease. 

Any tt-ade agreement widi Mexico or any odier nation must be 
constmcted in such a way dial il can be enforced. Then, die 
resources must be made available to enforce it. 

This means having enough well-trained customs agents. It 
means providing die customs agents widi sufficient tools and 
technology lo do their job. l l means punishing violators of Ameri­
can laws, whedier they are individuals, corporations, or govem­
ments. 

In die future, die standard of the United Sutes should be this: 
The American people will only accept trade agreements that are 
good for die American people and that can be strictly enforced. 

The Bottom Line 
The bottom line is: the North Amencan Free Trade Agreement 

is nol in die best interest of the American people. Therefore, 
NAFTA must be rejected when it goes to a vote in Congress. 
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A win-win D-ade deal with Mexico is possible. To become a 
reality. Congress must fully accept its responsibility to regulate 
foreign commerce and provide clear, principled goals for U.S. 
ti^e negotiators. Any agreement presented for ratification by 
Congress must be examined in its enurety widi die full participa­
tion ofthe American people. 

The American people deserve nothing less. 
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The New York Times 
on 

Mexico's NAFTA Lobbying Campaign 
in the United States 

The Mexican Trade and Foreign Ministries 
— since their successful push last year for 
approval in the United States ofthe "fast 

track" legislation that authorizes the Bush 
Administration to negotiate an agreement 
that Congress cannot amend — have built 

one ofthe biggest and most expensive teams 
of lobbyists and public relations agents of 

any foreign mission in Washington. 

The New York Times. August 12. 1992 
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Int'l Devel. 1977-79 

Charls Walker Walker/Fice Associates • Deputy Sec. of the Treas., 1972-73 

• Under Sec of the Treas., 1969-72 

• Asst to the Sec. of the Trevury, 
1959-61 

• Chan leflecto dMse 
irade-relaled taiork. 

who ka«c lobtMed or done other pro-NAFTA or 

Sweoe: Center for PiAlic laaegriiy Th> Ti./i.ny Q ^ f „ U / . ^ K . . , - , ^ ^ ^ ,9,3 
AppcBdiiC. pp. 70-73. 
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Telephone and Fax Numbers of 
United States Senators and Representatives 

tIalsOflica WasklaftoaOft 

Senators 
ALASKA 
Frank H Muikowski (R) 907-271 3735 20? 224 6665 
Tad Slavaiis (R) 90? 2/1 5915 202 224 3004 
ALABAMA 
Richard C Shalby(0| 205-759-504; 20? 224 5/44 
Howell Helliii (0) 205-381 7060 202 224 4124 

ARKANSAS 
David Pryor (0) 501 324 6336 202-224 2353 
Dale Bumpers (0) 501 324-62K 20? 224-484 3 
ARIZONA 
Dennis Oat^ani (0) 602 670-6eji 202 224 4521 
John McCain (R) 602 640 ^56/ 202 224 2235 

CALi roRNU 
Dianiie Fainstain (0) 415-249^4/?; 202 224 3841 
Barbara 8oi«r(D) 415-403 OiOO 202 224 3553 

COLORADO 
B«ii Nigtithoisa Cainpball (D) 303 866 1400 202 224 5852 
hank Blown (R) 303 844 AOO 202 2?4 5941 

CONNECTICUT 
Joseph 1 lj«bamian(0) 203 240̂ 3466 ?02 224 4041 
(Sinstopher J Oodd (0) 203 24frJ4/0 202 224 2823 

DELAWARE 
Joseph R etdan.Jr (D| 302 s n ejts 202-224 5042 
William V Roth.Jr (R) 302 573fc?ji 202 224 2441 

FLORIDA 
Giaham. Bob(D) 904 422 aiOO 202 224 3041 
Connia Mack (R) »U2/5*252 202 224 5274 

GEORGU 
Sani Nunn(D) 404 })< 48II 20; 224 3521 
Paul (^rdal i (R) ^ 284 l99e 202 2?< 3643 

Fa> 

20 2 224 530i 
202 224 2354 

20? 224 3416 
202 224 3149 

20? 224 8261 
M2 224 6435 

?02 224 2302 
202 228 266? 

202 224 06S6 
202 224 6252 

202 224 j /14 
202 224 64/1 

202 224 9/50 
202 224 5a31 

202 224 OIM 
202 224 2gos 

202 224 2237 
202-M4 aj«s 

?02 224 0072 
202-224 8227 
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tlaUMIIcs WaaklailaaOn 

HAWAII 
Oamsl K Akaka (0) 
OaiMi Inouyt (0) 

IOWA 
Tom Harkai (0) 
(SiartssE Grasslsy(R) 

IDAHO 
Larry ( Craig (R) 
Dirk Ksniplhoms (R) 

ILUNOIS 
Paul Sunon (0) 
Carol Mo)l«yBraun(0) 

INDIANA 
Oan Coals |R) 
Richard G Lugar (R) 

KANSAS 
Robsit Oela (R) 
Nancy Kasssbsum (R) 

K E r m i c K Y 
Wwtdsl H Fo«d (0) 
Mitch UcConnsU (R) 

LOUISIANA 
JohnB Brssua(O) 
JBsnnsa Johnston (0) 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Edward M Kaniisdy(O) 
John F Kany |D) 

MARYLAND 
Barbara A UiWslu (0) 
PaU S Sartianaa (0) 

MAINS 
GsocgsJ Mitchdl(O) 
Wiluiii S Cot«n(n) 

MICHIGAN 
Ca(ILsiiin(0) 
D«n«W W Rw(fs, Jr (0) 

MINNESOTA 
Paul«MMons(0) 
O M Ouianbsigsf (R) 

MISSOURI 
John C OsplMtti |R) 
ChnsiagharS 8on«(R) 

Tha«Codwan(R) 
Tmil Led (R) 

808 541 2534 
808-541 2542 

515-284 45/4 
515^284 4890 

208-3427985 
208-334-17/6 

312-353-4952 
312-353^5420 

317-226-5555 
317-226-5555 

913-295-2745 
913-648-3103 

606-233-2484 
502-582 6304 

504-5892531 
504 3890395 

617-565-3170 
617 565^8519 

410-962-4510 
410-962-4436 

207 874 0883 
207-780-3575 

313226-6020 
517-377 1713 

612 645-0323 
612-370-3382 

314-725-4484 
314-634-2488 

601-965-4459 
601-965-4644 

202 224*361 
202 224 3934 

?02 224 3254 
202 224 3744 

202 224 2752 
202 224*142 

202 224 2152 
202 224 2854 

202 224-5623 
202 224-4814 

202 224-6521 
202 224-4774 

202 224-4343 
202 224 2541 

202 224-4623 
202 224 5824 

202 224 4543 
202 224 2742 

202 224-4654 
202 24-4524 

202 224 5344 
202 224 2523 

202 224-6221 
202 224-4822 

202 224 5641 
202 224 3244 

202-224-6154 
202 224-5721 

202 224 5054 
202 224-6253 

202 224-2126 
202 224 6747 

202-224 9369 
202 224 6020 

202 224-2573 
202 224 5893 

202 224-0868 
202 224 2854 

202 224-1966 
202 224-7877 

202-224-8952 
202 224-3514 

202 224-1144 
202 224-2499 

202 224-2435 
202 224 2952 

202 224 2417 
202 224 8525 

202 224-8858 
202 224-1651 

202 224 6853 
202 224-2693 

202 224-5908 
202 224-8834 

202 224 8438 
202-224 9931 

202 224-7615 
202-224-7491 

202 224-3576 
202 224-2262 
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Stals Oflica WaklailaaOn 

MONTANA 
Man Baucu] (D) 
Conrad Bums (R) 

NORTH CAROLINA 
(aucti Fairclotti (R) 
Jessa Halms (R) 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Byron L Dorgan (0) 
Kant Conrad (D| 

NEBRASKA 
J Jarnes Eion (0) 
Robanj K«rr«y(D) 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Judd Gragg (R) 
RobartC Sniitb (R) 

NEW JERSEY 
Frank R Laulaiibarg (D) 
Bill Bradley (0) 

NEW MEXICO 
Jaft Biiigainan (D) 
Pale V DonMnio(R) 

NEVADA 
Richard H Bryan (0) 
Harry Rsid(D) 

NEW YORK 
Daniel P Moynihan (D| 
AlloiisaM OAinalo(R| 

OHIO 
John Glenn (D) 
Howard Matnnbaum (D) 

OKLAHOMA 
David I Boren |0) 
Don Nickles (R) 

OREGON 
Bob Pidiwood (R) 
MarkO HaltMkl(R) 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Harris Wolford (0) 
Allen Sp«ct(r(R| 

RHODE ISLAND 
Claboma Pall (D) 
John H CI<ales(R) 

SOUTH CAROUNA 
EmastF Holtings|D| 
SIroni Thurmond (R) 

406-65/ 6790 
406 252 0550 

919856 4401 
919856 4630 

701 2504618 
701 232 8030 

402 437 5591 
402 391 3411 

603 225 7115 
603 634 5000 

201 645^3030 
908 688 0960 

505-766 3636 
505-766^3481 

70? ;8 4 5007 
70? 368 6545 

21? 661 5150 
212 947 7390 

614 <69 6697 
2ltS22 7272 

40b-?j1 438! 
405-.-e?-1270 

503 326 3J70 
SO>588 95IC 

215-597 9914 
215-597 /200 

401-528 S456 
401-528 5794 

803-765-5731 
e03-76S'.̂ aB 

?0? ??4 2651 
202 224 2644 

?02 224 3154 
202 224 6 342 

202 ?24 2551 
202 224 2043 

202 224 4??4 
202 224-6551 

?02 224 3324 
202 224 2841 

20? ?24 4 744 
202 224 3224 

202 224 5521 
202 224*621 

202 224-6244 
202 224 3542 

202 2?4 4451 
202 224 6 54? 

202 224 3353 
202 224 2315 

202 224 4 7?! 
202 224 5754 

202 224 5244 
202 224 3753 

202 224 6324 
202 224 4254 

20? 224 4642 
?02 224 292! 

202 224 612! 
202 224-59/2 

202 224 8594 

202 224 7406 
202 224 7588 

202 224 1193 
202 224 7776 

20? 224 5213 
202 224 7645 

202 224 4952 
202 224 1353 

?0? 2?4 9707 
202 224 8567 

?02 ?24 1810 
20? 224 73/1 

202 224 166/ 
202 ??4 /32.' 

202 ??4 9293 
20? 224 5871 

202 2?4 7983 
202 224 6519 

202 224 6006 

202 228 3576 
202 224 0276 

?02 224 4161 
202 224-1893 

:'02 224 4680 
202 224 7472 

202 224 3573 
202-224-1300 
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ataumica WaaklBilaa on Faa 

S O U T H D A K O T A 
ThoniasA Daschls(O) 
Lariy Prssslsr (R) 

T E N N E S S E E 
Jim Sasisr (0) 
Hartm MalhtM (D) 

TEXAS 
Kay Baitsy Huhiiaon (0) 
Phil Granni (R) 

UTAH 
RobailBsiNislKR) . 
OrraiG Hatch (R) 

V I M ; I M A 
CharlMS R o l * ( 0 ) 
John W Wariisi (R) 

V K K M O N T 
PatnckJ LaahylO) 
JmiM JsKordKR) 

W A S H I N G T O N 
Rally Murray (0) 
Slatfs Gonon |H) 

WISCONSIN 
Russ FasigoW (D) 
HsitMrlH KoN(O) 

W E S T V I K C I N I A 
JayRochsMsr(D) 
Robsit C Bvrt(O) 

W Y O M I N G 
Al«i K Saiipscn (R) 
UilC«lniW«op(R) 

BepreMBtntlvea 
Odn Voung (R) 

ALABAMA 
Sonny C«alun(R-1) 
Tarry E««rsa(R-2) 
GlsnB<o«dsr(0-3| 
Tom SsMi (D-4) 
RabsilE C r m s r . J r (0-5) 
Spsnosr Bsdiw (R-«) 
Ea>tlWMi8(0-7) 

AMXUCANIAMOA 
EniF H F*amMaS8i(D) 

ARKANSAS 
8 landisLMta i t (0 - l ) 
RayTboiMon(0-D 

605^334 9596 
605-335^1990 

615-736^7353 
615-736-5129 

512 482 5839 
214-767-3000 

801 524 5933 
801-524-4380 

804 771-2221 
804 771 2579 

802 863 2525 
802 223 5273 

206-553 5545 
206-553 0350 

608-828 1200 
414 297 4451 

304 34 7 5372 
304 342 5855 

307-527 /121 
307-634 0626 

907 271 5978 

205-690-2811 
205-277 9113 
205-236 5655 
205-221 2310 
205-551 0190 
205-969 2296 
205-752-3578 

684 6331372 

501 972 4600 
SOI 324 5941 

202 224 2321 
202 224 5842 

202 2 24 3 344 
202 224 1036 

202 224 5922 
202 224-2934 

202 224 5444 
202 224 5251 

202 224 4024 
202 224 2023 

202 224 4 242 
202 224 5141 

202 224 ?621 
202 224 3441 

20? 224 5323 
202 224 5653 

202 224-6472 
202 224 3954 

202 224 3424 
202 2 24-6441 

202 225-5765 

202 225 4931 
202-225 2901 
202 225-3261 
202 225-4876 
202 225-4801 
202 225 4921 
202 225 2665 

202 225 8577 

202 225 4076 
202 225-2506 

202 224 2047 
202 224 1630 

20? 224 8062 
202 228-3679 

202 224 0776 
202 228^2856 

202 224 6717 
202 224 6331 

202 224 8689 
202 224-629S 

202 224 3595 
202 224 8330 

202 224 0238 
202 224 9393 

202 224 2725 
202 224-9787 

202 224-7665 
202-224 4025 

202-224-1315 
202-224-3230 

202 225-0425 

202 225^0562 

202-225-9020 
202-225-1604 
202 225-4392 
202 225-2082 
202-226-0772 

202-225-8757 

202 225-4654 
202 225-9273 
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Tim Hulchiiisoii(R-3) 
Jay Dickey (R-4) 

ARIZONA 
Sam Coppeisiinih (0 1) 
£d Pastor (0^2) 
Stump. Bob(R 3) 
Jon L Kyi (R-4) 
Jini Kolbe (R 5) 
Karaii English (D 6) 

CAUFORNIA 
Oan Hamburg (01) 
Walty HeT)er(R 2) 
VicFino(0 3) 
Jon 0oolittl((R-4) 
Robert T Matsui (0 5) 
lyiin Woolsey(0-6) 
George Miller (0-7) 
Nancy Peiosi (0^8) 
RonaWV Delluiiis (D 9) 
Bill Bakar(R-IO) 
RicAard Poiiibo (fi l l ) 
Tom Unto* (0-12) 
Foniiev(Pete)Stai1i(0 13) 
AnnaEshoo(0-14) 
Nonnan Y Mineta (D 15) 
Don Edwards (0-16) 
Sam Fan (17) 
Gary Coiidit (0-16) 
Ricbard H Lehman (0 19) 
Calvin Ooo»»y(D-20) 
William M Thoinas(H-2l) 
Michael HuNingloii (R 22) 
Elton Gal1egly(R 23) 
Anthony C Bailenson (D 24) 
Howard (Bur*) McKeoii (fl-25) 
Howard L 8«nnan(0 26) 
Cados J Moortisad (R 27) 
Dawd Dreiar(R-2e) 
HanryA Wanniaii (0 29) 
Xaviar Bacerra (0-30) 
Mahhaw G Marbnai (0 31) 
Julian C Oi«on(0-32) 
Luolla RoytiatAJIan) (0-33) 
Estaban Edward Toriss (D-34) 
Manns Waters (0 35) 
Jan* Hamian (l>36) 
Wilier Tucker (0-37) 
Slave Horn (R 38) 
Edward Royca (R 39) 
JsnV Lawn (R-40) 
Jay Kan (R 41) 
GsorgeE Brown. Jr (0-42) 
KenC*vM(H-43) 
AIA McC«)tfssa(R-44) 

501 442 5258 
501 536 3376 

602 921 5500 
602 256 0551 
602 379^6923 
602 840 1891 
602 881 3588 
602 774 1314 

?07 462 1716 
916893 8363 
916666 5521 
916-786 5560 
916-551 2846 
707 795-1462 
510-602-1880 
415-556-4862 
510-763-0370 
510-932-8899 
209 951-3091 
<'5-342.030o 
510-635-109? 
<15-323-2964 
408 984 6045 
408-345-1/11 

209 527 1914 
20924(0(00 
202-733 634* 
M5-327 361 
805-68 2 6600 
«05-4|5-?joO 
818-994-1S90 
805-254 ?i I I 
818-891-0543 
8l8-247S^4b 
818 3399i378 
213651 1040 
2'3550 e962 
818458 4524 
213-678 54?4 
213 62e i230 
3106»5r0702 
213 75/ 8900 
310̂  348 8220 
310 789 5850 
31fr4?i-1336 
'14 997-8081 

1626030 
90»-998-1055 
^ 4 «2»-2472 
90* 7(4 4300 
909«5«1444 

?02 225-4301 
202 225 3/72 

?0? ??5 ?635 
202 225 4065 
202 225 45/6 
20? ??5 3361 
202 2 2 5 2 54 2 
202 2?5-?190 

?02 225 331 1 
202 2?5 30/6 
?02 225 5/16 
202 225 2511 
202 225 7163 
202 225 5161 
202 225 2095 
202 225 4965 
202 225-2661 
202 225 1880 
202-225 1447 
?0? 2?5 3531 
202 2?5 5065 
202 225 8104 
?0? ??5 2631 
202-225 307? 
408 649 3 555 
?02 225*131 
202 225 4 540 
?02 225 3341 
202 225 2915 
202 225 3601 
202 225 5811 
202 225 5911 
202 225 1956 
202 225 4695 
202 225-4176 
202 225 2305 
202 225 3976 
202 225*235 
202 2?5 5464 
202 225 7084 
202 225 1766 
202 225 5256 
202 225 2201 
202 225 8220 
202-225 7924 
202 225*676 
202 225-4111 
20? 225 5861 
?0? 225 3201 
202-225-6161 
202 225-1986 
?02-225 4330 

202 225-7492 
202 225-1314 

202 225-2507 
202 225-1655 
202 225-6328 
202 225-1143 
202-225-0378 
202 ?;5-S8l9 

202-225-7710 
202 225-1609 
202 225-0354 
202 225-5444 
202 225^0566 
202 225-5163 
202 225-5609 
202 225-8259 
202 225-9817 
20 2 225^2150 
202 226̂ 0861 
202 225-3127 

202-225-8890 

20? 224-9460 
202 225-2861 
202 225 0819 
202 225 5274 
202 225-9308 
202 225-8798 
20? 226 1015 

202 225-0713 

202 226-0683 
20 2 225-5279 
202 226-1279 
202 225-4745 
?02 225-4099 
?02 225^2202 
20? 225 5467 
202 225-4091 
202 2260350 
?02 22^9711 
202 225.7854 
202 226-0684 
202-225̂  7926 
202 2?6 101? 
202 226̂ 0335 
W 22» e498 
20? 22M485 
202 225-8671 

202 226-11)40 
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NORTH DAKOTA 
Ean PomerovIO) 

NEBRASKA 
Ooug 6«reulsr|R-1| 
Peter HoaglaiMllO 2) 
eia Barren (R 3) 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
BillH ZeliN. Jl (R-1) 
DickS«Mn(0-2) 

NEW JERSEY 
Robert E Andrews (0-1) 
WiliainJ Hughss(D-2| 
Jmi Saitoii (R-3) 
ChnslophsrH Snalh(fl-4) 
Mar9sRouksnia|R-5| 
Frank PiUoi« J' (0-6) 
BobFraiks(R-7' 
HeitMrt Klciii (0 8) 
Robert G Torncsai|D 9) 
DonaMM Payne (0-10) 
Oaai A GallolR-11) 
Richard A ZiiianeilR 12) 
Robert Meiitiidsz(&13) 

NEW MEXICO 
Stevaii SCIHDIR-I) 
JoeSkeeii(R-2) 
Bil Hichardsoii|D-3) 

NEVADA 
JaniesH Bilbray(O I) 
Bartiari F Vucanowdi (R-2) 

NEW YORK 
Gsorgs Hochbrusckiisr (0-1) 
RKklanolR 2) 
l^lsi KMig (R-3) 
0«w4 Livy (R-4) 
Gary I Acksnnaii (0 5) 
Floy«H Ftaks(04| 
Thomas J Manl«n(0-7) 
JsnoMNadtor(0-8) 
ChattssE Schuiiisr(0-9| 
Edolplws Tow* (0-10) 
Maior Rsbsrl Owens (0-11) 
iM>sWanusz(0-12) 
Susan V M«ln«i(R-13) 
CafetyiiUatansy(0-14) 
ChartssB Ran^ri ID-IS) 
Jos* Ssnano (0-16) 
EML Engsl(0-I7) 
NiIsM lowsy 10-18) 
HanallOHFah. J« (R-lt) 
BsniaiiMiA G*<ian(R-20| 

IR MdhMylO-TI) 

701-224 0355 

402-438-1598 
402-344 8701 
308-381-5555 

60>224^21 

609-627-9000 
609-927-9063 
609-261-5800 
609-890-2800 
201-447-3900 
908-571-1140 
908486-5576 
201-523-5152 
201-646-1111 
201-645-3213 
201-984 0711 
609895^1559 
201-222-2828 

505-766-2538 
505-622 0055 
505-988̂ 7230 

702 792 2424 
702-784-5003 

Waaklaitea 0(1 

202 225 2611 

20? ??5 4806 
202 ??b 4155 
202 225-6435 

202 225 5456 
202 225 5206 

202 
202 
202 
202 
202 
202 

22 5 6 501 
225 65/2 
225 4/65 
225 3765 
225-4465 
225 4671 

202 225 5361 
202 
202 
202 
202 
20? 

225 5751 
225 5061 
225 3436 
225 5034 
•225 5801 

20? 225 7919 

20? ??5-6316 
?02 ??5 2365 
?0? ??5-6190 

?0? ??5 5965 
202 225-6155 

202 226 0893 

202 226 1148 
202 225̂ 4684 
202 225-0207 

202 225-4370 
202 225-0046 

202 225-6583 
202 225-8530 
202 225-0778 
202 225 7768 
202-225 9048 
202 225-9665 
202 225-9460 
202 226̂ 2273 
202 225-0843 
202 225-4160 
202 225-0658 
202 226-0792 
202 226-0792 

202 225-4975 
202 225-9599 
202 225-1950 

20 2 225-8808 
202 225̂ 2319 

516^6894767 20? 225 3826 202 225-0776 
516-893-9010 20? 2?5 3335 202 225-4669 
516-541-4202 225 202 ?25 7896 202-226-2279 
516-872-9550 20? 225 5516 202 225-4672 
718-42>2154 ?0? 225 2601 202 225̂ 1589 
718-949-5600 ?02 225 3461 202 225-4169 
718-706-1400 202 225 3965 202-225-1909 
212-489-3530 202 225 5635 202 225-6923 
718-965-5400 202 225-6616 202 225-4183 
718-387-8696 202 225 5936 202-225-1018 
718-n3-3100 202 225-6231 202-226-0112 
718-S99-3658 202 225 2361 202 226-0327 
718-987-8400 202 225 3371 202-226-1272 
212-832-6531 202 225-7944 202-225-4709 
212-863-3900 202 225-4365 202 225-0816 
212-S38-S400 202 225 4361 202-225-6001 
718-796-9700 202 225 2464 202 225-5513 
814-428-1707 202 225-6506 202 225-0546 
914-297-5711 202 225 5441 202 225-0962 
914-9436666 202 225 3776 202 225-2541 
618-468-0700 202 225 5076 202-225-5077 

tIalsOnica Waakl^laa Otl Faa 

Geiald B H Soloiiioii |R 22) 518 58 / 9800 20? ??5 5614 202 225 6234 
Sherwood L Boehlert (R 23) 315 /93 8146 ?0? ??5 3665 202 225 1891 
John lî cHugh (R 24) 315 /82 3150 ?02 225 461 1 202 226 0621 
Jollies T Walsh (R 25) 315 423 5657 ?02 ??5 3/0! 20? ?25 4042 
Maunce Huichay (0 26) 60/ 7/3 2/68 ?02 ??5 6335 202 226 0/74 
Bill Pmoii (0 2/1 /16 634 ?3?4 ?0? ??5 5 265 202 225-5910 
Louise M Slauohlei (0 28) /!6 ?32 4850 202 ??5 3615 202 225 7822 
John J LaFalcelO ?9) 716 284 93/6 20? ??5 3231 202 225 8693 
Jack Ouiiiii. (R 30) 716 845 525/ ?0? ??5 3306 202 22^ 0347 
Aiiio Houghton (R 31) 60/ 937 3333 ?0? ??5 3161 202 225^5574 

OHIO 
Oauid Mann (0-1) 513 684 2723 ?0?-2?5 ?2!6 202 225 4732 
Rob Portiiiai (2) 513 /91 0381 ?0? ??5 3164 202 225 1992 
Tony P Hall (0 3) 513 225 2843 ?0? ?25 6465 202 225 6766 
Michael 0>l«y (R 4) 419423-3?10 20? ??5 ?6/6 202 226 1160 
Paul E Gilliiior (R 5) 419 734 1999 ?0? ??5-6405 202 225 1985 
Ted Stricklaiid (0 6) 614 353 51/1 ?0? 2?5 5/05 202 226 0331 
David Hobson(R 7) 513 325 04/4 202 225 4324 202 225 1984 
John A Boehnar (R 8) 513 894 6003 202-225-6205 202 225-0704 
Marcy K^lur (0-9) 419259 /500 202 225 4146 202 225-7711 
Martin Hoke (R 10) 216 356 ?010 202 225 58/1 202 226 0994 
louisSlokes (O i l ) 216-522 4900 ?02 225 /032 202 225 1339 

1 John R Kasich (R 12) 614 469-/318 20? ??5 5355 
1 Shenod Brown (0 13) 216 28 2 5100 ?0? ??5 340! 20? 225 2266 
; Thomas C Sawyer (0 14) 216 3/5 5/10 202 225 523! 20? 225 5278 
1 Dtborah Pryce (R-15) 614 469 5614 202-225 ?0!5 ?0? ??6 0986 
i Ralph Regula (R 16) 216 4894414 ?0? ??5 38/6 20? 225 3059 
' James Tralicaiil. Jr (0 17) 216788 2414 ?0? ??5 5 26! 202 225 3719 

Douglas Applegate (0 18) 614 283 3/16 ?0?-2?5 6?65 202 225 3087 
(nc Fiiigertiul (0-19) 216943 1919 202 225 5/31 202 225 9114 
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OKLAHOMA 
James M lnhote(R 1) 
Mike Synar (0 2) 
Bill Brewster (0 3) 
0av«McCurdy(O4) 
EniesI Jiiiilstook(R 5) 
Glenn English (0 6) 

OREGON 
Elizabeth Furse (0-1) 
BobF Snath (R 2) 
Ron Wyden(0-3| 
Peter A OeFaao(0 4) 
Michael J Kopetski (0-5) 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Thomas M Foglielta (0 1) 
Lucieii Blackwell (0 2) 
Robert A Borski(0 3) 
Ron Klink(0-4) 
BiUF.Qinger. Jr (R 5) 
Tun Holden (0-6) 
Curt Weldon (R 7) 
Janies Greenwood (R 8) 
Bud Shuslei (R 9) 

918-581 / i n 202 225 221 1 202 225-9187 
918 68/ 2533 202 225 2/01 202 225 2/96 
405 436 I960 202 2 25 4 56 5 202 225 9029 
405 3?9 5500 202 225 6165 202 225 9/46 
405 94 ? 3636 202 225 2132 202 226 1463 
405 ?3! 55!! 202 225 5565 202 225 8698 

503 32b 2901 202 225 0855 202 225 9497 
503 / 76 4646 202 225 6/30 202 225 3129 
503 ?31 ?300 202 225 481 ! 202 225 8941 
503465 6732 202 225*416 202 22 5 0694 
503 588 9100 202 225 5/! 1 202 225 9477 

215 92 5 6840 
215-38 7 2543 
215-335 3355 
412 664 868! 
814.238 1/76 
21S 371 M3! 
215̂ 259 0700 
215-348 / 511 
814 946 1653 

202 225 4731 
202 225 4001 
202 ??5 8?51 
202 225 2565 
202 225 512! 
202 275 5546 
20? 225 2011 
202 225 42/6 
202 225 2431 

202 225 0088 
202 ?25 /3«2 
202 2?5 4628 
202 226 2274 
202 ?25 4681 
202 226 0996 
202 225̂ 8137 
202 22V9511 
20? 225 2486 
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WaaklBflaa Otl Faa 

JosaphM WcOads(R-IO) 
PaulE Kaniotsto(O-ll) 
JohnP Mut1ha(0^12) 
M Margolies Msivinsky(0-t3) 
WiUiam J Coyns (0-14) 
Paul UcHals (0-15) 
Robsrt S WaOisr (R-16) 
Gsorgs W Gskas(R-17) 
Rick SanlonMn (R-18) 
WiliamF Goeiftno(R-19) 
Austin J Muiphy(0-20) 
ThoniaiJ.Ri«gs(R-21) 

PUERTO RICO 
Cartas RomsroSaicslo (0) 
RHODE nUMO 
Ronald KMaiii8sy (R-1) 
Jsdi Rssd (D-2) 
SOUTH CMIOUM 
ArViur Rawansl. Jr (R-1) 
Floytf Spsncs (R-2) 
Butsr Osrndi (0^3) 
Bob Ingia (R-4) 
John M Spr«. Jr (0-S) 
Jsiiiss Qybum (04) 

S O i m i DAKOTA 
Tiro Jchiison (0) 

TENNESSn 
JsnH Ouillsn(R-l) 
John J Duncan. Jr (R-2) 
Martyn Lloya(0-3) 
Jim Coogsr (0-4) 
BobClsmsnl(0-5) 
Bail Geakn (08) 
OonSund«uisl(R-7) 
JehnS TMnsr(fr4| 
Hai«WE.Fe(8(D-9) 

nxAS 
Jim OMpoian (0-1) 
OisrlsslNHson(0-2) 
San JstMSsn (R-3) 
RalpkM H i i ( (M) 
J<h«BiyMt(D-S) 
J«sBaflaB(M) 

f(R-7) 
KR-S) 

JJ PlcHs(O-IO) 
ChalCatwHi (D-ll) 

MO-12) 
• (0-11) 

Gog LiugMa (0-14) 
E (NU)0sUSMn(D-16) 
naMHOCitM«M(0-l«) 

717-346-3834 202 225-3/31 202 225-9594 
717-825-2200 202 ??5-6511 202 225-9024 
814-535-2642 20? ??5 2065 202-225-5709 
215-667-3666 20? ??5-6111 202-226-0798 
412-644-2870 ?02 225 2301 202 225-1844 
215-866-0916 20? ??5-6411 20 2 225-5320 
717-393-0666 202 225 ?411 202 225-2484 
717-232-5123 202 225 4315 202 225-8440 
412-882-3205 202 225 2135 202-225-7747 
717-843-8887 20? ??5 5836 202 226-1000 
412-489-4217 ?0? ??5 4 665 202-225-4772 
814-456-2038 202 225 5406 202-225^1081 

809-72>6333 202 225 2615 202 225 2154 

401-725-9400 202-225 4911 202 225-4417 
401-943-3100 202-225 2735 202 225-9580 

803-727-4175 202 225-3176 202 225-4340 
803-2S4-S120 202 225-2452 202-225-2455 
803-224-7401 202 225 5301 202 225-5383 
803-232-1141 202 225-6030 202 226-1177 
803-327-1114 202 225 5501 202-225-0464 
803-7991100 202 225 3315 202 225-2313 

606-332-8896 202 225-2801 202-225-2427 

615-247-8161 202 225-6356 202-225-7812 
615-523^3772 202 225 5435 202-225-6440 
615-267-9108 202 225-3271 202 225-6974 
6 1 5 ^ 1 1 1 4 202-225-6831 202-225-4520 
615-736-5295 202-225-4311 202-226-1035 
615-896-1986 202 225-4231 202 225-6887 
901-382-5811 202 225 2811 202 225-2814 
901-885-7070 202 225-4714 202 225-1765 
901-S44-4131 202 225-3265 202-225-9215 

B03-88S-8682 
40M37-1770 
214-739-0182 
214-771-9118 
214-787-6554 
214-8764488 
713-487-7493 
713-S40-8000 
408-639-2508 
SI 2-482-5921 
817-752-9600 
817-338-0909 
817-767-0641 
51^S76-12^1 
21fr86^U45 
816-6344200 

202-225-3035 
202 225-2401 
202 225-4201 
202 225-6673 
202 225 2231 
202-225-2002 
202-225-2571 
202-225-4901 
202-225-6565 
202 225-4865 
202 225-6105 
202-225-5071 
202 225-3706 
202 225 2831 
202-225-2531 
202 225-4831 

202-225-7265 
202-225-1764 
202-225-1485 
202-225-3332 
202-225-9721 
202-225-3052 
202-225-4381 
202-225-2772 
202-225-1584 
202 225-3018 
202-225-0350 
202 225-2786 
202 2254142 
202 225-1108 
202-22V 2634 
202-22V4831 
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Charles W Steiiholm (0-17) 
Crag A Washington (0-18) 
Larry Combest (R 19) 
Henry B Gonialej (0 20) 
Lamar S Smith (R 21) 
Toiii Delay (R 22) 
Henry Bonilla(R 23) 
Marbii Frost (0 24) 
Michael A Andrews (0 25) 
Richard K Amiey(R 26) 
Solomon P Omi (R 27) 
Frank Teieda (0 28) 
Gene GrMn (0-29) 
EddM Bemice Johnson (0 30) 
UTAH 
James V Hansen (R 1) 
Kaisn Shepherd (0-2) 
Bill H Orton (0 3) 

VIRGINU 
HertMrlH Bateman(R-l) 
Owen 8 Pi(Jietl(0-2) 
Robert C Scon(0-3) 
NomianSisisky(0-4) 
Lews F Payne. Jr (0 5) 
Bob Goodlatte (R 6) 
Thomas J Bliley. Jr (R-7) 
James P Moran(0-8) 
Rick Boudiar (0-9) 
Frank R Wolt(R-lO) 
Lasln Byrne (0-11) 

VIRGIN ISLANDS 
Ron 0« Lugo (0) 

VERMONT 
Bernard Sandsra (I) 

WASHINCTON 
Mana Canlwea (0 1) 
Al Smft (0-2) 
Jolens Unsoeld (0-3) 
Jay lnslse(0-4) 
Thomas S Foley (D-5) 
Nonnan 0. Dicks (0-6) 
Jim MtAcmiolt (D-7) 
Jennilar Dunn (R-8) 
Mike Kisidtar(0-9) 

WISCONSIN 
PeterW Barca(l) 
Scon Wug (R-2) 
Slav* Gundeison (R-3) 
GeraMO Klei3ka(0-4) 
Thomas Barren (0-5) 
Thomas E Pstd (R-6) 
0awdR0tor(0 7) 

ttalsOflles 

915-77 3 3623 
713 739-7339 
806 763 1611 
512 229-6195 
512 229-5880 
713 240-3/00 
210-69 / 9055 
81/ 293-9231 
/13 229-2244 
214 556-2500 
512 883 5868 
210-924-7383 
713 923 9%1 
214 922 8885 

801-625-5677 
801 524 4394 
801 379 2500 

804 873 1132 
804-486-3710 
804-380-1000 
804 393 2068 
804-792 1280 
703342-1470 
804-771 28(» 
703971 4700 
703-628-1145 
703 734-1500 
703750-1992 

809 778-5900 

802-862-0697 

206-640-0233 
206-252 3188 
206-696-7942 
509452 3243 
509353 2155 
206-593-6536 
206-553-7170 
206-45O-0161 
206840-5688 

414 632 4446 
608 257 9200 
715-284-7431 
414 297 1140 
414 297 1331 
414-972-1160 
?1»'»42 5606 

202 225-6605 
202 225 3816 
20? ??5 4005 
?0? ?25 3236 
202 225 4236 
202-225 5951 
202-225-451 1 
202 225 3605 
202 225 7508 
202 225 7772 
202 225 7/4? 
20?-??5 1640 
?0? ??5 1688 
202 225 8885 

202 225 0453 
202 225 3011 
202 225 /751 

202-225 4261 
202 225-4215 
202 225 8351 
202 225-6365 
202 225 4 /1 ! 
202 225 543! 
202 225 2815 
202 225 43/6 
202 225 3861 
202 225 5136 
202 225-1492 

202 225 1790 

202 225-4115 

202 225-6311 
202 225-2605 
202-225 3536 
202-225 5816 
202-225-2006 
202 225-5916 
202-225-3106 
202 225-7761 
202 225 8901 

202 226 3031 
202-225 2906 
202 725 5506 
202 225-1572 
20? 225 3571 
202 225 2476 
?aj 224 3365 

202-225-2234 
202-22^186 
202 225-9615 
202 225-1915 
202 225-8628 
202 225-5241 
202 225-2237 
202 225-4951 
202 225-4210 
202 225-7614 
202 226-1134 
202-225-1641 
202-225-9903 
202 22fr1477 

202 225-5857 
20 2 226-0354 
202 226^1223 

202 225^4382 
202 225 4218 
202-225-8354 
202 226 1170 
202-226-1147 
202-225 9681 
202-225-0011 
202 225-0017 
202 225-0442 
202 225-0437 
202-22^2274 

202 225-9392 

202 2254790 

202 ^^^ 2286 
202 225^2608 
202 22V8095 
202-22fr1137 
202-22V7I81 
202 2261176 
202 225-9212 
202-2?5-8873 
202-276-2361 

202 2?i.9820 
202 22V6942 
202 225 619S 
202-22^0718 
202-225-2184 
202 225-2356 
202 225-06*1 
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WaaklnitBaOn Fai 

Toby Rom (R 8) 

F James Ssiisanbisnnsr (R-9) 

WEST V I R G I N I A 
AlanB M o l l o h a i ( O l ) 
Robsrt E Wise. Jr (0-2) 
Nick Joe Rah^l II (0-3) 

W Y O M I N G 
Crag Thomas (R) 

414 7394167 
414 784 1111 

304-292 3019 
304-342-7170 
304-2S2-5000 

307-261-5413 

20? 225 5665 
202 225-5101 

202 2?5 4172 
202 ??5 ?/11 
20? ??5 3452 

202 225 2311 

202 225^0087 
202 225-3190 

202 225-7564 
202 225-7856 
202 225-9061 

202 225-0726 

Index 
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Accession prov is ion, 98 

A d m i n i i t r a l i v e provis ions, 93 

Adv isors , 18 

Adv iso ry Commi t tee on Trade Pol icy and 

Negot iat ions, 18 

Adv i so ry Panel to Codex A l imentahus , 82 

Agr icu l ture , sanitary and phytosaniiary 

measures. 81 

Amer ican Industry Relocation Services. 

Inc , 51 

A m e n M e s Maqui ladora Fund. S2 

Ant i t rust law and regulations. 90 

Ar t i c le 105. 77 

Ar t i c le 65. 89 

Automob i le trade. 9 

B i g Three automakers. 32 
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Senate Test imony. 2S. 39 
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Blanco. Hermin io . 60 

Brock. W i l l i a m . 60 

Buy Amer ican Act . 85 

Buy Out , Mex ican . 32 
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Canadian Free Trade Agreement. 10. 16. % 

Center for Public Integri ty. 60 

Checks and balances system. 96 

C h i l d labor protections. 98 
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Codes Al imentanus. 82 

Col lect ive bargaining, 98 
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Communicat ions ownership. 8 
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Computer tervioes. 88 

Construc-Iion ownership. 8 

Court o f Inlemauonal Trade, 96 

C n m e . 35 

Cross-bordrr trade in services. 87 

Customs procedures. 80 

Oepuly Secretary of lhe Treasury. 61 

Dispute resolution. 96 

Dispute settlement. 55 

Dumping . 93 

Economic Commission for La t in Amer ica 

and the Caribbean. 59 

Euronomic Policy Insii iute. 28 

blectronic data b^se services. 88 

Endangered Jobs List. 29. 33 

Endangered Nation. 39 

Endangered People List. 35 

Minor i t ies . 36 

Recent immigrants. 35 

Urban Dwel lers. 35 

Work i ng people. 35 

Endangered Place List. 34 

Energy and basic petrochemicals. 81 

Enforcement. 109 

Customs procedures. 80 

Enforcement of laws. 92 

Environmental enforcement 

U S plants in Mexico. 47 

Environmental infraslruciure, 99 

Env i rorunenul laws. 99 

Evans. Car l . 28 

Excepiions.86, 97 

Exclusions. 87 

Executive Order 12662. 96 

E x p o r u . 48 

Auiontiibile. 42 
Corn. 82 
M t x i C C l o U S . 31 
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U.S. thai cMcr Mexico's coiKumcr 

U.S. to maquiladorM. SO 
U.S. tools sad machines lo build 

Maquiladoras. 30 
Wheal. i a 8 2 

Facililakvi. SO 
Fast track. 14, IS, 16. 102 

Advisers. 18 
Federal Advisory Commiliee Act 18 
Final previsioas. 98 
Financial services, 88 
Food hyjicae s laadai^ 82 
Forcipi Agcau Rcpsiraiioa Act. 62 
Free Trade Cnmmissioa, 96 
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GATT. IQI 

General Agreenteal oo TarifTs and Trade 
(GATT). 78 
Class-Slcaiall Act. 89 
Graphs 

Ma<|uiladar growth. 48 
Manufacturing jobs as a PaccM of 

all cmploynteM. 30 
U S. exporu lo Mexico, 71 
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and Mexico. 43 
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Health aod safety ptoiactioaa, 9« 
Health and safety i f d a r d s . 20 
Health slMdvA. 84 
Herzsieia. Ratol . 60 

AiacnA.I» 

Apparel. 28 
Apparel and lextile. 32. 34. 79 
Apparel and textiles. 19 
Automobile. 9. 19. 28. 31 32 34 

42, 46. 79 
Aulomobiles. 44 
Banking, 8 
Broom. 20 
Business services. 28 
Chemical and food processing. 20 
Citrus. 10 
Communications. 8 
Construction. 8 
Electrical equipment. 33 
Electronics. 19. 44, 94 
Energy and Petrochemicala. 81 
Entertainment. 87 
Equipment, 80 
Insurance. 89 

.) Iron and steel, 28 
Livestock, 11 
Machine tools, 19 
New York lasers. 36 
Non-electrical machinery. 28 
Petroleum, 84 
Real estate, 7 
Retail. 28 
Service. 35. 87 
Steel. 19 

TelecommunicaiiorK. 88 
Television. 8 
Texas losers. 36 
Textile. 28 
Trucking. 3 

Infant mortality. 35 

Institutional arrangemenu and dispute set­
tlement procedures, 96 
Insurance in MexicD, 89 
Intellectual property. 54, 92 
Intellectual properly rigl»s. 93 
Intemational Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers. 33 

International Ofnce of Epizootics, 82 
International panels 

Selection of. 95 
International f>lanl PiMection, 82 
Intemational trade conunission. 88 
Investment. 85 

Dispute arbitration, 86 
Long-term banking, 88 
Mexican financing, 46 
nationalizing foreign. 8a 86 
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Reimbursement after cxpro-
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Investment, services, and related nuliers. 

Jobs. 25. 105 
And young people. .36 
Of the future. 37 
Skills and productivity of Mexican 

workers. 42 
Swapping manufacturing for 

service. 35 
Worker retraining. 37 

Judging criteria. 74 

Labeling. 84 
Labor costs. 51. 53 
Labor nghts. 99 
Laws 

Publication, notification, and 
adminisuation of, 93 

Lawyers 
And NAFTA international panels. 95 

Libman. William. 21 
Lobbyists. 17. 59 96 

Intenutional panels. 95 
Insurance companies. 89 
National Food Processors 

Association. 83 
To Codex. 82 

Manufacturing, 28 
And non-labor costs. 45 
And urban areas. 34 
ImportatKc of, 28 
Labor costs in Mexico. 42 
Percentage of U.S. jobs. 29 

Manufacturing jobs 
Secondary employment, 28 

Maquiladora 
Growth, 48 
Labor rates. 53 
Mexican buy out, 52 
U.S. exports tu help. 50 

Maquiladora Program, 13, 48 
Manne Mammal PrcMeciion Act, 78 
Market potential, 70 
Mexican business elite, 2 
Mexico's exptxu to U.S.. 31 

Minimal (Wincipals NAFTA should in­
clude. 101 

15 Minimum wage. 98 

Modilying i>r adding to the agreement. 98 
Modine Manufacturing 

Profits ai expense of American jobs. 27 
Modine Manufaciuring Company 

Profits ai opensc of American 
jobs. 26 

Monopolies. 89 
Mulroney. Brian. 14 
Myth vs Reality. 59 
Myths. 65 

Ineviiable relocation. 67 
Loss of American Jobs. 73 
Low Mexican wages. 68 
Mexican export market. 69 
More and beiia U S jobs. 66 
New Niirth American market. 70 
Racist critics. 65 
Illegal inunigraiion. 73 
Reject NAFTA=Reject President 

Salinas. 74 

Nafinsa 
Mexico's largest state-owned 

development bank, 52 
NAFTA 

Basic document description. 76 
Core chapter of, 85 
Effective date and ratifying, 98 
Oeneral Matters, 77 
Lobbyists, 17 
Missing parts, 98 
Negotiators. 17 
Side agreements. 47 
Weaknesses of. 99 
Wiihdrawal from the agreement, 98 

National Treatment and Market Acccsi 
for Goods. 79 

Nonh American Plant Protection Organi­
zation. 82 

Obligations 
Extent of. 77 

•^^••ft'-"-''— ifc - I 
PaneU 

Binationai snd trinational. 97 
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Patents, oopynghls. and trademarks, 92 
PEMEX. 84 
Peuoleum industry 

Of Mexico. 84 
Pharmaceulical testing, 84 
Plant rekKatioas 

Examples of. 47 
Political Action Committees, 6S 
PRI. 2 

Procurement operations, 84 
Protect Km 

From fkiod of imports. 8 ) 

R 
Real Ocd. 11 

Real estate ownership, 7 
Rules of origio, 80 

Salinas. Carlos, I. 2.8. I I . 13,41,74 
Saniury measures, 81 
Secondary employiiaeni, 28, 31 
Secret ctauu. 9S 
Secret Deal. 13. 19 
Secret deals. 23. 95 

Broom industry, 22 
Negotiating teams. 20 
Side letters. 19 

Shaiken. Harley. 42. 44 
Side agreemenu. 99 
Side Icllers. 19 
Social tanff, 106 
South America, 98 
Standards, 84.93 

And Codex deicgaiiow, 82 
And enforcemoM. 93 
And profcssioas, 87 
Eoviraameotal, 20, 108 
Food hygiene, 82, 83 
Health m d caviroameaial. 82, 83 
Heahhandssfety. ia 108 
Health, safety, the caviraiimeiM, 84 
Highway, 5 

Standards and fCfulalioas. 20 
Standards conHwisoi^ Codaa lo FDA Mid 
EPA. 83 
State Eatetpriscs. W 
Subsidiicd cxpom. 94 

Sunsirand Heal Transfer. 25 

Taxes. 40 
Team NAFTA. 62 
Telecommunications. 88 
Temporary Entry 

Business Workers, 92 
Professional Workers. 90 

Temporary Workers. 90 
Trade agreement vs investment agree­
ment. 12 
Trade barriers 

Technical. 84 
Trade in Goods. 79 

u 
u s Meal Import Act. 11 
U S -Canada agreement. 96 
Under Secretary for Agriculture. 82 
Unemployment. 35 
Unions 

Mexican, 45. 51 
U S. Ford stnke. 46 

Uniied States Trade Represenutive, 60, 61 
Urban empowerment program, 35 
USA'NAFTA, 64 
Used equipment. 80 

w 
Wages 

American average hourly-apparel 
industry. 32 

Maquiladora average hourly. 27 
Mexican average hourly, 27 
Mexican average hourly-apparel 

industry. 32 
Mexican minimum. 27 

Welfare. 35 
Worker compensation 

Mexico vs U.S.. 44 
Worker's rights. 98 
Workers nghts provisions, 107 
Working conditions. 107 

Yucatan 
And SI per hour workers, 41 

Let Your 
Senators and Representative 

Know How You Feel 
About NAFTA 

The only way your elected servants will know how you feel 
about NAFTA is for you to tell them. The following page con­
tains forms which you can fill out, dcuch, and send to your 
elected servants to let them know that you are informed and 
you want your voice heard. 

To mail your ballot to your Member of the House of Repre­
sentatives, simply fill in his or her name and mail one ballot 
form in an envelope to the following address: 

Representative 
Washington. D.C. 20510 

To mail your ballot to each of your Senators, use the following 
address; 

Senator 
Washington. D.C. 20515 

I f you prefer to fax your u)iiriion lo your Members o f Congress, 

see Appendix B lor u l isting of fax numbers. 

Together our voices will be heard. 
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The New York Times 
on 

Mexico's NAFTA Lobbying Campaign in 
the United States 

The Salinas administration 
and its many lobbyists in Washington 

have fashioned what appears likely to be 
one ofthe most elaborate efforts at 
political persuasion ever conducted 

in America by a foreign country. 

The New York Times. August 12. 1993 

• I Support NAFTA 
• I Oppose NAFTA 

• I Support NAFTA 
• I Oppose NAFTA 

U I Support NAFTA 
• I Oppose NAFTA 



UNITED WE STAND 
AMERICA 

A nabonwide edticational moven^eni lhat w.ll keep you .nforn,ed on tnywr-
lant issues facing our country ••••pw 

A nonprofit .Drgaxiization dedicated lo bnngmg about the necessaty refomu 
in our nauon s economy, govemment and election lasvs. 

You Can IMake A Difference! 
IJniied Wc Stand Amenca gives you the opponuniiy to have an impact on 
the criucal issues facing our country. We are focused on: 

Reforming Government 
Poliucal refortr, mus. begin with iinplemenung the line item veto, limiltng 
the role of ^ e lobbyists, and eliminating special pnvileges for elected ser 
vanis paid for with taxpayer dollars 

Balancing the Budget 
The tnicrcsi on the nauonal debt is now die third largest expenditure ofthe 
! ^ Smcc 1981. lhe national deb. has increased an average 

of SI inllion every four yean. 

UNITED WE STAND AMERICA Members Receive 

• A personalized membct^hip card. 

• A quanerly newsletter focusing on the issues stich as the nauonti tJebL 

Sews" "^ " ' ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ' ^ ^ ^ ^ AMERICA orgwiizaiitxial 

• Special mailings from UNITED WE STAND AMERICA about local meet­
ings and events. 

• An opportunity to «pre»s your opinions on critical issues. 

For information about your sute ot college UWSA chapter, call the 
UWSA Informalion Center at 214-960-9100. 



Individual Membership 

For only $15. you will receive an 
annual membership in UWSA. As an 
individual member, you wiU receive a 

personalized membership card. 

I 

Family Membership 

A family may join UWSA for the same 
pnce as an individual membership. Your 

membership card will be personalized 
with your family name. Each individual 

listed on the reverse side ofthe 
enrollment form will receive a 

membership number. All correspondence 
Will be sent to the adress listed on the 

enrollment form. 

Gift Membership 

You may also give an annual 
memiiership as a gift. Complete the 

fonn for the individual or family and 
include a check or credit card number. 
Also include your name and address. A 

membership card will be sent to 
the gift recipient. 

Founding Membership 
E N R O L L M E N T F O R M 

ri YES, Ross! I want to be a Founding Member of 
UNITED WE STAND AMERICA 

Nanie 
M 1 

Please enroll family members on reverse side 

Address 

City 
Apt. # 

Day Phone ( 

Evenuig Phone ( 

• Enclosed IS my $15 annual fee. 

• In addiuon lo my $ 15 meniben,hip 
fee. I would like lo make Ihe 
following contnbulion to UWSA 

n $50 • $30 n $15 

Sute Zip 

1 1 Other $ 

• I am already a UWSA member, but I would like to make a contribution. 

• $50 ^$30 ^$15 n Other $ 

TOTAL $ 

• Enclosed is a check for the total made payable lo 
UNITED WE STAND .\MERICA 

n Please charge the tout to the credit card I have indicated below: 

• Visa • MistcrCard • Discover • Americ«n Exptcss 
Credit Card # Exp Date 

LlJLJ_L_L_^LJ„L_L_l_l_i__i_U 
Signature 

Mafl to: UnilMl We Slantl Atnerlc*, P.O. Box 6, DMUM, T X 75221-0006 
If you would like to join by phone. c4ll 214-960-9100. 

C o n l M i M ml lariatKfMp I M •<« xa lu MxtiMc. aof . ,u (Hy ba aHri lo '1 • 



Supposedly. ArT^erican and Mexican workers have virtually 
the same rights. In reality, they do not. 'ludiiy 

•American workers have minimum wage structures that 
can provide a basic living. Mexican wofkers do not 

•Ire^-rw^rkerJ^do'n; : ' ' ' ' ' ' " ^ - ^ P ~ n s 

• w'oS^rTdrot"^ ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ^ Mexican 

• I J ^ ^ ^ r ^ ^ ^ r d o ^ t ^ ' ^ ' ' ' ' ' ^° - ' ' - - e l y . 

9 V8156?' '8?7115l 

Front covei photof faph C Ror.jld W We 
i Slc<k .Market 

Current Events 
$695 
(W 95 in Canada) 


