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THE WHITE HOUSE 

Office of the Press Secretary 

For Immediate Release October 20, 1993 

REMARKS BY THE PRESIDENT 
AT NAFTA PRODUCTS EVENT 

The South Grounds 

10.31 A.M. EDT 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you very much. I want to thank 
Harold and Bob and, of course, Lee lacocca, who has been such an 
eloquent spokesperson f o r NAFTA. I t ' s nice to see him on te l e v i s i o n 
i n an ad where he's — I enjoy watching him s e l l Chryslers, but I 
l i k e seeing him s e l l NAFTA even more i n the t e l e v i s i o n ads. 
(Laughter.) 

I want to thank the many members of the United States 
Congress who are here today. They hold the fate of t h i s trade 
agreement and, i n many ways, the fate of America's trade future i n 
t h e i r hands. I want to thank the members of the Cabinet here today 
— the Treasury Secretary Lloyd Bentsen; our United States Trade 
Ambassador Mickey Kantor, who negotiated the agreements on the 
environment, on labor standards, and some other things which make 
t h i s a t r u l y unique trade agreement i n the history of world trade; 
the Labor Secretary; the Education Secretary; the Commerce Secretary. 
Bob Reich, Dick Riley, and Ron Brown — I've seen a l l of them. There 
may be other members of the Cabinet here today showing our u n i f i e d 
support f o r t h i s agreement. 

I also want to thank a l l the companies and the workers 
who came here today. They r e a l l y showed what t h i s trade agreement i s 
a l l about. I t ' s about the jobs of American workers and the future of 
American working families. People who are determined to compete and 
win. 

Today, the demonstrations i n these two tents should show 
our country and show our Congress why we need NAFTA. In the next 
month before the vote we've got to vigorously make t h i s case to the 
American people. 

I was t a l k i n g with Bob and the other steel workers over 
at t h e i r e x h i b i t over here, and I said. You know, we figure that an 
enormous number of America's unions w i l l actually pick up jobs i f 
t h i s agreement passes." 

The NAFTA f i g h t i s an inte r e s t i n g one to me. Lee 
lacocca has already said i t p r e t t y w e l l , but I have to restate i t for 
you i n personal terms. Before I became President, I was a Governor 
of my state for a dozen years — during the 1980s. When I took 
o f f i c e i n 1983, our unemployment rate was three percentage points 
above the national average. I know a l l about losing jobs to trade, 
to not being able to compete. A l o t of companies here have plants i n 
my state, and I believe that everyone I saw here, I have personally 
been i n the plant. 

I saw companies shut down and move to Mexico i n the 
1980s. And when i t happened, because I l i v e i n a small state, I knew 
who they were. I'm proud to say we brought one of them back, too, 
before I l e f t o f f i c e . I would not ever do anything knowingly that 
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would cost jobs to the American economy and take opportunities from 
American working people. 

This won't do t h a t ; i t w i l l do the reverse. The people 
who are f i g h t i n g t h i s are bringing to t h i s f i g h t the resentments that 
they have over what happened i n the 1980s. You heard me t a l k about 
i t — how many decent people l o s t t h e i r jobs; how many times did we 
see people shut down and move to other countries solely because of 
lower labor costs or higher other production costs i n America. 
That's what happened before. But i n the l a s t 12 or 13 years we have 
seen p r o d u c t i v i t y growth i n the production sector i n the United 
States go up at four percent or more a year. 

You heard Lee say that you can now produce an automobile 
from anywhere i n t h i s part of the world cheaper i n the United States 
than anyplace else. We had two European companies put plants i n 
North America — they could have gone to Mexico. Where did they go? 
One went to South Carolina, one i s now going to Alabama. Why? 
Because i t ' s cheaper. Because the labor i s highly productive, even 
though more expensive, and that i s a r e l a t i v e l y small part of a big, 
complex operation — making an automobile and putting i t i n t o a 
showroom. 

And I t e l l you, friends, i f we can get folks i n t h i s 
country to focus on what t h i s trade agreement does, i t w i l l a l l e v i a t e 
the anxieties that so many people have i n the 1980s. I t raises the 
cost of production to Mexico by requiring greater investments i n 
labor and i n the environment. I t lowers the trade b a r r i e r s . On 
automobiles alone, the domestic content requirement w i l l be lowered, 
and we'll be able to go from s e l l i n g one to 50,000 American cars i n 
one year alone. 

I t w i l l give us access to a Mexican market on 
p r e f e r e n t i a l terms as compared with our Japanese and our European 
competitors, something that we have seen on the reverse side not only 
i n Europe, but especially i n Asia. And i t w i l l create good jobs. 
We'll not only get more jobs out of t h i s , but the jobs we get related 
to exports pay on average about 17 percent more than non-export 
related jobs i n t h i s country. 

And look at the Mexicans. You know, frankly, I'm 
ge t t i n g a l i t t l e weary of hearing people c r i t i c i z e Mexico as not 
perfect. You think everybody else we trade with i n the world i s 
perfect? Look at the progress they have made. I t ' s hard to show a 
country that's made a stronger commitment to open markets and a free 
enterprise system, coming from a long way back. 

In most of my l i f e t i m e , i f you want to be a popular 
p o l i t i c i a n i n Mexico, the way to be popular was to badmouth the 
United States, blame a l l of the problems of the people on the United 
States. The l a s t two presidents of Mexico have started to turn that 
around. This President said we're going to compete i n the global 
economy. And we're going to t r y to have open relationships. And 
we're going to s t a r t with the United States. And, u n i l a t e r a l l y , they 
have lowered a l o t of t h e i r t a r i f f s , even though they're s t i l l 2.5 
times as high as ours. And now we've got the trade surplus that Lee 
lacocca talked about. 

We can do so much better i f we adopt t h i s agreement. 
And we give ourselves a chance to compete i n a f r i e n d l y way with a 
country that now l i k e s the United States, wants to be t i e d to the 
United States, f u l l of 80 m i l l i o n people who spend 70 percent of the 
money they spend on foreign products i n the United States of America. 
I t i s a p r e t t y good deal, and i t ' s time we started to take i t . 
(Applause.) 

I also want to t a l k about — we believe that t h i s 
agreement w i l l create 200,000 new jobs by 1995 alone. Keep i n mind, 
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as has already been said, the Mexican economy today i s only about 
1/20 the size of the American economy. I t ' s about the size of the 
economy of Ca l i f o r n i a from Los Angeles County to the Mexican border. 
And, already, these folks are accounting for a $ 6 - b i l l i o n trade 
surplus. 

Imagine what would happen to the American economy as the 
Mexican economy grows, as the people there have t h e i r incomes go up, 
as they have more money to spend, and as they have a special trade 
relationship with the United States. Imagine, those of you who are 
involved i n manufacturing, a l l the other things that are going to 
happen i f we have t h i s special relationship. One of our American toy 
manufacturers has already announced that they w i l l change t h e i r plant 
location from China to Mexico, and therefore w i l l buy what i s 85 
percent of the value of the toy, the p l a s t i c parts from an American 
company instead of a Japanese company. (Applause.) There are 
absolutely unforeseeable consequences of t h i s . 

Let me j u s t t e l l you about a couple of the companies 
that we j u s t saw. The Harris Corporation i s the number one United 
States supplier of radio and TV broadcast equipment. Twenty-nine 
percent of i t s $3 b i l l i o n i n annual sales come from exports. And i n 
the l a s t couple of years, sales to Mexico have gone from $12 m i l l i o n 
to $40 m i l l i o n a year, despite 20-percent t a r i f f s . Imagine what w i l l 
happen when the t a r i f f s drop — more people w i l l be hired. 

There's a small business from Covington, Kentucky, 
represented back here — the Monarch Tool and Manufacturing Company, 
which began to export coin slots to Mexico over the l a s t three years. 
The company was foundering i n the mid-'80s. Now almost 70 percent of 
i t s sales come from exports. 

There's a company here from C a l i f o r n i a , which I am a 
s a t i s f i e d customer. Golden Bear Sportswear. During the 1980s, t h i s 
company, which makes, among other things, leather bomber jackets, 
moved t h i s factory from San Francisco to Korea. And a f t e r four years 
they moved back. The lady that runs the company wrote me one of the 
most moving l e t t e r s I've ever received, saying that she was 
absolutely determined to keep jobs i n America and i n Cal i f o r n i a , to 
work with the people who helped to b u i l d the company and buy i t s 
products. 

Now the business i s f l o u r i s h i n g and the owners are proud 
to put "Made In The USA" on the jackets. The family-owned business 
with 100 employees makes 100,000 jackets a year, most marketed 
through r e t a i l e r s l i k e Brooks Brothers, the Gap, L.L. Bean, and 
Land's End. They have annual sales of $16 m i l l i o n . Instead of 
moving a plant to Korea, they'd l i k e to move some of those jackets to 
Mexico. I think we ought to give them a chance to do i t . That's 
what America i s a l l about. (Applause.) 

The beacon of our country's technological genius, 
Hewlett Packard of Palo Alto, C a l i f o r n i a , has computers which now 
face a 2 0-percent t a r i f f i n Mexico, which w i l l drop to zero. Three 
years ago, Mexicans bought 120,00 personal computers. Last year they 
bought 390,000 personal computers. Imagine how many personal 
computers 80 m i l l i o n people could buy i f there were not a 20 percent 
duty on those products. (Applause.) 

Let me j u s t say two other things about t h i s . One person 
that I talked to on the l i n e , and I wish I could remember where he 
was, said, you know, Mr. President, as important as NAFTA i s for 
Mexico and American trade, i t may be actually more important for 
other things. I t w i l l say to the world whether we're a good trading 
partner. I t w i l l say to the world whether the United States 
government has a constant policy of supporting expanded trade and 
whether the President and the trade apparatus of the country can be 
trusted t o make deals that America adheres t o . Yes, you said that. 
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(Laughter.) I t w i l l say to the world — and I thank you for that. 
And I can t e l l you t h i s , i t w i l l also say to the world and especially 
to the rest of l a t i n America whether the United States wants to be a 
good neighbor again, whether we want to reestablish the kind of 
fee l i n g that existed 30 years ago and 60 years ago. (Applause.) 

I t e l l you, my friends, democracy and the fever for a 
market economy i s sweeping across Latin America. I dream of the day 
when we'll have over 700 m i l l i o n people i n t h i s trading bloc united 
i n believing that we can help one another grow and f l o u r i s h . But a l l 
the other countries of the world are looking at us and a l l the other 
countries of Latin America want to know, are we going to do t h i s or 
not. 

Colombia, not a very big country, has a President 
struggling t o l i b e r a t e i t s country from the scourge of the dominance 
of drugs, struggling to develop a d i v e r s i f i e d free market economy. 
In the l a s t two years, that l i t t l e country's increased t h e i r 
purchases of American products by 69 and 64 percent on t h e i r own. 
The President of Colombia says, I want to be a part of NAFTA 

Chile, for so long a m i l i t a r y d ictatorship, now a 
democratic free market economy endorsing NAFTA. They don't benefit 
from i t , they j u s t want i t to be a symbol of something they can be a 
part of. Look at Argentina, once the eighth wealthiest country i n 
the e n t i r e world, f i n a l l y on the way back again. We have 
opportunities we cannot dream of. I don't know how long i t w i l l take 
us to put a l l that back together i f we turn away from t h i s . 

The l a s t thing I want to say i s t h i s : I have r e a l l y 
t r i e d to avoid t a l k i n g about a l l the bad things that happen i f i t 
doesn't pass because I want us to be o p t i m i s t i c and upbeat. And I 
don't want us to adopt t h i s out of fear. There's been too much fear-
mongering on the other side, and a l l kinds of ridiculous statements 
made. But i t i s simply a fact that Mexico needs access to 
sophisticated goods and products, that Mexico needs access to 
investors who can make secure investments. 

What would we do i n America i f we turn away from t h i s 
and they make t h i s sort of arrangement with Japan or with Europe, and 
they make the investments there and then we have to deal with t h e i r 
products coming through the back door from Mexico? What w i l l happen 
to our job base? I'm t e l l i n g you, everything people worried about i n 
the 1980s w i l l get worse i f t h i s thing i s voted down, and w i l l get 
better i f i t ' s voted up. (Applause.) 

My friends i n California worried about the large i n f l u x 
of i l l e g a l immigrants — Cal i f o r n i a , a state b u i l t by immigrants, but 
burdened by i l l e g a l immigration i n volume too great f o r a state with 
a very high unemployment rate today to handle. And people are af r a i d 
there. What's going to happen i f i t passes or i f i t doesn't pass? 
I f NAFTA passes, you won't have what you have now, which i s everybody 
runs up to the Maquilladora l i n e , gets a job i n a factory and then 
runs across the l i n e to get a better job. Instead there w i l l be more 
uniform growth i n investment across the country, and people w i l l be 
able to work at home with t h e i r families. And over the period of the 
next few years, we w i l l dramatically reduce pressures on i l l e g a l 
immigration from Mexico to the United States. 

But i f you beat t h i s , w i l l i t reduce the pressure for 
people looking f o r i l l e g a l immigration? No. I t w i l l increase the 
pressure on people coming here. So i f you want to have the 
immigration problem eased, you must vote for NAFTA, not against i t . 
We can go through issue a f t e r issue a f t e r issue and i t ' s the same. 

So I say to you, again, what we started t h i s with. I 
know t h i s has been a tough time for most Americans. There's a l l t h i s 
bewildering change i n the world and i t ' s making people's jobs less 
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secure. And at the same time, we've got a l o t of problems here at 
home with violence, with the a v a i l a b i l i t y and cost of health care, 
with a l l the other things that are bothering our people. But we are 
t r y i n g t o address those i n t h i s administration. We're t r y i n g to give 
Americans better security i n t h e i r family l i v e s , i n t h e i r education 
l i v e s , with t h e i r health care and on t h e i r streets. But we cannot — 
we cannot create security out of an unwillingness to change. 

This vote r e a l l y i s going to say a l o t about what kind 
of people we expect to be. Are we going to hunker down and turn away 
and say, "My goodness, we're going to be overcome by a trade 
agreement with Mexico," or are we going to take t h i s as the f i r s t 
step toward reaching out to the rest of the world saying, "Americans 
can compete and win again"? 

We've got a l l the evidence we need. We know that i t ' s 
not j u s t the United States, no wealthy country i n the world today can 
create new jobs without expanding trade. I t cannot be done. Nobody 
i s doing i t . Nobody i s doing i t . And i f you look at Europe, the 
most p r o t e c t i o n i s t countries have higher unemployment rates. The 
most open market i n Europe, Germany, i s the only country with an 
unemployment rate as low as ours. I'm t e l l i n g you t h i s i s going to 
define what kind of people we're going to be and whether we want to 
r e a l l y compete and win i n the global economy. I think Americans are 
winners. And I think when i t comes down to i t , the Congress w i l l 
vote f o r us to win. (Applause.) 

I want to say t h i s one thing on behalf of the members of 
the Congress. They have to make t h i s vote. I'm working with them to 
make sure that we can get the t r a i n i n g we need fo r people who w i l l be 
dislocated. We need to do that for people anyway, a l l across 
America. And we w i l l have a strategy to help those areas of the 
country that are already i n trouble that have nothing to do with 
t h i s . But the Congress t e l l s me over and over again, they hear from 
the people who are against NAFTA because they're a f r a i d and they're 
whipped up. They don't hear from the people who are f o r i t , who are 
going to win. 

So we brought you here today not only to send a message 
to them, but so that I could ask you and companies l i k e you and 
employees l i k e your employees a l l across America to c a l l or write the 
members of the Congress i n every state without regard to party to 
t a l k about t h i s . They need to hear from people who w i l l get jobs, 
who w i l l have increased incomes, who w i l l have increased 
opportunities. 

I agree with Mr. lacocca. We have no one to blame but 
ourselves i f t h i s thing goes down. We've got the facts on our side, 
they've got the fear on t h e i r side. We need to get the facts to the 
Congress i n the faces of the people who w i l l win from t h i s agreement. 
And we have to do that. (Applause.) 

Every time you have to face a big change i n your l i f e , 
you can make one of two decisions: You can hunker down and hope 
i t ' l l go away, or you can sort of face i t and make i t turn out a l l 
r i g h t . You can make change your fr i e n d . I f you hunker down and hope 
i t goes away, that works about one time i n 100. The other 99 percent 
of the time, you better figure out a way to make change your fri e n d , 
because i t ' s coming at you, anyway. The world economy i s coming at 
us, anyway. We have already paid the price for our inadequacies. We 
are now competitive and we can win, and i t i s time we use NAFTA to 
prove i t to ourselves, as well as to the rest of the world. 

Thank you, and God bless you a l l . (Applause.) 

END 10:49 A.M. EDT 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

O f f i c e of the Press Secretary 

For Immediate Release December 15, 1993 

TO IMPLEMENT THE NORTH AMERICAN FREE TRADE AGREEMENT, 
AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES 

BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

A PROCLAMATION 

1. On December 17, 1992, the President entered i n t o the 
North American Free Trade Agreement ("the NAFTA"). The NAFTA 
was approved by the Congress i n se c t i o n 101(a) of the North 
American Free Trade Agreement Implementation Act ("the NAFTA 
Implementation Act") (Public Law 103-182, 107 Stat. 2057). 

2. Section 201 of the NAFTA Implementation Act authorizes 
the President t o proclaim such m o d i f i c a t i o n s or c o n t i n u a t i o n of 
any duty, such c o n t i n u a t i o n of dut y - f r e e or excise treatment, 
or such a d d i t i o n a l d u t i e s , as the President determines t o be 
necessary or appropriate t o carry out A r t i c l e s 302 ( i n c l u d i n g 
the schedule of United States duty reductions w i t h respect t o 
o r i g i n a t i n g goods set f o r t h or incorporated i n Annex 302.2 t o 
the NAFTA), 305, 307, 308, and 703 of the NAFTA and enumerated 
Annexes t h e r e t o , and t o accord the p r e f e r e n t i a l t a r i f f and other 
customs treatment provided i n the NAFTA f o r c e r t a i n other goods. 

3. Sections 202 and 321 of the NAFTA Implementation Act 
provide c e r t a i n r u l e s f o r determining whether goods o r i g i n a t e 
i n the t e r r i t o r y of a NAFTA party and thus are e l i g i b l e f o r the 
t a r i f f and c e r t a i n other treatment contemplated under the NAFTA. 
I have decided t h a t i t i s necessary t o include these r u l e s of 
o r i g i n , together w i t h p a r t i c u l a r r u l e s a p p l i c a b l e t o c e r t a i n 
other goods, i n the Harmonized T a r i f f Schedule of the 
United States ("the HTS"). 

4. Pursuant t o sec t i o n 466 of the T a r i f f Act of 1930, 
as amended (19 U.S.C. 1466), the r a t e of duty imposed on 
equipments, or any p a r t thereof, i n c l u d i n g boats, purchased f o r , 
or the r e p a i r p a r t s or the m a t e r i a l s t o be used, or the expenses 
of r e p a i r s made i n a f o r e i g n country upon a U.S.-documented 
vessel a t i t s f i r s t a r r i v a l i n any p o r t of the United States i s 
50 percent ad valorem. Such duty does not apply t o the cost of 
r e p a i r p a r t s , m a t e r i a l s , or expenses of r e p a i r s i n a f o r e i g n 
country upon U.S. c i v i l a i r c r a f t , as defined i n general note 6 
t o the HTS (as redesignated by Annex I t o t h i s proclamation). I 
have determined t h a t i t i s necessary or appropriate t o continue 
the duty treatment p r e v i o u s l y proclaimed f o r such equipments, or 
any p a r t t h e r e o f , o r i g i n a t i n g i n the t e r r i t o r y of Canada and the 
expenses of r e p a i r s made i n the t e r r i t o r y of Canada upon 
U.S.-documented vessels (other than c i v i l a i r c r a f t ) , as set 
f o r t h i n Annex 307.1 t o the NAFTA. I have f u r t h e r determined 
t h a t i t i s necessary or appropriate t o provide f o r staged 
reductions i n the r a t e of duty on such equipments, or any p a r t 
t h e r e o f , o r i g i n a t i n g i n the t e r r i t o r y of Mexico and the expenses 
of r e p a i r s made i n the t e r r i t o r y of Mexico upon U.S.-documented 
vessels (other than c i v i l a i r c r a f t ) , as set f o r t h i n Annex 307.1 
t o the NAFTA. 
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5. Pursuant t o sec t i o n 201(a)(2) of the NAFTA 
Implementation Act, Mexico i s t o be removed from the enumeration 
of designated b e n e f i c i a r y developing c o u n t r i e s e l i g i b l e f o r the 
b e n e f i t s of the Generalized System of Preferences ("GSP"). This 
a c t i o n must be r e f l e c t e d i n the HTS. Further, pursuant t o 
sec t i o n 504(c) of the Trade Act of 1974 ("the 1974 Act") 
(19 U.S.C. 2464(c)), I have determined t h a t c e r t a i n p r e f e r e n t i a l 
t a r i f f treatment p r e v i o u s l y afforded t o other designated 
b e n e f i c i a r y developing c o u n t r i e s f o r purposes of the GSP should 
be continued i n the HTS p r o v i s i o n s e s t a b l i s h e d by Annex I I t o 
t h i s proclamation, and t h a t other t e c h n i c a l and conforming 
changes are necessary t o r e f l e c t t h a t Mexico i s no longer 
e l i g i b l e t o receive b e n e f i t s of the GSP. 

6. Section 4 of the United S t a t e s - I s r a e l Free Trade Area 
Implementation Act of 1985 ("the I s r a e l FTA Implementation Act") 
(19 U.S.C. 2112 note) and P r e s i d e n t i a l Proclamation No. 5365 
of August 30, 1985, implemented reduced d u t i e s f o r products 
of I s r a e l . I have determined t h a t the d u t y - f r e e treatment 
p r e v i o u s l y proclaimed f o r goods covered by p r o v i s i o n s of the 
former T a r i f f Schedules of the United States enumerated i n 
Annex X t o P r e s i d e n t i a l Proclamation No. 5365 should be 
r e f l e c t e d i n the p e r t i n e n t HTS pr o v i s i o n s as of the date 
provided i n such Annex. 

7. Section 681(b)(1) of the NAFTA Implementation Act 
provides f o r a new "Note 4" t o be added t o chapter 86 of the 
HTS. Pursuant t o the I n t e r n a t i o n a l Convention on the Harmonized 
Commodity D e s c r i p t i o n and Coding System ("the Harmonized 
System"), approved by the Congress i n se c t i o n 1203 of the 
Omnibus Trade and Competitiveness Act of 1988 ("the 1988 Act") 
(19 U.S.C. 3003), the p r o v i s i o n s designated as "Notes" i n 
chapters 1 through 97 of the HTS r e f l e c t the corresponding 
p r o v i s i o n s of the Harmonized System, while the designation 
" A d d i t i o n a l U.S. Note" i s given t o any p r o v i s i o n i n such a 
chapter t h a t i s of U.S. o r i g i n . Accordingly, pursuant t o 
sec t i o n 1204 of the 1988 Act (19 U.S.C. 3004), I have decided 
t h a t i t i s appropriate t o i n s e r t i n chapter 86 of the HTS 
as " A d d i t i o n a l U.S. Note 1" the new note enacted i n such 
s e c t i o n 681(b)(1) of the NAFTA Implementation Act. 

8. Pursuant t o sec t i o n 1102(a) of the 1988 Act (19 U.S.C. 
2902(a)), on December 5, 1988, the United States entered i n t o 
a trade agreement p r o v i d i n g f o r the r e d u c t i o n of r a t e s of duty 
a p p l i c a b l e t o imports of c e r t a i n t r o p i c a l products. This 
trade agreement w i t h other c o n t r a c t i n g p a r t i e s t o the General 
Agreement on T a r i f f s and Trade (61 St a t , ( p a r t s 5 and 6 ) ) , as 
amended, committed the United States t o make, on a p r o v i s i o n a l 
basis, temporary t a r i f f reductions on enumerated t r o p i c a l 
products. Such t a r i f f reductions were accorded by P r e s i d e n t i a l 
Proclamation No. 6030 of September 28, 1989, e f f e c t i v e through 
December 31, 1992, and were subsequently extended through 
December 31, 1993, by P r e s i d e n t i a l Proclamation No. 6515 
of December 16, 1992. 

9. Pursuant t o se c t i o n 1102 of the 1988 Act (19 U.S.C. 
2902), I have determined t h a t the m o d i f i c a t i o n or continuance 
of e x i s t i n g d u t i e s i s required or appropriate t o carry out the 
trade agreement on t r o p i c a l products. Accordingly, I have 
decided t o extend the e f f e c t i v e period of the temporary duty 
reductions on such enumerated t r o p i c a l products, as set f o r t h 
i n heading 9903.10.01 through 9903.10.42, i n c l u s i v e , of the 
HTS, through December 31, 1994. 
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10. Section 604 of the 1974 Act (19 U.S.C. 2483), as 
amended, confers a u t h o r i t y upon the President t o embody i n 
the HTS the substance of re l e v a n t p r o v i s i o n s of t h a t Act, of 
other Acts a f f e c t i n g import treatment, and of acti o n s taken 
thereunder. 

NOW, THEREFORE, I , WILLIAM J. CLINTON, President of the 
United States of America, a c t i n g under the a u t h o r i t y vested 
i n me by the C o n s t i t u t i o n and the laws of the United States of 
America, i n c l u d i n g but not l i m i t e d t o t i t l e I I and s e c t i o n 321 
of the NAFTA Implementation Act, sections 504 and 604 of the 
1974 Act (19 U.S.C. 2464(c) and 2483), sections 201 and 203 
of the Automotive Products Trade Act of 1965 ("the APTA") 
(19 U.S.C. 2011 and 2013), and sections 1102(a) and 1204 of 
the 1988 Act (19 U.S.C. 2902(a) and 3004), do proclaim t h a t : 

(1) I n order t o provide g e n e r a l l y f o r the p r e f e r e n t i a l 
t a r i f f treatment being accorded under the NAFTA, t o set f o r t h 
r u l e s f o r determining the country of o r i g i n of goods imported 
i n t o the customs t e r r i t o r y of the United States f o r purposes 
of the NAFTA and of the APTA, t o r e f l e c t Mexico's removal from 
the enumeration of designated b e n e f i c i a r y developing c o u n t r i e s 
f o r purposes of the GSP, and t o make t e c h n i c a l and conforming 
changes i n the general notes t o the HTS, the HTS i s modified 
as set f o r t h i n Annex I t o t h i s proclamation. 

(2) I n order t o provide p r e f e r e n t i a l duty and c e r t a i n 
other treatment t o p a r t i c u l a r goods o r i g i n a t i n g i n the t e r r i t o r y 
of a NAFTA pa r t y , as w e l l as t o c e r t a i n other goods, t o provide 
t a r i f f - r a t e quotas w i t h respect t o p a r t i c u l a r goods o r i g i n a t i n g 
i n the t e r r i t o r y of Mexico, t o make t e c h n i c a l and conforming 
changes i n s p e c i f i e d HTS p r o v i s i o n s , and t o continue the 
p r e f e r e n t i a l t a r i f f treatment p r e v i o u s l y accorded t o p a r t i c u l a r 
goods t h a t are the products ol: e l i g i b l e c o u n t r i e s and r e f l e c t e d 
i n the "Special" rates of duty subcolumn of column 1 of the 
HTS, the HTS i s modified as set f o r t h i n Annex I I t o t h i s 
proclamation. 

(3) (a) I n order t o provide other p r e f e r e n t i a l 
treatment f o r c e r t a i n goods o r i g i n a t i n g i n the t e r r i t o r y of a 
NAFTA p a r t y and f o r c e r t a i n other goods, and t o make a d d i t i o n a l 
t e c h n i c a l and conforming changes t o r e f l e c t the removal of 
Mexico from e l i g i b i l i t y f o r b e n e f i t s of the GSP, the HTS i s 
modified as provided i n sec t i o n (a) of Annex I I I t o t h i s 
proclamation. 

(b) I n order t o provide f o r or t o continue staged 
reductions i n d u t i e s f o r goods o r i g i n a t i n g i n the t e r r i t o r y of 
a NAFTA p a r t y , the HTS i s modified as provided i n sections ( b ) , 
( c ) , and (d) of Annex I I I t o t h i s proclamation, e f f e c t i v e on the 
date s p e c i f i e d i n such Annex sections f o r each such p r o v i s i o n 
and on any subsequent dates set f o r t h f o r such p r o v i s i o n s i n 
Annex I I I columns. 

(c) I n order t o make conforming changes i n the 
"Special" r a t e s of duty subcolumn f o r purposes of the GSP, t o 
continue staged reductions i n d u t i e s p r e v i o u s l y proclaimed f o r 
purposes of the I s r a e l FTA Implementation Act, and t o r e f l e c t 
i n the HTS the du t y - f r e e treatment p r e v i o u s l y proclaimed f o r 
c e r t a i n goods t h a t are products of I s r a e l pursuant t o the I s r a e l 
FTA Implementation Act, the HTS i s modified as provided i n 
sec t i o n (e) of Annex I I I t o t h i s proclamation. 

(4) I n order to implement the staged reductions 
i n the r a t e of duty otherwise a p p l i c a b l e under s e c t i o n 466 of 
the T a r i f f Act of 1930 t o the equipments, or any p a r t t h e r e o f , 
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i n c l u d i n g boats, o r i g i n a t i n g i n the t e r r i t o r y of Mexico and 
the expenses of r e p a i r s made i n the t e r r i t o r y of Mexico upon 
U.S.-documented vessels (others than c i v i l a i r c r a f t , as defined 
i n general note 6 t o the HTS (as redesignated by Annex I t o 
t h i s p r o c l a m a t i o n ) ) , such equipments, p a r t s ( i n c l u d i n g boats), 
and expenses of r e p a i r s s h a l l be subject t o duty a t a r a t e 
of 40 percent ad valorem, e f f e c t i v e w i t h respect t o such 
U.S.-documented vessels (other than c i v i l a i r c r a f t ) a r r i v i n g 
i n any p o r t of the United States on or a f t e r the date of en t r y 
i n t o f o r c e of the NAFTA under t h i s proclamation. E f f e c t i v e 
w i t h respect t o any U.S.-documented vessel (other than c i v i l 
a i r c r a f t ) a r r i v i n g i n any p o r t of the United States on or a f t e r 
January 1 i n each of the f o l l o w i n g years, the r a t e of duty set 
f o r t h opposite the appropriate year s h a l l be assessed on such 
equipments, p a r t s , and r e p a i r s : 

1995 -- 30 percent ad valorem 

1996 — 20 percent ad valorem 

1997 — 10 percent ad valorem 

1998 and t h e r e a f t e r — Free 

(5) I n order t o c o r r e c t the designation of the 
pr o v i s i o n s added as "Note 4" t o chapter 86 of the HTS by 
sec t i o n 681(b)(1) of the NAFTA Implementation Act, the t e x t 
of such note as pr e v i o u s l y enacted s h a l l be designated as 
" A d d i t i o n a l U.S. Note 1" t o chapter 86 of the HTS, e f f e c t i v e 
as of the date of enactment of the NAFTA Implementation Act. 

(6) I n order t o extend the e f f e c t i v e p e riod of the 
pr e v i o u s l y proclaimed duty reductions on enumerated t r o p i c a l 
products, the r a t e s of duty set f o r t h i n HTS headings 9903.10.01 
through 9903.10.42 s h a l l be e f f e c t i v e w i t h respect t o goods 
entered, or withdrawn from warehouse f o r consumption, through 
December 31, 1994. 

(7) (a) A l l p r e v i o u s l y issued proclamations 
and Executive orders are hereby superseded t o the extent 
i n c o n s i s t e n t w i t h t h i s proclamation, except as provided i n 
paragraph ( b ) . 

(b) I f the NAFTA enters i n t o force w i t h respect 
t o both Canada and Mexico, P r e s i d e n t i a l Proclamation No. 5923 
of December 14, 1988, i s superseded t o the extent provided i n 
t h i s proclamation. I f the NAFTA does not enter i n t o force 
w i t h respect t o both Canada and Mexico, P r e s i d e n t i a l 
Proclamation No. 5923 i s not superseded. 

(8) (a) The amendments made by paragraphs (2) and 
(3) of t h i s proclamation s h a l l be e f f e c t i v e w i t h respect t o 
goods entered, or withdrawn from warehouse f o r consumption, 
on or a f t e r the dates i n d i c a t e d i n Annexes I I and I I I t o t h i s 
proclamation. 

(b) Except as provided i n subparagraph (a) and 
i n paragraphs (4) and ( 5 ) , t h i s proclamation s h a l l be e f f e c t i v e 
w i t h respect t o goods entered, or withdrawn from warehouse f o r 
consumption, on or a f t e r January 1, 1994, or, i f the NAFTA does 
not enter i n t o force on January 1, 1994, on or a f t e r such l a t e r 
date as the NAFTA enters i n t o f o r c e . 
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(c) I f the date of ent r y i n t o force w i t h 
respect t o Mexico or Canada i s l a t e r than January 1, 1994, 
the United States Trade Representative s h a l l p u b l i s h n o t i c e of 
t h a t l a t e r date i n the Federal Register. Should t h i s occur, 
a l l other references t o January 1, 1994, i n t h i s proclamation 
and i t s Annexes s h a l l then be deemed t o r e f e r t o such l a t e r 
date of ent r y i n t o force w i t h respect t o t h a t NAFTA p a r t y . 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand 
t h i s f i f t e e n t h day of December, i n the year of our Lord 
nineteen hundred and n i n e t y - t h r e e , and of the Independence 
of the United States of America the two hundred and eighteenth. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON 

# # # 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

O f f i c e of the Press Secretary 

For Immediate Release December 15, 1993 

MODIFICATION OF IMPORT LIMITATIONS 
ON CERTAIN DAIRY PRODUCTS 

BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

A PROCLAMATION 

1. Q u a n t i t a t i v e l i m i t a t i o n s on imports of c e r t a i n d a i r y 
products established pursuant t o sect i o n 22 of the A g r i c u l t u r a l 
Adjustment Act of 1933, as amended (7 U.S.C. 624) (the " A c t " ) , 
are set f o r t h i n subchapter IV of chapter 99 of the Harmonized 
T a r i f f Schedule of the United States ("HTS"). 

2. I n accordance w i t h s e c t i o n 22 of the Act, the Secretary 
of A g r i c u l t u r e advised the President t h a t he has reason t o 
belie v e t h a t changed circumstances e x i s t w i t h respect t o the 
product coverage of the import quota f o r malted m i l k and 
a r t i c l e s of milk or cream, and t h a t changed circumstances e x i s t 
w i t h respect t o the import quota l i c e n s i n g requirement f o r d r i e d 
cream and f o r malted m i l k and a r t i c l e s of milk or cream. The 
Secretary f u r t h e r advised t h a t circumstances e x i s t t h a t r e q u i r e 
r e s t o r a t i o n of the quota treatment f o r margarine cheese t h a t 
e x i s t e d p r i o r t o the conversion of the T a r i f f Schedules of the 
United States t o the HTS. Furthermore, the Secretary advised 
t h a t circumstances e x i s t t h a t r e q u i r e t h a t U.S. Note 3 ( a ) ( i i i ) 
t o subchapter IV of chapter 99 of the HTS be c l a r i f i e d w i t h 
respect t o the term "other" c o u n t r i e s as i t appears i n the 
subheadings subject t o the p r o v i s i o n s of such note. 

3. Based upon t h i s advice, the President d i r e c t e d the 
United States I n t e r n a t i o n a l Trade Commission (the "Commission") 
t o i n i t i a t e an i n v e s t i g a t i o n under se c t i o n 22(d) of the Act 
(7 U.S.C. 624(d)) t o determine whether the HTS should be 
modified w i t h respect t o : (a) the exclusion of ca j e t a not 
made from cow's m i l k , provided f o r i n subheading 1901.90.30 of 
the. HTS, from the quota on malted m i l k and a r t i c l e s of milk or 
cream; (b) the exclusion of i n e d i b l e d r i e d m i l k powders used 
f o r c a l i b r a t i n g i n f r a r e d milk analyzers, provided f o r i n sub­
heading 0404.90.20 of the HTS, from the quota on malted m i l k 
and a r t i c l e s of milk or cream; (c) the i n c l u s i o n of margarine 
cheese, provided f o r i n subheading 1901.90.30 of the HTS, under 
the quota f o r l o w - f a t cheese, and the exclusion of margarine 
cheese from the quota on malted milk and a r t i c l e s of milk or 
cream; (d) the e l i m i n a t i o n of the import quota l i c e n s i n g 
requirement f o r d r i e d cream and malted m i l k and a r t i c l e s of milk 
or cream; and (e) the m o d i f i c a t i o n of U.S. Note 3 ( a ) ( i i i ) t o 
subchapter IV of chapter 99 of the HTS t o c l a r i f y the term 
"other" c o u n t r i e s as i t appears i n the subheadings subject t o 
the p r o v i s i o n s of such note. 

4. A f t e r reviewing the f a c t s and t a k i n g i n t o account 
the r e p o r t of the Commission based upon the i n v e s t i g a t i o n 
which i t conducted, I have determined t h a t the circumstances 
which required t h a t c a j e t a not made from cow's mil k and i n e d i b l e 
d r i e d m i l k powder used f o r c a l i b r a t i n g i n f r a r e d m i l k analyzers 
be included i n the coverage of the quota f o r malted m i l k and 
a r t i c l e s of milk or cream no long e x i s t . I have also determined 
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t h a t changed circumstances e x i s t which r e q u i r e the e l i m i n a t i o n 
of the import quota l i c e n s i n g requirement f o r d r i e d cream and 
f o r malted m i l k and a r t i c l e s of m i l k or cream. Furthermore, I 
have determined t h a t changed circumstances e x i s t which r e q u i r e 
t h a t the HTS be modified w i t h respect t o the quota c l a s s i f i c a ­
t i o n of margarine cheese, and t h a t r e q u i r e the m o d i f i c a t i o n 
of U.S. Note 3 ( a ) ( i i i ) t o subchapter IV of chapter 99 of the 
HTS t o c l a r i f y the term "other" c o u n t r i e s as i t appears i n the 
subheadings subject t o the p r o v i s i o n s of such note. 

5. Section 604 of the Trade Act of 1974, as amended 
(19 U.S.C. 2483), confers a u t h o r i t y upon the President t o embody 
i n the HTS the substance of r e l e v a n t p r o v i s i o n s of t h a t Act, 
of other Acts a f f e c t i n g import treatment, and of a c t i o n s taken 
thereunder. 

NOW, THEREFORE, I , WILLIAM J. CLINTON, President of the 
United States of America, a c t i n g under a u t h o r i t y vested i n me by 
the C o n s t i t u t i o n and the laws of the United States of America, 
i n c l u d i n g but not l i m i t e d t o s e c t i o n 22 of the A g r i c u l t u r a l 
Adjustment Act of 1933, as amended, and s e c t i o n 604 of the Trade 
Act of 1974, as amended, do hereby proclaim t h a t : 

(1) The HTS i s modified as provided i n the annex t o 
t h i s proclamation. 

(2) The m o d i f i c a t i o n s made by t h i s proclamation s h a l l 
be e f f e c t i v e w i t h respect t o goods entered, or withdrawn from 
warehouse f o r consumption, on and a f t e r the date of p u b l i c a t i o n 
of t h i s proclamation i n the Federal Register. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand 
t h i s f i f t e e n t h day of December, i n the year of our Lord 
nineteen hundred and n i n e t y - t h r e e , and of the Independence of 
the United States of America the two hundred and eighteenth. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON 

# # # 



STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT 

Since the beginning of my Administration, we have worked 

with the Congress on ways to strengthen the Nation's health care 

system. This partnership for the personal security of America's 

families moved forward yesterday when I signed into law 

H.R. 2202, the Preventive Health Amendments of 1993. 

The primary purpose of this new law i s to extend the 

early detection and disease prevention a c t i v i t i e s of the 

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) , especially 

by strengthening our efforts for the early detection of breast 

cancer. While i t contains a number of excellent provisions, 

I am especially pleased to advance the Nation's agenda as i t 

relates to women's health concerns. 

Among the provisions of H.R. 2202 are new funds authorized 

for appropriations in the form of grants by the CDC to States 

for the detection and treatment of women's reproductive and 

breast cancers. This program addresses an important national 

need. 

Over 2.5 million women in the United States have breast 

cancer, and about 182,000 additional cancers are expected to 

have been detected this year. Once every 12 minutes, a woman 

dies from breast cancer in the United States, often leaving 

behind a grieving husband, desolate children, and anguished 

friends. While mammography i s by no means a cure, in many 

instances, i t does detect cancer and leads to reductions in 

the death rates from the illne s s among women when appropriate 

follow-up treatment occurs. Though we don't know what causes 

breast cancer, how to prevent i t or cure i t , we do know that 

broader access to mammograms w i l l make an important medical, 

personal, and economic difference due to increased early 

detection. 

The legislation expands our efforts not only in breast 

and cervical cancer prevention but also in areas such as injury 

control, violence prevention, tuberculosis prevention and 
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research, and trauma care. I t i s an excellent example of how 

a bipartisan approach to improving the health care available 

to Americans can provide needed benefits to so many people. 

Much more can and must be done. Health care reform i s 

going to change fundamentally and for the better the manner in 

which we deal with women's health, especially breast cancer. We 

know we can reduce deaths from breast cancer by insuring that 

a l l women see their health care provider on a regular basis and 

have access to the tests they need, including mammography when 

appropriate. Under my Health Security Act, no woman who needs a 

mammogram w i l l ever be denied one because she cannot pay for i t . 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 

December 15, 1993 
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CORRECTING THE RECORD: RESPONSE OF THE U.S. TRADE 
REPRESENTATIVE'S OFFICE TO THE PEROT/CHOATE NAFTA BOOK 

Page Book says Statement 

".. .NAFTA jeopardizes the safety 
of American travelers...by opening 
U.S. roads to trucks and drivers 
who do not meet U.S. minimum 
safety standards." 

"...Under NAFTA, Americans can 
expect to see overloaded Mexican 
trucks that will crush our 
highways." 

These statements are dead wrong. 
No provision of the NAFTA 
exempts Mexican or Canadian 
vehicles or drivers from U.S. 
environmental or safety standards. 
The United States made it clear 
from the beginning of the NAFTA 
negotiations that Mexican and 
Canadian trucks wiQ have to 
comply with all applicable safety 
and environmental standards when 
they are operating in our country 
and that these standards will be 
enforced with the same stringency 
applicable to U.S. operators. This 
is true for regulations regairding 
trucks (such as size and weight, 
brakes and out of service criteria), 
drivers (including language, and 
hours of service) and the 
environment (fuel and emissions 
standards). Mexican drivers are 
tested for licensing according to a 
standard frilly comparable to that 
used in the United States. Mexican 
drivers and equipment must comply 
witii U.S. regulations today, and 
they will have to comply 
subsequent to implementation of 
tiie NAFTA. 

^B^AFTA gives Mexican investor^ 
distinct competitive advantage in 
the U.S.-Mexican trucking industry 
in that it does not allow 
U.S.-owned trucks to cross into 
Mexico for three years, even 
though Mexican trucks already are 
allowed to move goods into U.S. 
border areas.<̂  

This book misses the fundamental 
point. Mexico's trucking market is 
now closed to the United States. 
NAFTA will open that market by 
phasing out Mexico's restrictions. 
This will eliminate ratiier than 
create the competitive advantage 
for Mexican trucks that the authors 
describe. NAFTA is tiie solution; 
the status quo is the problem. 



Page 

4,5 

Book says 

"Despite the fact tiiat Federal and 
state agencies are supposed to 
enforce U.S. trucking regulations, 
they are so understaffed that they 
will not be able to adequately 
enforce tiie increased traffic 
volumes associated with NAFTA." 

Statement 

We do want to improve 
enforcement of U.S. trucking 
regulation everywhere, but this is 
not a NAFTA problem. Trucking 
revenues associated with Mexican 
trade in 1991 were about $4 billion 
or about 1.5 percent of the U.S. 
total, ̂  and increased truck-access 
will not begin imtil December 
1995. That is ample time to assure 
effective enforcement, as is our 
right under NAFTA. 

6,7 "Under NAFTA, smuggling drugs 
into the United States will become 
much easier." 

Drug-smuggling is a problem now. 
Rejecting NAFTA won't help us 
solve that problem in any way. In 
fact, the opposite is true. Closer 
economic relations will help us 
work with Mexico to solve 
probleihs tike illegal drugs. 
Nothing in NAFTA Umits our 
abiUty to stop illegal drugs. 

"Clearly, the Mexican negotiators 
out traded tiie U.S. negotiating 
team in the areas of land 
ownership, commimications, 
shipping and banking. But it didn't 
stop tiiere. The U.S. negotiators 
stuck to their strategy and gave 
away more U.S. jobs." 

Virtually the entire U.S. services 
industry disagrees witii the Perot 
book's conclusion about services. 
Why? Because under NAFTA we, 
for the first time, open Mexico's 
market for our larger, more 
efficient services companies from 
banking to insurance companies to 
telecommuiucations. NAFTA is 
the solution, not the problem. 
Mexico currentiy has many more 
restrictions in services than we do. 
NAFTA phases out most of those 
restrictions. Rejecting NAFTA 
will only enable Mexico to keep 
those restrictions. 



Page Book says Statement 

10 "(T)he U.S. team had agreed to let 
Canada continue to require U.S. 
automakers who sell in Canada to 
manufacture most of their vehicles 
tiiere." 

NAFTA does not create this 
problem; NAFTA helps solve the 
problem. Since 1965, Canada has 
offered manufacturers the benefit 
of duty-free treatment if they made 
enough cars in Canada. 

Under NAFTA (as witii tiie U.S.­
Canadian Free Trade Agreement), 
all duties between the United States 
and Canada will be gone in four 
years, eliminating the need for 
U.S. companies to meet 
performance requirements in 
Canada in order receive duty-free 
treatment on products imported 
from the United States. 



Page Book says Statement 

10-11 When the Perot book states tiiat 
"U.S. negotiators stuck to their 
strategy and gave away more U.S. 
jobs," its reference is to the auto 
sector. The book goes on to state 
tiiat "NAFTA will allow U.S. 
automakers to replace American 
workers with Mexican workers. At 
the same time, European and 
Japanese manufacturers will gain 
easy access to the U.S. markets. 
Northern Mexico will replace 
Detroit as the car production center 
of North America." 

This characterization totally 
misrepresents the agreement and its 
effect (as described in entries 
further on). It is inconsistent with a 
large body of economic titerature 
suggesting that U.S. auto workers 
will benefit, not be harmed, by 
NAFTA. Another quotation from 
the Congressional Budget Office's 
study of NAFTA is botii balanced 
and broadly representative of what 
sector analysis has shown 
concerning NAFTA and the U.S. 
auto sector: "in the short and 
medium term, U.S. firms and 
autoworkers should both benefit. 
The current Mexican trade 
surpluses in motor vehicles and 
motor vehicle parts are largely a 
result of export incentives and the 
required miiumum trade balance 
imposed by the Mexican 
government, which NAFTA would 
phase out. The low U.S. tariff on 
automotive imports mean that 
eliminating these tariffs would not 
significantiy increase the 
competitiveness of Mexican 
products in the U.S. market, 
whereas eliminating the much more 
substantial Mexican barriers would 
markedly improve the 
competitiveness of U.S. products in 
Mexico. Further, most Mexican 
assembly plants are not very 
efficient..." 



Page Book says Statement 

10, 31-33 "The United States agreed to 
immediately drop its tariffs on 
automobiles imported from Mexico 
. . . while allowing Mexico to keep 
half its tariffs on vehicles produced 
in tiie United States. The 
remaining Mexican tariffs would be 
phased out over a ten-year period." 

This statement is misleading and 
completely fails to explain why 
NAFTA will increase U.S. auto 
production. They fail to state that 
tiie current U.S. tariff on 
automobiles is only 2.5 percent; In 
contrast, Mexico's tariff is 20 
percent, or eight times larger than 
tiie U.S. duty. Under tiie NAFTA, 
this tariff is cut in half immediately 
to ten percent and then etiminated 
over the next nine years. The 
NAFTA also phases out Mexico's 
current laws that require U.S. auto 
companies to manufacture in 
Mexico in order to sell there. 
Witiiout NAFTA, Mexico could 
maintain its high duties and non-
tariff barriers. 

The fact is that tiie United States is 
already open to Mexican-produced 
automobiles, whereas a variety of 
factors leave the Mexican market 
closed to U.S. autos. NAFTA will 
open the Mexican market. That is 
why the Big Three auto producers 
estimate that NAFTA wtil increase 
annual U.S. autos exports from 
their current level of only 1,000 
vehicles to over 60,000 vehicles in 
tiie first year of NAFTA. 



Page Book says Statement 

10 "rnhe NAFTA deal on agricultural 
trade is just as bad." 

U.S. agriculture and the American 
farmer are big winners under the 
NAFTA. Conservative estimates 
show an expected increase of $2.0 
billion to $2.5 billion in U.S. 
agricultural exports annually by the 
end of the transition period because 
of tiie NAFTA.' 

Importantiy, NAFTA eliminates 
Mexico's import licensing system 
which has been a major barrier to 
U.S. agricultural exports to 
Mexico. Tariffs will also be 
etiminated, giving the United States 
preferential access to the rapidly 
growing Mexican market. 

10 " . . . only Mexicans can own land 
that is used for agricultural 
production in Mexico." 

Right now, Mexico restricts foreign 
ownership of Mexican farmland 
(though not to the degree suggested 
by tiie book). NAFTA does not 
change those restrictions, just as 
our states can maintain their 
restrictions. But the book misses 
the point. Our major objective is 
to boost sales of American farm 
products to Mexico, not American 
ownership of Mexican farms. 



Page Book says Statement 

10 ". . . NAFTA aUows Canadian 
wheat producers to keep tiie price 
and marketing advantages over 
U.S. producers that were negotiated 
in tiie 1988 Canadian Free Trade 
Agreement. " 

The book tells a very misleading 
story on wheat. We would like 
Canada to cease its wheat 
subsidies, but neither we nor 
Canada were willing to give up this 
right. NAFTA does not change 
that situation, nor would rejecting 
NAFTA help. The agreement does 
not provide for this. Accordingly, 
we maintain our right to subsidize 
our wheat exports to enable to 
compete with subsidized Canadian 
sales. 

More significantiy, what the 
NAFTA does do is open 
opportunities to U.S. wheat 
farmers to seU in Mexico. U.S. 
wheat exports to Mexico will not 
be subject to Mexico's import 
Ucensing requirements, which are 
by far the greatest obstacle to trade 
in Mexico. Instead, the import 
ticense will be replaced by a tariff, 
which wtil be reduced to zero over 
a ten year period. As a result, 
U.S. wheat exports to Mexico are 
expected to rise about 20% because 
of tiie NAFTA.̂  



Page Book says Statement 

10 "The U.S. citrus industry will also 
suffer under NAFTA. The United 
States must immediately cut its 
tariffs on the import of frozen 
concentrated citrus from Mexico in 
half. In contrast, Mexico only has 
to phase out its 20 percent duty on 
imports of U.S. citrus over an 
extended period of time." 

U.S. negotiators recognized the 
sensitivity of the citrus sector, and 
the NAFTA contains unique 
transitional arrangements for frozen 
concentrated orange juice (FCOJ) 
to provide the maximum transition 
period for U.S. producers. 

Currentiy, Mexico's duty on frozen 
concentrated citrus is 20 percent ad 
valorem while the U.S. duty is 
9.25 cents per titer (equal to about 
30% on an ad valorem basis.) 
Both the U.S. and Mexican duties 
are reduced over a fifteen year 
period. A portion of Mexico's 
FCOJ exports are given immediate 
access at 50 percent of the existing 
tariff rate. However, the quantity 
which benefits from this duty 
reduction is capped for 13 years. 

In recent years (1990-91), the 
United States imported one-quarter 
of its FCOJ consumption from 
Brazil. It is, therefore, likely that 
increased Mexican imports will 
displace sales of Brazilian orange 
juice, not sales of U.S. orange 
juice. Although U.S.citrus 
producers will face increased 
competition, this fifteen year 
transition period will help the 
citrus industry to adjust. 



Page Book says Statement 

10 "NAFTA also exempts Mexico 
from tiie U.S. Meat Import Act, 
which timits the amount of 
imported beef that can enter U.S. 
markets. At tiie same time, tiie 
agreement wiU give Mexico 
unrestricted access to U.S. and 
Canadian feed grains, which it 
needs to develop a large scale 
cattie-feeding and beef-processing 
industry. The result will be a 
massive shift of the U.S. beef 
industry from the United States to 
Mexico as investors rush to take 
advantage of cheap wages, low 
safety standards, and lax sanitation 
practices." 

This statement completely 
misrepresents the benefits of 
NAFTA for U.S. beef producers. 
The American beef industry is one 
of the biggest winners of aU under 
tiie NAFTA. Mexican tariffs of 15 
percent on tive cattie, 20 percent 
on fresh beef, and 25 percent on 
frozen beef wiU immediately be 
etiminated under the NAFTA, As 
a resitit, U.S. beef exports to 
Mexico are expected to double 
under tiie NAFTA. That is why 
U.S. cattiemen are among the 
strongest supporters of this 
Agreement. 

The scenario imagined by Mr. 
Perot is simply not reatistic. 
Mexico, imports miUions of tons of 
grain and otiseeds for feed 
purposes, not to mention beef, 
pork, and poultry, from the U.S. 
Neither its poticies nor its 
resources are appropriate for a 
rational, efficient large-scale, 
tivestock feeding sector. Whtie the 
U.S. Meat Import Act does permit 
us to restrict beef imports from 
Mexico and other supplying 
countries, Mexico has not been 
subject to any timitations for more 
than a decade because Mexico has 
posed no threat. NAFTA is no 
danger to U.S. beef producers. 

The fact is, the U.S. cattie and 
beef industry is too large, too 
competitive and too efficient to be 
threatened by growth in Mexico 
which is likely to be timited. 



Page Book says Statement 

12 "The eventual etimination of 
Mexican tariffs on U.S. goods 
going to Mexico, which average 
ortiy about ten percent, wiU mean 
Uttie to most U.S. companies and 
workers. The reason is simple: 
Mexico's market is smaU —less 
that five percent of the size of the 
U.S. market— and Mexican 
consumers are poor." 

The Perot books dismissal of 
Mexico as an important market 
shows a lack of tmderstanding of 
international trade. Whtie Mexico 
is currentiy a smaU economy, it is 
a big market for U.S. exports. It 
is our third largest —and fastest 
growing—major export market, 
after Canada and Japan. Mexican 
per capita imports from the U.S. 
total $450 per year, more tiian tiiat 
of Japan or Europe, even though 
Mexico's per capita income is far 
lower.'' 

Moreover, Mexico is growing, and 
in the fiiture wiU represent an even 
bigger opportunity. Those who 
dismiss Mexico as a market 
represent the same mentaUty that 
30 years ago said, "Japan isn't an 
important market." We should 
leam from history and secure an 
open market in Mexico. 

The book is also wrong in 
minimizing the importance of 
Mexico's current trade barriers. 
The fact is that Mexican tariffs are 
2.5 times as high as U.S. tariffs, 
and Mexico also reUes on non-tariff 
barriers to restrict U.S. access to 
tiieu- markets. NAFTA wiU level 
the playing field. 

10 



Page Book says Statement 

14 "Mexico reduced the wages of its 
workers to attract foreign-owned 
factories." 

This statement is false and 
misleading. In the mid 1980s 
Mexico froze wages to fight the 
high levels of inflation and 
recession the country was 
experiencing. Moreover, real 
wages for Mexican workers feU as 
the Mexican government moved to 
balance the federal deficit and 
correct its trade imbalance. Since 
1989, Mexican wages have been 
rising. Indeed, Mexico made many 
of the tough decisions to reduce its 
federal deficit as Ross Perot caUs 
on the U.S. to do. 

14 "President Salinas asked President 
Bush for a Free Trade Agreement 
to open investment in the same 
manner as the Maqmladora 
program." 

This statement is dead wrong. A 
major benefit of the NAFTA for 
the United States is tiiat it reverses 
the Maqutiadora program. 

That program gave products 
assembled in Mexico preferential 
access to our market whtie 
maintaining aU of Mexico's trade 
and investment barriers. In effect, 
the Maqutiadora program 
estabUshed an export platform in 
Mexico and encouraged U.S. 
companies to move there, NAFTA 
produces the exact opposite effect 
by opening entirely Mexico's 
market and etiminating the 
distortions created imder the 
Maqutiadora program. 
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Page Book says Statement 

14-16 "The most bitter Congressional 
fight of 1991 was over an obscure 
piece Uttie piece of legislation 
caUed tiie "Fast Track." It gave 
President George Bush the authority 
to negotiate the North American 
Free Trade Agreement in complete 
secrecy and witiiout the 
participation of either Congress or 
the U.S. pubUc, 

The term "Fast Track" refers to a 
process whereby Congress turns 
over to the President its authority to 
regulate foreign commerce..." 

These mischaractarizations are an 
attempt to discredit tiie major 
mechanism by which Congress and 
tiie President share the autiiority 
for concluding and implementing 
trade agreements. Fast Track has 
existed since 1974. Fast Track 
procedures were used to implement 
the resitits of the Tokyo Roimd, in 
1979 when Jimmy Carter was 
President, and the Free Trade 
Agreements with Israel in 1985 and 
Canada in 1988, witii RepubUcan 
presidents in the White House. 
AU of those agreements were 
approved by overwhelming 
margins in Congress, in part 
because the fast track mechanism 
preserves Congress' role during the 
negotiation, approval 
and implementation of trade 
agreements through extent • t 
notification and consultation 
requirements. Throughout 
the negotiating process, there are 
extensive consultations 
with members and comnuttees of 
Congress. After tiie agreement 
is reached. Congress and the 
Admiiustration work in 
close consultation to formulate 

Pages 14-16 
Continued 

implementing legislation, witii aU 
committees of jurisdiction involved. 
They are hardly "secretive" and 
they clearly do not exclude 
Congress or the pubUc. 

The 1991 extension of Fast Track 
was debated for seven weeks and 
passed by both Houses of Congress 
in an open, democratic process. 
This authority merely gives the 
President the same powers aU of 
his counterparts around the world 
have. Witiiout it, tiie United States 
could not open markets around the 
world through multUateral and 
bilateral agreements. 

12 



Page Book says Statement 

14-16 "Congress gave President Bush 
"Fast Track" autiiority for 
NAFTA in late May of 1991. But 
there was a cateh—these 
extraordinary powers would expire 
at the end of 24 months. Contrary 
to expectations, the pact was not 
sent to Congress within that time 
period. Thus, tiie "Fast Track" 
powers expired on June 1, 1993,,. 

This was a problem to which there 
was only one answer—Congress 
had to pass another "Fast Track" 
biU. Rather than replay the bitter 
legislative fight of 1991, 
congressional alUes of tiie Ctinton 
Administration quietiy stipped 
legislation into the one 
thousand page budget reconciUation 
package that was rushed to a House 
vote late in the evening on May 27, 
1993. Not a word was said about 
"Fast Track" during abbreviated 
debate on the budget biU. Days 
late. House members learned that 
whtie they were passing the 
budget biU they were also 
reauthorizing "Fast Track" 
stahis for NAFTA," 

This passage of tiie book is pure 
fiction. In fact, because of the 
1991 legislation, Fast Track 
procedures were avatiable for trade 
agreements entered into by the 
President prior to May 
31, 1993. President Bush signed 
NAFTA on December 17, 1992; 
consequentiy, the fast track 
procedures were avatiable for 
NAFTA; no new legislation was 
needed. 

President Clinton sought additional 
fast track authority only for his 
effort to complete the Uruguay 
Round of multilateral trade 
negotiations. This fast track 
legislation was not a part of the 
reconciUation debate; it did not 
sneak tiirough in tiie dead of night; 
it was a separate piece of 
legislation dealing only with the 
fast track. It was debated by the 
House on June 22, and passed by 
an overwhelming vote of 295-126. 
It was debated by the Senate on 
June 30 and passed, as the authors 
note, by the vote of 76-16. 
After it passed both Houses 
separately, it was later included in 
the Omnibus Reconciliation btil. 
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Page Book says Statement 

14-16 "Congress also agreed to make 
the agreement a top priority and 
vote on it within 90 days after 
receiving it from the President. 
Congress agreed, moreover, to 
Untit any debate to 20 hours in the 
House and 20 hours in the 
Senate..,[without] fiUbuster," 

There is a requirement to vote 
witiiin 90 legislative 
days after the implementing 
legislation is submitted 
to Congress. "Legislative days" 
refers to days that 
one or the other House of Congress 
is in session, and 
90 legislative days is far longer 
than calendar days; it 
could be a period of many months. 

Twenty hours of debate is far 
longer than the period of floor 
debate provided for most major 
legislation. Moreover, 
whtie debate in the fuU House and 
Senate is Umited, there is extensive 
debate and hearing in comnuttees 
on the implementing biU, which is 
painstakingly fashioned over a 
period of months by aU the 
committees of jurisdiction. The 
overwhelming votes on past fast 
track trade agreements confirms the 
degree to which Congress and the 
President have used the 
implementation process to develop 
wide-ranging consensus. 

14 



Page Book says Statement 

17 "Some of the bureaucrats on the 
U.S. negotiating team were 
experienced, but many were not. 
One participant reports that when 
the trade talks began not a single 
person in the U.S, Depjirtment of 
Commerce's Office of Mexico 
spoke Spanish, He says that timing 
one inter-agency session, only two 
of the 14 members of tiie U.S. 
negotiating team knew that key 
sectors of the Mexican economy, 
such as petroleum, had once been 
American owned before they were 
nationalized by the Mexican 
government. He also reports tiiat 
only five percent of the Mexican 
documents, such as copies of 
proposed regulations and 
admiitisbrative procedures, received 
by the U,S. negotiating team were 
ever translated for review," 

Misleading. These statements are 
based on a paper that was 
repudiated shortly after it was 
produced by both the author and by 
the Commerce Department's Chief 
Counsel for International 
Commerce. The retraction stated 
that the paper quoted in Perot's 
book "should not be reUed on as a 
source of information on the 
NAFTA because it is replete with 
factual and legal errors," This 
memo was pubUshed in Inside U.S. 
Trade on February 26, 1993 (p, 
16). 

At tiie time tiie NAFTA 
negotiations commenced, virtuaUy 
every member of the Department 
of Comjnerce's Office of Mexico 
had some knowledge of Spanish, 
and several members were fluent 
speakers of Spanish whose 
language expertise was often reUed 
upon by their respective negotiating 
groups. AU necessary documents 
were translated for the benefit of 
negotiators. The author of the 
statement, however, was not one of 
the negotiators. 
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Page Book says Statement 

18 "Under tiie 1974 Trade Act, 
Congress directed the Office of the 
U.S. Trade Representative to seek 
advice and counsel from private 
advisory panels during any treaty 
negotiations, including NAFTA. 
For the most part, it never 
happened." 

TotaUy untrue. The U.S. Trade 
Representative consulted with its 39 
advisory committees and other 
members of the private sector to 
the fuUest extent. During the 
NAFTA negotiating process, 
NAFTA negotiators held over 350 
meetings with private sector 
advisory committees, and an 
additional 350 briefings for trade 
associations and private sector 
organizations throughout the 
country. Each of the advisory 
comnuttees later wrote reports on 
the final agreement reflecting their 
extensive knowledge of the 
agreement. 

18 "The Bush White 
House.,..announced the completion 
of the agreement on August 12, 
1992, but refused to give its own 
Labor Advisory Committee the text 
to review untti September 8." 

This statement is misleading. 
Throughout the entire negotiating 
process, the Labor Advisory 
Committee (LAC), as weU as aU 
other advisory committees, were 
aUowed to view aU portions of the 
NAFTA text as they were 
negotiated. Upon completion of 
the agreement, aU advisory 
committees, including those 
representuig labor, industry, 
agriculture, environmental groups 
and otiier private sector interests, 
were given aU completed portions 
of the final version of the text. In 
fact, the first avatiable sections of 
the text were given to the advisory 
committees on August 20, and by 
August 27, aU sections of the text 
had been distributed. September 8, 
1992 was tiie date the entire 
combined text was distributed to 
the comnuttees in its final form. 
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Page Book says Statement 

18 "The 29 official U.S trade advisory 
committees, involving more than 
825 industry representatives, were 
created by Congress to ensure that 
U.S, goals and bargaining positions 
in trade talks, such as tiie NAFTA, 
would be guided by advisers who 
represent the broad interests of tiie 
United States. This balanced 
review did not occur during the 
NAFTA negotiations," 

The Office of tiie United States 
Trade Representative has 39 
advisory comnuttees, which are 
composed of over 1000 
representatives of not ortiy U,S. 
industry, but also U.S, agricititure, 
labor and environmental groups as 
weU as a committee of state and 
local government officials. 
Furthermore, the Labor Advisory 
Committee (LAC), which consists 
of approximately 100 
representatives of a broad range of 
organized labor throughout the 
United States, had more interaction 
with NAFTA negotiators tiian most 
other individual committees. 
During the NAFTA negotiating 
process, representatives of the LAC 
met witii negotiators 42 times to 
discuss the detatis of the 
agreement. 
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Page Book says Statement 

18 "The most important of these 
advisory committees was the 
Advisory Committee on Trade 
PoUcy and Negotiations (ACTPN). 
Its 45 members were appointed by 
the president. None were 
confirmed by Congress...Each 
member was prohibited from 
sharing information outside the 
group. The ACTPN meetings were 
exempt from the sunshine 
provisions of the Federal Advisory 
Comntittee Act, which require that 
the pubUc's business be conducted 
in pubUc." 

Here, Mr. Perot incorrectiy claims 
that Congress has no say in the 
structure of the advisory 
committees. However, as Mr. 
Perot, himself, states in the 
paragraph preceding this, it was 
Congress that drafted the legislation 
creating the advisory committee 
system in its current form. In 
accordance with this legislation, the 
President is required to select 
advisory comntittee members. 

Also, with regard to pubUc 
disclosure, the statutes governing 
the ACTPN and other committees 
state that information discussed in 
meetings is to remain confidential 
to "the extent to which pubUc 
disclosure of such information can 
reasonably be expected to prejudice 
the development of trade poUcy, 
priorities, or the United States 
negotiating objectives." Since the 
information discussed in advisory 
committee meetings during the 
NAFTA negotiations revolved 
around U.S. negotiating objectives, 
pubUc disclosure of this 
information would have 
undermined the U.S, negotiating 
position. 
Mr. Perot, of aU people, should 
understand how important it is not 
to give our trading partners access 
to sensitive information about our 
negotiating position. Congress 
certainly does, and has insisted that 
we maintain such confidentiaUty. 
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Page Book says Statement 

20 "After the trade pact was 
completed, one of tiie U.S. 
negotiators explained to an audience 
of federal regulators that although 
changes in most domestic 
regulations normaUy require notice 
and pubUc comment, secret trade 
negotiations (such as NAFTA) 
coitid alter these same regulations 
without the need for notice and 
pubUc 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'." 

False. This is another quote from 
the same paper later repudiated by 
its author. As noted in the 
Department of Commerce's 
retraction: "Contrary to the 
assertion in the [paper], the 
NAFTA is not a treaty that is self-
executing and it wiU not 
automaticaUy supersede any 
Federal laws or regulations. 
Rather, the NAFTA is an executive 
agreement that wiU supersede 
existing laws only to the extent 
provided by the Congress in 
implementing legislation." 

Congress has the fmal say as to 
whether to change our laws. 
NAFTA doesn't change that. 

Extensive consultations with every 
regulatory agency ensured that they 
were uiformed of NAFTA 
developments, and regulators from 
many agencies, including the 
Department of Agricititure, the 
Food and Drug Administration, the 
Environmental Protection Agency, 
the Federal Communications 
Comntission, and the Department 
of Energy were integral members 
of the NAFTA negotiating team. 
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Page Book says Statement 

20-22 Perot makes a variety of claims 
regarding tiie treatment of tiie 
broom industry. 

The U.S. broom industry was 
accorded one of tiie longest 
transition periods of any industry 
under the NAFTA ~ a longer 
adjustment period than given any 
Mexican manufacturing industry. 
Contrary to the aUegations of Mr. 
Perot, it is not true that the U.S. 
industry was promised an even 
longer period; it is not true that 
U.S. negotiators sought to 
encourage the broom industry or 
any other to move production to 
Mexico; and it is not true that the 
Mexican industry was aUowed to 
participate in the negotiations with 
the United States and Mexico. 

What is true is that broomcom 
brooms.have been one of the most 
highly protected products in the 
Unitsii States (although the United 
States, by Act of Congress, already 
gives duty free treatment to imports 
of Caribbean and Andean brooms.) 
In extensive consultations with Mr. 
Libman and other U.S, broom 
producers during the course of 
negotiations, the industry made 
clear its major goal was to maintain 
the U.S, tariff at half its current 
rate for as long as possible. The 
agreed-upon 12-year phase out 
accompUshes this, Mexico is 
permitted to ship 100,(X)0 dozen 
brooms without duties (which Mr. 
Libman approved, on behalf of the 
U.S. broom industry). For aU 
exports above this level, duties 
reduced are by 30 percent in year 
one, an additional 20 percent in 
year seven, with no further 
reductions untti year 12. Thus, the 
duty wiU remain at or above 50 
percent of its current level for 12 
years. Under the 15 year phase-
out provided to other sensitive 
industrial products, the tariff would 
have faUen below this mark in 7 
years. 
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Page Book says Statement 

23 "When the agreement was initiaUed 
on October 18, 1992 - two weeks 
before the U.S. Presidential 
election - the American pubUc was 
handed a short, marked up version 
of the agreement." 

AU these statements are false. The 
NAFTA was utitiaUed October 7, 
1992, not October 18, 1992. The 
text of the tariff reduction 
schedules had previously been 
released on August 27, and the fuU 
text of the agreement had been 
provided to the pubUc on 
September 18. In the period from 
August 12 on, tiie text was 
complete, but subject to technical 
corrections in a process of legal 
review. The texts were at aU times 
avatiable to members of Congress, 
and from September 18 were 
avatiable to the pubUc as the text 
went through technical verification. 

23 "When the Agreement was 
officiaUy signed on December 18, 
1992, no additional information was 
provided to the American people. 
The complete text of NAFTA was 
finaUy released to the American 
people on the afternoon of January 
20, 1993," 

The agreement was signed on 
December 17 (not 18), 1992, and 
the completed text was pubUcly 
available at that time. No new text 
was issued January 20, 1993, 
which was inauguration day in the 
United States, 

23 "Ortiy a handful of people.,,know 
what is actuaUy in the agreement., 

NAFTA is the most broadly 
received trade agreement in 
history. It has been pubUcly 
avatiable for a year, and has been 
the subject of numerous econonuc 
studies (almost ati of which are 
positive). This statement is 
irresponsible in implying that 
NAFTA has somehow been kept a 
secret. 
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Page Book says Statement 

28-29 "NAFTA wtil accelerate tiie loss of 
manufacturing jobs in the Urtited 
States." 

False. U.S. exports of 
manufactures to Mexico have 
grown rapidly since Mexico 
lowered its trade barriers after 
1986, and are projected to grow 
more under NAFTA. This has 
actuaUy added more tiian 400,000 
new jobs to the American 
economy.* 

The CUnton Admiitistration agrees 
that "manufacturing matters" and is 
concerned about the structural 
shifts in manufacturing employment 
during the last decade. However, 
NAFTA is not part of the problem. 
It is, instead, part of the solution. 
NAFTA wiU create the largest 
market in the world. By increasing 
our export opportunities, NAFTA 
wiU enable us to take advantage of 
U.S. economic strengths, which 
include high-wage, high-tech 
manufacturing, and to increase 
further the number of jobs 
associated with exports to Mexico. 
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Page Book says Statement 

31 "Mexico provides automakers an 
easy escape hatoh from the high 
cost of operating in the Urtited 
States, and they are taking 
advantage of it," 

False. NAFTA immediately 
reduces and eliminates Mexican 
local content and local production 
requirements that have encom ĝed 
U.S. automobtie and parts 
manufacturers to move production, 
and jobs, to Mexico. With 
NAFTA, tiie United States wtil be 
able to export automobties and 
parts to Mexico, the fastest 
growing market for these products 
in North America, NAFTA 
reduces and etiminates Mexican 
trade balancing rules that require 
the export of automotive products 
produced in Mexico to the Urtited 
States in order to import parts 
needed for assembly to serve the 
Mexican market. 

In other words, NAFTA phases out 
current Mexican measures which 
force investment in Mexico and 
exports from Mexico in order for a 
company to seU in Mexico. 

33 "High-wage, sktiled electrical 
workers are also on the NAFTA-
endangered U.S. jobs Ust." 

NAFTA wiU benefit, not hurt, 
U.S. electrical workers. The 
demand for electrical equipment in 
botii countries is skyrocketing, as 
technological change increases 
demand. Whtie U.S, imports of 
Mexican electrical equipment more 
than doubled, so have exports of 
American products to Mexico, even 
though Mexico's average tariff 
barrier on these products is six 
times as high as U,S, tariffs on 
Mexican products. Under 
NAFTA, the removal of the 
average 14.2 percent Mexican tariff 
on imports of U.S. electrical 
equipment is bound to help U.S. 
exports much more tiian the 
removal of the U.S. 2.3 percent 
tariff on Mexican products wiU 
help Mexican exports. 
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Page 

33 

Book says 

"Industries that produce products 
like metal working machinery, 
partitions, fixtures, metal forgings, 
clay products, office funtiture, 
fabricated metal products, aircraft, 
aircraft parts, aircraft repairs, 
concrete products, Ughting 
equipment, electrical wiring 
equipment, and luggage, among 
many others, are on tiie NAFTA-
endangered U.S. job Ust." 

Statement 

Most of tiie industries on Perot's 
Ust have already benefitted, not 
lost, from increased trade with 
Mexico despite existing Mexican 
trade barriers, and wiU further 
benefit under NAFTA. Stiice 
1986, when Mexico began to 
reduce its barriers to imports from 
the United States, our exports have 
grown faster than imports for 
melalworking machinery, metal 
products, clay products, office 
equipment, and aircraft equipment 
—even though remaining Mexican 
tariffs are generaUy several times 
higher than tiie corresponding U.S, 
tariffs in each of these categories. 
These remaining Mexican tariffs 
wiU be eUnunated under NAFTA. 

34 "The University of Illinois at 
Chicago, for instance, has 
identified 67,088 jobs and 42 
factories that moved from Illinois to 
Mexico between 1980 and 1990." 

False, tlie study cited by Perot-
Choate did not actuaUy show that 
jobs had moved from Dlinois to 
Mexico. It examined plant closings 
in HUnois and broadly assumed 
that, if the company was a 
multinational, jobs must be shifting 
abroad. As the author of the 
Uitiversity of Illinois report states 
on pages 4 and 5 "...we did not 
attempt in our analysis to specify 
the causation between plant 
closings/layoffs and transnational 
investment." 

This study has been criticized as 
flawed by otiier academic experts 
and by the Illinois state 
government. Perhaps more 
important is the fact that Illinois 
has 28,600 jobs dependent on 
exports to Mexico.* Illinois has 
increased exports to Mexico by $1 
bilUon suice 1986, thus adding an 
estunated 19,000 new jobs. Illinois 
has gained far more than it has lost 
from trade with Mexico. 
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34-37 Perot and Choate claim tiiat various 
states wiU be particularly harmed 
by the Uberalization of trade with 
Mexico. They mention, in 
particular, the mid-Western auto 
producing states and the key texttie 
and apparel states, including New 
York, New Jersey, California, 
Texas, Termessee, the Carolinas, 
and Georgia. They also point out 
(p. 35) that whtie South Carolina 
experienced a net loss of 58,000 
manufactiuing jobs between 1978 
and 1990, it had a net gain of 
72,000 service jobs that paid only 
half as much wages. They further 
single out (pp. 36-37) young 
people, low-skiUed workers, racial 
and ethitic minorities, and women 
as particularly threatened by the 
NAFTA. 

USTR analysis of information 
gatiiered by the Department of 
Commerce shows that from 1987 to 
1992, each of the states suigled out 
by Perot experienced a rise in 
employment directiy related to 
increased exports to Mexico. As 
Mexican tariffs are etiminated and 
other barriers to U.S. imports are 
reduced, we expect that ati of the 
states wtil experience additional 
gains in jobs. 

The discussion of South Carolina 
has nothing to do with NAFTA, 
but relates to structural changes in 
the U.S, over the past decade that 
have hurt manufacturing 
employment. NAFTA, on the 
other hand, wiU lead to increased 
manufacturing exports and 
increases in high-wage, export-
related jobs in tiie U.S. Jobs 
supported by U.S. exports to 
Mexico pay, on average, 12 
percent more than the U.S, national 
average. 

41 "Mexico's national development 
strategy is reminiscent of strategies 
used by Japan, Korea, and Taiwan 
a generation ago. Like the 
strategies used by those countries, 
Mexico's strategy depends on 
taking jobs from tiie United States." 

Once again, the book misses the 
point completely. The authors 
focus on how a trade relationship 
can have problems, but ignore the 
fact that NAFTA wiU remedy and 
prevent problems. Rejecting 
NAFTA wtil leave the problems 
and aUow them to worsen. 
Perot and Choate also suggest that 
a job gained in another country 
impUes that a job wiU be lost in the 
U.S. In fact, growth ui tiiose 
countries, and elsewhere in the 
world, has led to increased growth 
and employment in the U.S. 
Experience indicates that increased 
trade benefits ati participating 
countries. A richer Mexico wiU 
be a better customer for our 
products and services. 

25 



Page Book says Statement 

45, 68 "In terms of absolute purchasing 
power, Mexican workers are now 
making less than half of what they 
made a decade ago, according to 
The Econonuc PoUcy Institute, a 
Washington, D.C.-based research 
organization." 

"...real wages in Mexico have 
dropped by more than 50 percent 
over the past decade." 

False. As reported in the WaU 
Street Journal (8/27/93), Thea Lee, 
an econontist at the Economic 
PoUcy Institute, says, "That's not 
correct." Mexico has gone through 
a decade of major economic crisis, 
inflation, deep recession, and 
gradual recovery. Due primarily to 
its debt crisis, Mexico experienced 
a substantial decline in real wages 
(but less than 50 percent) from 
1983-88, Ms. Lee is reported as 
stating. In the past five years, 
however, as Mexico has opened 
and Uberalized its economy, real 
wages have grown rapidly —much 
more rapidly than in the U.S, 

31, 44-45, A recurring argument in the book is 
69 that low wages wiU lead American 

comparties to relocate to Mexico. 
Page 69: "The aritiimetic of 
relocation is awesome," Page 31: 
"On this endangered U,S, jobs tist, 
the auto industry ranks close to the 
top. Mexican autoworkers make 
one-seventh the pay of their U.S. 
counterparts, , , ." Page 44 again 
cites very low hourly wages in 
Mexican auto factories and says 
that quaUty is comparable to that in 
the U.S. Page 45: "Cheap labor 
can offset aU of the areas where 
Mexico is StiU deficient." Page 69: 
" . . . labor costs are the principal 
cost of production for most U.S. 
manufacturers." 

The argument is simptistic and 
greatiy overstates the advantages of 
low labor costs and underestimates 
the importance of other factors. 
For example, a study of NAFTA 
by tiie Office of Technology 
Assessment (OTA) analyzes the 
costs of automobties in Mexico and 
tiie U.S. Mexican labor costs are 
certairtiy lower. However, the 
study finds that the total cost of 
deliyering a car to the U.S. 
market is higher for a plaxlt in 
Mexico than for one located in 
the United States ($9,180 
compared to $8,770). U.S. auto 
comparties and workers wiU both 
gain under the NAFTA.' 
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31, 48-50 The book argues that Mexico 
is a large and growing 
manufacturing platform for 
comparties that want cheap labor 
and easy access to the U.S. 
market." (p, 50) The study cites 
as a particular example of this trend 
the Maquiladora program, "Most 
of these U.S, and foreign 
comparties already in Mexico are 
operating under Mexico's 
Maquiladora Program. , . , Not 
surprisingly, the finished and senti-
finished goods made in these 
factories are exported primarily to 
the United States. . . . The 
Mexican government closely 
watohes the fiitished products to 
ensure that they do not enter the 
Mexican market, where they might 
compete with sintilar goods 
produced by Mexican comparties, , 
. . Production in such Mexican 
factories wiU expand 400 percent 
by tiie end of tiie 1990s." 

Under NAFTA, the Maquiladora 
program wiU effectively end, suice 
aU imported inputs from the U.S, 
wiU enter Mexico without duty or 
conditions. Under NAFTA, there 
wiU be no Maquiladora-type 
restrictions requiring goods 
produced by such factories to be 
sold back in the U.S., and 
Maquiladoras can freely seU into 
the Mexican market. Moreover, in 
the last seven years, most U.S, 
exports have not gone to the 
Maquiladoras ortiy to be re­
exported to the United States, as 
the book claims. Indeed, an 
estimated 83% of U.S, export 
growth since 1987 has been for 
Mexican consumption and not for 
re-export,* 

48 "To encourage U.S. comparties to 
operate til Mexico, the U.S. 
government subsidizes comparties in 
Mexico that ship products to the 
U.S. by removing import fees 
(taxes). These factories are known 
as 'Maqmladoras.'" 

The U.S. levies tariffs (import 
fees) on the value added to goods 
produced in Maqutiadoras using 
components produced in the U.S, 
The U.S. does not charge tariffs on 
the value of the components 
produced in the U.S. There is no 
U.S. subsidy to Maquiladoras. 
This encourages the use of U.S. 
components over European or 
Japanese. 

But the most important point, as 
state earUer, is that the 
Maquiladora program wiU be 
phased out under NAFTA, 
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53-54 The study discusses companies "at 
risk" for relocation to Mexico, It 
draws on a study by Pat Choate 
that argues that those at risk are: 
"comparties with moderate to good 
growth, low to mid-technology 
operations, and a labor component 
of 20 percent or more of the costs 
of goods sold." It then states that: 
"75 U.S. manufacturing industries 
fit these criteria. They employ 
more than 5.9 milUon U.S. 
production workers. Their payroUs 
to U.S, workers exceed $138 
bilUon a year." 

The Choate study is not an 
econorrtic analysis of the effects of 
NAFTA. It simply identifies, from 
Census data, U.S. industries where 
wages account for more than 20 
percent of the value of output; and 
then declares, without analysis, that 
these industries are aU "at risk" to 
move to Mexico. Nowhere in the 
book do the authors suggest that 
5.9 milUon jobs wiU be lost. The 
figure is utilized simply so the 
press wiU report it as a job-loss 
figure. The resulting Ust of "at 
risk" sectors is absurd. It includes 
high-wage, high-sktil sectors such 
as sonar equipment, aerospace, 
medical equipment, and 
telecommuiucations. These are the 
very sectors in which credible 
econonuc studies show future U.S. 
job growth due to NAFTA, It also 
includes sectors producing non-
traded goods such as bakeries and 
wood-pulp miUers. The study 
reaUy has nothing to do with 
NAFTA. U.S. barriers are already 
low compared to Mexico's, If 
these jobs were reaUy "at risk," 
they would already have been lost. 

59 "[F]oreign interests can buy the 
knowledge, contacts, and advice of 
'both famous and not-so-famous 
former government officials and 
Members of Congress ~ 
Washington's so-caUed revolving 
door, as weU as lawyers, pubUc 
relations spedaUsts, coaUtion 
butiders, marketing experts, 
commimicators, consultants, and 
many others who have experience 
Ul government or on Capitol HiU.'" 

Mr, Perot's criticism of the 
"revolving door" is focused on the 
acts of prior administrations. It 
completely ignores the fact that on 
his first day in office. President 
Clinton signed Executive Order 
12834, requiring his sertior 
appointees and trade negotiators to 
sign pledges governing their post-
employment activities before the 
federal government. These 
pledges, which are enforceable 
through injunctions, debarment, 
and recoupment, reflect the most 
stringent post-employment 
restrictions ever imposed on sertior 
noncareer officials. 
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63 "Multinational corporations have 
had their eye on Mexico for years— 
not as a market of real 
consequence, but as a locale for an 
unUmited supply of cheap, high-
quaUty labor." 

This statement is demeaning to 
Mexico and American businesses. 
Mexico is our third largest trading 
partner and the second largest 
purchaser of American 
manufactured goods (Canada is the 
largest). It ranks ahead of every 
European country. Moreover, 
Mexican consumers have a strong 
preference for U.S. goods. Ind^d 
they buy more per capita from the 
U.S. than the much wealthier 
Europeans or Japanese. 

64 "USA*NAFTA companies wiU 
profit greatiy if Congress ratifies 
NAFTA." 

This statement is ntisleading 
because it impUes that companies 
profiting from the NAFTA is either 
negative or sirtister. Indeed, Ross 
Perot is so successful because his 
businesses have profited so much. 
Moreover, only with profits can 
comparties continue to invest in 
workers, plant, equipment. Ortiy 
with profits can the U.S job base 
expand and businesses invest or 
save for our future. 

64 "Most of the sponsoring comparties 
(of USA*NAFTA) also matiitaui 
fuU-time lobbying offices in 
Washington." 

This statement ignores the fact that 
most of the organizations opposed 
to NAFTA also mauitain fuU-time 
lobbying offices in Washington. 
Indeed, Ross Perot's comparties 
have lobbying offices in 
Washuigton D.C. 

65 "It is iUegal for the executive 
branch to lobby Congress, but the 
White House and the dozens of 
agencies under its control employ 
hundreds of people in a category 
caUed 'congressional relations.' 
It's the same thing as lobbying, but 
it doesn't pay as weU." 

This is false. The Anti-Lobbying 
Act, 18 U.S.C, § 1913, is tiitended 
to prohibit the use of appropriated 
funds to promote grass-roots 
lobbying efforts, such as letter-
writing campaigns by private 
citizens. Members of the executive 
branch are entitied to express their 
opirtions to Congress, and there is 
nothing tilegal about it. 
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Page 66 "When NAFTA negotiations 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 
150,0(X) American jobs. In July 
1993, the Congressional Budget 
Office reported that the total 
number of lost American jobs 
would be 'weU under half a 
mtiUon.'" 

The statement ntis-leads by a half-
truth because it overlooks the fact 
that when then-Secretary of Labor 
Lyim Martin testified before 
Congress she also noted that 
NAFTA would create 100,000 to 
180,000 MORE U.S. jobs tiian 
would be lost-tiiat is, NAFTA 
would result in a net increase in 
U.S. employment of 100,000 to 
180,000 jobs. Perot/Choate 
confuse net job creation and gross 
job turnover. 

Simtiarly, tiie July 1993 report by 
the Congressional Budget Office 
(CBO) noted that net increases in 
U.S, employment of 35,000 to 
170,000 due to NAFTA have been 
forecast, which is "negUgible" 
compared to total U,S. employment 
of almost 120 milUon. 

With regard to the number of U.S. 
workers that might be displaced by 
NAFTA, tiie CBO study concluded 
tiiat 100,000 to 200,000 U.S. 
workers might face job losses from 
NAFTA. This conclusion was 
summarized at the beginning of the 
study as: "Even though NAFTA 
would increase total employment in 
the United States, some workers 
could lose their jobs. The total 
number of jobs lost would probably 
be weU under half a mtiUon, spread 
over at least a decade. Viewed as 
part of a larger, dynamic labor 
market tii which nearly 20 milUon 
workers were displaced during the 
1980s, tiie effects of NAFTA 
appear very smaU."' 
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66 Increased U.S. merchandise exports 
to Mexico since 1986 have already 
generated over 4(X),0(X) jobs, and 
are projected to generate another 
200,000 jobs under NAFTA by 
1995. These are good jobs which 
pay, on average, 12 percent more 
than the national average.̂ " 
Perot/Choate simply ignore the 
export side. When asked by the 
WaU Street Journal (8/27/93) about 
their selective quotations, Choate 
responded: "I beUeve the 
displacement, I don't beUeve the 
gaui," 
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66-67 "Mytii 2": The reason tiiat most 
U.S. poUcymakers are so blind to 
the job shifting that wiU occur if 
NAFTA is ratified is that they rely 
on the dozens of "reputable" 
academic studies that say it won't 
happen. 

Yet, these studies are based on 
unreaUstic assumptions and flawed 
mathematical models. Most of 
these models assume, for instance, 
that the United States is operating 
at fuU employment,,,[and]...that 
Mexico wiU not become an export 
platform into the Urtited States for 
Asian and European 
manufacturers,,, 

SpecificaUy,.,, tiie NAFTA studies 
,. .are based on mathematical 
models that are unable to "capture" 
the effects of key elements of the 
agreement[, ]... unable to 
satisfactortiy calcitiate the effects of 
NAFTA on key agricultural 
sectors[,]...caimot calculate whether 
NAFTA wiU result in U.S. 
comparties moving to Mexico[,]... 
[and] assume that U.S. comparties 
wiU not relocate. These 
mathematical model studies are 
worthless. 

Let's be clear about this: these 
studies certainly do not provide a 
basis on which Congress can make 
an informed decision about 
NAFTA. 

Several comments are in order. 
First, NAFTA supporters do not 
simply rely on economic studies. 
We rely also on the experience and 
advice of American producers who 
export American product to 
Mexico. 

Second, it is curious for the authors 
to fault methodology in other 
studies, given the methodology 
employed in the Choate study, 
which has been widely criticized by 
virtuaUy aU independent 
economists. 

Third, no one economic study 
should be the only guide for any 
pubUc poUcy...Each study has had 
individual weaknesses, but it is 
remarkable that, despite varying 
assumptions, these studies reach 
such sintilar conclusions: NAFTA 
wiU promote econorrtic growth in 
Mexico and the Urtited States, and 
wiU benefit workers of both 
countries. 
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Page Book says Statement 

Pages 66-67 
Continued 

An impressive array of academic, 
government, and business analyses 
of the econorrtic impact of NAFTA 
have been done. NAFTA is 
probably the most thoroughly 
studied trade agreement in history. 
These studies have been surveyed 
by impartial researchers at, for 
example, tiie International Trade 
Commission (ITC), the 
Congressional Budget Office 
(CBO), and tiie Brookings 
Institution, 11 

The TTC concludes: "Despite the 
different approaches taken in these 
studies, there is a surprising degree 
of unanimity in their results 
regarding the aggregate effects of a 
NAFTA, AU three countries are 
expected to gain from a NAFTA. 
The greatest impact wiU be on the 
Mexican economy, with less impact 
on the Canadian and U.S. 
econonties." 

The CBO concludes: "A tiiorough 
review of the myriad changes 
brought about by NAFTA, and of 
their interactions, leads to the 
suigle resounding conclusion that 
the net effect on the U.S, economy 
would be positive and very smaU. , 
. . Contrary to some commortiy 
expressed concerns, the 
reaUocation of resources would not 
be massive, Americans should not 
fear that NAFTA would cause a 
wholesale relocation of U.S, 
manufacturing plants and jobs to 
Mexico to take advantage of the 
lower average wage." 
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Pages 66-67 
Continued 

The Brookings Institution survey 
concludes: "A consensus emerged , 
, . that the direct economic effects 
of NAFTA wtil be smaU for botii 
Mexico and the Urtited States. . . . 
[M]any of the changes in 
commercial relations that are often 
associated with NAFTA in pubtic 
discussions have already occurred, 
and others wiU be spread over 
future years. . , , Tlie general 
consensus of the studies . . . is that 
NAFTA wiU raise the average 
wage of U.S, workers and that the 
effect on low-wage workers wiU be 
negUgible," 

67 In what he caUs, "Mytii 3," Perot 
argues tiiat "NAFTA is tiie ticket" 
for comparties considering moving 
their operations to Mexico. 

Misleading. NAFTA wiU eUminate 
the distortions and restrictions 
faced by comparties attempting to 
seU in Mexico. In many cases, 
U.S. companies have ortiy been 
able to sell in Mexico by locating 
there, high Mexican barriers to 
U.S. made products or provisions 
require' U.S. firms to manufacture 
in Mexico. NAFTA wiU eliminate 
these distortions. 

68 In attackuig "Myth 4," Perot argues 
that lower Mexican wages are what 
matter most to potential investors. 

The truth is that in most industries 
low Mexican wages are insufficient 
to attract investment to Mexico. 
Other factors such as the 
availabiUty of raw materials, 
intermediate goods, support 
services, reUable infrastructure 
(including transportation, 
telecommuitications and other 
business services), skiUed labor and 
proximity to markets are important 
as weU. Production in Mexico is 
usuaUy disadvantaged compared to 
production in the U.S. with respect 
to most of these other factors. 
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11, 68 "Ultimately, NAFTA is not a trade 
agreement but an investment 
agreement. NAFTA's principal 
goal is to protect the investment of 
U.S. companies that butid factories 
in Mexico," (p. 11) 

The book misstates the purpose and 
effect of tiie NAFTA. Whtie 
NAFTA does have rules tiiat 
prohibit unfair treatment of each 
country's investors, (for example, 
arbitrary seizure or expropriation), 
the major purpose of the NAFTA 
is to remove the distortions in 
Mexican law that prevent U.S. -
and often Mexican — investors 
from making the most productive 
and beneficial trade and investment 
decisions. Under NAFTA the 
Mexican government wiU eUminate 
an array of poticies that required 
U.S, comparties to locate in 
Mexico in order to seU in the 
Mexican market, U.S, firms can 
then seU goods produced in the 
U.S. to-Mexico without restriction. 
With respect to the maquiladoras, 
NAFTA effectively removes 
requirements that the goods they 
produce be exported to the U.S. 
Under NAFTA, tiiey can seU 
products made with U.S. 
components and equipment in 
Mexico. 
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68 "Mexican workers are very good... 
Dozens of articles in leading 
pubUcations... document that... the 
productivity of the new Mexican 
plants operated by U.S, 
corporations is fuUy competitive 
with plants located anywhere in the 
world." 

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

"The real reason U.S, 
manufacturers don't go to Haiti or 
Bangladesh is that these countries 
don't have the poUtical stabiUty or 
investment guarantees of NAFTA." 

The analysis is simptistic. Mexican 
workers in some sectors are very 
good. However, not aU sectors 
share in the high productivity 
reported in the articles cited. 
Certainly, on average, American 
workers are stiU the most 
productive in the world —much 
more productive than Mexican 
labor. However, labor productivity 
is ortiy part of the story. If 
econorrtic development could be 
achieved by simply locating 
modem factories in developing 
countries, then it would be easy for 
poor countries to catch up with the 
developed world; and it would have 
happened long ago. The analysis is 
faulty in suggesting that producers 
wiU bet-against U.S. workers 
—located in a rich country with 
great resources and infrastructure— 
in head-to-head competition with 
workers in Mexico. 

68 "The vital lirtic 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 export 
industries have dramaticaUy 
increased their productivity." 

See our comment on page 45 of the 
Perot book for a denial of the claim 
that wages feU 50 percent (by a 
representative of the organization 
to which the figure is attributed in 
the Perot/Choate book). Mexico 
did impose wage and price controls 
Ul the ntid-1980s as a response to 
extremely rapid inflation. Real 
wages declined sharply in the first 
half of tiie 1980s as Mexico 
entered a period of crisis over 
foreign debt, and deep recession. 
More recentiy, however, the 
Mexican economy has revived and 
wages have been growing. 
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69 "[L]abor costs are tiie principal 
cost of production for most U.S. 
manufacturers... Other 
manufacturers are moving to 
Mexico in search of cheap labor." 

False. Labor costs are not the 
principal costs of production for 
most U.S. manufacturers. Even a 
figure for labor at 20 percent of 
production costs —tiie figure used 
by Choate claim that 5.9 milUon 
U.S, workers are at risk from 
NAITA— does not represent "tiie 
principal cost of production" 
reported in the book. 

Whtie important, labor costs are far 
from the most important 
consideration in making decisions 
about plant location. 

69 "They [U.S, manufacturers] have 
few means to cut the costs of 
interest, taxes, suppties 
components, energy, and other 
factors of production. But 
management can cut labor costs." 

This argument overlooks the 
principal way in which the Urtited 
States has cut labor costs for 
decades whtie expanding jobs and 
increasing wages: by increasing 
productivity. That is what tiie 
great American tradition of 
irmovation is aU about. Investment 
in irmovation lowers labor costs 
and ultimately creates higher 
paying jobs. NAFTA, far from 
being a tiireat to U.S. wages, wtil 
encourage irmovation in the Urtited 
States, raise average labor 
productivity and help lay the 
foundation of increasuig real 
wages. . 

69 In what he caUs "Mytii 5," Perot 
argues that the statistics of U.S.­
Mexican trade give tiie mistaken 
impression that Mexico is a vast 
and growuig martet for American 
exports. 

This is not a myth. Mexico is a 
large market for U.S. exports 
—our third largest after Canada 
and Japan. On a per capita basis, 
Mexico imports more from the 
United States than does either much 
wealtitier EC or Japan. 
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69-70 "Of tiie $40.6 btiUon of U.S, 
exports to Mexico ui 1992, $15.5 
billion was in capital goods - that 
is, factories... At this rate the U.S. 
wiU go barikrupt running up trade 
surpluses." 

The Perot/Choate book does not 
understand what capital goods are. 
Capital goods are everything from 
drilling equipment to electric 
generators, machine tools, and 
construction equipment and 
machinery. Any healthy economy 
or company constantiy needs to 
replace and expand capital goods — 
a fact every business person should 
know. 

We are among the world's most 
efficient producers of aU kinds of 
capital goods — mostiy for the U.S. 
market. Exports of these products, 
however, provide hundreds of 
thousands of jobs. If we did not 
export to these countries, other 
countries, like Japan and Germany 
would eagerly seU instead, 
have been growing fast. 

The United States wtil not go 
bankrupt with exports of capital 
goods to Mexico. Most capital 
equipment exported to Mexico is 
used to' produce goods and services 
for the Mexican market which, 
with NAFTA, is now set on. a 
healtiiy growth path. If U.S, 
capital goods exports to Mexico 
were being used to flood the U.S. 
market witii imports, one would 
expect our trade balance with 
Mexico to have moved into larger 
deficit over the last 6 years. In 
fact, our trade balance has moved 
from substantial deficits in the mid-
1980s to substantial surpluses 
today. 
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Pages 69-70 
Continued 

According to U.S. government 
statistics, the proportion of 
American exports of capital goods 
to Mexico have fallen from 40 
percent of total exports in 1986 to 
33 percent in 1992. The reason for 
this relative decline of U.S, capital 
goods exports to Mexico has been 
that exports of capital goods to 
Mexico have been rising, but 
American exports of aU other 
major end-use categories of exports 
to Mexico have been growing even 
faster. 

The book is correct in stating that 
capital goods was the largest 
category of U.S. exports in 1992, 
but is wrong in implying that such 
exports-serve to the detriment of 
U.S. workers and economic 
interests. The U.S, has the world's 
most competitive goods industry. 
Capital goods include not just 
factories, but electric generators, 
oti-drilling equipment, construction 
equipment machine tools and an 
array of high tech goods. Capital 
goods accounted for 39 percent of 
U,S, exports to the world in 
1992,Such exports — whether 
to Mexico or to the rest of the 
world — support hundreds of 
thousands of U.S. jobs. The 
book's authors should not disparage 
such exports; it is certain that 
Japan, Germany and our other 
main trade competitors would be 
eager to supply Mexico and the 
world with capital goods if we did 
not wish to export such products. 
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70 In what he caUs "Myth 6", Perot 
argues that, rather than NAFTA 
creating a market of $7 trilUon for 
362 milUon people as advocates 
claim, the United States is the 
market, within the U.S. economy 
constituting more than 85 percent 
of the North American market 
whtie Mexico offers ortiy a plentiful 
supply of low-wage workers. 

The authors caU this a myth 
because "[t]he U.S. economy 
constitutes more than 85 percent of 
the North American market, whtie 
Mexico's economy is 4 percent of 
the market," 

The Urtited States may dominate 
North America's economy, but 
Mexico and Canada loom large in 
U.S. trade, accounting for almost 
30 percent of U.S, exports. 
Because Mexico currentiy has such 
lower per capita income, its growth 
potential (given the continuance of 
domestic economic reforms) is 
large. With 90 milUon people, 
Mexico has the potential to be a 
rapidly expanding market for U.S. 
exports-and a source of benefits to 
U.S. production and U.S. workers. 
For the U.S. to benefit, however, 
NAFTA is critical in legaUy 
binding Mexico to the removal of 
its substantial barriers against the 
export of U.S. goods and services. 

Under NAFTA, our exports of 
capital goods wiU have a leg up on 
our main competitors in Mexico's 
market, because we and Canada 
wiU have preference over foreign 
products that sttil wiU have to pay 
tariffs in Mexico. 
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70 "Anotiier $9,4 btiUon of U,S, 
exports were for industrial suppties 
that were used in the manufacturing 
of products — a large proportion of 
which were shipped back to the 
United States." 

AU countries — the United States 
included — need to import 
industrial suppties, equipment and 
components which enhance its 
domestic production. That we 
have significant exports of such 
products to Mexico benefits us by 
supporting thousands and thousands 
of high-paid jobs in the Urtited 
States. 

It is far better that Mexico 
purchase these parts from U.S. 
sources than from other countries 
such as in Asia or Europe. The 
Perot book also ignores the fact 
that U.S, exports of firtished goods 
to Mexico have grown far faster 
than exports of parts and 
components. 

Moreover, the impression, created 
by this statement and others in 
"Mytii 5" tiiat U.S, export growtii 
has not been real is completely 
refuted by tiie facts. The U.S. 
International Trade Comntission 
has calculated that U.S, exports of 
inputs for production sharing 
arrangements in Mexico (i.e., 
Maqutiadoras) comprised an 
estimated 22 percent of aU U.S. 
exports to Mexico in 1992, down 
from 32 percent in 1987, An 
estimated 83 percent of the growth 
in U.S. exports to Mexico in the 
last 5 years was for use in Mexico, 
not reexport to the United 
States, 
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72 In what he calls "Mytii 7," Perot 
argues that as manufacturing in 
northern Mexico expands, 
"Hundreds of thousands of Mexican 
workers wiU be drawn north. They 
wiU quickly find that wages in the 
Mexican maqutiadora plants carmot 
compete with wages anywhere in 
the United States. Out of economic 
necessity, many of these mobtie 
workers wiU consider iUegaUy 
ntigrating into the Urtited States. In 
short, NAFTA has tiie potential to 
increase tilegal imntigration, not 
decrease it." 

NAFTA wiU help generate more 
economic activity in Mexico thus 
expanding jobs and opporturtities 
throughout the entire nation, 
decreasing the need for Mexicans 
to ntigrate northward. As 
President Salinas of Mexico has 
said, Mexico is interested in 
exporting goods, not people. 
Otiiers who have made a strong 
case for econontic development in 
Mexico as a long term solution to 
the imntigration problem include a 
high level Commission (the 
Commission for the Study of 
International Migration and 
Cooperative Econontic 
Development) created by tiie 1986 
Immigration Reform and Control 
Act. lu July 1990 report Usted as 
its first recommendation that, "the 
United States should expedite 
development of a U.S.-Mexico free 
trade area and encourage its 
incorporation with Canada into a 
North American free trade area." 
In a July 24, 1990 statement, ,tiie 
Commission Chairman said, "[t]he 
basic conclusion that we came to 
was that the only thing that could 
possibly work would be the 
development and promotion of 
international trade." 

Interestingly, the Econonuc PoUcy 
Institute, so heavtiy (and favorably) 
cited in the Perot/Choate book 
concluded tiiat Mexican 
imntigration wtil decrease with firee 
trade Congressional testimony by 
WiUiam E. Spriggs of tiie Institute 
on May 15, 1991 presented 
mathematical econontic research 
which concluded that NAFTA 
would reduce U.S. imntigration 
from Mexico from what it would 
otherwise have been in the year 
2000 by 1.4 miUion persons in one 
scenario and 1.6 milUon in the 
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72 Ul what he caUs "Mytii 8," Perot 
questions the Administration's 
estimate tiiat 400,000 jobs wiU be 
lost if NAFTA is defeated. 

This figure has been cortectiy used 
by U.S, government officials as an 
iUustrative example of the job loss 
potential arising from a fatiure to 
implement NAFTA. The 
"Admuiistration Statement on the 
North American Free Trade 
Agreement," states the foUowing: 

"Witiiout NAFTA, we anticipate a 
reduction in U.S. exports and 
related jobs. Mexico could suffer 
capital fUght, disuivestment, and a 
loss of confidence in its economy. 
A less healthy Mexico would be 
less able to afford imports 
produced in the United States. 

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

"If even a quarter of U.S. exports 
to Mexico were lost by 1995, U.S. 
export-related jobs would faU from 
tiiere current level [1992] of 
700,000 to 500,000 - a loss of 
200,000 high wage-jobs (and a 
sharp contrast witii tiie 900,000 
projected jobs witii NAFTA)."'" 

The Administration stands behind 
this statement, which is consistent 
with known facts. By contrast, the 
Perot book assumes that U.S. job 
growth wiU not continue as a result 
of exports to Mexico. Since 
Mexico began Uberalizing its 
economy in 1986, U.S. exports 
have exploded and U.S. jobs 
supported by these exports have 
risen from 274,000 to an estimated 
700,000 til 1992, 
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74 In what he caUs "Mytii 9," Perot 
argues that NAFTA should not be 
used as a foreign poUcy device to 
take sides in the upcoming Mexican 
elections. 

This is a red herring. Two 
American Presidents have actively 
negotiated these agreements and 
concluded tiiat NAFTA witii its 
supplemental accords is a good 
trade agreement which wiU benefit 
America and American workers. 
NAFTA stands on its own merits 
for the U.S. and should be 
approved first and foremost 
because of the benefits it wiU bring 
here. 

Moreover, as Mexico grows, it wiU 
be able to deal more effectively 
with shared problems from the 
environment to narcotics and our 
interests are more likely to coincide 
tiian confUct. NAFTA proves to 
Europe-and to Asia that the Urtited 
States wants level playing fields 
wherever we compete. And it 
shows the rest of the countries of 
the hentisphere that open markets 
and econontic reform are in their 
interests. 

Rejection of NAFTA, on the other 
hand, would leave Mexico to 
pursue development strategies that 
cut us out of the Mexican market. 

79 "NAFTA Chapter Three tariff 
provisions wiU quickly open the 
U.S. market to goods shipped from 
Mexico." 

Fifty percent of goods entering the 
Urtited States from Mexico 
currentiy enter free of duty, and 
have been doing so for years. 
Chapter Three merely codifies 
current treatment for such 
products. 

For those tariffs that have not been 
reduced previously, NAFTA 
provides sufficient time (up to 15 
years for some highly import-
sensitive goods) for U.S. industries 
to adjust to the etimination of those 
tariffs. 
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80 "U.S, texttie manufacturers are 
disadvantaged by tiie NAFTA," 

U.S. exports to Mexico of textiles, 
fibers and apparel have grown 25 
percent on average each year since 
1986, reachtiig $1.5 bilUon tii 
1992, and creating a trade surplus 
Ul the sector of $81 milUon, in 
spite of Mexico's current 10-20 
percent tariffs. NAFTA wtil 
continue and accelerate this export 
growth because it wiU phase out 
remaining tariffs and barriers to 
trade in this sector. 

80 "Mexican restrictions on used 
equipment wtil ensure that only 
Mexican construction equipment 
wiU be used in the post-NAFTA 
butiding boom," 

NAFTA ensures tiiat U.S, 
construction firms wtil be able to 
bring whatever equipment — new 
or used — into Mexico as necessary 
to perform work there under 
contract. 

80 "Chapter Four estabUshes rules that 
deny preferential treatment for 
goods produced outside of North 
America. The way for a Japanese 
or European company to get 
preferential treatment, of course, is 
to butid a factory in Mexico," 

The rules of origin wtil ensure that 
products made outside the NAFTA 
do not benefit from NAFTA tariff 
treatment. Jobs created in Canada 
or Mexico are more likely to create 
markets for U.S. goods than jobs 
created elsewhere. 
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81 

Book says 

"Lintited numbers of Customs 
agents at tiie U.S.-Mexico border 
wiU not enable Customs to cope 
with increased imports from 
Mexico." 

Statement 

Customs is already increasing 
manpower and expanding its 
faciUties on the border. More 
importantiy, NAFTA provides that 
Mexican or Canadian exporters that 
violate U.S. customs laws wiU be 
subject to criminal and/or civti 
penalties within their own 
countries, a deterrent to fraud that 
does not now exist. Moreover, 
enforcement of NAFTA preference 
wiU not be done exclusively at the 
border. In fact, it vidU be done 
primarily by Customs personnel 
going directiy to the factories in 
Mexico and Canada to confirm that 
the goods are manufactured there, 
rather than transshipped . .:om ctner 
countries. FinaUy, customs agents, 
through-laboratory analysis and 
tracing of shipments can 
differentiate between shirts made in 
China and those made ui Mexico, 

81 "Mexico kept energy off the 
NAFTA negotiatuig table "for the 
most part." 

The book fatis to mention that 
Mexico agreed to: 

o subject its energy and 
petrochemical sector to 
disciplines on import and 
export restrictions; 

o aUow U.S. firms to 
negotiate contracts directiy 
with Mexican end-users; 
and 

o apply the guarantees of the 
NAFTA investment chapter 
to private investment it 
aUows in basic energy 
activities in Mexico. 
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10, 82 "Two of tiie most important 
provisions [of NAFTA], however, 
concern the export of wheat and 
com to Mexico, Under NAFTA, 
Mexico's market wiU be opened to 
U.S. and Canadian exports of both 
commodities. But, U.S. wheat 
farmers wiU be at a price 
disadvantage because the 1988 
Canada Free Trade Agreement 
already permits Canada to subsidize 
the wheat production of its 
farmers." 

The book teUs a very ntisleading 
story on wheat. We would like 
Canada to cease its wheat 
subsidies, but Canada was not 
willing to give up titis practice. 
Accordingly, we maintained our 
right to subsidize our wheat exports 
to enable us to compete with 
subsidized Canadian wheat, 
NAFTA does not change this 
situation, nor would rejecting 
NAFTA help. 

More significantiy, NAFTA opens 
opportunities for U.S, wheat, com 
and barley producers. According 
to USDA, by tiie end of tiie 
NAFTA transition period, armual 
U,S. com exports are expected to 
be 60 percent higher than otherwise 
and industry revenues for com and 
grain sorghum wtil Ukely increase 
by about $400 to $500 milUon due 
to NAFTA. Simtiarly, USDA 
anticipates that by the end of the 
transition period, U.S. wheat 
exports are expected to be about 
1.5 mtiUon metric tons, about 20 
percent above the level that would 
be expected witiiout NAFTA. 

47 



Page Book says Statement 

82, 83 "Perhaps tiie greatest dangers from 
NAFTA are contained in the food 
hygiraie standards. NAFTA's lax 
standards undermine existing U.S. 
health and environmental standards. 
Rather than adopt the highest 
possible food hygiene levels, 
NAFTA adopts standards developed 
by sometiung caUed the Codex 
AUmentarius Commission, plus 
those of the International Office of 
epizootics, the International Plant 
Protection Convention, and the 
North American Plant Protection 
Organization, . . . NAFTA is back­
door deregulation of U.S. health 
and environmental standards." 

False. Perot's assertions regarding 
food safety and standards are 
completely wrong and amount to 
nothing more than scare tactics. 
Perot's book is dead wrong in 
claiming that NAFTA, in any 
sense, requires us to reduce our 
standards or to adopt the standards 
recommended by international 
bodies such as the Codex 
AUmentarius. Article 713.3 
specificaUy provides that 
"nothing...shaU be construed to 
prevent a party from adopting, 
maintaining or applying, in 
accordance with the other 
provisions of the Section, a 
sartitary or phytosanitary measure 
that is more stringent than the 
relevant international standard, 
guideline or recommendation." 

The supplemental agreements 
include a comntitment for the three 
countries to work to harmonize 
standards upward. 

No provision of NAFTA creates an 
obUgation that states adopt the 
same measures as the federal 
govcmment. Accordingly, there is 
no basis under the NAFTA for 
chaUenguig a state measure simply 
because it is more stringent than a 
relevant federal measure. 

The NAFTA does not require that 
the United States change any 
particular standard and the 
provisions were specificaUy 
negotiated to be clear that there 
would be no "downward 
harmonization" of health 
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and safety standards. Instead, the 
NAFTA creates a process by which 
the tiiree countries can try to reach 
greater compatibiUty of standards, 
but that does not require us to 
agree to any particular change in 
standards. No "harmonization" 
process can ever force us to agree 
to standards we find unacceptable, 
nor could Congress be bound by 
any result it found unacceptable. 
Congress would need to pass 
specific legislation to effect any 
change. 

84 "The NAFTA wtil nuUify tiie 
federal Buy America Act." 

Misleaduig. The NAFTA requires 
mirumal changes at the Federal 
level and no change at the state 
level. The procurement provisions 
offer sigruficantiy expanded 
opporturtities for U.S. firms to do 
business in Mexico and Canada. 
The NAFTA Government 
Procurement Chapter wiU permit 
access to government tenders in the 
three countries on a competitive 
basis by companies from those 
countries. For Mexico, this is the 
first time that it has opened its 
government procurement in an 
international agreement. 

The NAFTA expUcitiy aUows ui 
Armex 1001.2b for the continuation 
of U.S. smaU and minority 
business programs, which reserve 
certain contracts for quaUfied U.S. 
suppUers. NAFTA also preserves 
other sensitive procurement for 
U.S. suppUers including the "Berry 
Amendment" Defense Department 
purchases of textties, shoes, other 
goods and specialty metals. 
(Annex 1001.1b, Section A). 
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85 NAFTA wiU also undermine the 
Buy America laws of 35 states and 
hundreds of cities. 

False. The NAFTA procurement 
provisions do not apply to state and 
sub-central level government 
procurement. Therefore, NAFTA 
carmot possibly undermine state 
"Buy America" laws. The NAFTA 
government procurement chapter. 
Article 1024 provides only that 
within five years after 
implementation of the agreement, 
the U.S., Canadian and Mexican 
govemments wtil consult with their 
state and provincial govemments 
about voluntarily including their 
procurement under the NAFTA. 
This wiU be an entirely voluntary 
decision by the U.S. states, and 
would ortiy proceed if Ca:: .. :an 
provinces and Mexican states also 
agreed to participate. 

85 "NAFTA aUows Mexico and 
Canada to chaUenge Buy America 
laws as iUegal trade barriers." 

This is incorrect. In Articles 1001 
and 1003 of tiie NAFTA, aU tiuee 
countries agreed to open their 
government procurement above 
specified levels to supptiers from 
the other two countries. In the 
U.S. case, the Buy America laws 
wiU be suspended for Canada and 
Mexico above a specified contract 
value. Similarly, Canada and 
Mexico wiU suspend their buy 
national legislation for the other 
NAFTA parties. 
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86 "Canada...is aUowed to review the 
direct acquisition by foreigners of 
aU Canadian business assets over $5 
milUon..." 

False. The screening level of $5 
milUon appUes to non-NAFTA 
investors. For investors from 
Canada and Mexico, the screening 
level is C$150 million, which is 
adjusted for inflation and economic 
growth. This high level assures 
that only a limited amount of 
transactions are reviewed by 
Investment Canada. 

87 "NAFTA aUows Mexico and 
Canada to protect certain uidustries 
and to exclude U.S. investors (botii 
individuals and corporations) at 
their discretion." 

Whtie aU three countries retained 
some investment Untitations, 
NAFTA does not create 
restrictions, but rather works to 
remove a wide array of restrictions 
and distortions. The book 
fatis to note for example, that 
under NAFTA, Mexico must 
eUminate "performance 
requirements" that force foreign 
investors to export their production 
(usuaUy to the Urtited States) or use 
locaUy made inputs in their 
production. The elimination of 
performance requiremoits in 
Mexico is very beneficial in the 
Urtited States, as it wtil increase 
demand for U.S.-made inputs 
(thereby increasing employment in 
the Urtited States) and aUow 
uicreased sales in Mexico of goods 
produced by Urtited States 
investors. 

87 "Mexico and Canada reserve the 
right to limit or prohibit foreign 
investors. The United States does 
not have this same right under 
NAFTA." 

The Urtited States currentiy 
restricts foreign investment only in 
sensitive areas of our economy. 
Under NAFTA, tiie United States 
preserves this right, and the rights 
of individual states to do so as 
weU. These restrictions can be 
found in Annexes I-Vn of the 
Agreement. 
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87 "Mexico and Canada's 
entertainment industry (movie and 
television production, for example) 
have important exclusions under 
NAFTA, Similar exclusions are 
not avatiable to the United States." 

This statement is wrong. The 
statement impUes that the United 
States has no reservations under 
NAFTA, In fact, tiie United States 
has taken reservations affecting 
investment in cable television (11-
U-2) and television and radio 
broadcasting CII-U-3). 

In addition, the United States has 
the same rights as Canada 
respecting "cultural industries." 
NAFTA liberalizes certain Mexican 
restrictions. 

88 "NAFTA is a tiireat to more tiian 
blue-coUar jobs. Today, more than 
15 miUion Americans work in 
professional occupations. AU 
professionals have a major stake in 
ensuring the standards of their 
profession. Under NAFTA, those 
standards wiU be subject to a 
chaUenge which wiU be heard by an 
intemational panel. U.S. 
professionals wiU soon be 
competing with lower wage 
Mexican professionals in the U.S. 
services market." 

False. The statement impUes that 
Mexican professionals can enter the 
Urtited States and practice their 
profession without being Ucensed in 
tiie U.S. In reatity, under NAFTA 
Mexican professionals must be 
Ucensed in whatever state they seek 
to practice in. A Mexican doctor 
may not practice in Texas untti he 
or she has been ticensed to do so 
by the state of Texas. In addition, 
Mexican professionals must obtain 
the appropriate U.S. visa before 
they enter the United States. U.S.-
Ucensed professionals wiU not be 
competing with Mexican-Ucensed 
professionals in the U.S. market. 

This statement also impUes that aU 
professional standards are subject 
to dispute settiement for any 
reason. This is incorrect. 
Licensing and certification criteria 
may be chaUenged if they 
discriminate against citizens of 
anotiier NAFTA country. Tough 
Ucensing and certification 
requirements that are equaUy 
appUed to aU appUcants do not 
violate NAFTA, and may be 
estabUshed at any level deemed 
necessary by the appropriate 
regulatory body. 
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FinaUy, the book seems to assume 
American professionals can 
compete with Mexican 
counterparts. In fact, we have the 
world's finest professionals who 
eam more because they are the 
best. 

90, 91 "Today, foreign professional 
workers can enter tiie U.S. labor 
market, but only "temporarily" and 
if an employer gets a certification 
that a quaUfied U.S, worker cannot 
be found." 

This statement is false. Under 
current U.S. law, Business 
Visitors, Traders and Investors, 
Intra-Company Transferees, and 
certain Professionals temporarily 
adntitted into the U.S. are not held 
to the requirement that quatified 
U.S. workers must be unavailable. 

Current U,S. imntigration law is 
the basis for our Temporary Entry 
Adnussjon Comirtitments in the 
NAFTA, 

The Perot statement overlooks the 
benefit tiiat NAFTA requtires 
Canada and Mexico to provide 
reciprocal access for U.S. 
persormel who wiU be adntitted in 
these same categories into aU 
NAFTA countries. 

90, 91 "Also, the existuig U.S. 
immigration laws place a numerical 
Untit on the number of temporary 
workers." 

This statement is untrue. With tiie 
exception of "Specialty 
Occupation" persormel existing 
U.S, immigration law does not 
apply numerical Umits to persons 
admitted under NAFTA. Business 
Visitors, Traders and Investors, 
and are admitted without Umitation. 

90, 91 "Under NAFTA, Mexican and 
Canadian workers in 63 designated 
categories may be hired ui tiie 
United States, even if qualified 
American workers are avatiable." 

The statement is misleading. 
Adntission of 60-plus categories of 
Professionals is already aUowed 
under U.S. law, if these workers 
are paid prevailing wages and 
several other criteria are met. 
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90, 91 "NAFTA also eUntinates, by 
stages, any numerical Unuts on the 
number of tiiese professionals who 
can work in the Urtited States. In 
year one of the agreement, only 
5,500 professional "temporary" 
workers from Mexico and Canada 
can enter the United States. After 
the first year, NAFTA obUgates the 
United States to consider raising the 
ceiling. But in any case, another 
5,500 can enter in the second year, 
and another 5,500 in the third year. 
If any ceiling remains at the end of 
three years, the Urtited States must 
enter into negotiations with Canada 
and Mexico." 

The numerical ceiling affects only 
adntission of Professionals from 
Mexico, not from Canada, where 
adntission of professionals wiU 
continue to be unrestricted for 
agreed categories as is the case 
under tiie U.S.-Canada Free Trade 
Agreement. 

No commitments to Uft the ceiling 
on adntissions from Mexico after 
three years have been made. It wiU 
be raised ortiy if it is in the interest 
of the United States. 

Under the NAFTA, Mexico 
imposes no numerical ceiling on its 
admission of U.S. Professionals. 
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90, 91 "At tiie end of ten years, NAFTA 
aUows an untimited number of 
Mexican and Canadian 
professionals to enter tiie U.S. 
labor market on a "temporary" 
status." 

Professionals entering from Canada 
and Mexico must meet very 
specific requirements to enter the 
United States as stated in Armex 
1603(D), These requirements 
completely discredit the myth that 
individuals entering under NAFTA 
Chapter 16 wiU be a source of 
cheap labor. 

First, the professional must have a 
four year post-secondary 
baccalaureate or equivalent 
experience in professions set forth 
til Appendix 1603,D.l. This 
means the individual must present 
before entering the Urtited States 
documents that prove the 
professional status required for 
temporary adntission. 

Second, the professional must also 
have a letter or contract from an 
employer. An employer seeking 
adntission of a professional from 
Mexico must attest that the 
individual wiU receive the 
prevailing wage and that working 
conditions meet safety and health 
standards. 

Third, the employer wtil have fUed 
with the Department of Labor an 
attestation statuig that this 
individual is not entering to 
adversely affect a strike or lockout. 
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90,91 "There is more. Once 
"Temporary" workers from Canada 
and Mexico begin to work in the 
Urtited States, their "temporary" 
status can be extended for an 
unlimited number of years." 

This is the case under existing U.S. 
law. In addition. Business Persons 
adntitted under the terms of the 
Agreement hold citizenship in 
another Party country. Most 
Business Persons do not want to 
stay in the Urtited States for a long 
period of time. 

The terms of adntission prevailing 
under existing U.S. law and 
regulation are the basis for 
NAFTA comntitments and do not 
offer an untimited term of stay. 
In the case of Professionals, the 
Immigration and Naturalization 
Service can deny annual renewals 
for individuals who are indefirtitely 
staying in the Urtited States, 

90, 91 "NAFTA also expands tiie concept 
of "business worker", which 
previously meant the owner or 
executive-level employer of a 
company doing intemational 
business. The expanded concept 
includes business visitors who are 
paid from a non-U. S. source, 
Mexican and Canadian 
professionals, whether or not they 
have anything to do with 
international trade, can work in the 
United States so long as they are 
paid from a company in either 
Mexico or Canada." 

False, NAFTA does not expand the 
defirtition of Business Visitor, It 
uses the existing defirtition in U,S, 
law and regulation, Armex 1603, 
Section A,l,c. of the agreement 
requires a Business Visitor to 
present: "evidence demonstrating 
that the proposed business activity 
is intemational in scope and that 
the business person is not seeking 
to enter the local labor market." 

90, 91 "As a result, hundreds of tiiousands 
of professional and senti-
professional American workers are 
going to be put under intense 
pressure to cut their wages and 
benefits. Tens of thousands of 
other American workers are not 
gotiig to be so lucky. They're 
going to lose their jobs to low-paid 
foreign contract workers from 
Mexico and Canada." 

Misleading. The temporary entry 
provisions of the NAFTA do not 
admit "semi-professionals." The 
maximum number of professionals 
that would enter from Mexico is 
5,500 in the first three years. The 
U.S. is not obUgated to increase 
this number for 10 years. During 
this 10-year transition, employers 
must attest that they are paying 
prevailing wages to professionals 
entering from Mexico. U.S. wages 
and benefits wtil not be driven 
down. 
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Page Book says Statement 
90, 91 "Whtie no one was watching, U.S. 

NAFTA negotiators radicaUy 
revised the nation's imntigration 
laws." 

False, U.S. imntigration laws 
were not "radicaUy" revised. The 
comrrtitments made to strearttiine 
admission procedures for NAFTA 
business visitors, traders and 
uivestors, intra-company 
transferees and professionals aU 
correspond to current imntigration 
laws. 

Moreover, there is notiiing radical 
or extremely different in the U.S.­
Canada Free Trade Agreement's 
Chapter 15 and the current 
proposed Chapter 16 of the 
NAFTA, 

93 , , , NAFTA takes away the 
constitutional right of American 
citizens to seek redress in U,S, 
courts if they are harmed by , . 
dumping. 

Mr, Perot's statement erroneously 
assumes that U.S, courts are the 
fomm for redressing unfair trade 
practices. In reatity, tiie U.S, 
Department of Commerce and the 
U.S. Intemational Trade 
Comntission ("TTC") investigate the 
existence and effect of unfair trade 
practices, such as dumped and 
subsidized imports, on American 
industries. Chapter 19 of the 
NAFTA, "Review and Dispute 
Settiement in Antidumping and 
Countervailing Duty Matters," 
recognizes and reinforces the right 
of American industries to redress 
unfair trade practices such as 
dumped and subsidized imports 
through existing administrative 
proceedings. NAFTA Art. 1902. 
Existing law permits appeals from 
the admirtistrative proceedings to 
the U.S. Court of Intemational 
Trade. Chapter 19 of tiie NAFTA 
adds the option of appeals to a 
binational panel. NAFTA Art. 
1904,11-12. 
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Page Book says Statement 

94 Over the past several decades, tiie 
United States has often been the 
target of dumping and subsidized 
exports. . , . Subsequentiy, 
protections have been butit into 
U.S. laws and victims have access 
to expedited methods to deal with 
these predators in U.S. courts. 
NAFTA would wipe out these 
rights and procedures. 

NAFTA does not "wipe out" tiieti-
rights and procedures. The 
protections butit into U.S. law to 
deal with dumped and subsidized 
imports provide expedited methods 
for the U.S. Department of 
Commerce and the TTC — not U.S. 
courts — to investigate unfair trade 
practices. Chapter 19 of NAFTA 
recognizes and reinforces the right 
of American industries to petition 
the Department of Commerce and 
TTC to launch unfair trade 
tiivestigations, NAFTA Art, 1902, 
NAFTA further improves the 
expedited nature of these 
proceedings by reducing the time 
an agency's mUng can be held on 
appeal, NAFTA Art, 1904.8, 

If U.S. judicial procedures find that 
Mexican or Canadian firms are 
either dumping goods in the U.S, 
market or are being subsidized by 
their govemments, the Mexican 
and Canadian govemments can 
appeal the mling by requesting the 
formation of a binational panel, (p. 
94), 

94 If U.S. judicial procedures find that 
Mexican or Canadian firms are 
either dumpuig goods in the U.S. 
marlffit or are being subsidized by 
their govemments, the Mexican and 
Canadian govemments can appeal 
the ruling by requesting the 
formation of a binational panel. 

This is misleading because it 
erroneously assumes that U.S, 
courts investigate unfair trade 
practices such as dumped and 
subsidized imports. Ortiy the 
Department of Commerce and the 
TTC can find that Mexican or 
Canadian goods are dumped into 
the U.S. market or subsidized by 
their govemments. Existing law 
permits appeals to the U.S. Court 
of Intemational Trade. Chapter 19 
of the NAFTA adds tiie option of 
appeals to a binational panel. 
NAFTA Art. 1904,11-12. 
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Page Book says Statement 

94 The rulings of tiie intemational 
panel are final. 

This is false because the United 
States may request review of 
binational decisions through the 
"extraordinary chaUenge 
procedure" under NAFTA Art. 
1904.13. 

94 Ultimately, U.S. citizens and 
corporations are deitied the 
protection of American laws within 
tiie United States. 

This statement erroneously assumes 
that binational panels do not apply 
U.S. laws. U.S. citizens are 
afforded the protection of 
American laws in a binational panel 
proceeding because the panel must 
apply U.S law just as a U.S. court 
would apply U.S, law, NAFTA 
Art. 1904,2-3. 

95 "A panel is comprised of five 
people. The two nations each 
identify two paneUsts, and the four 
paneUsts then pick the fifth from a 
Ust." 

This is inaccurate. Each country 
selects two paneUsts, and the 
countries then jointiy select the 
fifth paiheUst, NAFTA Annex 
1901.2.3. 
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Page Book says Statement 

95 "Of the 25 potential paneUsts 
[utitiaUy selected by tiie White 
House in 1989], 14 were eitiier 
registered foreign agents or sertior 
partners in Washington law fums 
that serve as lawyer/lobbyists for 
foreign interests, including those 
from Canada." 

NAFTA wiU correct the perception 
that panelists lack neutraUty by 
requiring that the roster include 
judges and former judges "to the 
fuUest extent practicable." 
NAFTA Annex 1901.2.1. Ui 
addition. Chapter 19 of the 
NAFTA butids in a series of 
safeguards to prevent panel 
proceedings from being tainted by 
even the appearance of 
impropriety. First, the paneUsts 
selected must be "of good 
character, high standing and 
repute, and shaU be chosen strictiy 
on the basis of objectivity," 
NAFTA Annex 1901.2.1, Second, 
each country may exercise 
peremptory chaUenges to disquaUfy 
paneUsts selected by another 
country, NAFTA Annex 1901,2.2, 
Third, paneUsts must abide by a 
code of conduct that requires each 
paneUst to avoid even the 
appearance of impropriety and 
partiaUty. If a participant beUeves 
that a paneUst is violating the code, 
the paneUst may be removed. 
Fourth, a country may use the 
"extraordinary chaUenge 
procedure" to vacate any panel 
proceeding where a member of the 
panel was gitilty of gross 
ntisconduct, bias, or serious 
confUct of uiterest, NAFTA Art, 
1904,13, 

95 "The Ust of paneUsts is now kept 
secret. These paneUsts, who in 
effect serve as intemational judges, 
are not confirmed by tiie Senate. 
Indeed, like the American pubUc, 
the Senate does not even know who 
is on this Ust." 

This is false. The roster of 
panetists is notified to Congress 
each year and pubUshed annuaUy in 
the Federal Register. The 
American pubUc, or members of 
Congress, may obtain tiie Ust of 
paneUsts by calling the United 
States/Canada Free Trade 
Agreement Binational Secretariat in 
Washuigton, D.C. 
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Page Book says Statement 

95 "The work of the panel is done in 
secret, and tiie proceeduigs are not 
released to the pubtic, . , . These 
are modem-day Star Chambers — 
secret courts empowered to decide 
matters of enormous consequence 
to Americans." 

This is false. Binational panel 
proceedings concerning dumping 
and subsidies investigations are 
open to the participants and the 
pubUc to the same extent as other 
U.S, court proceedings. Notice of 
aU binational panel proceedings are 
pubUshed in the Federal Register. 
AU documents submitted to the 
panel and aU panel decisions are 
avatiable for review and copying at 
tiie FTA Binational Panel 
Secretariat. AU hearings are 
conducted in pubtic. Business 
proprietary information wiU be kept 
under seal and deleted from pubUc 
documents at the request of the 
parties submitting the documents. 
This is a routine procedure in aU 
U.S. courts. 

96 "Canadian interests have appealed 
the decision of 16 rulings of the 
U.S. Intemational Trade 
Commission (TTC). Buiational 
panels were created, and ten of the 
16 times they reversed the ITC 
ruling in favor of the Canadians." 

This is inaccurate. As of August 
1993, Canadian interests had 
appealed 27 U.S. decisions under 
Chapter 19 of tiie NAFTA - mne 
of which are stiU pending before 
binational panels and seven of 
which terminated without a panel 
decision. Of tiie 11 completed 
panel proceedings, the panel upheld 
the agency's decision in aU respects 
in four appeals, partiaUy upheld the 
agency's decision in five appeals, 
and reversed the agency's decision 
in aU respects in ortiy one appeal. 
Therefore, even though there have 
been several remands in binational 
panel proceedings, these remands 
have affected only one or two of 
the issues presented in each appeal. 
Furthermore, binational panels ortiy 
may uphold a determination or 
remand it to the agency for further 
action; this power is less than U.S. 
courts possess in reviewing agency 
decisions. NAFTA Art. 1904.8. 
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Page Book says Statement 

96 "U.S. uidustry has appealed tiuee 
dumping decisions made by the 
Canadian govcmment. Panels were 
formed, and three out of the three 
times they rules in favor of the 
Canadians." 

This is inaccurate. As of August 
1993, American interests had 
appealed 11 C!anadian decisions 
under Chapter 19 of the CFTA -
six of which are stiU pending 
before buiational panels and two of 
which terminated without a panel 
decision. Of the three completed 
panel proceedings, the panel upheld 
the agency's decision in aU respects 
in one appeal, and partiaUy upheld 
the agency's decision in two 
appeals. 

96 "Of the 16 panels that reviewed 
TTC decisions, ten had one or more 
U.S. panetists who was either a 
registered foreign agent or from a 
law firm that represents foreign 
interests," 

NAFTA wiU correct the perception 
that panetists lack neutraUty by 
requiring that the roster include 
judges and former judges "to the 
fuUest extent practicable." 
NAFTA Annex 1901,2.1, Use of 
judges wtil reinforce the 
importance of according j 
appropriate deference to the 
Department of Commerce and TTC, 
and of adhering to U.S. law. 

96 "No one should be surprised to 
leam tiiat these panels reversed 67 
percent of the U.S, dumping and 
countervailing duty rulings brought 
before them. In the process, these 
lawyer/lobbyists estabUshed legal 
precedent that wtil favorably affect 
their cUents in other cases." 

This is misleading because it fatis 
to recognize that panel decisions 
are not binding precedent on 
subsequent panels or courts except 
with respect to the "particular 
matter" decided by the panel. 
NAFTA Art. 1904.9. Moreover, 
the Binational Panel Code of 
Conduct prohibits paneUsts from 
serving where to do so would 
benefit their cUents in other cases. 
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Page Book says Statement 

96 "By contrast, tiie Court of 
Intemational Trade, which is an 
indq)endent judiciary and handles 
aU other trade appeals in the Urtited 
State other than tiiose in tiie CFTA, 
has a reversal rate of ortiy seven 
percent." 

This is ntisleading because it 
compares the Court of Intemational 
Trade's "reversal rate" with the 
binational panel's "remand rate." 
This is a comparison of apples and 
oranges. The Court of 
Intemational Trade very rarely 
reverses agency decisions 
completely. In contrast, the Court 
of Intemational Trade, like 
binational panels, frequentiy 
remands agency decisions for 
further explanation or revision. 
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Page 

96 

Book says 

"The dispute settiement mechanism 
imposed in the Urtited States is 
sufficient reason to reject 
NAFTA..." 

Statement 

The book totaUy ignores the benefit 
for U.S. exporters from these 
provisions. Mexican procedures 
have previously been secretive with 
frequent U.S. complaints that taxes 
were imposed arbitrarily. 
NAFTA's Chapter 19 dispute 
settiement mechartism wtil afford 
greater protection to U.S, 
industries that are subject to 
dumping and subsidies 
investigations in either Canada or 
Mexico. U.S. comparties have 
long complained that Mexico's 
antidumping and countervailing 
duty laws are unfair because they 
provide inadequate notice of the 
proceedings, deny meaningful 
participation in the investigation, 
and do not base determinations on 
sufficient evidence or a consistent 
interpretation of the law. 
NAFTA's dispute settiement 
mechanism requires Mexico to 
institute far-reaching changes to its 
antidumping and countervailing 
duty laws, and to provide U.S, 
exporters with fair procedures and 
due process in the admirustration of 
an investigation, NAFTA also 
gives U.S. industries an 
opportimity to appeal adverse 
rulings to neutral binational panels. 
Curtentiy, U.S. exporters do not 
have a right to judicial review of 
Mexican rulings. 

97 "Mexico, Canada, and the Urtited 
States also agreed to form a new 
trade bureaucracy that would assist 
in the admiitistration of NAFTA. 
This is just what the U.S. taxpayers 
need — another intemational agency 
to support." 

The NAFTA won't require a new, 
costiy "intemational agency." 
Notiting of the sort has been 
required under nearly identical 
provisions of the U.S.-Canada 
FTA. What tiie NAFTA wtil 
provide is a comprehensive forum 
for the countries involved to 
consult on and resolve trade and 
investment issues before they tum 
into costiy disputes that could 
threaten U.S. jobs. 
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Page Book says Statement 

97 "The Free Trade Comntission, its 
staff, and its mandate are the 
undefined features of NAFTA, yet 
this Comntission wiU wield 
substantial power over U.S., 
Canadian, and Mexican trade," 

The Free Trade Commission set up 
under the NAFTA wiU not be an 
independent, intemational agency, 
NAFTA Article 2001 defines tiie 
Commission as a decision-making 
body comprising the designated 
trade officials of the countries 
involved - in our case, the U.S. 
Trade Representative, These same 
officials currentiy meet to discuss 
issues, so the NAFTA neither 
increases nor decreases the 
"power" that such officials have 
over trade relations. The mandate 
of the group is also defined in the 
NAFTA Article 2001, 

97 "If the panel rules against the 
United States, tiie United States 
would be required to pay some 
form of compensation to either 
Mexico, Canada, or both countries. 
The net effect of this new 
supranational commission is to shift 
the judicial power over vital jobs-
related issues from the hands of the 
U.S. Government and U.S. courts 
into the hands of intemational 
bureaucrats." 

The book ntis-states the dispute 
settiement provisions and 
completely fatis to note the value 
of these provisions for the Urtited 
States. Congress and the American 
people have caUed for effective 
dispute settiement provisions to 
enforce the rights we have 
negotiated. Under NAFTA, if we 
beUeve Mexico or Canada is not 
honoring the terms of the 
agreement, an independent panel of 
experts from the private sector (not 
"intemational bureaucrats") wiU 
hear the arguments and issue a 
report. Mexico and Canada have 
access to the same process. If a 
country is found not to meet its 
obUgations, it has three choices: 
agree on some remedy with the 
complaining country, offer 
compensation, or do nothing. 
Contrary to the book's assertion, 
neither the United States nor 
Canada or Mexico can be forced to 
change its practices or give 
compensation. 
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Page Book says Statement 

Page 97 
Continued 

Panel decisions caimot override 
U.S. law or U.S. courts uitiess the 
Congress so provides. However, if 
a country that has been found to 
breach its obUgations decUnes to 
make any changes, then it is the 
right of the injured country to 
retaUate. That is a right we insist 
on, because we want to be able to 
act if our trading partners fati to 
keep their comntitments. 

97 "What's worse, the rules of 
procedure for this new bureaucracy 
wiU not even be avatiable untti 
January 1, 1994, Congress and the 
American people are being asked to 
accept this powerful new quasi-
judicial bureaucracy before they are 
told its mles and procedures. As 
with the trade negotiations, the 
American people are being kept in 
the dark about something that wiU 
have a profound impact on their 
jobs and future." 

Chapter Twenty of tiie NAFTA 
sets out in sigrtificant detati the 
deadlines for dispute settiement 
panels, the quaUfications required 
for paneUsts, and the maimer in 
which outside experts may 
participate in the panel process. 
The "model mles of procedure" 
that wiU be estabUshed by January 
1, 1994, relate to the mechartics of 
the panel process and will not alter 
the essential nature of the process. 
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Page Book says Statement 

99 "No one knows precisely how 
much tiie environmental clean up of 
Mexico wiU cost, but some 
estimates have mn as high as $20 
btiUon," 

"The further industrialization of 
Mexico wiU require additional 
bilUons of doUars to be spent 
modernizing its environmental 
infrastmcture such as the water and 
waste water treatment faciUties, 
utiUty emissions, and soUd waste 
disposal systems, among otiiers." 

NAFTA, of course, did not cause 
any of the environmental problems 
at the U.S.-Mexican border. 
Rather, NAFTA, the supplemental 
agreements, and the additional 
measures we are pursuing at the 
border are vital to address these 
problems and improve the 
environment. That wiU help us in 
two ways: our border communities 
wtil benefit, and U.S. companies, 
who lead the world in 
environmental technology, wiU 
have the opportunity to provide 
many of the goods and services 
needed for these purposes. 

NAFTA wtil help generate 
resources for this purpose. The 
environmental agreement which has 
just been completed has good 
mechanisms to expose problems of 
lax enforcement, with sanctions for 
fatiure to remedy those problems. 

Page 99 
Continued 

FinaUy, the impact on U.S, citizens 
of inadequate environmental 
infrastmcture (on the border) is 
being addressed through the 
creation of a binational 
infrastmcture financing mechartism 
which wiU leverage smaU amounts 
of capital by attracting private 
sector investment and wiU require 
that those causing poUution and 
those benefitting from clean-up 
pay. In short, the environment wiU 
clearly be better off with the 
NAFTA tiian witiiout it. 
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Page Book says Statement 

99 "NAFTA does not address tiiese 
necessary and costiy environmental 
issues. It merely suggests that no 
nation should use weak enforcement 
of its environmental laws as a 
means of attracting foreign 
investment. Yet, Mexico has 
consistentiy done this for many 
years, and continues to do so." 

This aUegation is groundless. 
Weak enforcement has many causes 
and it would be very hard to prove 
that Mexico's enforcement efforts 
are designed to attract investment. 
What is easier to prove is that 
effective enforcement is expensive. 
The stringency of many of 
Mexico's environmental laws 
indicates their intentions. Why 
have strong laws if attracting 
investment through lax enforcement 
is your goal? Once again, the 
economic growth derived from 
NAFTA wiU give Mexico tiie 
resources to beef up its 
enforcement. 
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Page Book says Statement 

102 "Any trade agreement that can't 
stand fuU pubtic scmtiny by 
Congress before, during, and after 
the negotiations is not worth 
having," 

It is not possible to negotiate in 
pubtic, but it is absolutely true that 
any trade agreement must be able 
to stand fuU scmtiny by Congress 
and the pubtic. NAFTA has been, 
and wiU be, the subject of 
exhaustive pubtic discussion and 
Congressional debate: 

—The issues raised by NAFTA 
were subject to an extraordinartiy 
extensive pubtic and Congressional 
debate before the fast track 
authority was granted in 1991, 
Concems raised by Congress and 
the pubtic about environmental and 
labor issues prompted the Bush 
Admirtistration to engage in an 
extensive environmental review and 
propose, a significant worker 
retraining program not previously 
contemplated. Fast track authority 
was granted ortiy after the Bush 
Admirtistration responded to those 
issues in a way that addressed 
Congressional concems. 

— The agreement being negotiated 
was one of the major issues of the 
1992 presidential campaign. As a 
candidate, BiU Clinton had to 
decide whether to support or 
oppose NAFTA at the height of the 
campaign. 

—Throughout the negotiations, 
Admirtistration officials briefed and 
consulted with many members of 
Congress, and hundreds of private 
sector advisers representing aU 
sectors of the economy, labor 
urtions, and environmental groups. 

The upcoming debate over NAFTA 
this faU prontises to be one of the 
most intensive in memory. 
Congress wtil pass the 
implementing legislation for 
NAFTA only after fuUy satisfying 
itself that the agreement is in the 
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Page Book says Statement 

national interest. The 
Admirtistration betieves that it can 
and wiU make that case, but there 
is surely no danger of any msh to 
judgment. 

102 "The first action that is required of 
Congress is to reject NAFTA, 
Congress' second action should be 
to reauthorize the president to 
negotiate a win-win trade 
deal with Mexico," 

VirtuaUy every serious study done 
has shown that the NAFTA, 
strengthened by the supplemental 
agreements recentiy completed, is a 
"win-win trade deal with Mexico," 
But if this agreement, negotiated by 
a RepubUcan President and 
supplemented by a Democratic 
President, is rejected, there should 
be no iUusions that the U.S, and 
Mexico wiU be back at the table, 
negotiating some better deal. 
There wiU be no further 
negotiations; trade relations 
between the countries wtil be set 
back sigruficantiy, for years to 
come. 

103 "In recent years, the trade mandate 
from Congress to the President can 
be summarized as "do whatever 
you want and we wiU mbber stamp 
it." 

It is simply absurd to contend that 
Congress has been a mbber stamp 
for the President in trade poUcy in 
recent years. Throughout the 
1980's, an increasingly frustrated 
and restive Congress clashed 
repeatedly with Presidents Reagan 
and Bush over trade poticy, most 
often with respect to Japan. The 
Omitibus Trade and 
Competitiveness Act of 1988 was a 
bipartisan Congressional irtitiative 
forced on the Reagan 
Admirtistration and passed over the 
President's veto. By the authors' 
own adntission. Congress subjected 
President Bush's request for fast 
track autiiority for NAFTA to a 
bitter debate, and it is certairtiy not 
going to "mbberstamp" NAFTA 
and the implementing legislation 
when they are submitted this faU. 
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Page Book says Statement 

106 The United States should "impose a 
'social tariff at a level that is equal 
to the difference between the wage 
paid in the developing nation and 
the wage paid in tiie United States 
for comparable work," 

A 'social tariff is a thirtiy 
disguised retum to the 
protectionist, isolatiortist poticies 
that resulted in the great 
depression. It would be a blatant 
violation of trade rules and 
inevitably result in retatiation 
against our exports by countries aU 
over the world. This would 
increase U.S, unemployment and 
decrease U.S, wages, rather than 
raising wages elsewhere. In 
addition, Mr. Perot's proposal 
would require the creation of a 
huge bureaucracy to calculate and 
coUect the 'social tariff 
appropriate for each good from 
each country, and contrary to 
Perot's own position on page 97, 
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Page Book says Statement 

107 "[Tlhe United States should requtie 
that exports from Mexico to the 
United States be produced by 
workers who: 

o Possess the right to organize 
independent unions and 
bargain coUectively; 

o Have working conditions -
hours, mirtimum wages, 
work-place safety, and 
health care — that are equal 
to those found in the Urtited 
States; 

o Have tiie right of 
association; and 

0 Are not exploited by age or 
sex." 

Mr. Perot says nothing about the 
North American Agreement on 
Labor Cooperation that was 
concluded on August 13 to 
supplement the NAFTA. This is 
the first labor agreement negotiated 
specificaUy to accompany and butid 
on a trade agreement. It wiU 
promote improved labor conditions 
and strong enforcement of national 
labor laws in aU three countries, 
and addresses aU the issues cited by 
Perot and Choate, and several 
more. 

To quote from the summary 
released last month: 

"Each party is committed, 
in accordance with domestic 
laws, to promote the 
foUowing principles: the 
freedom of association, the 
right to bargain coUectively, 
the right to strike, 
prohibition of forced labor, 
restrictions on labor by. 
chtidren and young people, 
mirtimum employment 
standards, etimination of 
employment discrimination, 
equal pay for men and 
women, prevention of 
occupation accidents and 
diseases, compensation in 
cases of worker accidents or 
occupational diseases, and 
protection of migrant 
workers," 
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Page Book says Statement 

107 "The imposition of worker rights 
standards is nothing new. Several 
existing U.S. laws contain worker 
rights provisions. Among them are 
the Caribbean Basin Econontic 
Recovery Act of 1986, tiie 
Generalized System of Preferences 
Act of 1986, the Overseas Private 
Investment Corporation statute of 
1986, and tiie 1988 Omnibus Trade 
and Competitiveness Act. The 
problem is the worker rights 
provisions in these laws are not 
enforced." 

Wrong. A large number of 
countries have had trade benefits 
suspended as a result of 
determinations that they did not 
meet the worker rights standards of 
U.S. law. This includes 
Nicaragua, Paraguay*, Romania, 
Chtie*, Burma, The Central 
African RepubUc*, Liberia, Sudan, 
Syria and Mauritartia. In addition, 
8 countries currentiy have their 
trade preferences under review, 
and reviews of additional countries 
are expected to be initiated shortiy. 

In addition, the Caribbean Basin 
Econontic Recovery Act was 
passed tii 1983, not 1986, and tiie 
Generalized System of Preferences 
Act of .was passed in 1975, not 
1986 (with the worker rights 
provisions added in 1984). The 
Overseas Private Investment 
Corporation worker rights 
provision was included in the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1985. 

*After taking action to improve 
worker rights protection, trade 
preferences were restored for these 
three countries. 
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NAFTA 

Q: I s n ' t NAFTA i n deep t r o u b l e on the H i l l ? Aren't the side 
agreements you are proposing too weak t o s a t i s f y Congress? 

A: -- My p o s i t i o n on NAFTA i s unchanged. I f i r m l y b e l i e v e 
t h a t a NAFTA agreement, coupled w i t h strong and 
e f f e c t i v e supplemental agreements, can be an important 
component of a stronger and more competitive U.S. 
economy. A good agreement must include tough 
enforcement pr o v i s i o n s w i t h r e a l t e e t h . 

I am committed t o n e g o t i a t i n g accords t h a t provide 
assurances t h a t environmental and labor standards are 
upheld. 

I believe Congress wants the same th i n g s from a NAFTA 
t h a t I do. I f we succeed i n p u t t i n g together a strong 
NAFTA package, I am con f i d e n t i t w i l l win support i n 
Congress. 

You can see the p o t e n t i a l of the NAFTA by lo o k i n g a t 
what we've already gained. Since Mexico began t o 
l i b e r a l i z e i t s economy i n 1986, we've gone from a $6 
b i l l i o n trade d e f i c i t w i t h Mexico t o a $5-plus b i l l i o n 
trade surplus. That improvement i n the U.S. trade 
balance has created over a guarter of a m i l l i o n new 
American jobs. The NAFTA can help lock i n t h a t change. 

Many people may not know t h a t Mexico already i s a 
c r i t i c a l market f o r U.S. goods. I n 1992, Mexico passed 
Japan as the second l a r g e s t market f o r U.S. exports of 
manufactured goods. Moreover, Mexico has j u s t begun t o 
r e a l i z e i t s economic p o t e n t i a l . 



15 June -1515 EDT 

Jim -

FYI - We had a call from FEMA letting us know about an incident at Vandenberg Air 
Base this afternoon at 1330. Evidentiy, a Minuteman missile malfunctioned during 
launch tests, the missile was aborted, and debris crashed on base property. There were 
no reported deaths or injuries—no cloud, no plume, no contamination—but the crash 
resulted in a 30-acre fire on the base. 

Tim McGeath, Sit Room 


