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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 of the problem is that 
Americans can be bought so easily. 

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 sahd, Mexican 
manufacturers would have immediate access to the rich 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 Sutes will increase 
following the elimination of quotas and duties — 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 distribute 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 turn, will initially be open to 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. Inthel 

days that followed, the government-dominated media praised4e3 
agreement and repealed over and over the benefits that NAFTA:j 
would bring to the people of Mexico. | 

The media, however, did not idenUfy the tiny handful of people 
in Mexico who would gain the very most from this trade pact 
riiey arc the 36 businessmen who own Mexico s 39 largest 
conglomerates. Collectively, 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, transport, manufactur­
ing engineering, constniction, real estate, and telecommunica­
tions, .unong many others. When U.e Mexican governmen soW 
off big chunks of Mexico's state-run companies in the late 1980s 
and early 1990s, this tiny handful of people quickly acquired 
control. 

In late February 1993. President Salinas hosted a private 
.l.nncrinMcxicoCity for29of theseMexicanelite.Oversmoked 

salmon, beef medallions, and wine, an aide to President Sa inas 
pointed out that each of the men at the table had benefited from 
lhe present political system. Each of them had profited rom 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 that President Salinas wi.shed to 
create. 

Then President Salinas spoke. He told the businessmen that 
when he leaves office in 1994 (Mexico's president has a six-year 
term limit), he intends to leave his ruling political party, the PRl, 
strongly in control of Mexico's government, as it has been since 
19̂ 9 But to do so. Salinas said, required money. He asked each 
of the 29 businessmen to make a $25 million political contribu-
tion. 

rthem. 

AdwntagesolHAFTA 10. Mexico 

, , ,w uade between Mexico and lhe 

„iU reap enormous proMs. ^ ^^^^ 

NAFTA gWe. j n X i n c t compeutive advantage 
,-«men at the Sahnas dinner, a a sii ent. for m-
r r a S . - M e . c a n ™ * " 8 ; X i k ? , o ^oss into Mexico 

n Oto-gh Mexican trucks already are allowed 
for three years, even ino 6 
,0 move goods into U,S. border ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

NAtTA also pe.n.i.s ^ " " ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ „„clcing companies 
„ , „ n t of .he stock ^/^^ •"°™hcountries)justthreeyears 
S,„seauthori.cdt„dobns,n ssm>»* „e 

,he 11th year of the agreement, ^^^^^ . 

Because of these Tea" asLre their aS. an^ 
NAFTA. Mc »ican truckmg cotTtpame ^^^^ ^.^^^^ ,„ 
^tSancusto,,,ersaguara«edl^^^^^^^^ ^^^^ 
delivery, and w,l do ,„„panies must wau ten 

; r^ f : i t i : c : : \ : ^ . - -»— 
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More important, NAFTA jeopardizes the safety of American 
travelers. In order to make U.S. highways safe, U.S. trucks must 
comply with federal standards concerning weight, size, mainte­
nance, and engine emissions levels. Very su-ict regulations arc 
also imposed on American truck drivers. These regulations set 
lough standards which cost American trucking companies 
money, but are necessary to keep U.S. highways safe. 

NAFF A makes a mockery of these safety standards by open­
ing U.S. roads to trucks and drivers who do not meet U.S. 
minimum safely standards. U.S. trucks, 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 
trucks do not. 

I he United Stales 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 that will crush our high­
ways and reduce the usable lives of our bridges and tunnels. U.S. 
taxpayers, of course, will foot the repair bill. 

Federal and stale agencies are supposed to keep overloaded, 
unsafe trucks off the U.S. highways. But these agencies are so 
uiulcrstalled tlial adequate inspection is simply impossible. At 
the Laredo, Texas border crossing, for example, there are only 
two inspectors from the Texas Dcparlmenl of Public Safety. Yet, 
more than 700 trucks a day cross into the United Stales. 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 ihey don't. 

Once inside the United States, the Mexican trucks will be 
subject lo U.S. weight limits. Roadside weight inspection stations 
are used lo enforce these weight limits. However, truckers share 
information with one another aboul the location of the weigh 
stations, and they frequently change their routes to avoid weigh 
stations and safety inspections. 

OU 1 1RADEU — AtiAIN 

Many of *e dnvers o, ^ese Mexican trucks , 
imum safety qualincations required of U.S. ""j" \ 

J^caM^ckdrivers.forinstance. mustbe21 years old before 
,^rigMe.ogetacommercialdriverlicense.Mexican.nicl_ 
eyareehgiwetoge ^^^^^^ 

tests. The Mexican tests are 

^vers operating in the United States cannot be accessed. 
r:- u truck drivers are required to have a working 

.S=ofin';i:Hi"o--v-"-;,:-rM::̂^ 
The ability to quickly read road J ' S " ' \ ' '̂̂ '̂̂ ^^^^^^^ ,ead 

srr̂ iSxt;'—^ 
drive in the United States. 

S a t r i l ^ A r c " , and Mexican true, drivers 

have blocked the borders. 
Fven if llie U S and Mexico develop some common standards 

for t^ck drivers and highway safely - a.s they are supposed to 
for tnicks, uriverN, ai 5 K.ft,ithaithev will or can, be enforced, 
do under NAFTA — n is doubtful thai they win, or 

5 
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Under NAFTA, therefore, Mexican truck drivers — qualified 
or not, fatigued or not, able lo read English or not — and their 
Mexicans trucks — overloaded or not, well-maintained or not — 
will soon be on U.S. highways.The.se Mexican trucks can already 
come into the commercial areas on the U.S.-Mexican border. 
Within three years, they will have full access to the states of 
California, Arizona, New Mexico, and Texas. Within six years, 
they can go anywhere in the continental United Slates. Do we 
really want this to happen? 

As difficult as il is lo believe, highway safely is only part of the 
problem with the NAFTA truck provisions. Under NAFTA, 
smuggling drugs into the United States will become much easier. 

Mexico is the principal staging area for the shipment of illegal 
drugs into the United States. The New York Times reported that 
up to 70 percent of the cocaine consumed in this country is slipped 
across the U.S.-Mexican border by smugglers working with 
Colombia's Medellin and Cali drug cartels. 

Today, much of this drug movement is done by illegal immi­
grants carrying the contraband across the border. Drugs are al.so 
smuggled under the border through tunnels. For in.stance, in eady 
June 1993, U.S. and Mexican officials discovered a partially 
completed 1,450 foot tunnel for smuggling drugs. It was con­
crete-lined, fully-lighted, air conditioned, and il extended from a 
warehou.se in Tijuana, Mexico to just outside of San Diego. 

If NAFTA is enacted, drug smugglers won't have lo go lo so 
much trouble or expense. They can ju.st transport their illegal 
goods across the border in trucks, and do so with very little fear 
of being caught. U.S. customs officials are already .so overworked 
that they often have less than five minutes lo inspect the cargo in 
trucks crossing the border from Mexico. This is an open invitation 
to smuggle. 

Colombian and Mexican drug traffickers are accepting the 
invitation. According lo the same New York Times article, U.S. 
drug enforcement officials report thai these dealers have bought 

OUT TRADED — AGAIN 

t ' ih-.i thev can use as fronts for 
l o r i e s and lrtickingccHupan.̂ 11^^^^^^^^ 
Imuggling operations. states and Canada, drtigs 

Ittucks have easy ^'^'^"V n, l o t ^ d throughout the continent. 
IwiU be hidden in goods ^^^P J^'^^^-, be able to offer 
i r S r S ; t : ; : = e U n i i e d S t a t e s a n d C a n a d a . 

' isoven^ighi service far behind? ^. 

I ' Here is the really amazing part. The : iepor ts lhalU.S.NAFTAneg^.^s^J^ - ^ ^ ^ ^po^ ^^^^ 

^ ity U^at dnig traffickers would ' f ^ J J ' e negotiations." The 

iLl U.e problem ^ ^ ^ ^ l ^ ^ ^ ^ l X ^ ^ l 

^ntlal part of the NAFTA negotiations? 

Real Estate ,„;itPftforeien investors, includ-
TheUnitedSuieshaslongperrnitted^^^^^^^^^ 

ing those from Mexico, 'Sn the other hand, 
4 ty ; . of real 
Mexico has long restricted foreign O H 

boundaries. One of the a leged objecu es ^.^ 

open the markets of both " ^ V A , Mexican investors, 

S S t a u r e ^ ^ . " " ^ ^ 
advantage over U.S. investors. 

Tradeand.nvestn.nl.nagrtc^^^^^^^^^^ 
instance, is a key part of U -^-^^^^ , „f f^rms, forests, 
will still be allowed to own ""^ ha"d^d pe ^ ^ . ̂ ^^^^^^^ 
and other real estate in ' ^ ^ l ^ ' ^ ^ ' ^ , , , ^ , „f any enterprise 
restricted to owning no more only Mexicans 
that owns agricultural or forest and in M c J^ .^^ ^̂ ^̂  

used for agncultur , f-,nd a controlling Mexican partner , 
U .S. investors are forcedfind a<:«ntr g ^^^^^ 

while Mexican investors are free to act 
Stales. 
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Communications 
NAI-TA also favors Mexican investors in llie 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 Slates. 

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

Construction 
According lo the NAFTA proponents, the agreement will 

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

Why? Because N AITA allows Mexican investors lo own one 
hundred percent of construction companies doing business in the 
United States, but limits U.S. investors to 49 percent ownership 
in Mexican construction companies for the first five years of the 
agreement. 

Inexceplionalcases, U.S. inveslorscan own a majority interest 
in a construction 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. 

Banking 
As part of Mexico's economic reforms. President Salinas sold 

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

Today, only one U.S. financial institution — Citicorp — has 
a tieposit-taking operation in Mexico, and it only has $5(K) million 
ot Mexican tieposits. Meanwhile, there are at least six Mexican 

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 investors by limiting all foreign ownership of the bank's 
common slock to no more than a total of 30 percent. NAFTA 
allows U.S. banks to establish operauons in Mexico, but limits 
all foreign banks from controlling more Uian eight percent of the 
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 of the 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 unUl the year 2007. There 
will be a total 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 su-ong supporters of NAFTA? 
Because banking operauons in Mexico are not subject to the same 
strict regulauons as U.S. banks - the regulauons that are de­
signed to protect U.S. depositors from speculative investments 
bv the institutions that are holding their money. For example, a 
bank operaung in Mexico may participate with more freedom in 
securiues-related investment acliviues. This means that U.S. 
banks will have every incentive to get their U.S. business custom­
ers to establish affiliates in Mexico. Once the customer is doing 
business in Mexico, the banks can take an equity position in these 
enterprises and provide a wide array of very speculative and 
poieniiallv very pn f̂itable sen ices that .ur prohibited by U.S. laws. ^ . 

Airto Trade 
Cleariy, the Mexican negotiators out-traded lhe 11 .S. ncgouat ^ < 

• n ̂ J \ n the areas of land ownership, communications, ship- \̂  . 
pi g" :d a^kinTeut it didn't stop there. The U.S. negotiators 
sluck to their strategy and gave away more American jobs. 

Auto trade among Mexico, the United Stales, and Canada 
accounts for more trade them any^other sm l̂e rnuliu t. One , 
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b-*^ ^ the reported U.S. goals in the NAFTA negotiations was toe 
x<vj> Mate Mexican and Canadian restrictions on the production 

1 sjleofcars. 
that was the goal, the U.S. ncgotiaUng leam failed spec 

y ' larly. By the end of the negotiations, the U.S. leam had aj, 
^ to let Canada continue to require U.S. automakers who seU 

Canada to manufacture most of their vehicles there. The U 
team al.so agreed lo allow Mexico to keep most of its 
investment and production restrictions in place for another 
years. Meanwhile, the U.S. auto market remains virtually ope 

l̂ ven worse, the United Slates also agreed to immediately 
us tariffs on automobiles imported from Mexico regardless 
whether Ihey are manufactured by European, Japanese, Mexican, 
or American companies while allowing Mexico lo keep half its 
tariffs on vehicles produced in the United Stales. Tlie remaining 
Mexican tariffs would be phased oul over a ten-year period. 

The bottom line is that NAFFA 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 the U.S. markets. Northern Mexico will replace 

V 

0 

7 
Detroit as the car production center of North America 

Agriculture . . ^ 
The NAFTA deal on agricultural trade is just as bacj. Under 

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

Also, NAFTA allows Canadian wheat producers lo keep the 
price and marketing advantages over U.S. producers that were 
negotiated in the 198S Canadian Free Trade Agreement. In wheat 

/ markets, just a small price advantage makes a big difference in 
-w^^y sfKiles. 

^ V P The U.S. citrus indusuy will also suffer under NAFTA. The 
United Slates must immediately cut its tariffs on the import of 

^ frozen concentrated citrus from Mexico in half. In contrast, 
Mexico only has to |)liase out its 20 percent duty on imports of 
U.S. citrus overall extemled period of time. NAFTA will accel-

10 
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rinvestment in Mexico's cil.s^xport op^ralK.^-

, nonda's cimis '"d;'^'^^ ^.^^...ers in the grow-

^TLsoexemptsMexicofrom^^^^^^^^^ 

^limits the amount o ' ^ ^ ^ f̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ gWe Mexico 
^ At the tne^the â re ^^^^ ̂ ^^^^ , 

jtricted access to ^ - feeding and beef-processing 
,U,developalargescalecatUe-fee^ 
„ry. The result will be a ^ ^ ' ^ ^ nish to 

Z from the United Stales ^"^^^ / ^ ^ j a r d s , and lax 

B ^ r t s l t f i r r r u n t y T a , - - , and — 
P ^ : : ; : : n t c „ i u , . n s a t i „ n payments. 

The Real Deal 
j^taftermepHvateSalinasdnmennF^^^^^^^ 

^ the pledges became a tnajo as , a ^^^^^ ^ 

soon afterwards. P ' « f . ^ Z * " ^ : I f ^ , „ews leak has never 
ttomti pol'lW ' " " " " . ^ ^ i v Explanation is that it was one o 

wanted included in NAFTA. ^butan investment 

Ultimately, NAFTA i - ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ p olct the investment 
agreement. N A F F A s P""-P;'f^^^^^^ ^his is accom-
of U.S. companies that ̂ udd f cj^nes m i,,ng the 
pushed by reducing the nsk of na^^n^ .̂ ^̂  ,„iimited 
^etun. of profits to U.S. .̂oduced in Mexico, 
access to the American markets tor gc 
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lie eventual elimination of Mexican tariffs on U.S. goods 
«<^ng to Mexico, which average only about ten percent, will mean 

ki t t le to most U.S. companies and workers. The reason is simple: 
Mexico's market is small — less than five percent of the size of 
the U.S. market — and Mexican consumers are poor. Mexicans 
have per capita incomes that are less than $2,500 a year, or 
roughly one-tenth that of someone in the United States. A person 
making that little can't buy very much. 

D(»es anyone from the United States benefit from NAFTA? 
Ves, the owners of labor intensive companies that move their 
factories to Mexico. They can save a minimum of $10,000 for 
every job they move from the United States to Mexico. In the 
process, they can avoid U.S. environmental, health, and safety 
regulations. 

Indeed, this job shift is already happening. Today, more than 
1,300 U.S. companies areoperalin£jnore than 2,200Jactoriesin 
Me :^«>rThey^ -emptoyTnofTth^^ 

(^osf of'lhese jobs were once held by American workers, 
^o-dny . lhrnisand.<r morc-trS.-Colirp-̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ are being urged to 
move their factories to Mexico by the Mexican government, by 
banks that want a foothold in Mexico, and by junk bond dealers. 
If NAFTA passes, il will remove any final doubts for those 
companies. 

A person can only wonder why and how a trade agreement so 
harmful to U.S. interests was negotiated, and who.se interest was 
foremost in lhe minds of the U.S. negotiating team. 

12 
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Chapter 2 

A Secret Deal 

^..orldalmosthadabankpanicovert^^^^^^^^^^^ 
14 and 15, 1982, when the Mexican g 

payments on its i " - " " f .Mexican bailout package 
Toforestallaworldfinancilpamc;^'^"^^ 

foreign investment. pursued. In quick 

subsequently, the ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ Z ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
order, Mexico slashed its public ex^nd^l^e 
Mexico also sold off dozens of state ° ^ ,^,,, ,ges 

Toaltractforeign-owned^cU>r.e.^^^^^^^^ 
of its workers - d P-mĉ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ 
program allows foreign mestorsinpe ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ 
Mexico to hold one hundred percent ^^^^ ^^^^ 
These factories P-ducê ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ fo ex^^^ ^^^^ ^^^^ 
products go to the ^ " ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ 
Mexican economy off limits 

When President ^a^nas came to p̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂^ 
accelerated its economic re form 2 ; 7 f , , ories. In 1989 and 
ated Mexico's efforts to ^^^^^^^ ' ^^ ] , corporations. 
early 1990, he met wjth ^^^^^^^^J^^^ l , , , ^ , would make Salinas expected that Mexico s econom .̂ ^^^^^ 

his country attractive to ^ ^^^^^^^ 
politely rebuffed-Mexico ^ dô ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  investment at the 
L poor. The keys to f ^ ^ f ."t^e^panded p ôr 
levelsMexicowanted,hewastold^were P̂  
investors and guaranteed access to the 

13 
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\r President Salinas got the message. In June 1990, he met with ^ 
^ President Bush in Washington and proposed that the UniledV 

P," States 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 the border area was opened lo foreign 
investment under the Mj/quiladora Program. President Bush 
quickly agreed. The two men then called Canadian Prime Minis­
ter Brian Mulroney and invited Canada lo join in these negotia­
tions. Despite some well-founded reservations. Prime Minister 
Mulroney eventually con.senled. Before negotiations began in 
June 1991, there was one item that President Bush needed to gel 
from Congress. 

Getting on the Fast Track 

obscure little piece of legislation called "fast track." It gave 
.'̂ '̂̂  The most bitter Congressional fight of 1991 was over an 

f 

/ President George Bush the authority lo negotiate the North 
American Free Trade Agreemenl in complete secrecy and with-

^ U)ut the participation of either Congress or the U.S. public. 
^ I he fact that a Republican president won this battle with a 

Congress controlled by Democrals could lead to speculation as 
v̂  to how the victory was achieved. For the moment, let's defer the 

Ir, \^ sjteculation on the "how" and turn our attention to the "what" 
- as in what was achieved in this victory. 

Fhe term " fast track" refers lo 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 the authority to: 

• Filler into negotiations with Mexico and Canada on a trade 
agreement at his sole discretion; 

• Set the agenda on which items would be negotiated and the 
negotiating objective lor each item; 

A SECREl DEAL 

Select all the private sector advisers that would be used lo 
guide the negotiations and establish the way that their adv,ce 
would be used, if al all; .IHP 
Conduct the entire negotiations in secrecy and ".â e s de 
agreements which could remain a secret among the three 

. rsuTcrCongress- access to materials about the agreement 
Lring he negotiations, and force Members of Congres o 
p edge neither'to lake notes on materials they were pertTtitled 
to see nor lo share that information with anyone; 

anS therefore had to be accepted or rejected as presented. 

Congress also agreed lo make the agreement a toP pnority and 

P ° ' t r o f ^ o right to niibuster is unusual. Since 
CtheenlhaLpV>vc^«'at i . - ,ed25tre«^^^^^^^^^ 

and agreements - including nuclear nonpiobferation treaties 
all without "fast track." , r , 

Congress gave President Bush "fast track" -thonty ô  
v^oiigi^ fe f lOQi Rill there was a catch — tnese 

NAFTA in late May of 1991, ^^ere 

1 1993 
' BV "this time it was clear the only way NAFTA would ever pass 
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legislative fight of 1991, c»)ngiessioiial allies of the Clinton 
AdminisU^alion quietly slipped legislation into the one thousand 
page budget reconciliation package that was rushed to a House 
vole late in the evening on May 27, 1993. Not a word was said 
aboul "fast track" during the abbreviated debate on the budget 
bill. Days later. House members learned thai while they were 
passing the budget bill ihey were also reauthorizing "fast track" 
status for NAFTA. 

To prevent a similar stealth-like vole in the Senate, several 
anti-NAFTA senators forced a public debate and vole for the 
record. They lost 76 lo 16. Congre.ss 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 oul 

smarted so badly? The answer is that Mexico was belter focu.sed, 
better staffed, and better organized. Its negotiators knew what 
they wanted and worked closely with Mexican business to gel it. 

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

In contrast, the eariier trade agreemenl between the United 
States and Canada had taken almost four years to complete, 
despite the fact thai Canada and the United States have almost 
equal income levels, possess similar institutions, and share a 
common heritage. Yet, President Bush instructed the U.S. nego­
tiators lo complete NAFTA in only 14 months — a much more 
complex deal with a country that is far less developed than the 
United Slates, possesses far different political and economic 
institutions, and does not share a common heritage. 

A SECRET DEAL 

The Advisers 
L T«o.ther Mexico's corporaUons and government hired an 
f J ^ f — o n inside^to 

U a d n g advice, supply , ' t ^ ^ h l r̂ Vung federal 
llam. These insiders included 33 "^"united States in 

I officials _ people w ô » c e - f . « e " ^ '^d htdsomely to 

rs;::rrwTfts:̂ rh™.»areidÛ^ 
in Appendix A. 

Mexico's U.S. Advisers negotiations was 

.̂ ^̂ ^̂ d̂ rslĉ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ < 

tiations used to be the United States Trade Adv^ or ^ 

1985 and is sull widely ^ " " " ^ ' ^ J ^ i , t^^^ ^ 
Mexico'schieftechnicaadvts.^^^^ 
for U S.-Mexican trade at the Uliice oi uic 
Representative during the late 1980s. 

L U.S. team, on the other ^ a f ^ ™ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
crats from various federal agencjes^m t am̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  

States Trade ^^P-^^^^;;^^^^^^^^^ service, had 
Ford Administrations, at̂ d in lobbyist for Cana-
worked as a Washington lawyer and a fore^gn^obJ,y i ^ 
dian, Korean, and Japanese in^rests^ T^ US^^^ 

interests in the 1980s. negotiating team were 
Some of the bureaucrats on U Ŝ. "egoU g ^̂ ^̂  

experienced, but many were no , ^"^ Pf^^'P^^^ u.S. 
when the trade talks began not a ^-^^^ J ^ ^ ^ j , , . He 
Commerce Department's Office of ^^^'^'^^ ^P'^'^^J'^f ^̂ e 14 
says that during one inter-agency êss on only two o 
members of the U.S. negotiaung team knew that key 
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the Mexican economy, such as petroleum, had once been A 
can-owned before tliey were nationalized by the Mexican gov. 
ernment. He also reports that only five percent of the Mexii 
documents, such as copies of propo.sed regulations and admi 
trative procedures, received by the U,S. negotiating team welt's 
ever translated for review. 

The President's Advisers 
Even though Congress gave up a large measure of its authority i 

with the "fast track" authorization, it did not surrender complete 
conuol of the treaty negotiating process. Under the 1974 Trade 
Act, Congress directed the Office of the U.S. Trade Repre-
.seiitative to seek advice and counsel from private advisory panels 
during any irealy negotiations, including NAFTA. For the most 
part, il never happened. The Bush While House, for instance, 
announced the completion of the agreement on August 12, 1992, 
but refused lo give its own Labor Advisory Committee the text 
to review until September 8. 

Fhe 29 olficial U.S. trade advisory committees, involving 
more than 825 industry representatives, were created by Congress 
to ensure ihat U.S. goals and bargaining positions in trade talks, 
such as NAFTA, would be guided by advisers who represent the 
broad interests of the United Slates. This balanced review did not 
occur during the NAFTA negotiations. The advisory committees 
were dominated by companies and industries with a direct interest 
in an agreemenl that would protect and stimulate more U.S. 
investment in Mexico. The deck was stacked against the Ameri­
can people. 

The iiiosl important of these advisory commillees was the 
Advisory Committee on Trade Policy and Negotiations 
(ACTPN). lis 45 members were appointed by the president. None 
were confirmed by Congress. I-ach member t)f this Committee 
was required to have a security clearance. Each member was 
piohibiled from sharing informalion outside the group. The 
ACTPN meetings were exempt from the sunshine provisions of 
the Federal Advisory Committee Act, which require Ihat lhe 
public's business be conducted in public. The ACFPN recom-

A SECRET DEAL 

^onswerelabeled"sccret"andsharedwithonlyabandful 

rinistration insider. ^^^^ ^^^^^ 

f UK 45 members of the AL r v • „ce com­
ers of major U,S, ' ^ " • ' ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ o t e »and, only 

^ four 'e^ - = X " w l atsiness consultam. Of 
jwere union officials. -'"'̂  o"*= extensive business in-
38 corporations represent 27^^^^^^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ „ 

fc^thfc^l^ie'tr^il-N^ approved by Congress, Is 

|«nyone surprised ? 

Behind Closed Doors 
• . h-.ve a long tradition of trading away U.S. trade negotiators have a long ^^^.^^^ 

:, Anterican jobs. To gel Turkey to join h ^ - ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ , 
agatnstlraqin 1990jorm.an^^^^^^^^ bat 

to increase the quota "^[^^^^^^^^ 
could be exported from Turkey >"to in ^ 
of negotiation is it when ^ ' ^ ^ ^ ^ ' l ^ ^ ^ . ^ X f - - a m ^ d ^ ^ 

^fS:dt::^--
^ ^ : t a l w i . T u r k e y , t h o u g h , ™ ^ ^ 

U.S. negotiators traded >̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  for foreign 

such as steel, ' ^ ^ ^ ^ " f o s U S negotiators were unwilling to 
policy reasons. In the 1980s, ^ " ^ j , ^ , , eompeti-
'defend American jobs from ^ ^ ^ ^ Z s U o . . pulled U.S. 
tion from Asia. In addition, " ^ ^ r ^ ^ ^ - l ^ l ,i,crafl, hi-tech 
jobs from other high-paying mdustnes 
electronics, and machine tools. ^^^^^^ 

Remen,ber, most ot ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ u.e public, they 
doors. When trade which are govern-
often have what are Wru^n as ^ ^ ^ ^ public docu-

rM!:;rs"^^^ 
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III these closed iicgoliatioiis, the U.S. negotiating teami 
aiitlu)rity to put virtually anything on the table. Itcan, fori 
trade away jobs in U.S. agricullure lo gel .strong provisic , 
U.S. investors. Trade treaty negotiations are much like a] 
game of Monopoly, but played for real with U.S. indi 
companies, and jobs. This happened in the NAFTA negotiatio 

But more than jusl jobs were traded away. The U.S. negc 
leam also accepted provisions that will ultimately lower UJ 
health, safety, and environmental suindards and regulations. 

After the trade pad was completed, one of the U.S. negotiatu 
explained to an audience of federal regulators that althoug 
changes in most domestic regulations normally require noticei 
public comment, secret trade negotiations (such as NAFT^ 
could alter these same regulations without need for notice and! 
public comment. The negotiator said, " I have seen specific'' 
instances where USTR staff denied copies of U.S. negotiating] 
positions which would require overturning Federal regulations ̂  
from the staff of the agency issuing those regulations. 

As the negotiations proceeded, the U.S. negotiating team was 
constantly 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 that will lead to the import of food produced with 
pesticides that are outlawed in the United States. This was all 
(lone .secretly, of course. 

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

The broom industry is made up of small, family-owned com­
panies thai employ between ten and two hundred workers. Pro-
iluction is labor intensive, and therefore, the industry is 
particularly vulnerable lo low-wage Mexican imports. 

A SECRET DEAL 

> , t Nonetheless. Libman ^"gf'''^*;' ° ^ agreement 
broom industry -f^^J^^^^^^^ 

titsMexican counterparts. But the U.^ ^^^^bedeal ) 

-rrrbrr"^ 
^owardtheendoftheneg—.^^^^^^^^^^ 
„UctedUbnun and asked whe*e ° ' i„ 

contacted Mexican " > a ™ f « ; , X t e s a's other labor-inten-
* " h " * .«e. watches, and nibber 

f ^ t industries sucn as c 
i footwear —had. „ „„vprnmentwasencour-
' Ubmanwasshockedtolearnh.owngo«^^^^^^^^ 

U,S, companies „„ i„,en.ion of mov 
Z U S, negotiaung team, the ^ ,.,5 dedicated to 
i„g pr«luction 'o " ^ ^ t sute^for dre thousands 
maintaining employment m the unite ^^^^^ 
of quality American craftsmen - many ot 
^,d.generation broom maker. ^^^^ _̂ 

Libman's problem was *a'*J 6 
amateurs, but they held the fate of his,nd^^ îc 

a s . - ^ ° ^ t ' \ l : h e ^ d u ^ ; u o Negotiations, 
knowledge a^" - ^ ^ ' ' ^ ^, , „ „ogouators in this 

Mexico operated differently, o manufacturer. 
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negotiating leam did not invite Libman or any oilier repre­
sentative of his industry to participate in the negotiations. 

Fhe brtKtm 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 
l>r()om.\ duty-free into the United Stales. 

If NAF'FA is enacted, U.S. broom factories will be forced oul 
ol business. More than one hundred small Midwestern commu­
nities will lose jobs. In many of these towns, the local broom 
factory is the major provider of jobs. Libman asks, " I f their jobs 
move to Mexico, how will these .skilled master broom makers, 
who have devoted the greater part of their lives lo their craft, be 
retrained; what high paying jobs will they 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 trade negotiators refused lo share the text 
of the agreemenl with the American people even after the deal 
was supposedly completed. 

When President Bush announced on August 12, 1992 —just 
beiore the Republican Party's national convention — that 
NAFTA had been completed, the American public was given 
only a 44-page-pub lie relation:t handout instead of the text oftjjei.^ 
iiKire thaiRlJOO^age agreenient. \^^u\^6^^' '^ iv^-*-'^''''*'''^ 

When the agreemeriLwas initialed by the three government 
leaders on October Cis,/1992 — two weeks before the U.S. 
presidential eleclion/-^lhe American public was handed a short, 
marked-up versioi)A)f the agreement. 

7 ^ b 
-2 ..oV r 

A SECREI DEAL 

When the agreemenl was olficially signed on Decembe(n<^ 

1992, no additional informalion was provided to the American 

public. 
The complete text of NAFTA was finally released to the 

American people on the afiernoon 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 the book, and is selling il 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 little information prior to this book. 

The goal of all ihis secrecy, of course, is lo keep the American 
people in the dark about NAFFA. Until recently, il 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 Atnericans. . . Mexico 
government and business interests have 
hired no fewer than 24 lobbying, public 
relations and law firtns to negotiate and 

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

meet with government and business leaders. 
Other Mexican lobbyists have arranged 
tours for lawtnakers and U.S. business 

officials. . . . Indeed, no opportunity for 
injluetu e seems too renwte for 
Mexico's legion of lobbyists. 

The Wall Street Journal. Mav 20. I99.i 

Chapter 3 

American Jobs Matter 

[ o n l y a t i n y h a n . u . o f w . „ ^ 
• before the U.S. Congress. ̂ •̂'̂ ^^^^^^ ,̂ ̂  senate to describe 

m April .993, she ; > i ; ^ - ; ^ : ^ down's principal e.npU^̂  
whathappens to workers vMicn a. 

moves to MexicH). ., u.ime in Dowagiac, 
Searlcu and he, hi.sband live - ''^^ ^^^nj , U 

„ „ „ , a n , F,.r23 ^ ^ l ^ ^ ^ ^ ; : : ^ : , , . Transfer factory. 

'::^rj^^:^ ̂ ^^^^^^^^^^^ 
conditioning units. ..onclomerate 

,„ ,ne late 19«ls, 
and govermnent contractor ' ' " ' ^ ' ' " ' ' [ f f ^ 

rrf ; : : : ; -^-t :f^ 
' • " : r : M : x , c a n Plant , C l l b ^ - - ^ 

„„. Scarlett and the lema.mng " " ^ ^ ŝhe told the 
con,pany would,,', lose ' rf.U needed, our 

Sena,e. "Hoping we » u U p-̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  
dedication lo our litctimc jons pi 
our devastation." ^^^^ .^^ ^^^^^^^^-^^ 

Within a lew months, the '^^'^ ^^ndards.MoreworK 
schedules as well as the - - P - y ^ ^ ^ f X - Scarlett worked to 
wasshifiedfromthcplannnD^^^^^^^ ^^^^ , 

S : C d . " ^ : - o c ; : n p . crate. ^ 
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they useil lo operate lor shipment to Mexican woi kers al the new 
plant in Mexico. The last big job Scariell and her co-workers had 
was to send the tools of their trade to someone willing to do their 
work lor a fraction of their pay. That's the American nightmare, H 
not the American dream. 

In 1 WO. Sundslrand reorganized itsell and sold its heat ti anster 
division to the Modine Manufacturing Company, a 75-year old 
Wisconsin corporation. I .ess than four months later, Scarlett, with 
23 years ol devoted service lo the company, was laid off. She was 
making $10.37 per hour al the time. Her husband, who worked 
at Moiline, was also laid off. The company gave them 60 days 
notice but no severance pay. Scarlett and her husband drew 
unemployment benefits lor awhile, but payments on their 
monthly bills .soon fell behind, and their savings were wiped out. 

Seal lelt went back to .sch(K)l at age 47. It was tough, 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 diK-sn't know how long the work will last. Together, the 
Bachman's pay is now only half what it was, and their benefits 
aie only a quarter of what they had before their jobs were shipped 
It) low-wage Mexican employees. 

When Scarlett began working at the heal transfer facloiy in 
1968, it employed more than 1.200 people. Now the American 
haloiy has less ihan 80 proiliiclion workers. 

Scarlett made the sacrifice and effort needed lo 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 the 
minimum wage and have little or no potential for advancement. 
But Scarlett considers herself lucky because so many of her 
former co-workers still haven't found jobs. Tlieir benefits have 
run out. many have lost their homes, some have lost their families, 
and mosi can'l afford medical insurance. 

AMERICAN JOBS MA IT ER 

l * i : ; y " its Mexican wooers, but wages in Mexico are low. 

Mexico's legal minimum wage is only 58 cents per hour. The 
Me"i:a;state„^Vucatancla,n,stohavea,,a^^^^^^^^^ 

•I .Ki,3 ..t 00 ner hour, including all benetns. even uii. 

payments for insurance or "' '"dal^^j^ "^^.^.^ border faclo-
Mexican workers employed by U.b. compainc 
Hes called maquiladoras. arc paid an average of only $1.64 p 
ries, cdiicu 111. M c,..,ricii whose pay was more 

Mexico whose pay was less than per no 

without indm,r toilets or electricity. 
unpaved. Ofien. all of their earnings go for teeding. clom g, 

sheltering their families. • ., ,„ ,QQO 
A . u.„ ivinnened lo Modine Manufactunng? In IVV^, 

M „ r r , " S h a d record salesand^ 

,eco,d d,vidend, l he CliO was paid - W',^' , „ , a , 

also given a cash bonus of S'"-'*'' ' ' j . , ^ , , , , , T I , . , „ , „ . 

S273,™«,, and stock X : Z : ' : ^ ^ ^ l ^ ^ ' ^ ^ 

S n , : ; ; P C T ^ ' C E O ^ f M^hneTlanuf^ ingCompany 

received $797.0(X) in total compensation for IWZ. 

.rrini.-.llv Scarlett-s government is actively encouraging U . . -

:s:h:;::r::iif.^sf:;:^^ 
in the United Slates Congress have tailea to gra i 
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manulacturing jobs such as Scarlett's are irreplaceable. Perhaps 
if they listened to the people who have first-hand experience, they 
would understand. When Scarlett testified in April 1993, only 
Carl Ixvin, the one Senator who sponsored her, was present for 
her testimonv. 

v)̂ ^ 4 Manufacturing IVIatters 

^^^^ If for no other reason, manufacturing is vitally important for 
^ ^ l l i i s reason: without the ability to manufacture, the United Stales 
^ cannot defend it.self. 

X Manulacturing is important becau.se i l provides the greatest 
number of high-paying U.S. jobs. The.se are the types of jobs that 
U S. workers need if they are to buy a house, build a retirement 
nesi egg. and create a belter future for themselves. It also matters 
because each one huiulred manufacturing jobs creates, on aver­
age, another 42 I support jobs. 

I'.vcii Ihe lowest paitl U.S. manufacturing jobs create more 
sccondaiy employment than the highest paid U.S. business serv­
ice jobs. T he Economic Policy Institute, a Washington research 
organization, reports that every one hundred manufacturing jobs 
in the: 

• apparel industry creates 207 .secondary jobs; 

• textile industry creates 267 .secondary jobs; 

• iron and steel industry creates 368 secondary jobs; 

• non-electrical machinery industry creates 289 secondary jobs; 

• aerospace industiy creates 388 secondary jobs; and 

• automobile inanufactui ing creates 691 secondary jobs. 

By contrast, one huiulred 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 Ix; created to offset the loss of even one 
hiiiulieil low-paying manufacturing jobs such as those in the 
apparel industry. 

AMERICAN JOBS MATTER 

» 1 r-v.Tse When a community 
bmsejob - I t iphcrs also wor^n rcv^ ^ 
UasDowagiac.Michig nlose • Ĵ  ^^^^^ ̂ ^^^ 
condary jobs they support arc 

V Paee 30 U should come as no 
Take a look al the graph on ^^^^ , • ,bs in the United 

o^rise that the percentage of - '^^ 9,5, n^anufaclur-
Ses has decreased over i e pas 25 y^a . . ^^^^.^^^^ 
„g provided 27 pe.cn ^ J ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ .^ow employed by 

rcenl. More people m the um c .manufacturing, 
.deral, stale, and local government ^^^^^^^^^ ^^^^ 

By contrast, Gertnan aiî ^̂ â̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  
theirmanufaclunngjobsat iHM^c. n ^^^^^^^ ^^^5 21 percent 

't of Japanese jobs were in 11 ..nroeress" as a nation 
: , i , jnst plain wrong to think tha P o . ^ - ^ 

quires shifiing from a ^ ^ 7 ^ , , ^^aders support this 
^economy. The fact that ^° ""^Jj i ^ , ; 

The Endangered Jobs List 
I l i e U i i w - I P 

, ihe loss of manufacturing jobs in the 
NAFFA will accelerate the ^^^^^^.^^^^ j ^ , , i , o t o 

United Slates. Some ^on^pan.e ŝ ^̂ '̂  ^^^^^^ 
take advantage of low-cost ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^..^rican companies 
Mexico to escape U.S. ^ ^ ^ be/w nt to. but because their 

,,iU move to Mexico, not be-u-^^^^^^^ ,̂ ,̂,e to compete. Even-
competitors have moved and ihcy n ^ . ^ j ^ ^ ^ j 

t , , „y , companies that choose to sUV ^̂ .̂ ^̂ ^ 

.educe employee ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ Z ^ , , . No product, no coin-

And which jobs are at risk „..i„iately vulnerable. 
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AMERICAN JOBS M M T KR 

ute,mining,.»-;o----::r;:Sirr 
jshift in Mexican products cxpoitcu 

^eadeago,ioughlyhaHofN^x.^^ 
^ consisted ot mme.als 1"̂ >̂ - ,,,0 United 
luponly 25 percent ' ; .:,^:;,ectnca. mach.n-
feiare dominated by the 11 - ' ^ U Z M ^ pa.is, trucks, tele-
^^hinery pans.auton.^ - — ^ ^ ^ ^ , p , , , , „ , , 
ors. radios, apparel, tckcomm _ 
e machinery. Of ^ '^^t P ^ ^ n d the Maquiladora Pro-
ed plants operating of American 

^ . These U.S. <---P.-. ^ ; ^J^ted that they will close Ibriters.Thesecompameshavcdcm 
^factories, fire A"-ncan w k̂  s. a d ^̂ ^̂  

t i^eT^::: :----
r - - - : - " " : ; : : ; : h s t , l h e a u t o i n d u s i r y r a n k s c l o s e 
|- OnthisendangeredU.S.jobs I ,,enth the pay of 
L t h e top. Mexican autowork s - U ^ ^^^^^^^ ^ ^ ^ ^ . j ^ , 

tf^irU.S. counterparts, and ih.̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ Ĵ ^̂ ^̂  .̂̂ ^̂  , , , , , o, 
'tt, the Mexican workeis. Hô Ĵ̂ ^̂ "̂ ',̂  ̂ , plants, health 
: Mexican auloworkcrs is negh, ^̂ ^̂ ^ ̂ ^̂ ^̂  n.anufaclure the 
care expenses excecil the cost 
automobiles. ^ j ^ ^ ^ ^ . ^ tn„u the 

Mexico P'ov'dcs autoinj^ers ca_ y ̂  ^ l ^ ^ ^^^^ ^̂ ^̂ .̂ ^ 
high costs of o,x:ratmg m the l'"ted » ^ 
: : ^an lageof i t .Rcm.^^-^^^^^^^ 

;i:̂ ;̂:::;::c:;:;-̂>nosu.-auto indusi-y jobs 
rrsecondaryjobswfn.,d,.enorn.n..^^^^^^ ^^^^ 

Pive hundred thousaiKl..h.c^esweai^^^^^ 
i„ ,988. More than one ' " f ' ; ; , ; ^ ' ^ , ^ , , ^ i „ be prc>ducing imu 
Within seven years, -^^^-^^^^^'^^ ̂ o f the reasons why 
than llircv- million units per V-"' , ̂ ^̂ ^ „f Oiousands of 
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I hese job hisses are increasing as auto parts suppliers mov«-
Iheir factories to Mexico as well. In many cases, these U.S. autot 
parts makers, particularly the smaller companies, are draftees.i 
Big Three U.S. automakers are quietly requiring U.S. suppliers] 
to serve their Mexican auto assembly operations from Mexican! 
parts factories. This allows Ford. Chrysler, and General MotorsL 
to squeeze price reductions oul of their suppliers whi le employing i 
low-cost Mexican workers. The supplier's parts production also 
gets credited towaid the auto manufacturers' satisfaction of Mex­
ico's "domestic content" regulations, which force foreign com­
panies that sell in Mexico lo produce in Mexico. NAFTA does 
not significantly alter Mexico's long-standing requirement that a 
high percentage of a vehicle sold in Mexico must be made in 
Mexico. European and Japanese car makers will also be required 
to buy parts from factories operating in Mexico. 

Mexico's domestic content restrictions should have been 
eliminated during the NAFTA negotiations. Instead, U. S. nego­
tiators agreed that Mexico could continue lo apply these unfair 
restrictions, slightly modified, for another ten years. 

Ironically, the biggest — and quietest — boosters for keeping 
Mexico's domestic content rules were the Big Three U.S. 
automakers They want to move even more of their U.S. operations 
to Mexico, but they also want lo avoid the blame for firing tens of 
thousands of U.S. workers and dcsu-oying the economies of hun­
dreds of U.S. communities. Hiis way, they can blame the relocation 
ol American jobs on Mexico's domestic content regulations. 

Apparel ami textile jobs are al.so close to the top of the 
endangered U.S. jobs list. Already, tens of thousands of apparel 
jobs have been moved from the U.S. to Mexico. Today. 129 U.S. 
apparel companies employing more than 30,()(X) Mexican work­
ers are operating 222 fiictories in Mexico. The jobs of many of 
the remaining 83().(X)0 American apparel workers, who are paid 
an average of $6.94 per hour, will vanish under NAFTA. Mexican 
workers are paid an average of $ 1.64 an hour for this type of work. 

NAFFA will permit a virtual free How of apparel products 
lioin Mexico intoihe United States. U.S. apparel makers will lace 

an uncomplicated choice: slay in the United Slates and go broke; 
or fire U.S. workers, go to Mexico, and boost profits. Guess which 
alternative most U.S. manufacturers will choose? 

Textile jobs will ft>llow the apparel jobs to Mexico. Because 
NAFTA limits the import of textiles made outside Nordi Amer­
ica foreign textile producers are already building factories in 
Mexico. Eventually. U.S. textile companies will have lo relocate 
to Mexico to remain competitive enough to keep their customers. 
If NAFFA is enacted, many of the remaining 540,000 U .S. textile 
jobs - which pay an average of $8.53 an hour - will go to 
Mexican textile workers making an average of $1.64 per hour. 

High-wage, skilled electrical workers are also on the N AFFA-
endangered U.S. jobs list. In the 1970s, most jobs m the U.S. 
consumer electronics industry moved to Asia and Mexico. Now 
big chunks of the U.S. electrical equipment industry are being 
shifted to Mexico. These are factories that employ workers to 
produce motors, transformers, generators, relay switches, and 
other sophisticated electrical products. 

The International BroOierhood of Electrical Workers reports 
that between 1985 and 1990 more than 25,000 of its members 
jobs were moved from the U.S. to Mexico. The companies that 
moved these jobs, such as AT&T, Johnson Consols, Weslmg-
house General Electric, and Cooper Industries, still employ 
hundreds of thousands of electrical workers in the United Slates 
whose pay averages $15.08 per hour, including benetits. Many 
of these remaining jobs could be profitably shifted to Mexico, 
where comparable work earns $ 1.64 per hour, including benefits 
once NAFTA is ratified by Congress. 

Millions of jobs in dozens of other indusuies are now on the 
NAFFA-endangered U.S. jobs list. Industries that produce prod­
ucts like melalworking machinery, partitions, fixtures, metal 
forgings clay products, office furniture, fabricated metal prod­
ucts, aircraft, aircraft parts, aircraft repairs, concrete products, 
lighting equipment, electrical wiring equipment, and luggage, 
among many others, are on the NAFFA-endangered U.S. jobs 
list. 

r 
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The Endangered Place List 

Different manulacturing industries in the United Stales tend to 
he concentrated in different parts of the counU-y. When an indus­
try suffers or loses jobs, specific areas of the counuy and the 
people who live there suffer the greatest financial strain. 

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

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

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

lhe biggest potential lo.sers are the nation's largest urban 
areas. Millions of manufacturing jobs have already disappeared 
Irom our cities. According to the U.S. Commerce Department, 
between the 1970 census and 1990 census, 19 of the largest 
American cities lost more than 2.3 million manufacturing jobs. 
Since the 1990 census, these metropolitan areas have lost even 
more jobs. 

Many of these urban manufacturing jobs have gone lo Mexico. 
Fhe University of Illinois at Chicago, for instance, has identified 
67.088 jobs and 42 factories that moved from Illinois lo Mexico 
between 1980 and 1990. More than 47,000 of those jobs came 
from the Chicago metropolitan area. The researchers say that the 
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faciuriiig jobs have gone to low-wage southern states. t)vers 
Ol to Mexico. 

I he loss of manufacturing jobs has the greatest impact oal 
urban minorities. Half of all the manufacturing jobs that disap*! 
pearcd in Chicago during the I98()s were lost by minorities aiid| 
women. 

With the ilecline of U.S. manulacturing, the ci)unlry is increa»-1 
ingly unable to provide good entry-level jobs for its youth. Asa* 
lesiill, the earning power of young people has fallen over the past! 
tk'caile. In 1980. for inslaiice, 18 percent of 18- to 24-year-old 
men earned less than $12,{)()() per year. In 1990. more than 40 
percent earned less than $12,(X)0 per year. And because of infla­
tion. $ 12,(K)0 in 1980 was worth far more than $12,000 in 1990. 

During that same decade, young women, who started out in a 
worse position than their male peers, suffered similar losses in 
earnings. In 1980, more than 29 percent of 18- lo 24-year-old 
women made less than $12,000. But by 1990, more than 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 
jiiovide badly-needed jobs. The Texas Department of Commerce 
did a detailed analysis of the employment effects of NAFTA. 

I hey report that the Texas industries that will "lose" under this 
ji.ict employ one-third more workers in the slate than the pro-
jet led "winners." The "loser" iiulustries include labrieateil met­
als, lumber and paper, prinuuy metals, fresh fniits and vegetables, 
livestock, distribution services. Uansportation etjuipment, leather 
and leather [•)roducts. apparels and textiles. These are industries that 
employ high numbers of semi-skilled workers. 

l he same pattern is found in New York City. The New York 
metropolitan area lost 725.0(X) manulacturing jobs over the past 
two decades. Many of the jobs that remain, such as the 60,(X)0 in 
lhe apparel industry, pay less Ihan $7.00 per hour. If NAITA is 
lalificd by Congress, these jobs will be at risk. 
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family income ,̂̂ ; >-,ob base, desiuicl.ve social d 

maprities who are mcreasint'y 
SaL versus a .,ny ," in"" V - Bcwcc, 

A^ain, ,he Wi"'"- . of^he Illinois populauo" 'hat 

•"'r \rans5«.»irnri;;.»-'»-"-̂^̂^ 

other 84 percent that >̂ y ,ounlries. 
_^ such as the ones lost to ott ^^^^ ^j^,n M 

Viewed another way. the 'naê ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂^ 
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hillioii, Al the same time, the total payroll for all U.S. manuf 
till iiig jobs was $266 billion. Al the current rate of the federal (' 
growth and manufacturing job losses, the annual interest on' 
feileral debt will exceed the salaries paid lo all U.S. manufacC 
ing workers by the year 1996. 

I hese federal deficits are irresponsible beyond imaginatic 
Proposals such as NAFTA that would destroy the good jobs (" 
produce the taxes that lhe country needs lo pay its bills and " 
a sound fiiture for American children. 

Chapter 

A Giant Sucking Sound 
„.,„onMex,ca„sen.er,„eworktorceeachyear,Theyneed 

j,c . 1 u:. nnvemmenlhave 
,emillion iviex.eai... 

' ;getd.ose.bs ,Pres ,den,Sa, ,n .andhisg— 

I;.in Mexico. ic reminiscent ( 
/-cost loans .... 

in Mexico. . j^gy is reminiscent ot 
Mexico's nauona, ^ ^ X ' U Ta.wan a genera.',-^^^^ 

:„ategies used by ' ^ ^ - ^ " ^ ^ eountnes, Mexico s strategy 
Like the sirategtes us=d » ^^^^^^ 5,^,^, 
depends on takmeiobs 

GooiWortiersal LOW wages 
. IIS companies: il pro-

• h..s a ihree fold attraction to V ̂  decidedly 
Mexico has a imtv povemmeni is 

, r g o o d workers at l e . -^^^^^^ 
pro-business; and Mc^' o is ^ ^^.^^^ 3^^,,,. 
consumer market in the world ^̂ ^̂ ^ bas 

For more than a year, the '^^^'^^^^^i^g an advertising car^v 
ca^^r.-d on these ^'dvan-^- ^^^^^^^^ ^^^.^ ,f high-qu^.ty^ 
p^'gn offering U.S. compan es a P ...ladingbenefits. The ad 
Lai Mexican workers al $ h ^^^^ ^^^^ , 

40 
41 



S A V E YOUR JOB, S A V E OUR COUNTRY 

Look al the chart on page 43. Fhe wage differential betwi 
lhe United States and Mexico could not be more obvious. 
United Stales Department of Labor reports that, even w 
iiiandaled non-wage benefits are counted, manufacturing 1 
costs in Mexico are only 15 percent of those found in the Uni 
Stales - - $2,35 per hour versus $16.17. What's more, despite 
lhe sujiposed prosperity in Mexico during the last 12 years, 
Mexican workers' standard of living has remained stagnant, 
same low wages that are being u.sed by the Mexican govemmci 
lo lure businesses are at the .same time exploiting the majority 
Mexican workers, 

I he New York limes reports that the skills of Mexican workctii 
.ilieady match the skills of 70 percent of the labor force in the] 
I Iniletl Slates, Once puiperly trained, Mexican workers' produc­
tivity and work quality equals that of anyone, anywhere in the 
world, 

I he experiences of U.S., Japanese, and Gertiian automakers 
illustrate just how good the Mexican workers can be. Ford, GM, 
Chrysler, and Nissan now operate high-volume engine plants in 
Mexico, Last year, they exported more than 1.2 million engines, 
making Mexico the largest engine exporter in the worid. 

In a Congressional study released in June 1993, auto expert 
llarley Shaiken compared the productivity and quality of work 
in Mexican jilants with iheir counterparts in the United States and 
elsewhere. He loiiiul ihat Mexican workers in one engine plant 
leacheil 85 percent of the productivity of their U.S. counterpart 
plant within two years; 89 percent within eight years; and 97 
percent within nine years. This is impressive by any measure. 

liven more impressive, the product quality in the Mexican 
plant surpassed that of the counterpart U.S. plant in four of the 
six years for which they had data. In 1991, the quality in the 
Mexican plant exceeded the U.S. facility by 32 percent. 

I he eye opener is that the U.S. and Mexican plants had similar 
ciiuipment. but the technology in the Mexican facility was more 
advanccfl, Fhe message is simple: Mexican workers can master 
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liij,'li tis hiioloj,̂ '̂ Miirl (lolivcrtJii; K«)<)ds wlx-n ffivun u cliunce. 
oiiL' .slionlcl be sujprised lo lemi that tho Mexican plant is 
being cxpaixied. 

Nisŝ n̂ rcports that its engine plant in Agiji«calienifis, M(_ 
is rK)w pmducing tlie fewest numberof defects per engine of 
of tlie company's woridwide plants. 

Oily thiTX? years after Fottl Motor Company opered its 
;i,sy('inl)ly {)lunL in Hermosillo, Mexico, its care wen3 
eqiud in quality to the Fbnda Civic, the highest quality anall 
sold in the United States. Shaiken reports that the quality of 
vehicles assembled in Fottl's Mexican factory was siperiorto 
highly- reganJed Nissan Sentra and Toyota Corolla made in 
by experienced .fcipanese autoworkers. 

High quality wotk by Mexican workere is r»t limited to 
aulDnuiking. Sanyo reports tJiat its Mexican plants are as produc 
live and its products as defectrfree as any of its U.S. or \ '̂ 
l:K:ti)rics. Sony's plant in Tijuana, Mexico has won woridwide 
cjuiility awards for the company. 

. i 

Dcspiie their accomplishments, Mexican workere are paid low 
wtigcs. Unlike the middle-class U.S. family displaced by ^VBB 
low wage jobs, tiie majority of the worit force in Mexico — tte 
lower class — has liUJe hope of greatly improving its starxiardof 
living. 'I"he .standard factory earnings in the Mexican state of 
(;hibudiui, for instance, are $1 [x;rhour. I n very rr»dem Mexican [. 
fiictories, su;h tis tJie F'ord, GM, Chiysler, Volkswagen, an!» 
Nissiin plants, production wotkere start at only $1.25 to $1.50 per 
liour. When benefits are included, the average total compensation j" 
in 1}X)2 for Mexican uutoworkerewas$3.33 per hour—one-sev-
cntii tlie $2-1.21 (x;rliour that was paid their U.S. counterparts. 

"Hiere lire a numberof reasons for tlie vast wage gap. One of 
iJie primary reasons is that since 1987, Mexico h ^ fixed w^es 
Uiniugh a complex govemmenlrbusiness-laboranHngemenL Tlie 
goal: hold uiflation dovm and keep Mexico attractive to foreign 
investors. As a n3sult of this arrangement, krxiwn ss el pacta, 
Mcxic.'in wages have not kept pace with inflalioa In terms of 

•14 

Kolute purchasing power. Mexican workers are miw making 
ERSS than half of what they made a decade ago, according lo l he 
lEconomic Policy Institute, a Washington, D.C.-based research 
Lganizalion. Mexico's real wages have gone down despite die 
tfect that diey are producing superior products in some of the most 
{advanced factories of die world's largest companies. 
I Of course, manufacturing companies look for more dian just 
pCbcap labor when deciding upon a location for a new plant They 
Lust consider access to transportation facililies, rehabilily of 
power systems, proximity to their suppliers, and political stab.l-

I Z No one seriously contends dial Mexico is supenor lo die 
lunited States in any of these categories. Yet, even after factoring 
Tin these components, Mexico still wins a large percentage of plant 

relocations. Why? Cheap labor can offset all of the areas where 
Mexico is still deficient. Although Mexico is deficient in certain 
categories right now, there is no rea.son lo believe dial it will 
remain deficient in these areas in die future. 

The CEO of Zenith recently told the New York Times, "When 
I factor in other non-labor costs - less heal, cheaper land and 
cheaper constniction - there is no question that Mexico s lower 
labor costs are decisive" Over the past decade and a half, Zemth 
has moved thousands of jobs from the United States lo Mexico. 

In theory, Mexican unions could slop the exploitation of die 
workers they represent. Certainly, die Mexican Con^ituuon 
gives workers the right to organize their own unions and the right 
10 strike The catch is this: unions must be certified by die 
Mexican government. The government only recognizes unions 
affiliated with the Institutional Revolutionary Parly (PRI), which 
has governed Mexico under one-parly rule for more than 6( 
years Unions that are nol registered wiih the govemmeni cannot 
exist and if a union is created and strikes, the Minister of Labor 
for die government will probably send in the police and army to 
restore order. 

If Mexican workers protest these strike-breaking tactics diey 
can expect swift and severe retaliation. In die summer of 1992, 
for example, the Mexican government upheld die firing of more 

45 

n 



S A V E YOUR JOB, S A V E OUR COUNTRY 

ill,111 l -l.()(M) workers who had turned down a contract negotiati 
by llie goveiiiiiient-ilomiiiated union. 1 he government and 
coin|iaiiy alloweil most of the fired employees to slink back I 
work al company-set wages; some employees were forbidd 
liom ever returning. 

Yet, Ihese workers were far luckier than the Mexican workers^ 
who struck against Ford Motor Company in 1987. In a bitten 
Iwo inonlh strike, l ord tore up its union contract, fired 3,400? 
workers, and cut wages by 45 percent. When workers rallied-
ai ouiul their union leaders, gunmen from the official government-
sanctioned union went into the plant and randomly shot people. 

I hen. more than one thousand stale police came into the plant to 
lesioie order and enforce the company-dictated union contract. 

Mexican workers got the message. So too ilid foreign compa­
nies — the Mexican government will keep pay low and workers 
in line. With Mexican wages kept artificially low, how can die 
United States expecl Mexicans to buy high-priced, American 
pKKlucts? How much can 36 wealthy Mexican families be ex-
|iecteil to buy'.' 

Low wages and tame unions are only part of what attracts 
lacloiies lo Mexico, Foreign companies operating in Mexico 
under NAF'FA. lor instance, have unimpedeil access lo the rich 
t l,S, consumer market. Not surprisingly. President Salinas con-
si.niily eiiiphasi/es this access to the U..S. market as a selling point 
lo l-!uropean and Asian companies. 'Fo sweeten the deal for 
foreign investors. Mexico provides financing for these foreign 
investors. In 1992. for instance, the Mexican government's im-
pi)ii-ex|ioit banks signed an agreement lo s|ionsor Chinese in-
\ eslment in Mexico. Iliis will allow Chinese textile and apparel 
c(ini|ianies lo secure an exemption from U..S. quotas and duties. 
Duly lice access lo the U.S. market is a very attractive business 
liiiipositit)n. I his roundabout enliy into the U.S, market couldn't 
be more blatant. After all, why would China, with two billit)ii 
peojile. invest in Mexico? Fo sell to Mexicans? No. Fhe rich 
iiiai kels 111 till- I I S. and ( anada are the real pii/,e. 

M ; i A N r S l K K»N(; SOUND 
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A GIANT SUCKING SOUND 

In addition to the U.S. companies that are relocating some of 
their facililies to Mexico, many of the foreign plants so eagerly 
recruited by U S. communities over the past two decades are now 
choosing to locale in Mexico. Among them are factories owned 
by Thomson, Goldstar, Phillips, and Sanyo. It seems that compa­
nies from other countries are just as attracted lo Mexico's low 
wages as U S, companies are. providing they can ship goods lo 
lhe U S, market. 

Most of these U.S. and foreign companies already in Mexico 
are operating under Mexico's Matjuiladora Program, which al­
lows Mexican and foreign investors lo own one hundred percent 
i)f factories if the factories are located in designated parts of 
Mexico and if they manufacture mainly for export. Nol surpris­
ingly, the finished and semi-finished goods made in these facto­
ries are exported primarily to the United States. The Mexican 
government charges no duly on the imported machinery, raw 
materials, or components used in these facilities. The Mexican 
government closely watches lhe finished products lo ensure that 
they do not enter the Mexican market, where they might compete 
with similar goods produced by Mexican companies. 

Fo encourage U.S. companies to operate in Mexico, the U.S. 
government subsidizes companies in Mexico that ship products 
to lhe U S, by renu)ving import fees (taxes). These factories are 
known as " maciuiladoras." 

lluiulieds of U.S. companies have quietly shifted jobs and 
factories into Mexico. The numbers tell the story: 

• In 1980. Mexico had 620 maquiladora plants employing 
I 19.550 workei s. 

• By 1991, there were 1.925 maquiladoras employing 467,0(X) 
workers. 

• Today, there are more than 2,2(X) maquiladoras factories em­
ploying more than 500,000 Mexicans. 

Fhe chart on page 49 shows the explosive growih of employ­
ment in the maquiladoras during the last 17 years. Al this growth 
rate, production in such Mexican factories will expand 400 per-
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r cent by the end of the 1990s. Aiul Mexico has enough w, 
' -x Micei lhe ilemaiul remember, more than one millionj '.s^^Micei 

workers enter the Mexican work force each year. 

U.S. multinational corporations created almost as many-l| 
manufacturing jobs in Mexico under the Maquiladora Pro 
between 1986 and 1990 as they created in the United Stall 
92.()(X) jobs versus 97.0(X)jobs. 

Most of the goods produced in Mexico by these new manu 
luring jobs are shipped into the U.S. market. Consequendy.i 
of the so-called trade between the United Stales and Mexic 
nol trade as trade is commonly understood. Rather, il is prima 
1 I S, comiianics shipping their own machinery, components,j 
law materials across the border into their Mexican factories) 
then shipping their linished or semi-finished goods back overt 
border into the United States, 

Again, the numlx-rs tell the stiny: In 1992, almost a third of I 
U.S. exports to Mexico went directly into maquilidora factoriesl 
whose products were either shipped back into the United States| 
or lo markets outside of Mexico. Altogether, more than half oft?̂  
Ihe U S, "exports" lo Mexico never entered Mexico's domesticvj 
mai kel. More than 30 percent of the U.S. exports to Mexico werej 
tools and machines used lo build more Mexican factories, niosdy 
U.S. owned and mostly maquiladoras. Finally, less than $8 billion 
of the $40.6 billion of U.S. exports lo Mexico in 1992 actually 
entered Mexico's consumer market. 

'File point of all these numbers is this: Mexico is a small 
consumer market, largely because its per capita income is less 
Jhan $2,500 per year. But il is a large and growing manufacturing 
platform lor companies that want cheap labor and easy access to 

^he U S, market. 

As if the United Slates government were not doing enough lo 
elp move American jobs to Mexico, a growing army of so-called 

0̂ " > facilitators ' has sprung up lo lend a hand. Now you might diink 
^ j ' Ihis is a group composed of the chambers of commerce from 

^ ^ vKarious Mexican cities. Unl'ortiinalely, Ihe group is American, 
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i ;ai liei ill I W.I, the National Association of Corporate Rem 
l-.stMc Executives, in a survey of its members, found that oaei 
hundred large U.S. companies plan lo expand or relocate operations'j 
in Mexico within the next 24 months. These results are similar to| 
the results of a poll done by The Wall Street Journal in late 1992, 'm 
which 182 of the lop U.S. executives .said that their companies we 
leaning towaid investing in Mexico in the near future 

The Mexican Buyout 

Fhe flow of U.S. companies voluntarily moving factories to 
Mexico under the Maquiladora Program threatens to become a 
Hood under NAFTA. Well-financed investors are beginning to 
Imy established U S, companies and move them south to take 
advantage of Mexico's low wages. The technique is simple: the 
investors buy marginally profitable U.S. manufacturing compa­
nies that are labor intensive, move the factories to Mexico, fill die 
jobs with low-wage Mexican workers, boost corporate earnings, 
iiiul then sell the companies at big profits. This "Mexican Buy-
tun'" promises lo (k) even more hann to the U S. economy and 
American workers in the 1990s than leveraged buyouts (LBOs) 
ilid in the I98()s. 

,^n illustration of this strategy is the prospectus of the 
.AmeriMex Maquiladora Fund, a financial group controlled by 
U S. and Mexican investors and initially backed by Nafinsa, 
Mexico's largest national development bank, 

.According to the AmeriMex pmspectiis: 

Fhe Fund will purchase established domestic United States 
companies suitable for maquiladora acquisitions, wherein 
a portion or all of the manulacturing operations will be 
relocated lo Mexico lo take advantage of the cost of labor. 

Fhe f-und will seek to acquire companies where labor is a 
significant component of a company's cost of goods .sold. 
Il is anticipated that wilhin six to 18 months after acompany 
has been ac(iiiiied by the Fund, the designated jiortion of 
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The reason is that ^ ^ ^ ^ ^Lings . Thus, a $10 
- " ^ • ^ " ^ ' I ' m l n i o n ^ - t tn annual profits will increase a 
million to $17 to $170 million, 
company's value by $50 million ^^.^^^ 

Which U .S. companies are moŝ  at - k ' ^ . , . i , , b n o l -

They employ more f " ^̂ 9 mdhon 11^ p ^ ^^^^ 

Tbeir payrolls to ' ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  jobs at risk on a state-by-

tables on pages 56 anu :> 
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slate basis using the above criteria. Nol all these jobs will be I 
- but all will be vulnerable if NAR'A is ratified by Congr 

Making Mexico Investor-Safe 

Many U.S. companies have already located or expanded I 
operations in Mexico primarily under the U.S. taxpayer-suh 
dized Maquikukiia Program. For them, the vagaries of Mexico'i 
judicial and political system are not an obstacle lo investmen 
()ther investors, however, have doubts about the political stabilit] 
of Mexico and their continued right lo do business there 
llierefore. remain on the fence. NAFTA is designed lo calm then 
leais. Its principal goal is to assure foreign investors thai lhcir| 
capital 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 government, the investors will get a quick reimburse-i'l 
ment at market rates. For many U.S. investors who have a | 
knowledge of MexicH)'s long history of nationalizing foreign i 
companies, this is a vital protection. 

NAFTA also guarantees foreign investors and companies that 
they can take their profits, dividends, and capital gains oul of 
Mexico In adilitioii. NAFFA guarantees the convertibility of 
pesos at market rates. 

Another NAFTA provision gives foreign investors and com­
panies in Mexico Ihe same protection for their intellectual prop­
erties — [)alents. copyrights, and trademarks — that they now 
have in the United States. NAFFA discourageseounterleitingand 
iheltol intellecltial properties, while simultaneously encouraging 
foreign companies to shift their best, most advanced technologies 
into Mexico. 

Most important. NAF'FA creates a dispute settlement mecha­
nism Ihat isotit of the hands of the Mexican court system. It works 
llirough biiuling arbitration undertaken by irinational panels of 
experts. 

A GIANT SUCKING SOUND 

. rs all of these new 
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GIANT SUCKING SOUND 
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Abraham Lincoln 
on 

Informing the American People 

I atn a firm believer in the people. If given 
the truth, they can be depended upon to 

tneet any national crisis. The great point is 
to bring them the real facts. 

Chapter 5 

"SeUing" NAFTA -
Myth vs. ReaUtv 

' „cr.rpd Economic Commis-

: b = S : ^ S : n r r . v e L u e n t o l t h e l l n , . d 

States really works. .. ̂ ^̂ ^̂ .pts by 
The commission reports that in other 

forlfgners at infiuencing f - ^ - ^ ^ ^ a l affairs." But in die 
monly understood as interference ^^„^,,,tes a 

United States, the ^ " - "^^^^ ê ^̂  
lawful opportunity availab t Uo ĝ^̂^ 
mnuence and to have an impact P ^ ^ ^^^^^.^^ ^ .̂.̂ ss in 

Washington is for sale to die ^^^^.^^ .̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ 

AS the Commission repo t >^^^^^ ^bodi famous and 
buy the knowledge, cc>ntac.s,̂  â^̂^̂^̂^̂^ Members of 

no -̂so-famous former ^ ' ^^ ' ^^ ' ^ j revolving door, as wel as 
Congress - Washington s " ^ " f'..uiionbuilders, markeung 
L^rs,public r e l - n s s j . ^ ^^^^^ ,,ers who have 
experts, commumealors con ^̂ .̂ ^ „ 
experience in government o. ^ P ^̂ .̂̂ ^̂ ^ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  

These Washington f ' f j ^ ^ P I ^ ^ " ,,ion handbook points out, 
foreign governments. the Co-"; options provided by one 
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ingtoii lobbying, grassroots lobbying, coalition building, 
relations, media strategies, economic consulting, manager 
consulting, political fund raising, issues monitoring, and eve 
planning. In addition, odier firms offer media production, dir 
mail, political consulting, and opinion polling." 

In short, Washington is a pohtical bazaar where foreign inter-f 
esis can buy virtually everydiing diey need to alter die actions of| 
the U.S. government to suit their needs. 

What is especially troubling about foreign lobbying is not just 
that it is so widespread and completely legal, but that die United 
Nations is using U.S. taxpayers' money to teach die rest of the 
world how to take advantage of the American people. 

Mexico Comes to Washington 

In June 1990, President Bush and President Salinas agreed to 
negotiate a trade and investment agreement. Two mondis later, die 
Mexican government .sent Herminio Blanco, its chief trade negotia­
tor, lo Washington to do what he called "lobbyist shopping." 

Blanco came to Washington with an open checkbook, and he 
did not go home empty-handed. In a ground-breaking study of 
foreign lobbying, die Center for Public Integrity reports that 
among the foreign agents he hired are 33 fomier high-ranking 
olficials of the U.S. government (see Appendix A). Some exam­
ples are: 

• Robert Herzsiein, a former U.S. Under Secretary of Com­
merce for International Trade, is now Mexico's lead U.S. legal 
counsel for NAFTA. Also, the Center for Public Integrity 
reports that Mexico paid his law firm $5.2 million between 
Augu.st 1991 and January 1993. 

• William Brock, the former United Stales Trade Representative 
(USTR). is now Mexico's principal U.S. trade and political 
advi.sor on NAFTA. While serving as USTR in 1982, he 
initiated discussions with Mexico about a trade and investment 

SELLING N A " * 

1 .̂ „ ,rio\ 000 be-
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December 1992. Secretary of .he , 
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Ambassador t^ j ^ ;;^T-,,,,,iuon -^^^ '^^avy. Their job now s 
CVinton P^e-^^;^^;f Jee Secretary of ̂ ^J^^J/ -...y Hispan.c-
^ard Hidalgo, ̂ a on ^n^ericans - ê P 
t" '̂thal N AFTA w.U benef.t the- ^^^^ 
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^ ' ^ " ' " ^ t n "am;rgn.The t ^ U ^ - ' ^ 

$30 milhon is P'̂  
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on lobbying expenditures that have to be reported 
federal government's Foreign Agents Registration Act. 
is riddled with loopholes. Other experts on lobbying belie\ 
lhe $.30 million estimate is less than half the amount that T 
will actually spend to attempt to gel the United Slates Con 
lo ratify NAF'FA. 

Mexict)'s political campaign in Washington is extraordL 
well organized. Early on, the Mexican government establishedij 
separate N A R A office in Washington and put a skilled Mexic 
businessman in charge. He and die Mexican ambassador tig 
conu-ol their army of Washington insiders. 

To help in this process, Mexico has staffed its Washing 
D C. NAFTA office with enough people to monitor every pha 
of their lobbying campaign. One staffer coordinates Mexico'i 
lobbying efforts with the U.S. corporations that are also advocat-,| 
ing passage of NAFTA. Another Mexican official closely moni­
tors the position of each Member of Congress on NAFTA. This 
allows Mexico lo concentrate its lobbying on die Members who 
are still undecided about how lo vote on the agreement. 

Another Mexican official manages the "Hispanic outreach" 
program in the United States. As a measure of Mexico's dior-
oughncss. it also has an official assigned to coordinate the lobby-
iiig of U .S, environmental groups. 

In addition to managing its Washington team, Mexico's 
NAF'FA olfice arranges for Mexican officials to visit prestigious 
forums throughout the United States. Over the past two years, the 
President of Mexico and his cabinet have spoken before dozens 
of U.S. audiences. The Mexican message is always the same: 
American workers have nothing to fear from NAITA. 

Fhe Mexican lobbying coordinators meet with their top Wash­
ington agents at least once a week. At these meetings, Mexico's 
" Feam NAFTA" shares informalion and coordinates its efforts 
to persuade Congress. 
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principal obstacle lo this corporate dream has been 
fierce resentment of both the United States and the multi 
corporations. 

For more than a decade, these companies and many ̂ , 
opinion makers have quietly, but persistently, worked on the 
of integrating the U.S. and Mexican economies. They have _ 
studies, persuaded Mexican officials lo sign "framework", 
vestment agreements, conducted conferences, written edit 
and done all of the things Ihat shape public opinion and 
NAFTA is the culminating event. 

U.S. corporations are spending as much as die Mexican 
ernment to persuade Congre.ss to ratify NAFTA. These ex̂ _ 
tures are far less visible than Mexican expenditures, howe 
because domestic companies are not required to report nearly 
much information about their lobbying efforts as are fo 
interests. However, the enormity of this effort is apparent. 

The U.S. corporate lobbying campaign to ratify NAFTA is W l 
by a newly-formed lobbying group called USA*NAFTA. It 
more than one thousand members, but the group's money coi 
from fewer dian one hundred of diose members. The CEOs oi 
many of US A*N AFTA companies served as advisers to the US. 
negotiating team during the NAFTA negotiations. Most of the 
USA*NAFTA companies will profit greatly if Congress ratifies 
NAFTA. 

USA*NAFTA has publicly .slated Ihat it is raising $2 million 
lo spend on pro-N AFTA lobbying. This, too, is the tip of a larger 
political iceberg. Most of the sponsoring companies also maintain 
full-time lobbying offices in Washington. These lobbyists art 
working hard lo gel NAFTA approved. 

But there is more These same companies also provide major 
funding for the key business and trade associations in Washing­
ton, D. C, such as the United States Chamber of Commerce, die 
National Association of Manufacturers, the Business Round-
table, and dozens of odiers. All these organizations and dieir 
lobbyists are working hard to get Congress to ratify NAFTA. 

SEU INC. N A n A 
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^ ij and the victims are then forced to prove diey are nol bigots. 
_̂  accusers are rarely criticized by the media. 

Fhe "racist" card is already being played by the pro-NAFTi 
advocates. High-level administration officials are telling repoi 
ers in "off the record" interviews that NAFFA opponents 
racists. Several Members of Congress are making similar slurs inj 
iniblic. It is, of course, all planned and coordinated. Politicians 
who claim otherwise should be asked lo explain such demagogu-
ery to their constiluents. 

The fact that American workers tlon't want their jobs moved 
lo Mexico is nol "racist." 

Myth 2 — NAFTA Will Create More and Better U.S. Jobs 
When NAF'FA negt)tialions began in 1991, advocates claimed 

NAFTA would create more jobs for Americans. In 1992, during 
the middle of the negotiations, the U.S. Secretary of Labor 
testified before Congress that NAFTA would cost 150,000 
American jobs. In July 1993, the Congressional Budget Office 
ie|K)rted that the total number of lo.st American jobs would be 
/'well under half a million." Notice a trend here'.' 

The reason that most U.S. policymakers are so blind \o the job 
shifiing dial will occur if NAFFA is ratified is that diey rely on 
the dozens of "reputable" academic studies that .say it won't 
happen. 

Yet, these studies are ba.sed on unrealistic assumptions and 
Hawed mathematical models. Most of these models a.ssume, for 
instance, dial the United Slates is operating at full employment, 
ineaning 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 States 
lor Asian and Fiiropean manufacturers. 

As absurd as these assumptions are, they are the least of the 
weaknesses found in the .studies. Specifically, the International 
Trade Commission, the federal agency that analyzes the eco­
nomic effects of U.S. Irade agreements, reported lo Congress in 
February 1993 that lhe most prtiminenl of the NAFTA studies. 
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nationalized properties at market prices, protects the intelle 
propiMty rights of investors, ensures currency convertibility,! 
allows foreigners to take their profits oul of Mexico. Disp 
will be settled by a new in.slitution that is beyond die reach) 
Mexican courts. All these investor protections are in an inter 
tional agreement that is beyond the reach of Mexican politicia 

If a U.S. company has been sitting on the fence trying to deck 
whether lo move its manufacturing operations to Mexico, then̂  
NAFTA removes most of the remaining impediments and doubts.̂  

In odier words, if NAFTA is ratified, the stream of U.S. 
factories fiowing to Mexico will become a fiood. 

Myth 4 — Low Mexican Wages Don't Matter 
Dozens of speeches and editorials by NAFTA advocates have 

included the following message, " I f low wage rates mattered in 
determining where to locate factories, Haiti would be the most 
industrialized country in the hemisphere." Sometimes, Bangla­
desh is substituted for Haiti. The real reason U.S. manufacturers 
do not go to Haiti or Bangladesh is that these countries don't have 
the political stability or investment guarantees of NAFTA. 

The argument made by these advocates is that Mexico's low 
wages reflect low productivity, giving companies little 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 with plants located anywhere in 
the world. 

Second, the vital link of workers getting 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 the past decade, even as Mexican workers 
in the export industries have dramatically increased their produc-
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'rom the United Slates. At this rale, the U S will co ba 
running up trade surpluses. 

More than $6.7 billion of the $40.6 billion in U S exports, 
auto parts shipped to U.S. automakers in Mexico for final aj 
biy. These final assembly jobs once belonged to Ame 
autoworkers. 

Another $9.4 billion of U.S. exports were for industrial, 
plies that were used in die manufacturing of products - a 1 
portion of which were shipped back to the United States. 

So of the $40.6 billion of U.S. exports, less than $8 bL 
actually entered the Mexican market as consumer goods fa 
and beverages. Most of the so-called U.S. exports to Mexico, 
lit Ic more than " work-in-pr(Kes.s" inventory that is returned 1 
sale in the United Slates. 

During 1992 the largest category of U.S. exports to Me:, 
was capital goods - machinery and equipment that will be us 
to manufacture items that were once manufactured in the U S 
American workers. The graph on page 71 tells the story. ' ' 

"'^I 'A; ' .* ' *?'* " ""'̂ h A^e^can Market 
N A R A advcKates con.stantly argue that "Once ratified, 

NAI- FA presents great economic opportunities to all diree coun-
tnes - the United States. Canada, and Mexico - and creates an 
estimated $7 trillion market for 362 million people." 

nJI"!^ T ^ T ^ ' ' " " '"'P"'""' '^^^ ̂ "i'ed States is the 
narket. The U.S. economy constitutes more than 85 percent of 
l.e North Amencan market, while Mexico's econon^^ is onW 

four percent of the market. There is no doubt about it - Mexico 

ah::s^^^^^^ - '̂-••̂  ̂menĉ  
a m St 90 million are in Mexico - approximately 25%. Bu 
Mexican consumers do not have the money to buy American or 

m $2,500. 1 he g(K,ds Mexican consumers might buy, such as 
radios and stereos, are made in Asia. What M e x L really offers 
certainly , , v a large consumer market but is a plenliful supply 
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of low-wage workers. The graph on page 73 explains 
relationships. 

I he only significant opportunity the U.S. has to export i 
Mexico is die opportunity to sell capital goods to U.S. factor 
relocated in Mexico. The grim reality of this arrangement is I 
loss of millions of American jobs. 

Myth 7 — NAFTA Will Reduce Illegal Immigration 
As manufacturing in northern Mexico expands, hundreds of j 

thousands of Mexican workers will be drawn north. They will 
cjuickly find that wages in the Mexican maquiladora plants cannot , i 
com|x;te with wages anywhere in the United States. Out of ,̂  
economic necessity, many of these mobile workers will consider 
illegally migrating into the United States. In .short, NAFTA has 
the 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 other administra- ^1 

tion officials have testified that if Congress rejects NAFTA, die 
United States will lose 400,000 jobs. This estimate has been 
widely repealed. It is nonsense. 

The estimate of 4(K),(X)0 lost jobs is based on the assumption 
that U.S. exports to Mexico will rise by almost one-third by 1995 
— a $13.4 billion increa.se — if NAFTA passes, or lo aboul a $54 
billion level. At the same time, the administration estimates that 
exports will fall by a quarter if NAFTA is rejected — that is, from 
$40.6 billion today lo $31 billion. 

How did the administration gel that 400,000 job figure 
Fconomisl Thea M. Lee was asked die same question by Con­
gress. She punctured this balloon. I.̂ e told Congress that die drop 
of exports from $40.6 to $31 billion accounts for I61,(KX) jobs. 
But, WIKMI Congress asked," Where do the other 239,000 lost jobs 
come from," she responded as follows: the loss of 400,(X)0 jobs 
is not measured from cunent levels, but from the mythical height 
of 900,000. which is never actually attained, but only assumed to 
Ix.' possible 
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^ The administration's 400.000 job loss claim is baseless- j 
more blue smoke and mirrors. 

Myth 9 - Rejection Of NAFTA Is A Rejection Of Salinas 
One U.S. Senator has written dial a "repudiation of N A I 

^ would be a personal repudiation of President Salinas who 
^ re(|uested the negotiations." 

y A former Secretary of State writes that "Defeat of NAFTAa 
-^w.uild do incalculable harm to the ref(,rm process Presideatl 

- i .Salinas has so successfully begun." j 

Administration officials argue in private that if NAFTA b'' 
reieeted. President Salinas might not be able to choose his suc­
cessor and Ihe ruling PRI's dominance of Mexico's politics might 
be endangered. ^ 

Again, let's be clear here. This is suppo.sed to be a trade 
agreement. It must be evaluated on what is best for die American 
people, and particulariy American workers. American jobs 
should not be used as a foreign policy device to take sides in die 
upcoming Mexican elections. 

i'lom the beginning of negotiations, everyone has understood 
Ihat Congress has the right to reject this agreement. The sole 
cnierion by which NAFTA should be judged is "is il good for 
America'.' 

Hach of Ihese myths is being repeated in countless forms as die 
Congressional vote on NAFFA approaches. Upon examination 

. however, all the myths are merely rationalizations designed to 
/ give Members ol Congress an excuse to vote " Yes" on NAFTA. 

It is up to you. the American voters, lo tell Congress to vote 
"No" on NAFTA. 

Chapter 6 

What's in NAFTA 

,^,„tleovertbefcae,,,,budget.«g^^^^^^^^^^^ 
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infectious." m mner — skip the details 

NAFTA IS being sold ^ ^ ^ ^ Z r ^ s . ^ ^ - ^ ^ r . . ^ ^ 
and make optimistic, but vague ela.m̂ ^̂ ^ P̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  
endiusiasm and positive body languag ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

IS it surpnse. therê ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ •..pUcations7 It 
of Congress have read NAFTA o u ^̂  ^^^ .^^ 

Mexico. conducted diis way. But die 
America's business should ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^eal widi 

reality of die situation is th t Ûe de m one 
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bureaucracy thai is capable of producing more legislativ 
als than any one person can possibly comprehend. 

While there is no substitute for reading die actual ag 
it is unlikely that very many Members of Congress ' 
time or make the effort to read it before diey must cast I 
Reading and understanding a 1,100-page document 
guage similar to a life insurance policy is someUiing 
people have time to do. 

Yet, elected servants bear the burden lo ensure that i 
hearing all sides of a particular issue and know what diej 
doing when ihey vole, particulariy on .something as danger 
America's economic future as NAFTA. 

The remainder of this chapter is devoted lo a summary' 
NAITA. Special attention is focused on the provisions affecti 
American jobs and U.S. sovereignty. 

The Basic NAFTA Document 

The Nordi American Free Trade Agreement is a two-volume-
document with a blue cover. The 570 pages in Volume I present' 
the key provisions of the agreement between Mexico, Canada and 
the United States. 

Volume II consists of 450 pages. Of these 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 that you were able lo get — the more die 
better. We've already seen several examples of one country or 
two countries receiving special treatment or exceptions under 
NAFTA. We'll see several more exceptions in diis chapter. 

The NAFT A document conveniently summarizes the excep­
tions on a country-by-country basis. It shouldn't come as any 
suiprise to learn that the United States has lhe fewest pages of 
exceptions — a total of 21. Canada has twice as many pages 
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States be bound to change its federal laws that confiict 
NAFTA, but it will also make a commitment to see that any SIL 
laws dial confiict widi NAFTA are changed. Many existing lai 
and regulations at all levels of government will be superseded! 
NAFTA. 

Equally important, NAFTA gives Mexico and Canada _ 
right to challenge the legality of our federal, state, and local la?. 
as illegal trade barriers. Any challenge will be considered ii 
secret by a panel of international trade bureaucrats. There is i 
appeal process involving the U.S. justice system. The diird bra 
of U.S. government, the judiciary, and the American right t0( 
process have been negotiated away. What happened to die systCL 
of checks and balances? If the United States loses a decisio^ 
before this board of international arbitrators, die United States is'; 
obligated to change its laws or pay a penalty to the odier nations; 

The impact of this provision on U.S. sovereignty is neidier' 
trivial nor far-fetched. In die late 1980s, the United States banned̂  
tuna imports from Mexico under die provisions of the U.S. 
Marine Mammal Protection Act, which protects dolphins from 
lethal fishing methods. Mexico challenged die legality of the U.S. 
law under the General Agreemenl on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), 
the worid trade agreement. In Augu.st 1991, a GATT panel ruled 
that the U.S. law is an illegal trade barrier. An appeal of the matter 
is .still pending. 

In 1990, Canada challenged U.S. excise taxes on beer, wine, 
and cider. As part of its opinion in this case, a GATT panel of 
arbitrators established a significant precedent with respect to die 
effect of both U.S. federal law and state law. The international 
panel declared that, "GATT law is part of the United States 
federal law and, being based on die Commerce Clause of die 
Constitution, overrides, as a general matter, inconsistent stale 
law." GATT ruled that the U.S. federal government must take all 
measures widiin its constitutional audiority to force compliance 
with GAIT by each of its state governments. 

As these examples suggest, NAFTA obligates the United 
States in ways that are only dimly understood. An international 
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tariffson automobiles '"̂ P^̂ ^̂ Ĵ/̂ ^̂ e in die United States over 
Z to reduce its tartffs on au - t̂ ade -
a ten-year period. requiring that signifjcam 
content restrictions on ^"^^^^^f.^.ntries must be made diere. 
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textile jobs. However, Chinese and other foreign textile i 
luive already figured a way around this provision by 
their own factories in Mexico. U.S. textile makers who wa 
be competitive will be forced to move jobs to Mexico or „ 
of business. 

For the next ten years, Mexico can prohibit the imports 
types of used equipment. The equipment that cannot be ship, 
into Mexico includes virtually every type of construction equ 
ment imaginable, such as scrapers, graders, draglines, cranes,i™ 
lamping machines. Mexican manufacturers and foreign equip 
ment makers with Mexican factories are protected from inexpen 
sive imports of used equipment. A.ssuming that new constructiok 
equipment produced in die United Stales cannot compete fromh,-
price standpoint, the sale of u.sed equipment would have been die j 
only hope for U.S. equipment manufacturers. As a result of this; 
NAFTA restriction on U.S. equipment manufacturers, only con-̂  
struclion equipment produced in Mexico will be used in diĉ  
post-NAFTA building boom. It's a cozy litUe arrangement nicely • 
protected under NAFTA. Whose interests were the U.S. negotia­
tors looking out for? 

Rules of Origin — Chapter Four establishes rules diat deny 
preferential treatment for goods produced outside of Nordi 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 
from outside of Nordi 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 that exported 
It. The idea is to make certain dial Mexico does not become a 
transshipment station into die United States 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 dian the capacity 
of the U.S. Customs Service to inspect the goods. The state of 
California reports that the volume of commercial traffic entering 
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NAFTA's text contains one agreement diat applies to a. 
tural trade only between Canada and Mexico, and anodier a, 
ment that applies only to Mexico and die United States. Ini 
agreement, new tariffs are specified on a product-by-pn 
basis for dozens of agricultural products. 

Two of the most important provisions, however, concemi 
^ export of wheat and com to Mexico. Under NAFTA, Mexie 

market will be opened to U.S. and Canadian exports of I 
commodities. But, U.S. wheat farmers will be at a price di 
vantage because the 1988 Canada Free Trade Agreement a 
permits Canada to subsidize the wheal production of its fa 

WHA I S IN NAFTA 

Perhaps die greatest dangers from NAFTA are contained in Xuo-
food hygiene standards. NAFTA's lax standards undermine cxJ 
isting U.S.health and environmental standard.s.Ratherthanadoptj 

^-Ihe highest possible food hygiene levels, NAFTA adopts stand-̂  
^q. , ards developed by something called the Codex Alimentariu|.5 

^ Commi.ssion, plus those ofthe International Office of Epizootics. I 
' CV,x>'^ International Plant Protection Convention, and die North 

> 

American Plant Protection Organization. 

The Codex, a United Nations organization, is a standards-set­
ting body whose members are national governments. It meets 
every two years to ratify standards — such as those on pesticides, 
residues, and meats — that are propo.sed by its committees. 

The Codex delegations create a problem becau.se they rely 
heavily upon the expertise of executives from the very industries 
that are to be regulated. Again, the numbers reveal a lof die U S 
Advisory Panel to die Codex Alimentarius at a recent standards 
review was composed of representatives from 14 food and chemi­
cal companies, six food and chemical trade a.ssociations, but only 
two consumer groups. 

As in tither parts of the U.S. government, the revolving door 
IS once again a problem. The leader of the U.S. Codex team until 
1991 was the Under .Secretary for Agriculture In August 1991 
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y The Codex ano o et around U.S. nyt 
L e a quick and easy way to g 
1 1 really simple: .epresentauves from mdus-

. Load the codex committees 

try- fnr-.als set weak suindards, 

, Persuade governments tou. 

,ironment»l ^^^^^ 

c oW is supposed to p t " " * " " ^ l °ftheother 
p ,„Two.ChapterE^sJ- ; ;P^„ ,^ 

83 



SAVE YOUR JOB, SAVE OUR COUf 

Part Three —Technical Barriers to Trade 
Chapter Nine, which is only 22 pages long, con4„« 

Part Three. It defines the standards that will i>e used 
under NAFTA, excluding those for food hygiene 
defined in Chapter Seven. 

The objective of Chapter Nine is to equalize die stand 
by the three nations in a vast array of areas such as 
pharmaceutical testing, communications, health standwa^ 
transportation safety among others. While the goal shouldb 
raise Mexico's standards, which are lower than those of i 
United Stales. NAFTA uses international standards as the fa 
dation tor setting rules in die future. Many of these intematiot 
standards are lower than existing standards in either Canadai 
the United States. 

An apparem U.S.-inspired provision (probably from a pangi 
con.science) allows each of the three nations to establish his 
domestic standards, and to exclude imports that fail to meet thcsq 
higher standards. However, any standard stronger dian die oS^ 
cial international standard can be challenged as an unfair trade -
ban̂ ier. The challenge will be decided by a irinational panel of̂  
trade bureaucrats operating in .secrecy. 

Put anodier way, NAFTA forces the United States to justify 
Its domesuc regulations to Mexico and Canada. Instead of bring­
ing the Mexican standards up, NAFTA will lower U.S standards 
on healdi, safety, and die environment. U.S. trade negotiators 
should never have put die American consumer in this position. 
Part Four — Government Procurement 

This 79-page chapter opens country's government procure­
ment operations to suppliers from the other two countries 
NAFTA specifies which government agencies will accept foreign 
bids, provides equal competitive opportunities to bid, and makes 
certain that the rules are fair for all. 

The big gain for the United States is diat U.S. companies will 
l)e permuted to do work for PEMEX, Mexico's giant petroleum 
industry. But the price is high. F'or instance, NAFTA will nullify 
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ment in Mexico. This new ability to take money oul of Mexi 
very important to foreign investors. 

In NAFTA, Mexico agrees not to nationalize or exprwp. 
foreign investments. However, in the event Mexico does nati, 
ahze or expropriate foreign investments, NAFTA protects i 
foreign investors by requiring compensation to be paid in fu, 
widiout delay, and at a rate equivalent to the fair market valuc< 
the expropriated property. 

The question that investors must a.sk themselves, of course. i»l 
this: if die promise not to nationalize foreign investments'a| 
broken, what are the chances that die promise lo reimburse the| 
foreign owners will be kept? The most likely remedy for Ameri­
can investors would be to get the U.S. government to impose high' 
import tariffs diat can be used for compensation and also permit 
fa.st tax write-offs — all of which will come out of die 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 die United States' judicial .system. Foreign investors will go 
to international arbitration to .seek binding awards for any viola­
tions of NAFTA, and .secure lho.se 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 the United States. 
Canada, for in.stance, is allowed to review the direct acquisition 
by foreigners of all Canadian business as.sets 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 million, an amount that will rise over time. 

WHAT'S IN NAFTA 
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professionals have a major stake in ensuring the standards of dieir 
profession. Under NAFTA, tho.se standards will be subject lo a 
challenge which will be heard by an international panel. U.S. 
professionals will soon be competing with lower wage Mexican 
professionals in the U.S. service market. 

Telecommunications — U.S. companies that move lo Mex­
ico may require top quality computer, data processing, and elec­
tronic data base services. The telecommunications .section of 
NAFTA ensures that foreign companies in Mexico will have full 
access to public telecommunications networks, including pri­
vately leased lines, on reasonable and iion-di.scriiiiinalory terms. 
Fhe goal of this provision is to allow foreign investors to have 
the same level of telecommunications .services in Mexico that 
they can get in the United States or Canada. 

Finunciul Services — Under NAFTA, Mexico can restrict 
foreign banks from controlling more than eight percent of die 
entire banking market. Mexico will have to allow this limit to rise 
lo 15 percent by 1999. If foreign banks achieve 25 percent of die 
Mexican banking market between the years 2000 and 2004, 
Mcxicocan 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 
the year 2007. 

The important result of NAFTA's financial provisions is diey 
provide a safe haven for U.S. and Japanese banks that want to 
avoid banking restrictions in their own countries. The Interna­
tional Trade Commission explains how: 

NAF'FA will likely have a modestly beneficial impact on 
long-term [banking] investment in Mexico. In the absence 
of U.S. domestic regulatory reform, however, long-term 
investment in Mexico's universal banking system will be 
particularly attractive to U.S. and Japanese banks. Once 
established as financial groups in Mexico, they will be able 
looi^erale commercial banking, investment banking, insur­
ance, leasing, and factoring businesses simultaneously. The 

WHAT'S IN NAF I A 
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WHAT'S IN NAFTA 

years will produce a set of recommendations to the diree coi 
on how to equalize antitrust laws and regulations in North i 

ica. 
If die other sections of NAFFA are any indication, dierc W 

be well-organized and well-financed attempts to use this ttr 
tional report as a means lo weaken U.S. laws on monopoliesi 
predatory business practices. This antitrtist language should ^ 
spelled out prior to ratifications by Congress. This is Negoti- ' 
101! 

Temporary Entry for Business Persons — This is one of I 
/ Miosl important and most overlooked sections of NAFTA. To 
, ^ foreignprofessional workers can enter die U.S. labor markeuW 

only "temporarily" and only if an employer gets a certificatid 
^ that a qualified U.S. worker cannot be found. Also, the existin 

( A T - j S y s immigration laws place a numerical limit on die number< 
^ ^ temporary workers. Put another way, American workers havel 

V 

priority for American jobs. 

NAFTA radically alters diis entire concept. Under NAFT/ 
Mexican and Canadian workers in 63 designated categories r' 
be hired in die United Slates, even if qualified American wor 
are available. 

- J NAFFA alsoeliminales, by stages, any numerical limitsoni 
number of these professionals who can work in the United Statcs-I 
In year one of the agreement, only 5,500 professional "tempoj 
rary" workers from Mexico and Canada can enter the UnitB^ 
Slates. After the first year, NAFTA obligates the United Statesto^ 
consider raising the ceiling. But in any case, anodier 5,500 can| 
enter in the second year, and another 5,500 in the third year. 

If any ceilings remain at the end of diree years, the United 
States iiiusl enter into negotiations with Canada and Mexico. At • 
the end of ten years, NAFTA allows an unlimited number of 
Mexican and Canadian professionals to enter the U.S. labor 
market on a "temporary" status. 

QENERAL 
\ Accounianl 

I Architect 
3 Computer Systems 

Analyst 
4 Disastei Relief 

Insurance Claims 

Adjuster 

5 Economist 

6 Engineer 
7 Forester 
8 Graphic Designer 
9 Hotel Manager 

tOlndustrial Designer 

I t Interior Designer 

« Land Surveyor 

«Landscat* Ar-̂ huect 

14 Lawyer 

15 Librarian 
16 Management 

Consulunt 

17 Mathematician 
(including 
Statistician) 

18 Range Manager/ 
Range Conserva­
tion alist 

19 Research Assisianl 

20 Scienlifit 
Technician/ 
Technologist 

2t Social Worker 
TJSylviculluiist 

(including Vorest.y 
Specialist) 

Source. North Amencan 

16, page 

73 Technical 
Publications Writer 

24 Urban Planner 
(including 
Geographer) 

25 Vocational 
Counselor 

MEDICAU 
ALUED 
26 Dentist 
27 Dietician 
28 Medical Laboratory 

Technologist/Medical 
Technologist 

29 Nutritionist 
30 Occupational 

Therapist 
31 Pharmacist 

32 Physician 
33Physiolhefapisl^ 

Physical Therapist 

34 Psychologist 
35 Recreational 

Therapist 

36 Registered Nurse 
37 Veterinarian 

SCIEHTIST 
38 Agriculturist 

(including 
Agronomist) 

39 Animal Breeder 
40 Animal ScienUst 

41 Apiculiurisl 

42 Astronomer 
43 Biochemist 

44 Biologist 
45 Chemist 
46 Dairy Scientist 
47 Entomologist 
48 Epidemiologist 

49 Geneticist 

50 Geologist 
51 Geochemist 
52Geophysicist 

(including 
Oceanographer) 

53 Horticulturist 

54 Meteorologist 
56 Pharmacologist 
56 Physicist (including 

Oceanogtapher) 

57 Plant Breeder 
58 Poultry Scientist 

59 Soil Scientist 

GOZiHilogist 

61 College 
62 Seminary 
63 University 
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There is more. Once "temporary" workers from Canada] 
Mexico begin to work in the United States, their "temper 
status 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 empio 
of a company doing international business. The expanded i 
cept includes business visitors who are paid from a non-
source. Mexican and Canadian professionals, whether or not I 
have anything to do with international trade, can work in 
United States so long as they are paid from a company in eidierj 
Mexico or Canada. 

^^UTuJeTNAhTA, Mexican and Canadian entrepreneurs willbe'̂  
^ble to provide U.S. drug stores with pharmacists, hotels will 
managers, builders with architects, schools with teachers, com­
panies with accountants, 
erS-̂ wiib engineers. As a result, hundreds of thousands of 
professionaFariâ eTTTT^professional American workers are going 
to be put under intense pressure lo cut their wages and benefits. 
Tens of thousands of other American workers are not going to be 
so lucky. They're going lo lose their jobs to low-paid foreign 
ĉontract workers from Mexico and Canada. 

While no one was watching, U.S. NAFTA negotiators radi­
cally revised the nation's immigration laws. 

*art Six — Intellectual Property 
Intellectual property is a short way of saying die economic 

rights of the owners of patents, copyrights and trademarks. 
NAFTA provides diese 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 States 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 its protections of intellectual property rights are weak. To 
provide the assurances wanted by the United States and Canada, 
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u le bv the provisions of die principal inter-
t^co agreed to abide b the P^^^^^^^^^y,,̂ ^^^ I 
Sonal agreements on intelle tu ^ J ^ j^^es and standards ; 
L F T A describes in great detail the ̂ oce ^^^^ 
& e used to protect eopyng^tS' '̂ ^^P J ^^,^„,es, 
fcs! sound tecordmgs -r^^^^^^^^ ^ 

Section f t o make operating withm^^^^^^ . 

Mexico. inrfiiutional Provisions 
P«t s e v e n ^ Pait seven jĵ reement defines now ôme 

This part of the e, ^ in be settled. U propo 
administered and how dispute ^ ^^^^^ 
radical changes to die rights .̂ î .̂ ation of Laws ^ 

Publication, Notincation, and Adm n^^ ^^^^ each 

^^r^t^r^^^^^ f y 
- admimsu^e - ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

UFTA. Each ̂ ^ X ^ ^ ^ P^°^" '̂ 

Countervailing Duty „f American citizens to seek y ^ 

;r:.;:naleconomica.n^^^^^^ 

same goods in me v ^ - ŷ  -N^ 
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cost of production. Fhe purpose tif dumping is lo unfairly destroy 
competitors and take away lheir market share. Although this is 
illegal in the United Stales, Mexican and Canadian companies 
have engaged in these practices many times in the past. 

NAFTA is crystal clearon this issue in Chapter 19 which sUles 
'As provided in this Article, each Party I nation] shall replace 
judicial review of final antidumping and countervailing duty 
determinations with binational panel review." 

In the past, the Canadian and Mexican governments have also 
subsidized many of their companies, which gives them an unfair 
advantage in international competition. In those cases, die United 
States can still impose a tariff — a tax on die imported goods — 
that is equal lo the amount of the government subsidy, thereby 
leveling the playing field. 

Over the past several decades, the United States has often been 
the target of dumping and subsidized exports. Time and again, 
crime has paid. Dozens of industries, thousands of companies, 
and millions of American jobs have been lost to these illegal acts. 
The most visible of these losses is con.sumer electronics, which 
was destroyed by dumping in the 1960s and 1970s. 

Subsequently, protections have been built into U.S. laws and 
victims have access lo expedited methods to deal widi diese 
predators in U.S. courts. NAFTA would wipe out these rights and 
procedures. The NAFTA procedures are modeled after die 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 that Mexican or Canadian 
firms are either dumping goods in die U.S. market or are being 
subsidized by their governments, die Mexican and Canadian 
governments can appeal the ruling by requesting the formation 
of a binational panel. 

The rulings of the international panel are final. Ultimately, 
U.S.C itizens and corporations are denied the protection of Ameri­
can laws within the United Slates. 
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The tnternattonal panels ' ' ^ - Z : ' : ^ ! ^ T Z ^ ^ l 
ft. respective ̂ " " " " ' ' " ^ ^ Z ^ ^ , provision conveniently 

* ^ ' ' ^ T K ' T h U s'lawye s who nego,ia,ed NAFTA, 
inserted by the U,S lawyc „„,, The two nations each 

^ panel is composed " ' ^ J ^ ^ ^ ; " . ^ dien pick *e fifd, 
, ^ „ , , , „o panelists, and the fou p̂ ^^^^ ^ 

from a hsL ine u..3- i 

by die White House. ^ p^^, of 25 

in die spnng of ^^^^'^^^^^^ehTu.S. panelists would be 

includmg those from Canada, ^^^^^ panelists, who 
The list of panelists now kePt « ^ ^^^^^^^ ^ 

b̂em'̂trodSii-̂^̂^̂  
to Americans, ^ ^ step further 

The audiors of this ̂ -garoo - ^ ^ ^ ^ 
todiscourage any challenge J th r dc ^^^^.^.^^^ 
menting legislation states that, "j^*^ p els. 
viding for the creation "P^;^;^ „ate Court of the D.str.c declared unconstitutional by he Apf^ ^^^^ president s 

of Columbia or by the S"P̂ em^ ^ , ^hole, 
authorized on behalf of the UnUed States .^^ ^^^^^ 
the decision of the hmauona panel̂ ^ > .^^^ „f 

Sdiri '^"^^^^ 
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action on any question of law or fact by an action in die i 
mandamus or otherwise." 

Furthermore, as one of Ronald Reagan's last acts as I 
he signed Executive Order 12662, dated December : 
which stipulates that in the event the Supreme Court 
the dispute resolution procedure contained in the CFTA i 
stitutional, the United States accepts as a whole, all deci 
the binational panels. This Executive Order is still in ef 
much for the American system of checks and balances. 

After four years of experience with CFTA, there is ei._ 
of how this panel process will work. Canadian interests 
appealed the decision of 16 rulings of the U.S. Intemationall _ 
Commission (ITC). Binational panels were created, and ten) 
of 16 times diey reversed the ITC ruling in favor of the Cans 
U.S. industry has appealed three dumping decisions madel _ 
Canadian government. Panels were formed, and diree out oft 
limes they ruled in favor of the Canadians. Of die 16 panels j 
reviewed ITC decisions, ten had one or more U.S. panelists! 
was either a registered foreign agent or from a law firm 
represents foreign interests. 

No one should be surprised to learn that these panels reve 
67 percent of the U.S. dumping and countervailing duty ruli 
brought before them. In the process, these lawyer/lobbyists i 
tablished legal precedents that will favorably affect their clie 
in other cases. 

By contrast, the Court of International Trade, which is 
independent judiciary and handles all other trade appeals in 1 
United States other dian those in CFTA, has a reversal rate 
only seven percent. It is a glaring difference. 

The dispute resolution mechanism imposed on die United 
States is sufficient reason to reject NAFTA. 

Institutional Arrangements and Dispute Settlement Pro-̂  
cedures — NAFTA establishes a irinational Free Trade Com--
missitm that will supervise NAFTA's implementation and 
resolve disputes other than disputes concerned with dumping and 

WHAT'S IN NAFPA 

j a i l i n g duties. The agreement re^nir««^^^^^^^ 

.Tstates also agreed to form a new . . „hat 

nmission is responsible to suiii „ent. These panels 
S resolve any disputes " " ' " ^ ^ I v-homustbe approved 
LwLdrawn from a t - ; e " « f : „ T « h o w,ll serve a term of 

each of the three g'>';e™'"='"'he reappointed, 
^\ears,Thesepanel,s. n,a b J P ^^^_^^_^„p,,.B^ 

Dispute settlement panels » {,om lhe roster of 30 
Kke Jee governments cannot select a y ^^^^ „ j„p„,e 

br;Ss:&-t;°dta:^^^ 

supranauonal comnu^ ^ die U .S. »Jovc 
l-related issues f^om the handŝ  , ^̂ ^̂ eaucrats. 

T s courts inio the hands of intertiat bureaucracy 

What's worse, the rules of prcKedure o this 

j r e i :n . eava i l ab . . ^^^^ 

procedures. As with the somedimg that wi 
are being kept in the da K 
profound impact on their pb a d ^^^^^ 

Exceptions - Chapter 21 ^'^^ ^^^^ ^^n, for instance is ha 
,JJyin'g several e-P̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ to^ovide information that 
none of the diree nations is q 
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will undermine its national security or impede law enforcemes 
Another provision specifies that if anydiing in NAFTA is incon­
sistent widi any international lax agreemenl that deals with dou­
ble taxation, the international agreement shall prevail. 

Final Provisions — Chapter 22 is only two pages long, but it 
has four very important provisions. 

Fhe first provision is that the three nations may modify or add 
lo Ihe agreement. 

1 he second provision is dial NAFFA shall take effect on 
January I , 1994. It cannol lake effect, however, until it is ratified 
by a majority vole in both the I I S. House of Representatives and 
the U.S. Senate. 

Fhe third provision — and this is important — is the accession 
provision, which provides dial any country or group of countries 
may become participants to this agreement. The presidents of 
Mexico and die United States have both stated dial they hope to 
have South American countries join NAFTA once die United 
States Congress ratifies NAFTA. Tliis provision gets very Hide 
attention. 

Finally, Article 2205 of NAFFA permits any nation to widi-
draw from NAFTA six months after il provides written notice to 
the other parties. At least diere is an escape hatch. 

NAFTA'S MISSING PARTS 
On paper, American and Mexican workers have virtually die 

same rights. In reality, they do not. 
• American workers, for instance, have the righl 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 healdi and safety protections. Mexi­

can workers do nol. 
American workers have child labor protections. Mexican 
workers do not. _ 

WHAT'S IN NAFTA 

environmenuil laws. They are y investments 
States, but only loose y enforced in Mê ^̂ ^̂  ^^^.^^ ^ „,e 

will be required to '^>"""Pf;X"nmental clean-up 
knows precisely how ^̂ ^̂ ^ high as $20 billion, 
ico will cost, but some estimates ha ^^^^ .̂ ^^^ 

The further i"d-triaUzalion of Mex.o ŵ ^ ..Environmental 
billions of dollars ^ ^P^^nd ta^e water treatment facih-
infrastruciure such as the ^ t - n j l - ^^^^^^^ 
ties, utility emissions, and solid wa, 

odiers. A cosUy environ-
^.PTA d<.s not S o t s U u s e weak 

mental issues. It merely '•nK""^ , ^ans of attracung 
enforcement of e n v — a l ,his for 
foreign investment, Yet. mei, 
„any years, and continues to do so, 

TO correct these labor ' ' f • - ; ^ ' ' ^ 7 „ ' ™ : sted by the U,S^ 

;='*-r^s;^=^^ 
side agreements. ^̂ at diey 

Many Members of Congress hav^aken J ^^^^ 
v̂ iU reserve lheir Judgment o -helh 
NAFTA depending on the final ^ rm ^^^^^^ „̂ 

:r:̂ s:̂ :=̂ ê S5i-
l ^ s s l n ^ ^ n ^ - - " ^ ^ ^ 
at the back of this book. ..wnesses is a reason to 

m summary, each of these diree weaknesses i . 

reject NAFTA. 
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• A fiawed dispute resolution system; 

• I he lack of enforceable worker protection laws; and 
• Inadequate environmental protection enforcement. 

Even with the strongest possible side agreements and the 
strongest possible enforcement mechanisms, die basic NAFTA 
pact is so Hawed dial it requires rejection. 

Good side agreements must not be used as an excuse to 
approve a bad trade agreement. 

Just as the president's staff was instructed to sell his budget %^ 
package by skipping the details and telling how it will "be good % 
ftir the country, good for the economy and good for middle-class 
working families," it is now adopting die same tactics to sell 
NAFTA. The White House is aided in its lobbying efforts by die 
Mexican government and profit-driven corporations from bodi 
nations, 

Fhe pro-NAFTA campaign is the largest h)bbying campaign 
on a single i.ssue in U.S. history. 

Chapter 7 

Hovii to Make NAFTA work 

^ ; : r y , : i e a r e l w o b a s , c r , , u ^ O n ^ 
of each nationaga,nst the othe a ra« to^ 

and benefits, THe f ^VJ"" "^Ton.iniprove their jobs, wages, 
in which die people ol both n o" ^ p ^̂^̂^ ^ 

- T t ' r t L ' X t f J o - e ' ^ h e American people and the U S, 

tive eompeliiion. N AfTA wm p ^^^^ exploiting many 

; V S : : ' t " a : d ° t S r ' f a m i l i e s , NAFTA is a losing 

proposition for both sideŝ  Congress and the 

p,err:nr̂ — 
What Is Required Of Congress 

The Constitution of die ; ; ; " ; ' ' ^ / w h i k C prudent nego-
power to regulate foreign .'^ommercejh ,,,tructions given to 
tiaies trade agreements, ' t - 'lone-thin the ^^^^^^ 
the executive branch by the egi^ature Ĉ^̂^̂^̂  ^^^^^^ ^^^p^^, 
ultimate decision wlielher Kade greê  ̂ ^^^ ^^^^ 
or rejected. M - V people > Ĵ ^^^^^ ^ .̂.es. 
these provisions of die consmu 
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For more than 50 years. Congress has handed over the] 
to negotiate trade agreements to the executive branch, giv 
president after another a blank check in trade negotiations, i 
result, one president after another has used that blank cY 
give away entire U.S. industries and American jobs to 
foreign policy objectives. Now that the Cold War is over, thct 
has come to stop giving away the jobs that belong to the Ame 
people. 

Trade is really about jobs and wages. Odier nations realizet 
and give trade negotiations a top priority. Japan, Germany, Iti 
Switzerland, Sweden, and other advanced industrialized i 
would never consider throwing away either the high- or lo 
wage jobs of their people. The United Slates must do die same.J 

Members of Congress must understand they will be held̂  
accountable, individually, and as a group, by American voters,' 
based on whether or not Congress faces up lo its constitutional 
trade authority. 

Al a minimum. Congress should never enact the types of "fast 
track" authorities that it has given recent presidents. Congress 
should never put into place a mechanism that in any way allevi­
ates Congress's duty lo debate and amend trade agreements. 
Congress should never allow the president to conduct treaty 
negotiations in secrecy as was die ca.se during NAFTA talks. 
Most important. Congress should never again permit itself to be 
made a "potted plant." 

Any trade agreemenl that can't stand lull public scrtitiny by 
C!ongiess before, during, and after the negotiations is not worth 
having. 

Let's make certain this is perfectly clear: ytui, the American 
people — the owners of this country — now understand that the 
U.S. government has been reckless with the jobs of the American 
people The American people are now closely watching Congress 
and will nol stand for such negligence again. 

The first action that is required of Congress is to reject 
NAFTA. Congress' second action should be lo reauthorize the 
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e of trade agreement that IS 

n- - the President Instructions 
^'Srcieru^llsanaooals ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  

I , „ .centyears . thetrade-da^^^^^^ 

L . can be this . - - - - s 
Inibber stamp it. All i , „,e„sion was in 
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• The U.S. is $4 trillion dollars in debt and must not do an) 
to damage its tax ba.se. 

• Every other nation plays by a different set of rules. 
I he questions, therefore, are: how does the United St 

expand trade with other nations in a way that neidier punisheslfl 
other nations for their succes.ses nor destroys jobs or indusb 
America'.' I low do individual agreements, such as a new N^ 
fit into the overall U.S. trade su-ategy'.' And most important,! 
can trade be used to create more and better jobs in the UB 
States.' 

As a nation, the danger of failing to think strategically i 
trade is measured by the fact that die U.S. trade deficit in IS 
will be close to $100 billion. A trade deficit of diis magnil 
means a loss of 1.9 milhon to two miUion good U.S. jobs. AI 
overhaul of America's approach to trade is critical. It is not I 
late. 

2. Negotiate With Complete Integrity 
To ensure that any new NAFTA negotiations are done will 

total integrity, the Congressional audiorization should prohibit J 
U.S. officials and former U.S. officials from ever working 
foreign lobbyists after they leave office. In fact, the U.S. shoul 
eliminate foreign lobbyists entirely. They are an embartassmcn 
to the country. Trade negotiations are so vital to jobs and 
national well being that the country must demand the best ( 
from the U.S. trade negotiators. The fact that Mexico's negotia-| 
tors for NAFTA were advised at every step by former U.S; 
officials is an outrage that must never be permitted to happen.' 
again. 

In the future, all countries must be prohibited from mounting 
the type of foreign lobbying campaign that Mexico has launched 
in Washington and around the country to persuade the U.S. 
Congress to ratify NAFTA. The government of Mexico would 
consider that kind of politicking inside Mexico to be raw, foreign 
interference in its internal affairs. So should the United States. 
Mexico's interests can be represented in the United States by its 
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^ t r : ^ - H c a n ^ * a l d e c « ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

iAmerica needs a f""''""'" trt".„sintronlofCongress. 

*̂ rsr:xr̂ =°'-
OHSALEATANVrmCE. 
I t , m « . • . « . * ' « ° " ' ' ' l ^ ^ e sovereignty of all three 
! In the cunem version » ' ^ Ab • A comm,s.s,ons. 
' L s is negotiated away ' ° 'n»™^Xs of the United Nauons 'other authorities, iiKludingjbJ^^__^^__,̂ ^^ ^ general 

^ r ^ o t S s r n d ' ^ l l d e t O A m . 

Ca^on. uade - ^ X : ; ^ ^ ^ 4eauthoritytoieviewU,S,la«an0^g ^^^^^ ^ 

Erŵra—̂^̂^̂  
h : : a . « r o f b a s i c p n n c i . e > e U n . ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

tero:r,=—-'-^-"^^^^^ 
L . UptaM the l««>> " t / , ? A femo"ve!" American ciu^n's 
" to its currem form, NAFTA remo ^ 
Lghtto judicialreviewof m»y ma««^^^^^ 

dispute resoluuon in *'^^\,i,i„„, cannot be appealed, 
is done in secret and "t,"^"'^' . ^ „ any new tor, 

U.S. negotiators must ̂ ; ; ' '^^S'safeguard die Consu-
* r d ^ ' S = t h e H g h t s i , l « s , o w s c . a S , 

t.nI^«J.b.»-WaO«f^'^^«re*:i^^^^^^^^ 
NAFTA permits M e x « " ; * \ . g „ , r d „ „ of business In 
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basic sii[)porl systems they can find in either the United States< 
Canada, 

Already, hundreds of U.S. companies have moved facihtiesi 
Mexico. Many more are using the possibility of relocating i 
Mexico as a bargaining tool to force their American workers! 
take less pay and to work harder. 

If enacted, NAFTA will accelerate the downward spiral of^ 
U S. wages. An unfair trade agreement pits workers from one' 
country against workers from another. Unfair trade is contrary to 
the U.S. goal in any trade negotiation: to expand the U.S. job base 
and increase die wages and benefits of American workers. 

To stem the on-going hemorrhage of American job loss, future 
access to the U.S. consumer market should be conditioned on 
imports meeting basic requirements. One basic requirement 
should be that imports from Mexico and other developing nations 
be produced by workers whose wages reflect their productivity 
and value. To ensure this condition, the United States can impose 
a ' social tariff at a level that is equal to die difference between 
the wage paid in die developing nation and the wage paid in the 
United Stales lor comparable work. Social tariffs should apply to 
the imports from both foreign-owned or U.S.-owned companies. 

A social tariff has a number of advantages. A .social tariff 
constructively uses the enormous power of the U.S. consumer 
market. It does not interfere in the internal affairs of other nations 
— if they want to do business with the United States, they can 
play by the rules; if other nations don't want to play by the rules, 
they can find other markets for their products. The choice is 
entirely theirs. A .social tariff allows U.S. companies to move 
production anywhere in the world, but limits their 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 die productivity of American workers. 
1 hey give American consumers an assurance their tax dollars will 
no longer be used to exploit pooriy-paid workers in Mexico or 
other developing countries, as they are now. 
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increase Jobs and Wages tor Wem̂^̂^̂  a better life. 
, The people of Mexico are »̂  '̂ "̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ that will help 
Â„y new trade agreemenl should iî clude pro ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
Mexican workers improve their jobŝ  wages. ^.^ 
Uving. The current version of N Af i A 

p̂eople of Mexico. f^,e United States is its wealdi 

Again, the principal -ittraction oi i ^^^^ 

and market size If die ^ - l ^ ^ X r l l ^ i o C - greater access to 

collectively; niinimum wages, work-

• T e r ^ « y " a n d - - - «> '"""^ 
in the United States; 

. Have die right of association; and 

• Are not exploited by age or sex. 

These standards will reduce the economic ^ ^ ^ . s 
paniestoexploit Mexican worker .Moreove j^ ^ 

establishes a set of ^ " " • ' " l ^ f ^ S r i Mexico wants access 

' " f u"l ™:^k« rn M^rotowsthe conditions,The same 
to the U.S. marKei, u nations. 
,ecuirements, o,cours.mu a P^ ^^^^ 

The in^P"*n,on .If w«kers r,g ^^^^^^^ ^ 

Several ex,sl,ng ^J^ ' J ' "* ! ;™ Economic Recovery Act 
Among diem are die C a n « ^ ^ 7 ; ; ^ ^ ° „ „ 3 ^ct of 1986, the 

^ ^ ^ ^ 
they must be enforced. 
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7. Do Not Make Mexico an Export Platform Into 
the United States 

Any future trade agreement should include full assuranceU 
Mexico will not become a low-wage manufacturing platfonnl 
other nations dial want unimpeded access to the rich U.S. r 
Otherwise, foreign manufacturers will attempt to send pr,^ 
made by 30-cent-per-hour labor in Asia into the United St 
through Mexico. Strict rtiles of origin must be required 
enforced on all U.S. imports to ensure diat diey meet die 
proposed standards on wages and working conditions. Again 
enforcement is critical. 

8. Protect the Health and Safety of All Parties 
Any new trade agreement with Mexico should enforce the 

highest healdi and safety standards. The cun-ent NAFTA .seeks to 
use international standards that are often substantially lower dian 
standards now u.sed in die United States. For instance, diese 
reduced standards would permit die import of farm products to 
the U.S. grown widi chemicals that are now oudawed in die 
United States, such as DDT. 

9. Protect the Environment 
For many years, one of Mexico's principal economic attrac­

tions has been the government's lax enforcement of its environ­
mental laws. Over the past two decades, hundreds of U S 
companies have moved to the maquiladora area of Mexico to 
evade the more strict U.S. environmental regulations which are 
enforced. In the process, companies in die maquiladora area have 
done enormous damage to the 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 odier basic infrastrticlure such as roads, bridges and 
power plants. 

Currently. NAFTA contains a weak provision diat supposes to 
prohibit Mexico from luring foreign investment by loosely en­
forcing its environmental regulations. This provision is meaning-

HOW TO MAKE NAFTA WORK 

t ..ae agreement on die environment, diough 
^. The proposed - J -*̂  .^enforceable. 

explicit, IS sull effccti y ^̂ e agreement must 
(If the environment is to be pro ^ ^j^rd is simple: 
Jta^n adequate enforcennen pro .s.ons.T^ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  ^^^^ 
i t s cannot be imported ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ l ^ ^ ^ ^ , , that violate either 
^are produced in faetones or by c°̂ ^̂ ^̂  ^oexceptions. Again, 

Eir.tMexicanenvironmenals^na^^^^^^^^ 

10. The Agreement Must Be f "jtÔ ^̂ ^̂ ^ trade agreements 
The United States has a his ory ^.^.^^^ -̂̂ o often, no 

..m >;ironc but unenforceaoie y aereement. r r p " m * u. e,,f,.rce prov,s,ons of a trade ag 

This practice must cease, a 0 * " " " " ° " " " " ' ? 
M y trade agreement wiOiMexicooraJ^^^^^^^^ 

consmicted in such » " ' y ,„ enforce it, 
^sources must be made availab. ^ ^ ^ ^ , 

This means having enough welHra^ 
Jans providing the ™ « ; ^ „ T l i s h i n g violators of Amen-

«-rwrtht:s;=̂^̂^̂  
" r , h e f u . u r e , t h e s , a n d a r d o f d . « ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

The Bottom Line 
c Trade Aareement 

Thebottomline t , ^ ' * « h Anien^^^^^^^^ 

T . ^ r l c ; : * n it gcs to a vote in Congress, 
NAFTA must be rejeeic 
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A win-win trade deal with Mexico is po.ssible. To become a 
reality. Congress mu.st fully accept its responsibility to regulate 
loreign commerce and provide clear, principled goals for U.S. 
trade negotiators. Any agreement presented for ratification by 
Congress must be examined in its entirety with the full participa­
tion of the American people. 

The American people deserve nothing less. 
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Appendix C, pp, 70-73, 

Appendix B 

Telephone anil Fax Numbers of 
United States Senators and Representatives 

Senators 
ALASKA 
Frank H Murttowski (R) 
T9d Stevens (R) 

ALABAMA 
Richard C, Shelby (D| 
Htmell H«tlin (0) 

ARKANSAS 
Oavid P(yor(0) 
Oal« Bumpsrs (D) 

ARIZONA 
D«nnis DeCortani (D) 
John McCain (R) 

CALIFORNIA 
Dianne Feinstein (D) 
Baibara Boxsr (0) 

COLORADO 
Ben Nighttioise Campbell (D) 
Hank Brown (R) 

CONNECTICUT 
Joseph 1, Liebennaii (D) 
Christophei J Dodd (0) 

DELAWARE 
Joseph R Biden. J(, (0) 
William V Roth, Jr (R) 

FLORIDA 
Grahani, Bob (D) 
Connie Mack (R) 

GEORGIA 
Sam Nunn (D) 
Paul Coverdell (R) 

907 271 3735 
907 271 5915 

205-759-5047 
205-381-7060 

501 324 6336 
501 324-6286 

602 670-6831 
602-640-2567 

415-249 4777 
415-403-0100 

303-866 1900 
303-844-2600 

203 240-3566 
203 240-3470 

302 573 6345 
302 573 6291 

904-422 6100 
813 275-6252 

404 331 4811 
404-264 1998 

«akli«laaOtt F n 

202-224-6665 
202-224 3004 

202-224 5744 
202-224-4124 

202 224 2353 
202-224-4M3 

202 224-4621 
202 224-2235 

202-224-3841 
202-224-3553 

202-224 5852 
202-224-5941 

202 224-4041 
202 224-2823 

202-224-5042 
202 224 2441 

202 224-3041 
202-224-5274 

202-224-3521 
202-224-3643 

202 224 5301 
202 224 2354 

202-224-3416 
202-224.3149 

202 224 8261 
202-224-6435 

202-224 2302 
202-228-2862 

202 224 0656 
202-224 6252 

202-224-3714 
202 224-6471 

202 224 9750 
202 224 5431 

202 224-0139 
202-224 2805 

202 224-2237 
202-224-9365 

202-224-0072 
202-224-8227 

I 
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STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT 

Today, we saw a p r o f i l e i n courage. Leo Purcell, President 
of the Massachusetts Building Trade Council, endorsed NAFTA i n a 
l e t t e r t o fellow union workers. 

In addition t o saying, as I have, that t h i s i s a choice 
between change and status quo, Purcell wrote, "No longer can 
nations a f f o r d t o b u i l d i n v i s i b l e walls at t h e i r borders because 
there are no longer national borders to free trade." 

I applaud Mr. Purcell f o r his leadership, courage and vis i o n 
and f o r his strong confidence i n the American worker. 
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Massachusetts Building Trades Council 
FRIEFORT STREET • BOSTON, MA 02122-3538 • 617/436-3551 • FAX 617/436-4163 
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VIC£PMSlD£Nr 

E D W A W C S U L U V A N 

SfiCXETARy-TltEASUKJl 
LOUIS A. MANDAMNI 

LCCSLAnVL DIRECIOÎ  
)UHN.F. X DAVOlUN 

I03K111 A.DA1T 

November 9, 1993 

Dear Gir and Brother; 

I aiu writing to express my concern over the issue of: the 
Korth American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA). This includes' the 
hysteria from both opponents and proponents, and the potential 
for chaos, whether i t passes or fails in Congress on Noveinber 17, 

The issue of NAFTA has becone emotional, and in many cases, 
misleading, will the removal of tariffs and other barriers to 
free trade between the United States and Mexico create a 
situation as NAFTA opponent Rosfi Perot claims "the hemorrhage of 
American iobs across the border" ? Well, wa Vnaw the 'U.S. 
companies can relocate across borders today whether In Mexico or 
Korea or wherever. That doesn't mean that we should be pleased 
.with that tact; however, i t Is a reality. And, is free-trade 
good for America and its workers ? 

We'VA hAard and learned the term "new world economy" over the 
past several years, and i t is fact. No longer can Nations afford 
to build invisible walls at its borders because there are no 
longer national borders to free-trade. I'm sure that most pf us 
would want to retux-n to the days of the Mgh-volume industirial 
giants- where Ainerican workers had only to compete with other 
Aiuetitjcin workers to produce products purchased by American 
consumers. We know that that world of work has changed and all 
we need to do is looK closely at G.E.,*the Big Three, U.S. Steel 
and other powerful engines of the U.S. economy and see how they 
have adjusted to cnanqe within the U.S, economic capitalist 
system. Now, one can say he doesn't like the capitalistic system 
and that's his choice. 

Workers in the U.S. have a right to be suspicious of trade 
and govecnment, but i t should be well placad and it'e our 
responsibility as leaders to not add to their paranoia, but to 
prepare them educfti.ionally and emotionally for the challcngoc of 
tomorrow. 

Building Our Communities the Union Way 
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I^t ' s face I t , President L«ri« Kirklar^d of the AFL-CIO would 
probably not support NAFTA regardless of what side agreements 
were negol i ;̂ t-ftd. W«., in our hiiKin^ss. un^otrctand p o l i t i c a l 
expediency on tough decisions. And, I believe that what he faced 
was a politic;»lly no-win sitaatir>n. Personally, I wish he j had 
taken a different appiro«ch. , 

Of course, there are statis t i c s ad-nauseum on this debate, 
but thero aro comd that «ti»nd out. In 1986, prior to Mexico 
loosening i t s trade barriers, the U.S. had a trade deficit! of 
approximately ?5 billion with Mexico. In 1992, the U.S. enjoyed 
a $5.4 billion surplus. w i l l HAFIA depress American wag^ ? 
Me*flcc>. provided only 7% of our imports and i t alrcsa.dy .̂ ae lar<^.ely 
free-trade with the U.S. i 

Newsweek recently reported that "NAFTA wi l l not succeed or 
f a i l on a few years' trade statiatica. I t s real proroin« to 
foster a more middle-clar.a Mexico and reduce immigration to ̂ the 
United statvt*." • 

The environment is a major concern of a l l American? and 
Mexico's abuse i s well documented but improving. NAF|'A i s 
supported by six major environmental organizations, Including;the 
National wildlife Federation, the Environmental Defense and jthe 
National Audobon Society. They believe that the U.S. will ijiave 
better control over the Mexican environmrtntal habits with N̂ FTA 
rather than without. 

I must say that the political arm-twisting (something that 
we in the building trades excel at) has gone to the extreme. 
Particularly, when long-time friends such as Joe Kennedy i s 
attacked by a Boston Central Labor Council o f f i c i a l as haying 
"caved in to big business and Investment bankers" That! is 
absolutely outrageous and is no way to treat a friend who time 
and time again has supported issues of workers and those who 1 are 
unable to fnnd for themselves. We can navcr become a one iisue 
organization and ignore the fact that from time to time a friend 
might dleagro© with one of our Isfiuoc, particularly, iri 
Congressman Joe Kennedy's case. I believe that what the 
Congreceman did waa out of a belief he wae acting in the best 
interest of the country and i t s workers. I f a person's history 
ia symbolic of his character, we know that Joe Ktsan^dy doesn't 
cave in to any one. ' 

I'm worried thf^t we are allowing some to get so caught-up in 
NATTA, and mayoe for the wrong reasons, that they would applaiid a 
demagoguf! like Ross Perot, while at the same time, creat^ an 
environment, wnercjby, a Democratic President - one we worked so 
hard to elect-wi.ll be handcuffed in the International arena, j My 
greatest fear is that we could contribvJtQ to the demise of i his 
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Administration as well. And, then what ? I'm convinced th^t if 
NAFTA is defeated that i t will be a pyrric victory at best. 

President Clinton haa recognized that we must prepare i for 
tcm«>rr«w, «ni4 he oheuld bo admired fo,- h l 3 leo.W-Miit. j aua 
courage. This is the first Democratic Administration in 12 
years! and the fir.c^t Administration in many years, to tackle, thd 
tough issues that were left by the. Republicans. President 
niintnn is trying to imfrova on the status quo; his opponehte, 
perhaps without knowing i t , are defending the status quo. I t is 
up to us, I believe, tc support him, as we did in hxe election, 
and *e inouro Aihat tho Trcoidcnt ia able to make change | Uic 
- jfrJUnd of the worker^-- not the enemy. Let that be hxs legacy. 

The eacy road for the President wo»ad have been to abahdon 
NAFTA and retreat from the world. But, the President knew ^hat 
Americans aren't quitter^; they are winners. ^^I'l^.^^^^^^^.^^Tn 
the playing field is level, American workers can compete and win 
with any nation in the world. NAFTA'* opponents don t think that 
is true, but I believe they are wrong. I have confidence in the 
iniericaA worker. President Clinton h«s bet that American workers 
are the best and most productive workers in the world. The spiart 
muiiey's .on him. That's why on this issue, my money is with the 
President. ! 

These opinions are mine and I would be less than honest if I 
did not share them with you. On a recent cable T.V. show my 
town of Whitman, I expressed my views on » P̂ *̂ "*;̂  ^ i ^ ^ ^ ^ l 
devoted tn part to NAFTA. I stated, however, that I was speaking 
personally and not in behalf of the organization I represent or 
the labor community. Perhaps, I could have taken a walk and pome 
might say that my position ia heretical, but those whô  knoy me 
better, understand that I was never one to duck a tough issueu 

yours, 

Leo J . 'Pvxrcc l l 
Prer.ldont 

L J P / j d 
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10:06 A.M. EST 

THE PRESIDENT: Good morning. This week I spoke with 
American workers and farmers who are succeeding in our competitive 
global economy. On Thursday, I went to Lexington, Kentucky, and 
visited the Lexmark factory, where they make computers, printers and 
keyboards for sale a l l over the world. Anybody who thinks our 
American workers can't compete and win should have gone there with 
me. 

Yesterday, I spoke with farmers from I l l i n o i s , Missouri, 
Montana and North Carolina. They produce corn, soybeans, timber and 
wheat, and they raise cattle. Just like the workers in Lexington, 
these farmers are eager to export more products a l l across the world, 
including to our neighbors in Mexico. 

The folks I spoke with on Thursday and Friday understand 
what's at stake in the debate about the North American Free Trade 
Agreement, or NAFTA for short. For them the debate i s simple — i t ' s 
about paychecks, not p o l i t i c s . 

In Lexington, I also met with workers from Monarch Tool 
and Manufacturing. Their sales in Mexico have grown dramatically 
over the last three years. Teddie Rae True, who works at Monarch, 
told me she supports NAFTA because she said without i t , I might not 
have a job. A lot of what we do depends on foreign trade. Roberta 
Canady has worked at Lexmark for 16 years. She said she s t i l l wants 
more facts about NAFTA, but she knows that, and I quote her: "The 
bottom line i s whether i t w i l l promote more jobs for the people of 
the United States. Let me assure Roberta Canady and a l l of you, 
NAFTA means more exports, and more exports means more jobs for 
Americans. 

There's been so much fog surrounding this issue that 
i t ' s time to shed some light. NAFTA i s good for us because i t w i l l 
cut the t a r i f f s on trade between the United States and Mexico. 
Tariffs are taxes that countries put on products from other 
countries. NAFTA w i l l eventually cut these taxes down to zero. I t 
w i l l also reduce Mexican laws which now require some products made — 
sold in Mexico to actually be made there. 

Now, that makes a much bigger difference for the United 
States than for Mexican products that would be sold here. Let me 
t e l l you why. Right now, Mexico's t a r i f f s on our products are two-
and-a-half times higher than our t a r i f f s on theirs. NAFTA w i l l 
remove those barriers, opening up a growing market for our goods and 
services and creating hundreds of thousands of new jobs for our 
people. 

The fact i s that today Mexican consumers are already 
buving over $40 b i l l i o n worth of American products. And i f NAFTA 
paiseS, they'll buy even more. Seventy cents of every dollar that 
Mexico spends on foreign products are spent right here m the United 
States. And when Mexico takes down i t s t a r i f f barriers, that means 

MORE 
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more sales and more jobs for our industries, from cars to computers. 

Right now, Mexico puts a 20 percent t a r i f f on cars and 
virtually requires that cars sold in Mexico be made there. With 
NAFTA those barriers w i l l be lowered. That's why the big three auto 
companies predict that in just the f i r s t year after NAFTA, they could 
go from selling only 1,000 cars in Mexico to selling 60,000. 

I t ' s the same with computers, which also face a 20 
percent t a r i f f . Three years ago, by one estimate, Mexico bought 
120,000 computers from us. Last year they bought 390,000. This year 
i t ' s estimated they'll buy 600,000. And that's with a 20 percent 
t a r i f f . When NAFTA lowers the t a r i f f barrier, the United States wi l l 
gain a 20 percent advantage over our competitors from Europe and 
Japan. And Mexico, with a population of nearly 90 million, could buy 
millions more of our computers, creating tens of thousands of new 
jobs here in our country. 

For our country, for every wealthy country, the only way 
to create new jobs and to raise incomes i s to export more products. 
For the past five years about half the growth in our economy has come 
from exports. And jobs related to exports pay 17 percent more than 
other jobs in the American economy. 

That's why NAFTA i s part of my overall strategy to s e l l 
our products a l l over the world at a time when our leading rivals are 
also expanding their own markets in their own backyard. Western 
Europe i s becoming a giant trading bloc. Japan i s expanding i t s 
investment in trade in much of Asia. And now with NAFTA we can 
create the biggest trading bloc in the world, starting with Canada 
and Mexico, and then expanding to the rest of Latin America. Many of 
the Latin American countries really want to buy more American 
products, to be a part of our trading bloc. They're just waiting to 
be asked and they're waiting to answer, depending what happens to 
NAFTA. 

Given a f a i r chance, I know American workers can compete 
and win in our own hemisphere and throughout the world. Those who 
believe otherwise underestimate the American people. We s t i l l have 
the most productive workers in the world, and they've gotten more 
productive in the last 15 or 2 0 years. 

On Tuesday night. Vice President Gore w i l l debate a 
leading c r i t i c of NAFTA. The debate w i l l be facts against fear --
the fear that low wages and lower cost of production in Mexico w i l l 
lead to a massive flight of jobs down there. Well, i f we don't pass 
NAFTA, that could s t i l l be true. The lower wages and the lower cost 
of production w i l l s t i l l be there. But i f we do pass i t , i t means 
dramatically increased sales of American products made right here in 
America. I t reduces the incentive to move to Mexico to s e l l in the 
Mexican market. And remember the t a r i f f s that we put on their 
products are already low. 

So we have to face the choice of facts versus fear. 
When Americans have faced that choice in the past, they've always 
chosen honesty and hope. Ultimately this debate i s a test of not 
only our purpose in the world but our own confidence in ourselves. I 
know the last several years have been tough on hard-working middle 
class Americans. I ran for President to change that, to give people 
health care security and security.in their education and training, 
and security as family members and workers. But I also promise to 
challenge you to embrace the world economy, because we can't run away 
from these changes. 

w i l l we hunker down and say, my goodness, we're going to 
be overcome by a trade agreement with Mexico, a country with an 
economy only five percent as big as ours; or are we going to reach 
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out to the rest of the world and say we can compete and win again. 
My v i s i t to Lexington, Kentucky and my talk with those farmers on the 
phone yesterday reminded me that Americans are hopeful and hard 
working. When the moment of decision comes, I believe ordinary 
working Americans w i l l agree with every living President, every 
living Secretary of State, every living Secretary of the Treasury, 
every living Nobel Prize-winning economist, and over 40 of the 50 
governors, that NAFTA means expanding markets. And we have to have 
expanding markets, not shrinking horizons. Our jobs and our 
children's jobs depend on i t . 

Thanks for listening. 

END 10:12 A.M. EST 


