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WHY COW llWPATTQW Ol? Nt'lKMAl. TgAat: STATUS TS W TBT- WATIQNAL PJTTREST Or THE
UNITED STATES;

• ENGAGEMENT'. President Clinton's siraieEV Is clear- U S. inisrests are best served b.v a secure, stable anJ 
open C-htn.T Th<j mnimcr in which we engage China ■will help determine whether it bceouies iiil.egjalctJ Imo 
infemaiional norms sjid institutions or whether it becomes more isolated and unpredictable. Tliia vote must be 
about how bc5t to promoio U.S. interests-nol an cndoisomcnt of all of China’s policies. ETtlonding to China 
the same normal trade treatment ivc gi^x to virtually cvoiy iialioii oil eaiQi will help fuillioi iiiLcgrdle China " 
and proiBote ih? interests of the American people.

- INTERNATIONAJ., COOPERATION: China’s adhBrencB lo Inlemationai norms l£ fUndamcmiJ 10
advsiioiiie the iniciresti: of ih* Ajnertenn people, On nonprolifmtion, China has joined us in ilie NPT, CTBT. 
and uwc reKinua. Ciuna is a cDfitribulof lo mflinlAinirtg stabiliry on the Korean penir.siila and hrinjing 
HOttll KtkCi into pcoLo Ifllha. Wc Imvo a suoilg bllnicral prygnmi lo euuibat alien aiuuggUug, lUircoilc!; 
irfflieldng and lertcricm. NegoUotioits on Cltina’s adhnrence to WTO nonos and ctnndarde are moving 
foi-wnrd. building on pa.st progrew such a.s b.st year’.s intellectual property accord. MFN extension .supports 
our efforts to subjea rhiTi.a to the same iniemsiional msclpilnes as other mujor powers and builds on 
E^Qpcrutiyn in iinportant orau.

■ riONGKONG; Hong Kong is tlie eaieway of trade between the US and China. Rrvocaiion of MPN would
Scnously weatatn the people of Hong Kons just when they need lo asaen thcii sUsnsiti w.d Quionomy. Th« 
Hong Kong Govatrimenl eciimatse that revocation would: slash its trade by .t7,0,^10 billion. oliTtiiilfllft ftn.OllO* 
s.-t ouy jobs Oil cconormc growth bv well over 30 percent and roiuce income by 5<i billion, 'ncifs why Hong 
Kong leadeis across the spectrum, including Hong Kong Dcmocitnic Party loader Martin Lee and
Gavemer Patten favor ren'rwsl of MFM.

. jobs; Todny an cstimalcd 170,000 U.S, job depend on ettpom » China. U.S. c.tpons to China ^re 
Qian tnplcd mer the past decade and China is now our ffffh wadmg .r.cisimtme for S12 billion
of U S ..vp-rK- Rdvn^tinf, would dertul the laiks on atira-s entry ItUO Uie World Trade Orgam^Oo.., u.Jc: 
Which China would redua: its iritlc baukis subsiniitinlly. crwling now export opportumtias for U.S 
companies and workers. Revowuon would mvile retaliation against U.S. r.vpnre.rs nnd investors. Kevocabou 
woSo hurt U.S, corummers, wh.r c..nld pay upwards ol huff 0 billion dollars more m a s-mglr. yea. because

nf highsr tsnlis ofl SUch produfts ^ SfiOfiS Slid clollun^.

cwu«. Moicovc. mifa™ch,®o.=r
“"T.‘ ot”"' "

pu,
thojc in China who openness.

Clnn.i, This is the view of the Chrnfl will be dosed lor service

hurtinE Uioif Chriiiian oum-neh to the ipainJand

. Rt^calionwMlT^'5 evouvnue visbihry .a m die imeiert of the Amencnn people.
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HONG KONG AND NORMAL TRADING STATUS FOR CllINA

MITV rcYOcaiion, or a short-term renewal, would seriously undennine Hon2 Kong at n critical time. 
Ilonfi Koiig mil U> Cliincsc sovereignty on July I. MFN revocation WOUJd hurt Hong Kong's economy 
and shaic confidence precisely when ii. musi needs in assen its snensih and auionomy.

* Hong Kong’s economy i; based On trade and sers'ices and 50 percent of Chinn’s trade goes tlirougli Hong 
Kong. MFN revocation tvould halve GDP growtli, double unemployincnr by causmg tlio loss of 60,000 to 
SSi,1)00 jobs, and rMiiec Hong Kong's trade by up to J32 bllliQn (S percent of total trade). Any Cliinect: 
retaliation for revocation against U S cYports would aniphly the damage

* A5 a bridge berween East and West. Hong Kong is acutely sensitive to disniptions in U-5-China relations. 
MH< levtiUTtioii would severely damage Oiusc ichliyiis, lead to uneeiuiinty among tlie Hong Kong people
Olid lo33cn-thc mtonuitional businoss commuiuly’s touTidtuw in lions Kons ^ ^ Unde and finiuiw center.

* Blows to Hong Kong's economy and confidence would undermine its ability* to maintain its open economy,
chol liberties, and way of life during the transition.

The full spectrum of people in Hong Kong support MFN, Even those most critical of Beging strongly 
support unconditional MFN status for China because it promotes Hon^ Kong’s interesu'i.

Hong Kong Covenior Chris Tatten, who lias championed Hong Kong’a civil llbertiM, has said, “If Cliina loses 
her MFN status, Hong Kong suttbr3...MFN is of very, very great importance to the people, of Hong Kong, to 
the well-being of Hong Kong, to die Juturn- piosperity snd ifflbility of Hong Kong.

Leading Hong Kong tIeiiiocrdCy rigore, Martin Lcc. sutfid. ' if die United Suites is ooiiceiKcd about the 
handover, then the best thing is lo ussuic die cuiiuiiuiiity by making sure nothing dramatic happens to Hong 
Kong... Tlio DciliOOitic Party has always sUongly suppoiied renewal of MFN for China unconditionally .”

77.= American Chamber of Commarca in Hong Kong, the largest Chamber lii the wrifld OUtSidC the United
States states “R^ocation of MFN would seriously damage Hong Kong, undenTumng cOllfldencu durmg d
critical iransi’tion pcnod-.undr^a.t economic reform m Chtna.-..and seriousjy jcop*ardi« U.S. cconoimc 

interests.”

The United Stales has si. u.igly supported Hong Kong’s autonomy :md wfly oHife The 
cmphaUcaJly suppoits the 1984 SmO-British Joint Declaration nnd the prescrvauon Of HOPg Kour s open 
cco^wmy, distinct legal system, and civil liberties. The. 1 Imted States tepcaicdlv has si.ivJ dn. po,.Uon 

publicly and in mtuitings with high-lc.vol Chinese officials.

„„ «tr,rf,uon. m™.-J l=sal »,«rv,c» wkeh “Pf"'"7«
h SentaW wccn.,1.., p,ovl,. for coo«r«=d opo™oo„ of our Con»»Iayy Oooo.ol

and U.S. Navy pon caiib,

Th. .Um botooo jj*"
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CHINA’S COMMITMENTS ON HONG KQNf?

Cliina and the United Kingdom neg“tjated the reversion of Hong Kong to China, In 1982, China indicated 
timt it wyuIU not renew the $9‘year lease, signed in 189X, unfier which the Licited Kingdom had acquired most 
of the tvintor>’ tLai ajin}jii!>cK liurrcnt-dnv Hong Kong. After nC|;Otiatiori£. the twn sides signed the I9S4 Sino- 
Britiah Joint Dcclanmon, -which sets foi-tli the Icims for the revnrsion of Hong Kong, and the end ot the i 
Kingdom’s long colonial rule.

China has made sperifir. pli*.dgi>s about Hong Knng's future. The Joint Deelaration and tlio Basic Lmv 
promulgated by China in 1990 established the concept nf “on« muotry, tsvo systenis." They provide diet Hong
KiDijg will c.'i.crcisc a high de^e of auiohomy after the transition, “TTie social and economic sy.ttcms, IdhstylKs, 
and rights and freedoms enjoyed by the Hong Kong people are to reinam unchanged for at loast fifty years, and 
tho PRC’s economic system and policies will not be extended to I long Kong. Cliiii,i icpBUtcJly has lEuniiTnul 
these pledges- The Joint Doolamtion and Basic Law specifically provide lhal;

• Hong Kong will have independent courts, with ultimate judicial authority resting ir a local Court of Pinal 
Appeal Hong Kong bws will apply.

• Hong Kong tvill refain iLs separate currency, monetary system, and financp* Hong Kong svill have 
independent taxing authority, and no tax re^’Boues will be collected for or sent to Beijing.

• Hong Kong people will elea iheir legislature, and Hong Kong police will maintain public order; Hong 
Kong residents, not non-Hong Kong PRC officials, vtiU occupy all important gos-emment curd civil service 
positions, including Chief Executive.

• Hong Kong w-iJl he able to enter into international agrcenients in a wida ranga of a/&i£.

The United States is watching the reversion closely and acfivcly .siippnrt.s npe.n, ncc.niintable.. and 
demnernttr. tn.<(itutinn.^ In Hong Kong.

There have been some welcomed ilevelupiiicuU.

■ Cluef Secretary- Anson Chan -- a highly respected pro democracy civil servant - has announced tliat she 
will remAiu iiT her position. In Februaiy, Hong Kong’s Chief F>:«:.itTive*de.signatC C:.H, I ung announced
that all other eligible senior civil serv-unts will stay in their positions after reversion.

. Senior Chinese officials have icaffitmal that Hong Kong will maintain Its own currency, wliidi liuKcd ro
the US dollar, and permit Hong Kong 10 control its substantia f«re.g..«Achimsrrrsnrvc«.

. China he,-. ..pnmvrd Honfi Kong’s continued participation in intet niitio.ial org^^tions mid extension ot 
mo.r major multilateral ngreemanis curremlv applied to Hong Kong through the United Kingdom.

■yve have expressed our touccni about certain steps Chino has taken.

- Recent Beijinfi decisions to re^a the Bill of ^ 6 ^
of poutiovl parties have ra=I=d concern m Hung Kun|, which tee U.^. sn , a
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CHINA AND NON PROHFER.\TION

Engagement is vital to halting proliferation, li li in uur vital natjonal intorcst that CMm tmbrace intematinnal 
norms, and abide by them. China’s record is dearly mixed. Engagement is iiecesstuy tu sustain progress made, and
♦o address areas of contuming conoem.

Engagement ha.e produrj>d some positive devdupments in strengthening China’s non-prolifemtion policy.

• China adhered lo the Non-Prolifcration Treaty (JN K l) m lyvi and sTipportad ns indefinite and tmeonditionaJ 
extension in 159J.

• iBor.uiJy lalificd ^0 Chemical Weapong Convention in time to become an original party,
• China agreed to a moratorium on imolcii (csling cfTcotivc September, 1996, and signed the Comprehensive Test

Bon Treaty (CTBT).
■ Last year China announced gPonger national nuclear export controls and i3 SCnoualy studying joining tlic 

Zarggw Coimruttec.

Wc have continuing concerns. China i.s a major producer ot nuclear, chemical, .and missilc-rclated cipnpniGnt,
materials and technology. We have strong concerns about Chinese nansfbrs of advanced conventional -weapons and
iiudsor cuopeialluii wllli lion. Cimid's ouopciiiLiuii will) Iiaii’s iiucleai povci prugiiuiiltas' been siLTcgu'dided umiei' 
intemational inspection, but -we an; ooncemnd that any nudr.ar ccopcfation will be c.xploitcd by Iran for weapons
dovolcpmont, Wp also hnvo strong oonDnrtuj about reportc of tmnffor of mlcr.tle equipment and technology to Iran 
and P^stan. and tnuisfers of dual-use items that could be u.^ed in by Tran in its c.hemiral wrapnn.s program

We will use the tools at our disposal to Stem the flow of dangerous weapons. Tliese include our strong 
nonpiolifciaiiou laws. RevoKing nonual trade status is the wruufi urvl.

• The Adnuiusu alron u:icil dipluiiiatic pressure and the prospect of economic aancticiw in the ring magnets cmc 
last year to sceme a significant new commitment by China not to provide assktance to r,n9.ife£.mrd«d nuclear 
facilities. We have morutored this issue closely, and have no ba.'u.-; in cnnclude hat China is nor abiding by its 

coTTitniiynenL.
- In Autost 1993 the U-S. imposed snnrrinns On Chinese entities for shipment of missik-icldlud equipment to 

Pai-Jstan Followng ncfiotiations. China agreed to a glo'bal b'an on sides of MTCR-class gfound-to ground
mi.ssile.s, a stricter commitment tlran the MTCR requires. . x ^ i

• in May 1997 die U S. imposed sanutiuus Oii seven Chinese entities for nssift.ng Iran s chemical wo.pnn.s
proeri W= have m «.lto that the China,. 7"*, are anenura?inj>

L“r.° vS aaambah™ to cr goal ai pratxnhna « av.a.0 .f ... of
anh'thair hahoatj- avxtaata MPN ravocatian woald aario.aly anJoa.aao ...arht.
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CmNA AJJP REGIONAL SECimitY

Cfaiiiii’s I'olc iu Asian security will groW £nd will be positive nr negative. Enaageme&t will help shape the 
outcome. Revoking nomial trade siaiui wuuld isohtfi us from China and undeimine our capacity to shape its 
directioa During Chirm’s last period of isolation in the 1960s, it supported insurgencies in tiie region and wia a 
key ally of Noitli Korea.

Engagement with t.!hina on regional Issues h*s yielded tangible benefits- Beijing helped to obtain North 
Korta's compliance with the 1.) ..S.-DPRK Agreed Framework, which halted Pyongyang’s nuclear weapons 
progrtUQ EUld helped to promote peace and sfabrlity m (.iambodia. Cluna has constructively participate in 
oonfidtaice building dialoeues on regional security in Northeast Asia and Nnmhea.st Asi.-». Tlnf PRC has 
expressed interest in cooperation willi tlic United Sotex on policy inward a nuclear weapons free 30nC in 
Southwist Asia.

China’s gnrtvilig reginnnl inlcgraiion has increased China's willingness to settle long-sw.nding disputes 
with Ik nelghhor-s. Tt h>i.s resolved pcisistcTit Mao-era boundary di-sputes, which nccA.einn«d hositiines, nleng 
its exteiLsive border with Russia. In 1996, China negotiated a five-party agreement with Russia. Kazakstan, 
f^yrgyastaa and Tajikistan on confidcucc-buildiug uicasuics along coimrion borders, China has normalized 
relation!; with Indonesia and Soutli Korea, The PRC has worked to settle similar disagreements witli its 
smitlinm nei^jhbore. Chinn and Indin hnvo underuken parallel troop withdrawals in contested areas. PRC- 
VicOiaiti working groups hava mode some progress on disputed areas along their land border.

"Where .security is tiircatcncd, the United States will take appropriate action. PRC missile exercises near 
Taiwdu last you iUustrutc Lti= imsions still evident in the rvijion. The President responded in a forcetiil and 
ofloctivo maimer by dJspatcldng two carrier battle groups- At the gome time, \vc reaffiemed tlic tlircc 
communiques and our Support; for piStceful resolution of the Taiwan question. Tliis action reoccured Acia ajid 
the world of oux commitineiit to the. peaceful resolution of the Tfuwan quesTirm Tenaiona in thi* ‘strait ha ve. 
remaineil low .since our action, and for the first time, some direct commercial shipping has recently been opened 
liclwccn Taiwan and die mainland. Cross-Strait trade and invcsuncni stimulaie direct e-xchanges mid gieaLd 
openness between the PRC and Taiwan.

Where conflicts rema'u> cngagr.mr.nl svith odier eeuntries Cflrt moderate China s actions. Tlie PR.C 
daims sovereignty over the Spratly and Paracd Icln.ndr. in rhe SoUth China Sea, China’s occupation of 
Mischief Reef provoked sharp reactions from A$1? A'M Naishbors Chinx siib.^equently participated in 
muliilatcral and bilateral discussions with A.^iHAN on the South China Sea territories Bciling publicly 
rier.la.red it.s intention to apply intcmalional law to such disputes and alTiiuied its desire to pursue joint
commercial development pending rBsolulion of uuiiipctmgtomtonalclaiiM. C^o s dn mg oroi in
disputed waters near Vicuiam m March led to China’s withdrawal and bilateral ulM xft.r Vxctrm- , ,
Slrupg piULCSt, supported by other ASEj\N Ptoteg.

Revocation of normal trading status is opposrri hy our allies in Asia, precisely because it would 
undermine regional security and ronperative efforts. Renewal of iw.uud Uadc status ,s widely 
supported throughniit A.sia. including by Japan. Korea and Uiv ASEAN Thoy Imow that
revSn woulS^bc a seriou.t blow .v AaIat. .c.u.ty and rtnbility. th. cause of d.mocr..y and the long­

term imcic!iL!i of Asia and the United States.
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CHINA’S NnUTARY MODERNIZATION

China's growing iiupurUuice poses a critics] choice for U.S, policy. We wn engage riiina to help 
integrate it into mtmiational systcnii and Lu thannel its growing power in constructive directions. Or we 
can try lij contain and isolotc il, and oiaurc devslopmem of a desiabiliidng iinuon hostile 10 IhO United 
.'^fales Our choice will aflVet Cliina’a choice

Cliiiia is uiudemiuns its forces, but they do not pose a serious threat to the .superior U.S. forces 
arnilAblc in tlic ntglon, noi will Uiey for uic I'oreseeable future. The Chinese military is trying to 
transform iteelf from a land based power, centered on a vast ground force, U> a siimlltii, mobile, high-lCCh 
militaiy, but has a long tvay to go. Since 1985, China has reduced military personnel by I million, to a total 
nt/^ million tod.iy. Another redaction of 500,000 ie underway, Official dofonse budget inorooscs in the 
1990s nffsa.inflafinn that averaged abOTif 1 ;md low spending during the IPJiOs, and were largely devoted 
to improving the ijualiry ofUfr for porsoancl. However, Uie o££lelal budget figure does not include nfT- 
budget funding, iiombly for porebuses of foirifin tecluiology, and profits from PLA-owned enterprises. 
Some analysts cstiinaie total spending at $40-50 billion. Most of Cliiua's vreiipuiis lediuolugics are 30-40 
years behind the Unhed Slates. China’s power-projection capability is rudimentary, and sustained power* 
projection ability virtually non-existent. China has recently acquired some advanced weapons flystcnis, 
including SU-27.t and k.iln.cla«.s HimcI .submarines, from Russia. Despite. These aerpiisiTiOnS, the mainstay 
of the air force continuts to be the 19fi0s-vin[age F-7. a.Tid naval forces Still consist mainly of 1950s- and
1960s-«u ta-tmology.
Engagement, including military-to-militarj' contacts, is important to omlerttauding Chinese military 
acquisitions and p*rc«ptions, and avoiding misealsubrions Military-tn-militaiy cnuLact-? help u.S
iinderstsinH (Ihina'.s micntinns and ensure they are clear about ours. These contacts have produced concrete 
benefils. including agreement on procedures wludi would allow conUmicd U-S. Navy pou calls to Hong 
Kong after reversion; tlisjcussious tuwmd u military maiitime wopcrtttion agreement, designed to reUncL; 
misaleulations and acoidents between operational forces; nnd escbnngos of navaJ chip visits, which scr^-0 
3_5 1-f-in-fidrpr.r-binldiBg mcusures bfltwaAft operational forccE.

Engagement .s key to nvnldlng tuture confrontaUon. A China, which feels iselalal and tUi catciicd is 
more likely to euiphasiic increased millurv power. Engagcinoiu givw Cblua inoontivos to play o poaitivo 
role in rcsionnl and global isi-ucs, Tw.uty-r.VB agtl Chin, wtu, teolated and played 
in virtually all mgluuul and global issues. This included support for groups seeking tosnbvrr If 
mid alUcs in the region. Ll contnujt, China's recent mvolvemcftt tn a range seC'irW issues, inc udtng 
hiCNortb Kerb’s nudea. weapons progr.- and bringing peace to Cambodtu, has bcc —
Sim its inmn,inn ro apply inlemaiionta law « dispute, over South Clm.a Sen err. one. and

okrmed its He.rire to pursue joint commercial dcvdupmn.t pendmg
rhims Our ftiendS and allies uiidCiStand the itratcgic importance of cngaginf: China Jdp^L i

sL. ih. E.»p«n W». »->™C

siahiilLy.
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CHINA’S HUMAN RIGHTS RECORD

The United States remains concerned about rhinn’s human ri|>h(s practices. China denies or ouitnila basic 
freedoms lu its eilizois, including freedom of speech, association and religion Thij: government maintains an 
aulociatic ouc-paity sQtc ilnii lylcraies no orEanized opposition. AUTHonues continue tn engage in eyrr,-yiid:ciaJ 
aiTBct and drfi^ctdcpti of political and icligicus activists, and iw lo&liia Uiu fit* piacticc of religion. Wc also aic 
poncemed about e.sploitalioii of prison labor and coorclvo fanuly planning policies.

Engagement Willi t.’lilna ha.s re.sultp.d in meaningful improv^m^tS in the lives of hundreds of mtllion; of 
Chinese. Exposme tu the gutsidc world, exchange of goods, idcis and people. h.ns brought increased openness, 
sDuinl mubiliiy iiritl personal libenies. Including greater freedom of movement, greater choice ot employmcni, 
schooling, and housing opporrunitics, and improved access to uifuiiiialiun. Over Lime, dtizen^to-cltizen contacts 
through the medio, internet and travel Cicposc Chinese people to international standards and values iiliJ will 
continue to Foosen rigid, authoritarian etructures. Already, despite repression of religious groups not sanctioned
by the governiimt, jncmbcrjliip in churches is growing at a rapid pace, ^vith perhaps 50 million practicing 
Chricfiani: I’lhin:! Rctimari>.i: ihp.rft 1 (JO millton Riiddhi«t« and 17 million Muslims. Villagi? elections has'o 
gjvm milliniK of rural dtisons access to a more democratic process for choosing local oftlciaJs. In recent 
yisais, cxi»osuie Lu iiiLciiiaLiuiia] iiuiiiis ami legal .sy.stcms has played a role in China's legal refonn effort wliicli 
should broaden citiasis’ rights. Reforms include the 1997 amendments to the Criminal Frowdure law wliidi 
impose limits on police detention of suspeetod erlminal#, and the I0P4 Staw Compeneotion Law which allowc 
CWncfift citizens to sue govenunent officials and collet damaKcs. Absent engagernent. it is unlikely any of 
thrsc changts wnuiri have occurred - indeed, the most repressive periods in recent Chinese history oceurred in 
times of inlcnjaljcmal isolation.

Adminlstmtlon Cemtinues Lu Pr«s fvr Huiuau Rights, Tlic Adminhitration’s support for retaining MFN 
is uuupiej witJi activE efforts to promote respect for huniM ri^te Pnd the rule of law, including rcSpcct for 
the human rights of Tibotona ond tlwir uniqua raligiouf:, linguistic and cultural tradition. We will keep faith 
with those who are fighting for a more pluralistic sociery

. The United fs 1,4*.:; human rishlj issues directly with China at cver^' oppoi tuiiilv

. The rinited .sinifts maintains Tiananmcri’Cra sanctions ngain-'iL Cliuiu.
» The 1 InitCd States enforces U.s. laws banning prison iiiiports, including sanctions agamst prison-

. Apafnlhis^ycar, over China’s strong ubjeoions, we co-sponsorcd u resolution m the UN Human

commission in Ocucva calling attentic^ Lc humarr rish« -clarion, in China and argued vicom.Kly lor its

. .fB.* ri;™ “4^ ““
protiiuLi: tlie free flow of information and foster more open and prosperous socieues.

Our policy af angagemcnt ami h«
wld^thc Uwitud State, and contmu^ oir Sne.al Rights, ^fona hrui Invited the

mdiide the decision to Siflh ? ^ to discu.ss issues regarding Cbin^iiu p. isoucra. Only by
Iniemanonal Couuiuttce o interim by famUinrlzuifi Chiun with international standards, and

CKina.
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trade A5PECTS OF MOST~KA VOREH NATION t I TREATMPNT

MFN l^irifT status Is normal trading staflis Mi-N is a misnnmer H ie not a privileged cLaiuj ^^vordod enlj- to 
doco fiicnds. It is the ordinary- tariff trtsatmcsoi iliai wc cxlciitl to 'virrually all nations. MFN has been supponcd by 
evRT^' PrpjfdMit (hoOi K^publican and Democrat) who hoa confronted the issue.

MFN levotation would harm Hone Kone. Hone Kone’s economic strenrth is one of its chiefassMs ir rnsnriiig 
its autonomy and viability. Hong Kong haftdlcs over 50 percent of US-China uaUc. iiiakiug it highly dependent on 
wntiaued normal trade rrlaiinns be.iwM the United States and China. Hong Kong outhoritiea esiimuic tlmt MFN 
icvuLatiuii wruiild sla,sh its trade hj' $20 to $30 billion with a resulling loss ot 6U,Ul)t)-85.U00 jobs. Hong Knng 
leaders, including Democnitic Party leader Martin Lee, Dritish Covemor Patten and Anson Cbtui have spohcji out 
Strongly in favor of renewal of IvfFN Fvtiy major political party in Hong Kong favors nsnwval.

MFN revocation ivould increase the price U.S- consumers pay foi bask |:oods and co.si U.S. jubs. MFN 
tevoeslion would increase tariffs on imports from China from a trade-weighted average of about 6 percent to mt 
esilmaied <w percent. This could provoke retaliailon agaliui u.S. oxporii and open u»c door to the Uuna market
for OUT foreign compctilori.

♦ MFN revocation, even accountine for cliangw in trade flows. wfU require U.K. consumers to pay upw-ards of
half a billion dollms iiiuic cadi year for goods sudi as shoes, doUiing and small appliances subject to
incnsAced tariffs. In addition, the cost of goods mamifaetured in the Uniied Stales with Chinese components 
could increase. leduans the coinpcutfvcness of Uic tuushed goods.

• U.S. ertpons to China have almost quadrupled mor Ific pad deeada. Those exports rupporl an MUniated
170 000 jobs in the United States tliat, on average, pay H in lit perrent more than non-export related jobs. We 
need lo increase market access and ensure a level plavlng field fbr U.S. goods and sctviLcs, iiul ptuvukc 
isUiliaUon.

MFN^ rovornfinn tvouhl derail miiltilaural and bilateral trade negotiations to increase our access to Cl.i.w‘s 
market and China's observance of iutcniational trade mks. Revocation is too blunt a imil.

. Chin^-S ari:«.sinTi in rhn World Trade OrEamzauon must be based on a commerciully tuetn.iMgTal agrc=mcm 
Ucil tvm improve market access fox U.S. goods and services.' Wobro mnWng progress in those 
and insisting that Chino ogre* to comply with imcmmlonal h-idn n,l=. on uansparency. nauonal h^tmciU 
uvilabiSv of judkdal ,« inv and other oreas us well as to eliminate niajui liiiUo bainuis that face Uo finns,

ill WTO iicjotiations.

tr.ada law provisions ta pmlcct U.S. ttudc intOtC'SlS.

The best way Lu address our trade V
^here necessary, tn cllmlmitc Chinese narncr. and u chwta protccHnj; Atncrkiti.
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THE TRADE DEFICIT Wrrn CHINA

Revoking China's normal trading sUttus will hurt U-S. exuorter>-*not close the trade deficit.

• Building a wall of protection around tl^ United Scales by revoking MFN could provote Chinese 
retaliation that would put at risk the 170,000 high-paying American jobs supported by e.vports to 
China.

• China is one of the fasresi giowlng markets for U.S. exporis.

• China is already a major customer for key U.3. products. In 199(5. China purchased '^0 percent 
of all U.S. fertilizer exports, 2C peicciii of U.S. coiion textile fiber exports, and 18 percenr of

U.5. steam boiler expons. China also
purchased $1.7 billion of civilian aircraft .mri 
$640 millluii uf telecymiaunicacions 
cc[uiprueiu.

Since every other major trading partner 
extends MFN status to China, revoking MFN 
would give Japanese and European 
competitors a compctiiivo cd^e in deveiopiiig 
Chinese markets from die yiuimd up. 
jeopardizing billions of dollars in rutuic U.S. 
exports.

Espurta Id OhlnA Arw-ii Mvwii Pas-tCf (pan Winil UpOflS

unse
■ WeddtChhB

• Even if China did not retaliaa, revoking MPN would put at risk the huge volumes of U.$. 
exports that are purchased by Chinese exporters as inputs-such as coUon, and plastico -and die 
many U.S. exports that depend on inexpensive parts imported from China--such as pumps and 
electric circuit.?.

The bKt way to addresK uui tr ade pioblcius is to use our trade laws to attack Chinese barricirs 
and to help U.S. exporters compete in Uie aiintse inarket-not to revoke MFN.

• Airhnngh .serious trade problems remain, our cuudiiued cngagc!mt>nt with China haa opened vp 
di.scu.ssion on a range Of issues China refused to discuss just a few years ago.

The Clinton Administration secured strong actions iVom China protecting American intellectual 
property, alter threatening sancuons on $2 billion of Chmese imports^ In the past year, Climesc 
LLrWes have rln.sed over 39 pirate CD factuiics and seized more than 10 rmllion 
diski. In addition, il'.hina has foUowed through uu it. comimtment to expand itoccso for 
creative prodiictR, licensing over 1000 foreign sound recording titles this year up from 1 .

previous year.

. Chw-V:: elimmiica of over 1,000 lio=">i“e «" 3™ »* ‘“5’ '''S'’-™"
Li,.S. products has coatriliuied to a me of nearly 100 percent m U.S. exports ol 
telecommunications equipment to China since i992.
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♦ We are standing firm in insisting that China commit to meet the same standard of oponnoas 
applied 10 all other cniintries seeJdng to enter the WTO: Chinn must substantially improve 
market access in goods, services and agriculture,

The rapid growth in imports from China has displaced imports from other developiini uiuntrie.?- 
not U.S. domestic production.

- Th» dofioit reflects Chinn's SpecioJiMtion in iocApenaire, mass-iiiaikcl cousuiuer goods. Low 
value-added goods such as toys, sporting goods, plastic tableware, apparel, footweai and low- 
end consumer electronics account for 70 percent of U.S. imports from China. China runs 
bilateral surpluses with Japan and Europe for the same reason.

* A recent study concludes that most of the growth m imports from China has displaced inipoiis 
from other economies where wages have been rislng-not production by U.S. workers. Iiiue^iscs 
in the deficit with China reflect Ac relocation of low value-added Lndustxlcs from Newly 
Indu.stria.Hzed Economies (NJEs) such as Korea, Singapore-, Hong Kong and Taiwan to China to 
take advantage of lower wages. Between 1989 and 1996, China’s increased share of U.S. 
irriports of key products was largely offset by declines in imports from Japan and the NIEs;

• Footwear: China’s share of U.S. imports rose from J? percent to 50 percent, while Japan 
and the Newly Industrialised Economics fell from 51 percent to 5 percent.

• Toys & Sporting Goods: China's share rose from 22 percent to 54 percent, while Juptm
and the NJEs declined from 58 percent to 23 perccot.

• Plastic Tableware; China’s share rose from 11 percent to 44 percent, while Japan and
the NlEs fell from 61 pereent to 25 percent.

• liaising lariffs uii Chiiicsc impoiUi is like squeezing a balloon; It would cause a surge in siinilat 
impuiis fiom oilier developing countries and a corresponding deterioration in our trade balances 
with lUem.

China has accounted for a l uunhly constant share of the United States’ overoU trade dendt since 

199L

cnlnj AEtauntid Ir- . rr.-..i»r.r 5h.,» t.f OUf Ovi-mll D«nelt.
wnile wapan & the NICs Havu PalWh

■ nwi t< Tfv^

^-T-i

llliu
■ rhiE!. M Jitan IL

Although the bilateral deficit has increased 
substantially in absolute terms, it has been 
largely offset by a reduction in die deficit 
wiA Japan and the NIEs.

As Chinn grows, the deficit should narrow. 
As their incomes have risen, impormrs in die 
NIE markets have increasingly demanded 
high-quality U.S- productr. As prnrinCtton 
has become more capita! intftnsive, investors 
have imported mofp. iiigh quality U.S. capLuil 
equipment, t ;^st, year the United Slates ran 
large trade suqilu.ses with botlt Hong Kong 
and Koreri. Qur trade witli Chitia should 
follow fl similar path - but only if we Stay 

the course.
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(.'HINA ANn WTO

It is ia the interest of the Unileti States to see Cllilia joui llie WTO uii commercifllly mcanin^ru] 
terms. Chiiu’e cmerganrd as a tiAdApowenaofiiiAjor significance to the US and to the world. Tltc 
TTianner in whieb we engage China will help determine whrthrr it booomw intcjretcd into intcmebonal 
norms and institiitioiis lihe the W'l't). nr wlipthpr it becomes more isolated and unpredictable.

Joiitiug tlie WTO iiiciuis bringing China into a nites-based trading system. WTO accession represents 
on. impoitoBt opportunity’ for China to create and implement a rulcs-bascd uade regime. To nicxi WTO 
requirements, China lunct mal;H laws public, require Judioinl roviow of all trade actions, apply all trade 
bw? uniformly, and submit to WTO isputc settlement to ensure compliance witli WTO mice. All of tlioae 
measures will enhance the rule of law and the nppliratinn of intemfltional norms in China’s trade regime, to 
the benefit of Cliina and ilie United States. The rule of law in trade has spillover benefits to the mic nt law 
elsewhere.

China’s commitments must be coininercially mcjutingful. All WTO tnembers agree that China’s 
accession to the WTO must provide commercially ma.'iu.ingfUl markot access for goods and services. 
Lowered taritts, the elimination of quotas and other market acfjtss barriers, the right to export directly, and 
access xo consumer? in a full range of sectors must be part of any viable accession package for China.

WTO accession will mean greater access for a wide range of U.S. goods and services into one of the 
vt'orld’s fastest growing ccoBonjics-

- Tha semiconductor induEtry' estimates that if market icccis bsTii-^rs u/er? ('liminamd, evports of U .Si. 
semiconductor products would increjige well in rvrest of .'liSiH) million per year.

• Eliminating liritnsing and other barriers to China's insurance sector would Open a market esiimaied by 
indusliy to top 524 DllUon in premium income by the year 2000.

. CurrentJv. China has no buuud laiifl' latK. Tltis means they can mi5c their rates as high they want, 
k die WTO talks, wc have tlm opportunity to have China reduce its base tariff rates from over 7.0 
percent ou wood, paper, conitructiem equipment, medical eqifipment recreationaJ equipment, 
tdecommumcAtiDas equipment, alumimim pUies and power gencmiion equipment. Some muffs are 
even higher aod shov'd .-ilsri he reduced.

MTN rt.oratimi Would derail WTO neEOlladoll! to open Cliioo’s market. Negountio^ me roovr^

e«Vl<ea. ke»Uo„g MFN would likely .top
any progress in WTO ncgobatirins

M7N revocation would jeopardizeg-ai.i> aJ.lcrcd in bilateral

STO^TlIrAdmiTtw.™ hm used, and will COMlnoe In use UTgeled unde law provi,l„„a te prolec 

US trade interests, MFN rfivocation is too blunt a tool.



06/08/97 22:58 02024566220
Ofi/OB/07 20;:27 ^202 047 06G'; SiATb’ Lt-U AH- .

®014

Ll.S. AGRICULTURAL TRAiPE WITH CTPNA

MFN fur China is critical to U.S. agriculture The U S has a large agricultural trade suiplus •o/irh 
China. Rcvokins China’s MfW Status wuulO ihrcalcn access for U.5. fann goods to a key market. In 
1996, our ngricultural exports to China topped $2 billion, wliilc imports wcic $590 million, As China's 
economy cjqmids aod mfonns, consumer demand incrcasw, and import barriers come down, future sales 
prospects arc excellent for U-S. bulk and procestsed coxiunoditico, well OJ for consumer foods and 
heveragRS About 75 pefnmr of rtr/wt growth in U.S. farm sector Sales to China has been in bulk goods.

• China is among tlie largest importers of U.S. wheat and bought roughly $4z(j milliuu from tlie United 
States last year. WTiile sales dropped in 1996, we sold China a record $633 million of coarse grains in 
1995.

- China’s U.S. cotton imports jumped dramatically beguming m 1994 due to low stocks and production 
problems, with 1996 purchases from the US worth $730 million.

• Other important 1996 exports to the China marker; were soybeans (a itcorH .-Sdid million); .^nyhrnn
(£U7 million); hides a^d jldn. (?106 million), snyh,^iin nil ($104 million); and poultry (arteord

S60 miUiem).

MTO top ChiM in U,. ,™.Vl r~. U.S. “‘™;
SOUKoniSiwicuJIuiiantols- IfMFHrevoked, 
sufficiency oud rely on non-US sources to meet shortfalls.

The United States is ancressively pressing China to make more progress on Us “Kriculiurnl

agreed to improve access by removing sdeniificully ..justifiable samtaxy- and pMocaniUr-y unport 
re.<rtri«ion£. MFN revocation would oiidcrmuic hard-fought progress in this 3/

. China has tiius far' opened up to U.S. live cattle, bovine embryos, chemes Irom Washington, opplo. 

ftom Washington, and meet recoptiy gmpes ftom CaUtnfma.

to eliminate these barriers.
r • ,1 nr*etic«s China’s 9f.ce.ss 10 the WTO, binicd on a

Cliina must commit tn WTO-Conslsieni pu ^ agriculture MFN revocation would

which nowf control imports of kvhw, »om. uu=, v g

. » u.„, -O »>"■



** 1993 CQ HOUSE VOTE 575 ** HB3450. NAFTA Implementation - 
Passage. Passage of the bill to approve the North American Free 
Trade Agreement and make the necessary changes to U S. statutory 
law to implement it. Passed 234-200: R 132-43; D 102-156 (ND 
49-124, SD 53-32); 10-1, Nov. 17, 1993. A "yea" was a vote in 
support of the president's position. (Story, 1993 Weekly Report 
p. 3174)
Item Key: 8945

*** YEAS(234) ****************************************************** 
DEMOCRATS (102)
Andrews M (TX) 
Bacchus J (FL) 
Baesler S (KY) 
Becerra X (CA) 
Beilenson A (CA) 
Berman H (CA) 
Brewster B (OK) 
Brown G (CA) 
Bryant J (TX) 
CantweU M (WA) 
Cardin B (hi)) 

Chapman J (TX) 
Clement B (TN) 
Coleman R (TJQ 
Cooper J (TN) 
Coppersmith S (AZ) 
Darden G (GA) 
de la Garza E (TX) 
DealN(GA)
Dicks N(WA) 
Dooley C (CA) 
Durbin R ^) 

Edwards C (TX) 
English G (OK) 
English K(AZ) 
Eshoo A (CA)
Farr S (CA)
Fazio V (CA)
Flake F (NY)
Foley T(WA)
Ford H (TN)
Frost M (TX)

Glickman D (KS) 
Gordon B (TN) 
Hamilton L (H^ 

Hastings A (FL) 
Hayes J (LA) 
HefiierW(NC) 
Hoagland P (ME) 
Hoyer S (MD) 

Hutto E (FL) 
InsleeJ(WA) 

Jefferson W (LA) 
Johnson D (GA) 
Johnson E (TX) 
Johnston H (FL) 

Kennedy J (MA) 
Kopetski M (OR) 

KreidlerM(WA) 
Lambert B (AR) 

LaughlinG(TX) 
Lehman R (C A) 
Lloyd M (TN) 

Lowey N (NY) 
Mann D (OH) 

Markey E (MA) 
Matsui R (CA) 
MazzoU R (KY) 

McCurdy D (OK) 
McDermott J (WA) 
Meehan M (MA) 
Meek C (FL) 
MinetaN(CA)

Ortiz S (TX)
Parker M (MS)
Pastor E (AZ)
Payne L (VA) 
PelosiN(CA)

Penny T (NO^ 
Pickett O (VA) 

Pickle J(TX)
Price D(NC)

Reynolds M (IL) 
Richardson B (NM) 
Rose C (NC) 

Rostenkowsld D (IL) 
Rowland J (GA) 

Roybal-AUard L (CA) 
Sarpalius B (TX) 

Sawyer T (OH) 
Schroeder P (CO) 

Shepherd K (UT) 
Skaggs D (CO) 

Skelton I (MO)
Smith N(IA)

Spratt J (SC) 
Stenholm C (TX) 

Studds G (MA)
Swift A (WA) 
SynarM(OK)

Tanner J (TN) 
Tejeda F (TX) 

Thornton R (AR) 
Torres E (CA^)

Montgomery G (MS) Valentine T (NC)



Greren P (TX) 
Gibbons S (FL)

Moran J (VA) 
Neal S (NC)

Whitten J (MS) 
WydenR(OR)

INDEPENDENTS (0)

REPUBLICANS (132)
Allard W (CO) 
Archer B (TX) 
Armey D (TX) 
Bachus S (AL) 
Baker B(CA)
Baker R (LA) 
Ballenger C ^C) 

Barrett B (ME) 
Barton J (TX) 
Bateman H (VA) 
Bereuter D (NE) 
Bliley T (VA) 
Boehlert S (NY) 
Boehner J (OH) 
Bonilla H(TX) 
Buyer S (IN) 
Callahan S (AL) 
Calvert K(CA) 
Camp D (I^)
Castle M (DE) 
ClingerW(PA) 
Coble H(NC) 
Combest L (TX) 
CoxC(CA)
Crane P (IL) 
Cunningham R (CA) 
DeLay T (TX) 
Dickey J (AR) 
Doman R (CA) 
Dreier D (CA) 
Duncan J (TN)
Dunn J (WA) 
Emerson B (MO) 
Ewing T (IL)
FaweU H (IL)
Fields J (TX)
Fish H (NY)

Gingrich N (GA) 
GoodlatteR(VA) 
Goodling B (PA) 

Goss P (FL)
Grams R(MN) 
Grandy F (lA) 
Greenwood J (PA) 

Gunderson S (WI) 
Hancock M (MO) 

Hansen J (UT) 
Hastert D (IL) 

Hefley J (CO) 
HergerW(CA) 
Hobson D (OH) 

Hoekstra P (MI) 
Horn S (CA) 
Houghton A (NY) 
HufiOngton M (CA) 
Hutchinson T (AR) 
HydeH(IL) 
IstookE(OK) 
Johnson N (CT) 
Johnson S (T^ 

Kasich J (01^ 

KimJ(CA) 
KingP(NY) 

Klug S (WI) 
KnoUenberg J (MI) 
Kolbe J (AZ) 

KylJ(AZ)
Lazio R (NY) 
Leach J(IA)

Levy D (iW) 

Lewis J (CA)
Lewis T (FL) 
Lightfoot J (LA) 
Linder J(GA)

Mclnnis S (CO) 
McKeonH(CA) 
McMillan A (NC) 

Meyers J (KS)
Michel R(IL)

Miller D(FL) 
Molinari S (NY) 

Moorhead C (CA) 
Morelia C (hi)) 

Nussle J (LA)
Oxley M (OH) 

Packard R (CA)
Paxon B (NY)
Petri T (WI)

Porter J (IL)
Portman R (OH) 

PiyceD(OH) 
Quillen J (TN) 
Ramstad J(MN) 

Ridge T (PA)
Roberts P (KS) 
Rohrabacher D (CA) 
RothT(WI) 

Roukema M (NJ) 
Schaefer D (CO) 

SchiflfS(NM) 
Sensenbrenner F (WI) 

Shaw E (FL)
Shays C (CT)

Skeen J (NM)
Smith B (OR)

Smith L (TX)
Smith N (MI) 

Stump B (AZ) 
Sundquist D (TN) 

Thomas B (CA)
Thomas C (W^



Fowler T (FL) 
Franks B ^J) 

Franks G(CT) 
GaUoD(NJ) 
Grekas G (PA) 
Gilchrest W (MD) 
GillmorP(OH)

Livingston R (LA) 
Machtley R (M) 
ManzuUo D (IL) 

McCandless A (CA) 
McCollum B ^) 

McCrery J (LA) 
McDadeJ(PA)

Torkildsen P (MA) 
Upton F (MI) 
Walker R (PA) 

Wolf F (VA) 
Young C (FL) 
ZeliflfB(l^ ‘ 

Zimmer D (NJ)

*** NAYS (200) ****************************************************** 
DEMOCRATS (156)

Gonzalez H (TX)
Green G (T5Q

Abercrombie N (HI) 
Ackerman G (NY) 
Andrews R (NJ) 
Andrews T (ME) 
Applegate D (O^ 

Barca P (WI)
Barcia J (MI) 
Barlow T (KY) 
Barrett T (WI) 
Bevill T (AL) 
Bilbray J (NVO 
Bishop S (GA) 
Blackwell L (PA) 
Bonior D (MI) 
Borski R ^A) 

Boucher R (VA) 
Brooks J (TX) 
Browder G (AL) 
Brown C (FL) 
Brown S (01^ 

Byrne L (VA)
Carr B (I^)
Clay W (MO) 
Clayton E (NC) 
ClybumJ(SC) 
Collins B (MI) 
Collins C (IL) 
Condit G (CA) 
Conyers J (MI) 
Costello J (IL) 
Coyne W (PA) 
Cramer R (AL)

Gutierrez L (EL) 
HaUR(TX) 
HaU T (OH) 

Hamburg D (CA) 
Harman J (CA) 

Hilliard E(AL) 
Hinchey M (NY)

Orton B (UT) 
Owens M (NY) 

PalloneF(NJ) 
Payne D (NJ) 
Peterson C (MN) 
Peterson P (FL) 

Pomeroy E (ND) 
Poshard G (EL) 
RahallN(WV)

Hochbrueckner G (NY) Rangel C (NY)
Holden T (PA) 
Hughes W(NJ) 
Jacobs A (IN) 

Johnson T (SD) 
Kanjorski P (PA) 

KapturM(OH) 
KenneUyB(CT) 
KildeeD^) 

KleczkaG(WI) 
Klein H(NJ) 

KlinkR(PA) 
LaFalce J(N^ 

Lancaster H (NC) 
Lantos T (CA) 

LaRocco L (ID) 
Levin S (MI) 

Lewis J (GA) 
Lipinski W (IL) 
Long J (IN) 

Maloney C (NY) 
Manton T (N^

ReedJ(RI)
Roemer T (IN) 

Rush B (EL) 
SaboM(MN) 
Sangmeister G (IL) 

Schenk L(CA) 
Schumer C (NY) 
Scott R(VA) 
Serrano J (NY) 

Sharp P (IN)
Sisisl^ N (VA) 
Slattery J(KS) 

Slaughter L (NY) 
Stark P(CA)
Stokes L (OH) 

Strickland T (OH) 
Stupak B (MI)

Swett D (N^ 

TauzinW(LA)
Taylor G (MS) 

Thompson B (MS)
Margolies-Mezv M (PA) Thurman K (FL)



Danner P (MO) 
DeFazio P (OR) 
DeLauro R (CT) 
Dellums R (CA) 
Derrick B (SC) 
Deutsch P (FL) 
Dingell J (P^) 

Dixon J (CA) 
Edwards D (CA) 
Engel E (NY) 
Evans L (IL) 
Fields C (LA) 
Filner B (CA) 
Fingerhut E (OH) 
Foglietta T (PA) 
Ford W (MI) 
Frank B (MA) 
Furse E (OR) 
Gejdenson S (CT) 
Gephardt R (MO)

Martinez M (C A) 
McCloskey F (IN) 
McHaleP(PA) 
McKinney C(GA) 

McNulty M (NY) 
Menendez R (NJ) 

MfiimeK (MD) 
MiUerG(CA) 

MingeD (MN) 
MinkP(HI) 

MoakleyJ(T^) 

MoUohan A (WV) 
Murphy A (PA) 

MurAa J (PA) 
NadlerJ(NY) 
NatcherW(KY) 
NealR(MA) 

Oberstar J (MN) 
ObeyD(WI) 
Olver J (MA)

Torricelli R (NJ) 
Towns E (NY) 
Traficant J (O^ 

Tucker W(CA) 
UnsoeldJ(WA) 
Velazquez N (NY) 

Vento B (MN) 
Visclosky P (IN) 

VolkmerH(MO) 
Washington C (TX) 

Waters M (CA) 
WattM(NC) 

WaxmanH(CA) 
Wheat A (MO) 

Williams P (MT) 
WUsonC(TX) 

WiseB(WV) 
Woolsey L (CA) 

Wynn A (I^) 

Yates S (IL)

INDEPENDENTS (1) 
Sanders B (VT)

REPUBLICANS (43) 
Bartlett R (MD) 
Bentley H (MD) 
Bilirakis M (FL)
Blute P (MA) 
Bunning J (KY) 
Burton D (IN) 
Canady C (FL)
Collins M (GA)
Crapo M (ID) 
Diaz-Balart L (FL) 
Doolittle J (CA) 
Everett T (AL) 
GalleglyE(CA) 
Gilman B (NY)
Hoke M (OH)

Hunter D (C A) 
InglisB(SC) 

Inhofe J (OK) 
Kingston J (GA) 
McHugh J (NY) 

Mica J(FL)
Myers J (IN)
Pombo R (CA) 
Quinn J (NY) 
Ravenel A (SC) 

Regula R (OH) 
Rogers H (KY) 
Ros-Lehtinen I (FL) 
Royce E (CA)

Santorum R (PA) 
Saxton H (NJ) 

Shuster B ^A)
Smith C (NJ)

Snowe O (ME) 
Solomon G (NY) 
Spence F (SC) 

Steams C (H.) 
Talent J (MO) 

Taylor C(NC) 
Vucanovich B (NV) 
Walsh J (NY) 
Weldon C (PA) 

Young D (AK)



*** NOT VOTING (0)

KEY ~ Special Categories of Not Voting 
# Paired For X Paired Against 
+ Announced For - Announced Against 
P Voted Present C Voted Present to avoid 

possible conflict of interest.
S Speaker exercised discretion not to vote 
? Did not vote or make position known

** 1993 CQ SENATE VOTE 395 ** HR3450. NAFTA Implementation - 
Passage. Passage of the bill to approve the North American Free 
Trade Agreement and make the necessary changes to U.S. statutory 
law to implement the trade agreement. Passed 61-38: R 34-10; D 
27-28 (ND 18-23, SD 9-5), Nov. 20, 1993. A "yea" was a vote in 
support of the president's position. (Story, 1993 Weekly Report 
p. 3257)
Item Key: 8973

*** YEAS(61) 
DEMOCRATS (27) 
Baucus M (MT) 
Biden J (DE) 
Bingaman J (NM) 
Boren D (OK) 
Bradley B (NJ) 
Breaux J (LA) 
Bumpers D (AR) 
Daschle T (SD) 
DeConcini D (AZ)

Dodd C (CT) 
Graham B (FL) 

Harkin T (lA) 
Johnston J (LA) 

Kennedy E (MA) 
Kerrey B (NE) 

Kerry J(MA) 
Leahy P(VT) 

Lieberman J (CT)

Mathews H (TN) 
MitcheUG(ME) 

Moseley-Braun C (EL) 
Murray P(WA)
Nunn S (GA) 

PeUC(RI)
Pryor D (AR)

Robb C (VA)
Simon P ^)

INDEPENDENTS (0)

REPUBLICANS (34) 
Bennett R (UT)
Bond C (MO)

Gramm P (TX) 
Grassley C (lA)

McCain J (AZ) 
McConneU M (KY)



Brown H (CO) 
ChafeeJ(RI)
Coats D (IN) 
Cochran T (MS) 
Coverdell P (GA) 
Danforth J (MO) 
DoleB(KS) 
Domenici P (NM) 
Durenberger D (MN) 
Gtorton S (WA)

Gregg J(NH) 
Hatch O (UT) 
Hatfield M (OR) 

Hutchison K(TX) 
Jeffords J(VT) 
Kassebaum N (KS) 

Lott T (MS)
Lugar R (IN) 

MackC(FL)

Murkowski F (AK) 
NicklesD(OK) 
Packwood B (OR) 

Pressler L (SD) 
RothW(DE)

Simpson A (WY) 
Specter A (PA) 

Wallop M(WY) 
Warner J(VA)

*** NAYS (38) *****************************************>i‘************ 
DEMOCRATS (27)
AkakaD(HI) 
Boxer B (CA) 
Bryan R(NV) 
ByrdR(WV) 
CampbeUB(CO) 
Conrad K (ND) 
Exon J (NE) 
Feingold R (WI)

Ford W (KY) 
Glenn J (OH) 
Heflin H(AL) 
HollingsE(SC) 

Inouye D (HI) 
Kohl H (WI) 

Lautenberg F (NJ) 
Levin C (MI)

Mikulski B (MD) 
Moynihan D (NY) 
Reid H (NV)
Riegle D (MI) 
RockefeUerJ(WV) 
Sarbanes P (MD) 
Sasser J (Tl^ 

Wellstone P (MN)
Feinstein D (CA) Metzenbaum H (OH) Wofford H (PA)

INDEPENDENTS (0)

REPUBLICANS (11)
Bums C (MT) Faircloth L (NC)
Cohen W (ME) Helms J (NC)
Craig L (ID) Kempthome D (ID)
D'Amato A (NY) Shelby R (AL)

Smith R (NH) 
Stevens T (AK) 
Thurmond S (SC)

NOT VOTING (1) **ltl*«*l|l*****************4l**l|C*l|C*3tC«*4c««**l|C«:|C>|C****lil*l|M|t*>|citC

DEMOCRATS (1) 
Dorgan B (ND) ?

INDEPENDENTS (0)



REPUBLICANS (0)

KEY — Special Categories of Not Voting 
# Paired For X Paired Against 
+ Announced For - Announced Against 
P Voted Present C Voted Present to avoid 

possible conflict of interest.
S Speaker exercised discretion not to vote 
? Did not vote or make position known

** 1993 CQ HOUSE VOTE 247 ** HR1876. GATT Fast-Track 
Extension - Passage. Passage of the bill to extend through April 
15, 1994, the administration's authority to negotiate an accord 
strengthening the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) 
and require Congress to consider the accord under expedited 
procedures that bar amendments. Passed 295-126: R 150-23; D 
145-102 (ND 97-70, SD 48-32); 10-1, June 22, 1993. A "yea" was 
a vote in support of the president's position. (Story, 1993 
Weekly Report p. 1637)
Item Key: 8397

*** YEAS(295) ****************************************************** 
DEMOCRATS (145)
Ackerman G (NY) 
Andrews M (TX) 
Bacchus J (FL) 
Baesler S ^Y) 

Barca P (WI) 
Barlow T (KY) 
Barrett T (WI) 
Beilenson A (CA) 
Berman H (CA) 
Bevill T (AL) 
Bilbray J (N^ 

BlackweU L (PA)

GerenP(TX) 
Gibbons S (FL) 

Glickman D ^S) 
Gordon B (1^ 

Hall R (TX)
Hall T (OH) 

Hamilton L (IN) 
HefiierW(NC) 
Hoagland P (ME)

01verJ(MA) 
Ortiz S (TX) 

Orton B (UT) 
Parker M (MS) 

Pastor E (AZ)
Payne L(VA) 
PelosiN(CA) 

Penny T (MN) 
Peterson P (FL)

Hochbrueckner G (NY) Pickett O (VA) 
Hoyer S (MD) Pickle J (TX)

Hughes W (NJ) Price D (NC)



Borski R (PA) 
Boucher R (VA) 
Brewster B (OK) 
Brooks J (TX) 
Brown G (CA) 
Bryant J (TX) 
CantweUM(WA) 
Cardin B (MD)
Carr B (MI) 
Chapman J (TX) 
Clement B (TN) 
Coleman R (TX) 
Collins C (IL) 
Condit G (CA) 
Cooper J (TN) 
Coppersmith S (AZ) 
Coyne W (PA) 
de la Garza E (TX) 
DeLauro R (CT) 
Deutsch P (^) 

Dicks N(WA) 
Dingell J (MI) 
Dixon J (CA) 
Dooley C (CA) 
Edwards C (TX) 
Edwards D (CA) 
English K(AZ) 
Eshoo A (CA)
Farr S (CA)
Fazio V (CA)
Fields C (LA) 
Foglietta T (PA) 
Ford W (MI)
Frank B(MA)
Frost M(TX) 
Gejdenson S (CT) 
Gephardt R (MO)

Hutto E (FL) 
InsleeJ(WA) 
Johnson D (GA) 

Johnson T (SD) 
Johnston H (FL) 

Kennedy J (M\) 
KenneUyB(CT) 

KleczkaG(\^) 

KopetskiM(OR) 
KreidlerM(WA) 
LaFalce J (NY) 
Lambert B (AR) 

Lantos T (CA) 
LaRocco L (ID) 
Laughlin G (T JQ 

Lehman R (CA) 
Levin S (MI) 
Lowey N (NY) 
Mann D (OH) 

Manton T (NY)

ReedJ(RI)
Richardson B (NM) 

Roemer T (IN)
Rose C (NC) 
Rostenkowski D (IL) 

Sabo M (MN) 
Sangmeister G (IL) 

Sarpalius B (TX) 
Sawyer T (OH) 

Schroeder P (CO) 
Scott R(VA)

Sharp P(D^ 

Shepherd K (UT) 
Skaggs D (CO) 
Skelton I (MO) 

Slattery J (KS) 
Slaughter L (jho 

Smith N(IA) 
Stenholm C (TX) 

Stokes L (OH)
Margolies-Mezv M (PA) Studds G (MA) 

Markey E (MA) Swett D (NH)
Matsui R (CA) 
MazzoliR(KY) 
McCloskey F (IN) 
McCurdy D (OK) 

McDermott J (WA) 
McNulty M(l^ 

Meehan M(MA) 
MinetaN(CA) 
MingeD (MN) 
Moakley J (MA) 
Montgomery G (MS) 
Moran J (VA) 

NatcherW(KY) 
NealR(MA)

Swift A (WA) 
Tanner J (IT^ 

TauzinW(LA) 
Tejeda F (TX) 

Torres E (CA) 
Torricelli R (NJ) 

Tucker W(C A) 
Vento B (Nfl^ 
Visclosky P (^ 

WattM(NC) 
Wheat A (MO) 

WiseB(WV) 
WoolseyL(CA) 
WydenR(OR)

INDEPENDENTS (0)

REPUBLICANS (150)
Allard W (CO) Gillmor P (OH) MiUer D (FL)
Archer B (TX) Gilman B (NY) Molinari S (NY)



Armey D (TX) 
Bachus S (AL) 
Baker B(CA)
Baker R (LA) 
Ballenger C ^C) 

Barrett B (NE) 
Bartlett R (MD) 
Barton J (TX) 
Bateman H(VA) 
Bereuter D (NE) 
Bilirakis M (FL) 
BlUey T (VA) 
BluteP(MA) 
Boehlert S (t^O 

Boehner J (OH) 
Bonilla H(TX) 
Bunning J (KY) 
Burton D (IN)
Buyer S (IN) 
CaUahan S (AL) 
Calvert K (CA) 
Camp D (I^)
Castle M (DE) 
CUngerW(PA) 
Collins M(GA) 
Combest L (TX) 
Cox C (CA)
Crane P (IL) 
Cunningham R (CA) 
DeLay T (TX) 
Dickey J (AR) 
Doolittle J (CA) 
Doman R (C A) 
Dreier D (CA) 
DunnJ(WA) 
Emerson B ^O) 

Everett T (AL) 
Ewing T (IL)
FaweU H (IL)
Fields J(TX)
Fish H (NY)
Fowler T (FL) 
Franks B (NJ) 
Franks G(CT) 
GaUeglyE(CA)

Gingrich N (GA) 
Goodlatte R (VA) 
Goodling B (PA) 
Goss P (FL)
Grams R(MN) 

Grandy F (lA) 
Greenwood J (PA) 

Gunderson S (WI) 
Hancock M (MO) 

Hansen J (UT) 
Hastert D (IL) 
HefleyJ(CO) 
HergerW(CA) 
Hobson D (O^ 

Hoekstra P (MI) 
Hoke M (OH) 
HomS(CA) 

Houghton A (NY) 
Huflfington M (CA) 
Hutchinson T (AR) 
HydeH(IL)
Istook E (OK) 
Johnson N (CT) 
Johnson S (TX) 
KasichJ(OH) 
KimJ(CA)

King P (NY)
Klug S (WI)

Kolbe J (AZ) 
Kyi J (AZ)

Lazio R (NY)
Leach J (lA)

Levy D (NY) 
Lewis J(CA) 
Lightfoot J (lA) 

Linder J (GA) 
Livingston R (LA) 
Machtley R (W) 
Manzullo D (IL) 
McCandless A (CA) 
McCollum B (^) 

McCrery J (LA) 
McHugh J (NY) 
Mclnnis S (CO) 
McKeonH(CA)

Moorhead C (CA) 
Morelia C (Nffi)) 

Nussle J (lA)
Oxley M (OH)

Packard R(CA) 
Paxon B (NY)

Petri T(WI)
Pombo R (CA) 

Porter J (IL) 
Portman R (OH) 

PryceD(OH)
Quinn J (NY)

Ramstad J (MN) 
Regula R (OH) 

Ridge T (PA) 
Roberts P (KS) 

Rohrabacher D (C A) 
Roth T (WI) 

Roukema M (NJ) 
Royce E (CA) 

Santorum R (PA) 
Saxton H (NJ) 
Schaefer D (CO) 
SchififS (NM) 

Sensenbrenner F (WI) 
Shaw E (FL)

Shays C (CT)
Skeen J (NM)

Smith B (OR) 
Smith C (NJ)
Smith L (TX)

Smith N (MI)
Stump B (AZ) 

Sundquist D (TN) 
Talent J (MO)

Taylor C(NC) 
Thomas B (CA) 

Thomas C (WY) 
Torkildsen P (MA) 

Upton F (MI) 
Vucanovich B (NV) 

Walker R (PA) 
Walsh J (NY) 
Weldon C (PA)

Wolf F (VA)



Gallo D(NJ) 
Gekas G (PA) 
Gilchrest W (MD)

McMillan A (NC) 
Meyers J (KS) 

Michel R(IL)

Young C (FL) 
ZeliflfB(NH) 
Zimmer D (NJ)

(126) ******************************************************
DEMOCRATS (102) 
Abercrombie N (HI) 
Andrews R (NJ) 
Andrews T (ME) 
Applegate D (O^ 

Barcia J (MI)
Becerra X (CA) 
Bishop S (GA) 
Bonior D (MI) 
Browder G (AL) 
Brown C (FL)
Brown S (OI^
Byrne L(VA)
Clay W (MO) 
Clayton E (NC) 
ClybumJ(SC) 
Collins B (MI) 
Costello J (IL) 
Cramer R (AL) 
Danner P ^O) 

Darden G (GA)
Deal N (GA)
DeFazio P (OR) 
Dellums R (CA) 
Derrick B (SC) 
Durbin R (IL)
Engel E (I^
English G (OK) 
Evans L (IL) 
FilnerB(CA) 
Fingerhut E (OH) 
Ford H (TN)
Furse E (OR) 
Gonzalez H (TX) 
Green G (TX)

Gutierrez L (IL) 
Hamburg D (C A) 
Hastings A (FL) 
Hilliard E(AL) 

HincheyM(NY) 
Holden T (PA) 
Jacobs A (IN) 
Jefiferson W (LA) 

Johnson E (TX) 
Kanjorski P (PA) 
Kaptur M (OH) 

KildeeD(MI) 
Klein H(NJ) 
KlinkR(PA) 

Lancaster H ^C) 

Lewis J (GA) 
Lipinski W (IL) 

Lloyd MCn^ 

Long J (n^ 
Maloney C (NY) 

Martinez M (CA) 
McHaleP(PA) 
McKinney C (GA) 

Meek C (FL) 
Menendez R (NJ) 
Mfume K (NflD) 
Miller G(CA) 

MinkP(HI) 
Mollohan A (WV) 

Murphy A (PA) 
Murtha J (PA) 
NadlerJ(NY)

Neal S (NC) 
Oberstar J (MN)

ObeyD(WI) 
Owens M (NY) 

Pallone F (NJ) 
Payne D (NJ) 

Peterson C (MN) 
Pomeroy E (ND) 

Poshard G (BL) 
RahaUN(WV) 

Rangel C (IST^ 

Reynolds M (IL) 
Rowland J (GA) 

Roybal-Allard L (CA) 
Schenk L(CA) 
Serrano J (NY) 
SisiskyN(VA) 

Spratt J (SC)
Stark P(CA)

Strickland T (OH) 
Stupak B (MI)

Taylor G (MS) 
Thurman K (FL) 
Towns E (NY) 

Traficant J (OH) 
Unsoeld J (WA) 
Valentine T (NC) 
Velazquez N (NY) 

VolkmerH(MO) 
Washington C (TX) 

Waters M(CA) 
WaxmanH(CA) 

Williams P (MT) 
WUson C (TX) 

WynnA(MD)
Yates S (IL)



INDEPENDENTS (1) 
Sanders B (VT)

REPUBLICANS (23) 
Bentley H (MD) 
Canady C (FL)
Coble H(NC)
Crapo M (ID) 
Diaz-Balart L (FL) 
Duncan J (TN) 
Hunter D (C A) 
InglisB(SC)

Kingston J (GA) 
Lewis T (FL) 
McDadeJ(PA) 
Mica J(FL) 
Myers J (D^ 
Quillen J(TI^ 

Ravenel A (SC) 
Rogers H(KY)

Ros-Lehtinen I (FL) 
Shuster B (PA)

Snowe O (ME) 
Solomon G (NY) 

Spence F (SC)
Steams C (FL)

Young D(AK)

*** NOT VOTING (14) ****************************************************** 
DEMOCRATS (11)

Hayes J (LA) ? Thompson B (MS) ?
Rush B (IL) ? Thornton R (AR) ?

Schumer C (NY) ? Whitten J (MS) ?
SynarM(OK) +

Conyers J (MI) ? 
FlakeF (NY)? 
Foley T (WA) S 
Harman J (CA) ?

INDEPENDENTS (0)

REPUBLICANS (3) 
HenryP (MI)? Inhofe J (OK) ? Knollenberg J (MI) +

KEY ~ Special Categories of Not Voting 
# Paired For X Paired Against 
+ Announced For - Announced Against 
P Voted Present C Voted Present to avoid 

possible conflict of interest.
S Speaker exercised discretion not to vote 
? Did not vote or make position known



** 1993 CQ SENATE VOTE 192 ** HR1876. GATT Fast-Track 
Extension - Passage. Passage of the bill to extend through v^ril 
16, 1994, the administration's authority to negotiate an accord 
strengthening the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) 
and require Congress to consider the accord under expedited 
procedures that bar amendments. Passed 76-16: R 37-4; D 39-12 
(ND 29-9, SD 10-3), June 30, 1993. A "yea" was a vote in support 
of the president's position.
Item Key: 8482

YEAS(76)******************************************************
DEMOCRATS (39) 
Baucus M (MT) 
Biden J (DE) 
Bingaman J (NM) 
Boren D (OK) 
Boxer B (CA) 
Bradley B (NJ) 
Breaux J (LA) 
Bryan R(NV) 
Bumpers D (AR) 
DeConcini D (AZ) 
Dodd C (CT)
Exon J (KE)
Ford W (KY)

Glenn J (OH) 
Graham B (FL) 

Harkin T (lA) 
Inouye D (ffl) 
Johnston J (LA) 
Kennedy E (MA) 
Kerrey B (NE)
Kerry J (I^) 

KohlH(WI) 
Lautenberg F (NJ) 

Leahy P(VT)
Levin C
Lieberman J (CT)

Mathews H (TN) 
Mikulski B (N^J) 

MitcheUG(ME) 
Moseley-Braun C (IL) 
Moynihan D (NY) 

Nunn S (GA)
Reid H (NV)
Riegle D (MI)

Robb C (VA) 
Rockefeller J (WV) 

Sarbanes P (MD) 
Sasser J (TN)

Simon P (IL)

INDEPENDENTS (0)

REPUBLICANS (37)
Bennett R (UT) 
Bond C (MO) 
Brown H (CO) 
Bums C C^) 

Chafee J (RI) 
Coats D (IN) 
Cochran T (MS) 
Cohen W (ME) 
Coverdell P (GA) 
Craig L (ID)
D'Amato A (NY) 
Danforth J (MO) 
DoleB(KS)

Domenici P (NM) 
Gorton S (WA) 
Gramm P (TX) 

Grassley C (lA) 
Gregg J(NH)
Hatch 0 (UT) 

Hatfield M (OR) 
Hutchison K (TX) 
Kassebaum N (KS) 

Kempthome D (K)) 
Lott T (MS) 

Lugar R (IN)

MackC (FL) 
McCain J(AZ) 
McConnell M (KY) 

Nickles D (OK) 
Packwood B (OR) 
PresslerL(SD) 

RothW(DE) 
Simpson A (WY) 
Smith R (NH) 

Stevens T (AK) 
Wallop M (WY) 

Warner J(VA)



*** NAYS (16)
DEMOCRATS (11)
Akaka D (HI) Dorgan B (ND)
Byrd R (\^ Feingold R (WI)
Campbell B (CO) Feinstein D (CA) 
Conrad K (ND) Heflin H (AL)

HoUingsE(SC) ‘ 
Metzenbaum H (OH) 
Wofford H (PA)

INDEPENDENTS (0)

REPUBLICANS (5) 
Faircloth L (NC) 
Helms J (NC)

Jeffords J (VT) 
Shelby R(AL)

Thurmond S (SC)

*** NOT VOTING (8) ****************************************************** 
DEMOCRATS (5)
Daschle T (SD) ? PeU C (RI) + WeUstone P (MN) -
Murray P (WA) + Pryor D (AR) ?

INDEPENDENTS (0)

REPUBLICANS (3)
Durenberger D (MN) + Murkowski F (AK) ? Specter A (PA) ?

KEY - Special Categories of Not Voting 
# Paired For X Paired Against 
+ Announced For - Announced Against 
P Voted Present C Voted Present to avoid 

possible conflict of interest.
S Speaker exercised discretion not to vote 
? Did not vote or make position known
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NAFTA and the U.S. Economy

The Adtninistrtttioa’s trade policy is part of a global economic strategy* It has been among the most 
effective tools to attain the broad economic objectives of strengthening U.S. economic performance and 
expanding high-wage jobs for U.S workers. Market-opening agreements — both bilateral ones such as 
recent agreements with Japan and multilateral agreements such as the NAFTA and Uruguay Round - 
expand opportunity for America's most productive, export-oriented industries and the high wage jobs 
they provide. They are the only way to ensure that competitive U.S. industries and workers can compete 
on a level playing field m the world's important markets. This is panicularly significant when one 
considers that 95 percent of the world's consumers live outside the United States. Competitors are 
shaping the trading rules in emerging markets, the markets that account for the largest percentage of U.S, 
exports and the fastest growing component. It is literally the case that if we do not compete we arc 
retreating in these markets. The stakes are high. American jobs supported by the export of goods pay 
13% to 16% more than U.S. jobs overall. Since 1992, U.S. exports of goods and services have risen over 
35%. Export supported jobs are up by I 5 million (to 11.3 million in 1996), thus accounting for 1 out of 
every 8 net job increases in the United States between 1992 and 1996.

Trade Graiwin Importance to U.S. Economy
(Exports plus (m ports 83 % 01 GdP )

NAFTAl has played a vital role in helping trade 
expansion strengthen the U.S. economy. NAFTA 
has created jobs for American workers by 
expanding access for U.S. goods and services in the 
markets of two of our top three trading partners — 
Canada and Mexico. NAITA also serves as a 
buffer against reduced access to those economies — 
without which access to more than 120 million 
consumers would be jeopardized and more than 
two million high-wage U.S. jobs would be put at
risk.

During NAFTA's first two years, U.S. goods 
exports to our NAFTA partner; (Mexico and 
Canada) were up by 22 percent or nearly S31 
billion (to St73 billion), despite the temporary peso-related decline in goods exports to Mexico in 1995. 
U.S. goods exports to Canada were up by 26%, while U.S. exports to Mexico were up by 11%.

Moreover, the growth in U.S. exports to our NAFTA partners accelerated in 1996. U S. goods 
exports to our NAFTA partners were up by over 34 percent in 1996 over the same period of 1993. U.S. 
goods exports were up by 33% to Canada and by nearly 37% to Mexico. U.S. goods exports set records 
for both these countries in 1996 ($134 billion to Canada and $57 billion to Mexico). Jobs supported by 
U.S. goods exports to NAFTA are up an estimated 311,000 since the NAFTA's entry into force to 2.3 
million in 1996.

NAFTA did not cause the late 1994/1995 peso crisis in Mexico, nor the related 1995 Mexican 
recession and the accompanying 8.9% decline in U.S. goods exports. Dedsions made by the Mexican 
govcniment on exchange-rate policy in the 1980s, combined with developments in 1994 in financial 
markets in and outside Mexico brought forth the peso crisis. As the peso plummeted in value in late 1994 
and early 1995, investors shifted investments out of the Mexican market and Mexico's interest rates
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jumped. The result was a near 7% decline in Mexican production in 1995 — a recession more than three 
times worse than the U.S. recession of 1991. The not surprising result of Mexico's difficulties was a 
reduction in Mexican imports and a shift in its balance in trade in goods and services from large deficits 
toward balance,

During this period, the NAFTA was extremely important in protecting U.S. export-supported joh.^: 
and U.S. economic interests. Because of the NAFTA, U.S. goods exports fared much better in 1995 
than after the last Mexican financial crisis in 1952. During that crisis, before Mexico's adherence lo either 
the GATT or the NAFTA, government officials were free to take arbitrary measures to restrict entry of 
imports. They imposed 100% duties on American products and strict licensing requirements, moves that 
caused U.S. goods exports to plunge by 50% between 1981 and 1983. U.S. jobs supported by goods 
exports to Mexico were cut by more than half (from an estimated 431 thousand in 1981 to 201 thousand 
in 1983). It took nearly seven years for U.S. exports to Mexico to return to their level of 1981.

138S e«pon= 8.Qnmoantiy Mioherthan 1333 (preMAFTA) situatiofl in 1995 was vciy different. Instead of
putting up barriers to U.S. exports, Mexico 
continued to reduce them in recognition of its 
NAFTA obligations. In contrast, Mexico did place 
additional restrictions on imports from its 
non-NAFTA trade partners The U.S. share of 
Mexico's goods imports rose from 71% in 1994 to 
74% in 1995, while Western Europe's, Japan's and 
Korea's goods exports to Mexico fell by 25.5%, 
24.5% and 64%, respectively. For the first six months 
of 1996, the U.S. share was 76%. As the Mexican 
economy begins to stabilize and grow again, there 
has been a healthy recovery of U.S. goods exports. In 
1996, U.S. goods exports to Mexico were actually 
nearly 23% higher than in 1995 It only took 18 

months for U.S. exports to Mexico to fully recover from the December 1994 peso crisis, not the 7 
yearsneeded after the 1982 peso crisis.

Because of Mexico's economic difficulties in 1995, there was a significant svring in the bilateral goods 
trade balance, from U.S. surplus of SI .3 billion in 1994 to a defiot $15.4 billion in 1995, This 
deterioration of the U.S. goods trade balance with Mexico contrasted sharply with improvements in U.S. 
bilateral trade balances with most other regions of the world. The U.S. bilateral trade surplus with the rest 
of Latin America between 1994 and 1995 grew $4.4 billion larger, while the deficit with Europe 
by $3.5 billion, while the Pacific Rim excluding Japan and China declined by $3 billion and with Japan 
alone declined by $6.5 billion.

The reason for the sharp negative swing with Mexico was Mexico's peso crisis and resultingrecession, not 
the NAFTA Not only did Mexico's worldwide goods imports decline, but goods exports were enhanced 
by both a cheaper currency and the recession's effect of reducing Mexican demand for Mexican output, 
making more of it available for export, NAFTA itself only reduced the average U.S. tariff on imports 
from Mexico by less than 1 percentage point last year while Mexican tariffs against U.S. exports fell by 
more than 2 percentage points — changes in trade treatment too balanced and far too small to explain the 
shift in the bUateral trade balance.

In fact, the Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas (Fed), in an article that econometrically estimated the effects

IWMTrt caia<B IIUDl
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of NAFTA and the Peso Crisis on US exports and imports from Mexico, agreed that the peso crisis and 
not the NAFTA was the primary reason for the decline in U.S. exports in 1995 ("Distinguishing NAFTA 
from the Peso Crisis" Journal on the Southwest Economy, October 1996). It reported that the Peso 
Crisis affected U S. exports far greater than U.S. imports. It stated that U.S. imports were basically 
unaffected by the crisis, whereas the decline in U.S. exports was entirely due to the crisis (i.e., the decline 
in Mexican income resulting from the Mexican recession that lowered GDP by nearly 7 percent in 1995). 
It estimates that exports would have grown by 22 percent in 1995 if the crisis did not occur. The Fed 
further reported that U.S. export growth to Mexico is about 7 percent higher per year with NAFTA, 
whereas import growth from Mexico is 2 percent higher per year with NAFTA.

The shift in the bilateral goods trade balance in 
1995 came neither at the expense of U.S. workers 
nor particularly to the benefit of Mexican workers. 
The trade balance shifted because of a Mexican 
recession which reduced Mexican employment by 
1.6 million and substantially reduced incomes. At 
the same time, the United States was in its 4th year 
of economic expansion, U.S. jobs expanded by 
another 1.7 million, and real national income by 
2,5%, The sharp deterioration of the bilateral 
deficit thus was associated with recession-related 
woes for Mexican workers while U.S. workers 
continued to benefit from a sustained U.S. 
economic expansion, including significant export 
growth to Canada and to other Latin American 
markets

U.S. Jobs Supported by E^orts Pay 13% to 16% 
More than the U.S. National Average

Export-Supported .. National Avera^' ^ ii^::

NAFTA will continue to serve the interests of the U.S. economy and U.S. workers long after the 
current Mexican recession is a distant memory. NAFTA's existence has not only kept Mexico on track 
toward more open markets for U.S. exports, it has also supported Mexican government efforts to sustain 
the course of internal economic reform. Mexico has made major efforts In recent years to pursue 
economic policies more similar to those of the United States. In contrast to 1981 when Mexico was a 
closed economy, the more open Mexican economy of today is much better positioned to recover rapidly 
from its problems in 1995. Growth in Mexico was estimated to have exceeded 5% in 1996, and is 
forecasted to be even higher beyond 1996. An open, rapidly growing Mexican economy will help the 
United States. The overwhelming share of Mexico's imports come from the United States. Mexico's most 
critical products are produced more competitively in the United States. These products include the entire 
capital goods area (fi^m road building to hosphalinstmments to telecommunications), moderately priced 
consumer goods for Mexico's emergent middle class (everything from blue Jeans to compact discs), and 
food. A healthy, expanding Mexican economy means that the Mexican labor force will more easily find 
jobs at home, affording a modest standard of living, whose growth will offer a promise for the future.
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As Mexico begins to achieve sustainable 
economic growth and development, U.S. 
workers will benefit as well. U.S. exports to 
Mexico are rising again. They will continue to 
grow as Mexico adheres to the healthy 
marlcet-oriented fundamentals put in place in 
recent years. These exports support the higher 
productivity, higher wage jobs which U.S. 
workers want. The NAFTA ensures the United 
States will be in the best position possible to not 
only protect, but increase, the number of higher 
paying jobs supported by exports to Mexico.

2/21/37

NAFTA Quickens U.S. Export Recovery 
from Mexican Peso Crisia
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INAFTA was passed into law in 1993. 1994 was the first of a multi-year phase in of the NAFTA 
agreement that will not be complete until 2008.
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NAFTA and U.S. Jobs

NAFTA has played a vital role ia helping trade expansion strengthen the U.S. economy, NAFTA 
has created higher wage jobs for American workers by expanding access for U.S. goods and services in 
the markets of two of our top three trading partners -- Canada and Mexico —markets that have been 
traditionally less accessible than the U.S. market. During NAFTA's first two years, U.S. goods exports to 
our NAFTA partners (Mexico and Canada) were up by 22 percent, or nearly $31 billion (to $173 billion), 
despite the decline in goods exports to Mexico in 1995 due to the peso crisis and related severe 
recession. U.S. goods expons 1993-95 to Canada were up by 2d%, while U.S. goods expons to Mexico 
were up by 11%.

Moreover, the growth in U.S. goods exports to our NAFTA partners accelerated in 1996. U.S. 
goods exports to our NAFTA partners were up by 34 percent in 1996 over the same period of 1993. U.S. 
goods exports were up by 33% to Canada and by nearly 37% to Mexico. Jobs supported by U.S. goods 
exports to NAFTA were up by an estimated 311 thousand from 1993 (pre-NAFTA) to 2.3 million in 
1996.

743;|

..
cmmA MEXICO

Athough the U.S. bilateral goods trade balance Over 2 Mlfllon U.S. Jobs Supported by Exports
with Mexico shifted from a surplus of $1.4 billion to MAFIA Countries
to a deficit of SIS.4 billion in 1995, NAFTA did 
not cause this trade deficit, nor does a deficit 
necessarily mean an overall loss of U.S. jobs.
The movement toward a trade deficit in 1995 was 
not caused by NAFTA implementation. In 
NAFTA's first two years, Mexico, whose 
pre-NAFTA tariff level was two and one-half times 
higher than the U.S. tarifflcvcl, cut barriers to U.S. 
exports to a much greater extent than was the case 
for the United States.

The trade deficit arose largely from two factors.
The U S economy in 1995 continued its trend of 
healthy economic growth, increasing produaion, 
exports and imports. Mexico, however, experienced its worst economic downturn m modem history in 
1995. Production fell by nearly 7 percent, making Mexico's recession about three times worse than the 
last U.S. recession In 1991-1992. Mexico’s imports fell and the sharp decline in its domestic spending 
power made more of its remaining production available for export. The U.S. economy was able to 
achieve a net increase in emplojmient of 1.7 million jobs (a 1.5% increase), while in Mexico employment 
fell by 1.6 million (a 7% decline). The causes of the trade balance shift in 1995 were clearly not factors 
that favored employment in Mexico relative to the United States.

The Mexican recession in 1995 had its origins in decisions made by the Mexican government on 
exchange-rate policy in the 1980s, long before NAFTA was even envisioned. The sharp decline of the 
peso, the movement of investment in securities and other financial instruments out of Mexico, and the rise 
in Mexican interest rates were largely the cause of the 1995 recession. NAFTA, by requiring Mexico both 
to continue opening its markets to U.S. exports and to abide byagreed rules with respect to its exports to 
the United States, worked to minimi7e any negative repercussions of Mexico's peso crisis and economic
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downturn on U.S. workers.

Trade deficits, by themselves, do not necessarily cost U.S. jobs. The facts do not support the view 
that trade surpluses are pro-job policies and trade deficits depress the overall demand for labor. In the last 
40 years, U.S. employment generally grew more and the unemployment rate was lower when the U.S. 
trade balance was worsening. This should not be surprising; trade deficits and employment both tend lo 
rise when the economy is growing rapidly and consumers and businesses increase their spending. For 
example, the U.S. current account (the broadest measure of trade) was nearly in balance in 1991, during 
the last major U.S, recession, yet the unemployment rate peaked at well over 7% in that year. Since 1902, 
the U.S. economy recovered earlier and has grown faster than those of many of our major trade partners. 
The relative strength of U.S. grovrth contributed to the current account deficit expanding to $152.9 
billion in 1995; however, by the end of 1995, the unemployment rate was down to 5.6% and roughly 
eight million net new jobs had been created in the U.S. economy in just three years.

In the case of Mexico, Its dramatic recession in 1995 sharply improved Us trade balance even as domestic 
employment fell by 1.6 million; in the United States, a shift toward sustainable rates of long-term growth, 
resulted in the net addition of 1 7 million U.S. jobs, even as the deficit with Mexico deteriorated (for the 
world as a whole the U.S. deficit stabilized in 1995)

It is very difficult to estimate the job displacement effect of imports. Accordingly, the mainstream 
economic community has not been able develop a broadly agreed methodology to determine the 
displacement impact of imports. Certainly, some imports have a job-displacement effect; however, not all 
imports displace U.S. domestic production or jobs. For example, imports of materials in short supply, or 
those not produced in the United States, do not have a one-for-one job displacement eftect. U.S. impons 
from Mexico of petroleum ($5.7 billion in 1995) and coffee ($600 million in 1995), if they had not 
occurred would have largely resulted in either reduced supply and higher prices in the United States, or in 
higher U.S. imports firom third countries Similarly, other imports by providing a competitive input into a 
production process are complementary to U.S. production and support, rather than displace U.S. jobs.

Ultimately, the reasons the United States entered the NAFTA with Mexico are for the benefits to 
U.S. workers. NAFTA greatly expands the opportunities of U.S. export industries in Mexico and thus 
for the expansion of higher wage jobs in the United States. Our export industries are among our most 
productive and dynamic of all U.S. industries. The jobs they support pay wages that are 13% to 16% 
higher than the U.S. national average wage. Finally, by removing trade impediments throughout the 
North American continent, investment in the United States is made more attractive. Higher investment at 
home is an important element in supporting growth of U.S. output, higher US. labor productivity, 
competitiveness, and higher U. S. labor compensation.

For those who might lose employment because of trade with Mexico and Canada, the Congress passed 
specific legislation worker retraining and unemployment benefits and adjustment assistance. The law was 
wrinen in such a way to provide these benefits to Americans losing jobs because of increased imports 
fi-om Canada or Mexico (or plant displacement to those countries ), whether the import increase (or plant 
displacement) was related to some provision of the NAFTA or whether itoccuired for reasons wholly 
unrelated to any provision of the NAFTA. Under this program, a cumulative figure of 88,602 U.S. 
workers were certified in the 33 months following January 1994. Of these, 51,092 have been certified 
with respect to imports from Mexico (or plant displacement to Mexico).

The Department of Labor reports that these certifications are an estimate and not the actual number of 
people that may have been affected by NAFTA or increased trade with NAFTA countries. Additionally,
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through September 1996, only 5,300 individuals have actually taken advantage of NAFTA transitional 
adjustment assistance. The reasons for this vary on a case by case basis.

A con.servative estimate of involuntary job displacement for the U.S. economy as a whole during this 
same 33-month period between January 1994 and September 1996 is about 8,6 million workers. This is a 
figure nearly 100 times greater than the number of U.S. workers certified with respect to imports from 
NAFTA countries and nearly 170 times greater than those workers certified with respect to imports from 
Mexico. During the same time period. Job growth in the United States was so strong that all job 
displacement was offset (including some of whom were certified), and net employment increased by eigin 
million jobs in the United States. The median number of weeks spent by workers looking for work during 
1995 was 13.7 weeks. The adjustment assistance furnished to those workers certified with respect to 
imports from NAFTA countries provides an additional degree of support in making the job transition 
faced by millions of Americans each year.
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NAFTA and Agriculture Trade

The United States is one of the world’s most competitive agricultural producers and exporters. The 
NAFTA continues to improve U S. exporters’ access to significant new markets in Canada and Mexico 
for their products. Canada and Mexico are now the second and third largest markets in the world for IJ .S. 
agricultural products.

• Agricultural exports to our NAFTA partners increased by 14.2 percent in FY1996 
(Oct-Sept), reaching record levels. Despite a decline in exports to Mexico during FY1995, 
exports roared back and were up almost 35 percent for FY1996. Export growth to Canada was 
more modest but continued the consistent growth seen since the implementation of the original 
Canada-U.S. Free Trade Agreement in 1989.

In FY1996, agricultural exports to 
Mexico reached a record ofSS billion. 
Increased exports of bulk agricultural 
products such as coarse grains, soybeans and 
wheat led the way. Exports of planting seeds 0 
and hides and skins were also up over 50 g 
percent this year. ^

3 
2 
1 
Q

U.S. Agricultural Exports
(Oci-Sept Fisc al Year - S billon) .

* Export growth to Mexico is forecast to 
continue with projections for FY 1997 
reaching $5.1 billion. Lower expected 
prices for grains may decrease the expon 
value for those products, but live animal

91/92 . SZ/93
.....

.93/94

''Canada, i: K Mexico'

exports are expected to increase as Mexico 
starts rebuilding its herds following a severe
drought. An improved economic situation ..... .
should also lead to increased consumer demand for meats, horticultural products and other 
processed foods.

• The U.S. continues to be the dominant and growing supplier of agricultural products to 
Mexico, providing almost 75 percent of its agricultural imports. This is due, in part, to the 
price advantage U.S. products now enjoy in Mexico compared with other Mexican trading partners 
that do not have the preferential access the NAFTA provides our exporters.

• The fourth round of tariff cuts with Mexico went into effect on Januaiy 1,1997. This round 
increased by three percent the quantity of key U.S. commodities, including com, dried beans, 
poultry, animal fats, barley, eggs, and potatoes, eligible for duty-free access under the NAFTA 
tariff-rate quotas.

• U.S. imports of agricultural products from Mexico in FY1996 were slightly below the record 
set in FY 1995 of S3.7 billion. Fresh vegetable shipments continue to dominate agricultural 
imports from Mexico accounting for almost a third of U.S. imports.

• U.S. agricultural exports to Canada continue to grow, and reached neariy $6 billion in 
FY1996, In FY1996 e^orts of bulk agricultural items, intermediate agricultural goods and 
consumer oriented a^cultural goods to Canada were all at record levels for the second year in a 
row. Exports of processed foods dominate our trade with Canada, and continued strong growth in 
the export of snack foods, processed fruits and vegetables and fruit and vegetable juices lead the
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• Exports to Canada are forecast to increase in FY1997 to reach S6.1 billion, mainly due to 
increases in horticultural exports and some increases in red meat exports.

• U.S. imports of agricultural goods from Canada increased in FY1996 to S6.4 billion. The 
nearly 20 percent increase is due to the relative strength of the U.S. economy and demand and the 
relative weakness of the Canadian dollar. Increased imports of live animals and red meats 
accounted for the largest changes.

• The tariff reductions set out in the Cahada-U.S. Free Trade Agreement will be completed on 
January 1, 1998. With the exception of Canadian tariffs on dairy, poultry, eggs, margarine and 
barely, and U.S. products subject to tarifF-raie quotas, which include dairy products, sugar and 
sugar products and peanut butter, all agricultural trade between the United States and Canada will 
be duty free beginning in 1998.
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NAFTA and Sovereignty

The NAFTA is & comprehensive and reciprocal trade agreement that the U.Si needs to continue 
Opening markets in out first and third largest trading partners and prosper in the North American 
and global economies. The NAFTA corrects the fundamental imbalance that existed where the U S 
market was largely open and accessible and our neighbors’ markets were closed. Reciprocal and 
comprehensive trade agreements such as the NAFTA help the broadest range of U.S. producers and 
workers tap into a world market in which 95 percent of the world’s consumers live outside the U.S.

The economic history of the U.S, has been one of progressive elimination of barriers that impede 
our economic expansion. It staned with the constitutional requirement to eliminate the barriers that 
blocked commerce between the states. That domestic effort to knock down barriers progressed onto the 
world stage in earnest following World War II with the development of the General Agreement on Tariffs 
and Trade (GATT). To continue to succeed, the U S. must eliminate barriers to commerce in the global 
economy by using the rules now available in the World Trade Organization (WTO), the NAFTA, and 
other trade agreements, and by emphasizing reciprocity in our trade negotiations. Trade agreements are 
the central tools of the U.S. (iovemment to help the private sector gain entrance into closed markets and 

compete on a level playing field with their competitors.

The U.S. is the most competitive and productive large economy in the world according to 
prestigious independent institutions like the World Economic Forum and the International 
Institute for Management Development. Because of this competitiveness, the U.S. will do even better 
when other economies are as open as the U.S. and barriers are eliminated.

Negotiating binding trade obligations for reciprocal market openness does not entail a loss of our 
sovereign decision-making in important areas such as public health and safety standards, environmental 
protection, or foreign policy. The NAFTA does not permit Canada and Mexico to ’’intervene in" or 
"direct" U.S. legislative or regulatory processes through trade agreements:

the NAFTA puts in place rules that were supported by a strong bipartisan majority of the Congress; 
the NAFTA does not prohibit the U.S. from passing and vigorously enforcing its own laws, or 
from setting its own environmental or health standards, and a NAFTA panel cannot autonomously 
change such standards. Only the U.S. Congress has the authority to change U.S. law, and only U.S. 
regulatory bodies, such as the Food and Drug Administration, etc., have the authority to issue 
health, safety, environmental and consumer protection regulations;
the NAFTA does not require the U.S. to adopt lower international food and safety standards; it 
permits the U.S. to continue to reject food and other imports that the U.S. considers to be unsafe; 
and it permits states and the federal govemment to maintain andimposc even stricter food and 
safety standards than is currently the case;
No substantive change in U.S. rights and obligations under the NAFTA will apply unless the U.S. 
agrees to it;
U.S. interests are enhanced because the dispute settlement system permits the U.S. to enforce 
rights under the agreements more effectively, open previously closed markets, and at the same time 
preserve U S. trade laws; and 
The U.S. will continue to be able to use.

* Section 301 of the 1974 Trade Act, as amended, to address unfair, or unreasonable, barriers 
to U.S. commerce; and
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antidumping and countervailing duty laws to address foreign unfair export practices that 
affect the U.S. market adversely.
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NAFTA and the Environment

The North American Agreement on Environmental Cooperation (NAAEC) promotes sustainable 
development through mutually supportive environmental and economic policies. The Commission 
for Environmental Cooperation (CEC) was created under the NAAEC to protect, conserve, and improve 
the environment throu^ increased cooperation among the Parties and increased public participation.

In the first two years of operation, the CEC has begun work on an impressive list of environmental 
projects under its cooperative work program. The NAFTA parties are seeking solutions to a number 
of issues of trilateral significance for the first time, focusing initially on five major themes; Environmental 
Conservation; Protecting Human Health and Environment; Enforcement Cooperation and Law; 
Environment Trade and Economy; and Information and Public Outreach. The proposed 1997 Annual 
Program and Budget continues to look at these five major themes and has focussed the cooperative 
efforts into seventeen key intiatives.

Under the theme of Environmental Conservation, the NAFTA parties have encouraged the CEC 
Secretariat, located in Montreal, to coordinate non-governmental involvement on the conservation of 
North American birds by identifying areas importam to the long-term viability of naturally occurring bird 
populations (Important Bird Areas or IB As) and developing a conservation strategy for each site. The 
governments will cooperate on a separate initiative to protect the birds of North America by developing n 
recommended conservation strategy.

With respect to marine ecosystems, the CEC is coordinating efforts among the parties for the first 
regional implementation of die Global Program of Action for the Protection of the Marine Environment 
from Land Based Activities signed by 101 countries in Washington in November 1995, as well as regional 
implementation of the Intemaiional Coral Reef Initiative. A presentation of the North American 
experience in regional implementation will be made at the UNEP Govenxing Council meeting in January 
1997. Other Environmental Conservation highlights in the CEC include the development of a North 
American Biodiversity Information Network and cooperation for the conservation of the Monarch 
butterfly.

Under the theme of Protection of Human Health and Environment, an unprecedented trilateral 
discussion has taken place among the NAFTA parties aimed at creating regional action plans for the 
sound management or phase-out of four toxic substances: PCBs, DDT, mercury and chlordane. This 
process has educated all three countries about the mechanisms and technologies their neighbors use to 
understand and manage these substances, which saves time and resources in developing these mechanisms 
individually. The CEC Council will review the regional action plans in early 1997 for approval. The 
Parties are also developing a criteria document to assist in developing a new short list of substances to be 
subject to future action plans.

The CEC also facilitated the creation of the North American Pollutant Release Inventory, the regional 
equivalent of the U.S. Toxic Release Inventory. This activity involves developing a methodology for 
making pollutant release and transfer register (PRTR) data comparable, compatible, and accessible to the 
public. The United States and Canada are providing support toMexican efforts to establish a domestic 
PRTR and all three will publish the first reports on North American Pollutant Release Inventory 
information from 1994 and 1995 data. Other Human Health highlights include the development of a 
cooperative long term air quality monitoring, modeling, and assessment program in North America, a
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greenhouse gas trading smdy, as well as recommendations on transboundary environmental impact 
assessment procedures for the countries of North America.

The etc is required to publish an Annual Report, which addresses, among other things, actions taken by 
each Party to meet it’s obligations under the NAAEC. The Parties will highlight environmental 
enforcement activities in a thirty page section of the 1996 Annual Report. Cooperation on enforcement 
issues has improved through the creation of the CEC North American Working Group on 
Environmental Enforcement and Compliance Cooperation, which cooperates on activities such as 
technical assistance, cataloguing training courses and enforcement officials, exploring alternative 
approaches to voluntary compliance, and improving the tracking of hazardous waste across borders.

In 1997, the Council has agreed to develop principles to guide the development of a new generation of 
environmental regulatory and other management systems, in recognition of the need for continuous 
improvement of environmental protection and public health. The CEC will develop such principles as a 
standard that the public will be able to use to evaluate new laws, rules and regulations.

In 1996, the Council created a pilot fund for pollution prevention projects for small and medium 
enterprises. The CEC will explore options for extending this fund to the United States and Canada in 
1997, The Council also created a Technology Clearinghouse to assist potential users of environmental 
technology in finding the technology necessary to help them comply with relevant environmental laws and 
regulations or to improve their production efficiency while maintaining or improving their 
competitiveness.

The Information and Public Outreach activities of the CEC have been very successful, although all 
arms of the Commission (Council, Secretariat, and Joint Public Advisory Committee (JPAC)) recognize 
the need to continue to grow in this area. The CEC's first effort was to establish an Internet Homepage 
(www.ccc.org) so that it could publicize its actions and developments. For public use and easy access, 
CEC staff put the environmental laws firom the three countries on-line in all three NAFTA languages. A 
CEC resource center was established in Mexico City, to make information more accessible to those 
NAFTA citizens living furthest from the CEC headquarters in Montreal.

As the CEC completes projects, it is adding these project results to the on-line service. The JPAC is 
hosting three public meetings each year on specific topics of concern to the Council; in 1997 they will 
address the long range transport of air pollutants, voluntary compliance with enviommental laws, and 
environmental networking between North American communities. The public has played a key role in 
each of the cooperative work program projects. The United States has established both a National and 
Government Advisory Committee made up of business, environmental organizations, and academics to 
assist its delegation in making wise dedsionswithin the Commission.

' Finally, the CEC has undertaken a pathbreaking and complex study of the effects of NAFTA trade on the 
environment under the Environment, Trade, and Economy theme. The NAAEC calls for a continued 
consideration of the "environmental effects of NAFTA" in Article 10.6(d). The Administration is 
committed to reducing barriers to trade and to understanding how greater market access and higher levels 
of environmental performance can be pursued as complimentary and synergistic goals. To this end, the 
United States has supported independent CEC work to design and implement an analytical framework to 
identify and assess the effects of NAFTA on the environment. The CEC expects the study to provide a 
basis for further cooperation among the Parties.

Other developments include the establishment of the North American Fund for Environmental

2 of 4 02/25/97 10:1 o nr



04/10/97 15:54 0202 395 4656

NAPTa - Infonnation Paclcasc. Environment

USTR CONG AFFRS ®030

http://vvww.ustT.gov/agrecmcnlaAiafta/inforniaiion/envirannicm.lilTBl

Cooperation (NAFEC), which is a C$2 million fund for community based grants intended to engage the 
energy and imagination of the people of North America in achieving the goals of thcNAAEC. The third 
call fbr proposals will be released in February 1997,

Also, despite the concern among the public about the perceived lack of enforcement of domestic 
environmental laws in the NAFTA countries, so far otily six submissions from the public have been 
received by the Secretariat under the process estblished by Article 14 of the NAAEC to address that 
concern. Currently, there are three submissions, one against each of the NAFTA Parties, still under 
consideration by the Secretariat. In August 1996, the CEC Council decided to instruct the Secretariat to 
prepare a factual record regarding the environmental impact assessment done on a public harbor terminal 
in Cozumel, Mexico.

A separate complaint from members of the public concerning massive migratory bird deaths at the Silva 
Reservoir in Mexico resulted in the preparation of a report by the Secretariat under Article 13 of the 
NAAEC. Article 13 enables the Secretariat to prepare a report on any matter within the scope of the 
Commission’s annual work program or any other cooperative, non-enforcement function of the NAAEC 
so long as the Council does not object to its preparation within a specified period of time. The NAFTA 
governments have negotiated a resolution to the Silva Reservoir situation which has created 
unprecedented scientific cooperation on this problem by bringing scientists together in a depoliticized 
environment. This resolution allowed the CEC to fulfill one of its principle missions ~ to respond to a 
national environmental problem that has international consequences, while remaining sensitive to local 
priorities and to the possibility of creating effective regional modds.

With respect to BECC and NADBank, BECC has certified twelve projects in just two years of 
existence, six in each country; NADBank has approved financing for four of these projects. As a 
result of extensive outreach and technical-assistance efforts, several dozen more potential projects have 
applied for certification. BECC was awarded a grant for $10 million by U.S. EPA to identify, develop, 
and assist water-related projects in both countries. NADBank has established a program of its own to 
improve the creditworthiness of border-area utilities and municipalities.

The central strategy of the comprehensive and unprecedented Border XXI Program emphasizes 
public involvement, decentralization of environmental decision-making through state and local capacity 
building, and improved communication and cooperation among federal, state, and local governments. The 
federal governments of both countries acknowl^ged the importance of cooperative efforts and are 

committed to working with their state and local counterparts and with re^dents of the border region to 
further define and realize the vision of sustainable development underlying Border XXI. The cooperative 
effort includes projects pertaining to the entire border and specific elements pertaining to California - Baja 
California, Arizona - Sonora, New Mexiee-Texas-Chihuahua, Texas-CoahuiU-Nuevo Leon, and 
Texas-Tamaulipas.

The environmcntnl institutions created by the NAFTA arc providing for the first time the bilateral 
and trilateral tools to address a variety of North American environmental issues« including in the 
U.S.-Mexico border region. The NAAEC commits NAFTA members to ensure that their laws provide 
for high levels of environmental protection and that environmental laws are effectively enforced. The 
NAAEC includes enforcement provisions with sanctions as a last resort if a country fails to uphold its 
commitment to enforce its environmental laws. The BECC and NADBank together constitute the 
iTiBtifitttftne necessary to identify worthwhile projects and leverage the financing that is critical to 
environmental clean up along the border.
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'While NAAEC encourages environmental cooperation to resolve outstanding concerns^ it also 
protects the rights of the NAFTA members to establish and enforce their own environmental laws. 
Nothing in the NAAEC can require the United States to.change its environmental laws.

The passage of NAFTA, the establishment of the BECC, NADBank, and the CEC demonstrates 
the commitment that all three nations have made to improve the environment in North America. 
U.S. environmental technology firms are in an excellent position to provide goods and services to meet 
environmental needs of our NAFTA partners.
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NAFTA and Labor Rights

The North Aniericao Agreement on Labor Cooperation (NAALC) is an unprecedented and 
balanced approach to ensuring high levels of worker rights protection. The objectives of the 
NAALC include; improving working conditions and living standards in each party's territory; promoting 
basic labor law principles; encouraging cooperation to promote innovation and rising levels of 
productivity and quality; pursuing cooperative labor-related activities; and promoting compliance with, 
and effective enforcement by each party of, its "labor law" and fostering transparency in the 
administration of labor laws. The agreement does not rewrite any country’s labor laws; there was no need 
to do so since Mexico and Canada have generally sound labor laws.

The implementation of the NAALC is carried out by a Commission, which includes a Ministerial 
Council and a Secretariat. The Commission is assisted by the National Administrative Office (NAO) of 
each Party to the NAALC. The Council is comprised of the Ministers of Labor of each Party, which in 
the case of the United States is the Secretary of Labor. The Council is the governing body of the 
Commission and oversees, and directs, NAALC implementation. The Secretariat, located in Dallas,
Texas, is the administrative body of the Commission and assists the Council in exercising its tUnction.s, 
including the preparation of repons at the request of the Council on topics relevant to the implementation 
of the NAALC. The NAOs serve as the contact point for the government agencies of the Parties, the 
NAOs of the Parties, and the Secretariat. Each Party also has a National Advisory Committee made up of 
the Public, labor and business representatives.

The ♦* bright spotlight" of public, and international, scrutiny of relevant labor practices is, in 
effect, a function of the accord. Under the agreement, citizens of any NAFTA signatory can request 
their government to review labor practices in one of its NAFTA partners. Review results are made public. 
Governments also may request consultations at the Cabinet level and a detailed examination of any 
incident or labor practice in another NAFTA country. For example, in one case which involved the right 
of union re^stration at a Mexican electronics plant;

The U.S. Secretary of Labor and his Mexican counterpart entered into an agreement, with an 
action plan, to address union registration in Mexico. Under the agreed plan, officials from the 
Mexican Labor Secretariat met with the workers attempting to register a union at the 
electronics plant in question to explain to them their ri^ts under Mexican law regarding 
union registration. Mexican officids also met with the plant management and local 
government officials who handled the union registration petition. Mexico agreed to 
commission a smdy by independent experts to examine the issue of union registration in 
Mexico and to prepare a public report. Mexico agreed to a series of public seminars to be 
held jointly with Mexican, U.S., and Canadian officials, academics, management officials, 
and labor representatives to discuss the issue of union registration and other labor law issues 
raised in the case. Seminars were held in Mexico City, San Antonio, and Monterrey.

The U.S. National Administrative Office (U.S. NAO) has received sbe submissions to date and twoof the 
cases are currently pending. These cases titled Submission 9601 & 9602 respectively, address freedom of 
association issues in Mexico.

In Submission 9601, the NAO will issue a public report by January 27, 1997 concerning a submission 
made by Human Rights Watch/Americas, the Intemationi Labor Rights Fund, and the Asociacion
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Nacional de Abogados Democraticos (National Association of Democratic Lawyers). The submission 
involves the representation of employees at the Mexican Ministry of the Environment, Natural Resources, 
and Fishing. The NAO Report will include an examination of the relevant allegations and findings on 
whether Mexico has met its obligations under the NAALC

In Submission 9602, the NAO will issue a public report by June 1997 concerning issues raised by the 
Communications Workers of America, the Union of Telephone Workers of Mejoco, and the Federation 
of Unions of Goods and Services Companies of Mexico. The issues concern freedom of association and 
the right to organize issues.

The NAALC protects the right of the NAFTA Parties to establish and enforce their own labor 
laws. Nothing in the agreement requires the U.S. to change its laws or the enforcement of hs laws. But 
the agreement is a "two-way street”. Mexico and Canada may request consultations .md p exa^ation 
of incidents and labor practices in the U.S. Indeed, Mexico has done so on one occasion involving a 
California telecommunications facility that closed on the eve of a union representation election. The 
matter was addressed through consultations with full respect for proceedings under domestic law before 
the National Labor Relations Board (NLRB). The agreement’s balanced approach is the right approach 
that serves the interests of all three NAFTA countries.

The positive effect of a trilateral consultative process leading to greater understanding of how one 
country is addressing an issue, and the ability of the consultation process to persuade a NAFTA 
party to improve enforcement, should not be underestimated. Trinational cooperative activities 
conducted under the agreement also promote transparency (i.e., a clear understanding) regarding labor 
law and practice on issues ranging from occupational safety and health to workplace equality,

Over the past three years, an extensive program of trinational cooperative activities has been under taken 
by the National Administrative Offices of Canada, Mexico and the U.S. The purpose of these activities is 
to promote administration of labor laws and promote greater understanding of each country's laws, 
poUcies and practices and to facilitate the exchange of information related to labor law issues.

The cooperative activities work program Is carried out through a series of govemment-to-govemment 
meetings, sentinars and public conferences. Some examples of these activities are:

• The U.S. NAO has sponsored two trinational study tours, one in construction and the other in the 
petrochemical Industry, in conjunaion with the Department of Labor's OSHA division and in 
cooperation with the National Safety Congress. The program fostered an exchange of best 
practices on ways to reduce worker fatalities and injuries in these industries.

• The three NAFTA countries have also undertaken a series of seminars and conferences on labor 
law and worker rights. Two of the govemment-to-govemment seminars conducted in this area 
were designed to address issues of industrial relations that had been raised in the U.S. NAO 
submissions. The goal was to begin an open discussion between the countries and to exchange 
information on the application and implementation of each countiys labor laws in this area and find 
ways to resolve issues before reaching the dispute settlement process.

- The NAALC countries will be hosting, in 1997, a conference on "Child and Youth Labor in North 
America." The conference will examine innovations that seek to eliminate inappropriate 
participation of children in the workplace. The conference will explore ways that the NAFTA 
countries can improve the lives of children and youth who are legally in the workplace by reducing 
risk to health and safety and by safeguarding educational opportunities.
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Monetary sanctions and denial of trade benefits are available to address the trade effects of a persistent 
pattern of failure by another NAFTA party to enforce selected labor laws, should evaluations by expens 
and consultations not lead to solution. The structure of the accord also prevents the Parties from 
attempting to use the NAALC to impose sanctions for anything other than the carefully prescribed 
reasons set forth in the accord, and none of the Parties have attempted to use the NAALC to raise 
barriers to commerce or impinge the broader objectives of NAFTA.
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NAFTA and the Western Hemisphere

The NAFTA is the U-S- beginning for opening the dynamic Latin American market and for 
leveling this hemisphere's trade playing field to benefit U*S. exports of goods and services. The 
rules of the NAFTA go far beyond the mere elimination of tariffs and other restrictions at borders. For 
example, they are designed to: open government procurement markets - a key to gaining access to large 
infrastructure projects, ensure standards regarding product certification and other related norms for 
selling are not disguised barriers to preclude import competition; improve the protection of intellectual 
property rights (i.e., copyrights, trademarks, patents, etc.); and ensure access on equitable tenns for 
foreign and domestic investors. Tn short, the NAFTA is indicative of the kinds of rules that can be a most 
effective tool in prying open markets in virtually all respects and ensuring competitive U.S. industries and 
workers get the best opportunity available to compete against our global competitors in these markets. 
The NAFTA rules provide a standard of market openness and reciprocal &imess that should become the 
minimum norm for trade relations within the Western Hemisphere. Although Chile’s dynamic economy is 
viewed as one of the most, if not the most, open in Latin America, Chile's accession to the NAFTA will 
require significant steps be taken to fiirthcr open its economic and trade regime and harmonize its rules 
with those of the United States, Canada and Mexico.

Tariff barriers in Latin America, as much as they have been reduced in recent years, are still on average 
four times higher than the average U.S. tariff. The Uruguay Round resulted in a reduction of tariffs, and a 
limit being put on how high tariffs can be raised. But, as was the case with Mexico, the Uruguay Round 
does not preclude many Latin American countries from raising tariffs significantly in some cases. Only the 
negotiation of a comprehensive trade agreement will accomplish that objective. Furthermore, virtually no 
investment regime is as open as the U.S. regime, no country protects intellectual property rights as 
effectively as the United States, and access by services providers to the U.S. market is greater than any 
country in Latin America and the Caribbean Basin. Reciprocity would require these countries to open 
their regimes to a significant degree, thus creating a more level trade playing field for competitive U,S, 
producers and workers.

The Western Hemisphere accounted for 39 
percent of U.S. goods exports inl996. Not only 
are Canada and Mexico the first and third 
largest U.S, trading partners, but the rest of ;: ; ^
Latin America and the Caribbean Basin has 
been one of tbe fastest growing U.S. export 
market in recent years. It was the only major 
region with which the U.$. recorded a trade 
surplus in 199S and this continued in 1996. It is 
not broadly recogoi2ed that this resource-rich 
region has transfonned itself over the last decade 
from largely dosed economies to market oriented 
democrades. This major re-orientation is having a 
significant impact on tbe trade situation and is

tflMiFsiimited U.S. Fiqioita Region
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generating substantialcoimhcroial opportunities for W;H«,isphwe" Aglm-P^cRlm 'EU-15 "
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Whereas U.S. goods exports to tbe world increased by 57 percent in the period 1990-96. U.S.

lof3 02/25/97



04/10/97 15:57 0202 395 4656

NAFTA - InfonnAtion Package. Weatem Hemisphere

USTR CONG AFFRS 0036
http://www.usTr.gov/agreemcnts/nafta/wrarTnHUuii/wc3i_humispluTv;.lirml

exports to Latin America and the Caribbean Basin (excluding Mexico) increased by 110 percent. 
Latin America and the Caribbean Basin has a population estimated at 450 million, of which 300 milhon 
are consumers above the official poverty line. The total gross domestic product (GDP) of Latin America 
and the Caribbean Basin was SI .5 trillion in 1995, with real growth expected to average 5 percent 
through the year 2000. Latin American intra-rc^onal trade is exploding, more than doubling from 1990 
to 1995 from $41 billion to $88 biUion. The United States has traditionally been very competitive, in most 
countries having supplied 40 percent or more of imports. There is no other region of the world where the 
United States is so naturally competitively positioned. For example, the United States exported more to 
Chile in 1995 than it did to India, Indonesia or Russia.

But the U.S. is not the only countty which recognizes the region's potential. Competitors from 
Europe and Asia are actively engaging the region and seeking to change the trade rules of the 
game to their advantage. The European Union (EU) has agreed with Argentina, Brazil, Paraguay and 
Uruguay, the countries of the Southern Common Market (or MERCOSUR in Spanish) to negotiate a 
reciproc^ trade agreement. Similarly, the EU and Chile expect to conclude a reciprocal trade agreement. 
Mexico and the EU have initiated talks to pursue a comprehensive trade agreement. The largest trading 
partner of the MERCOSUR is the EU.

Similarly, Latin American trade with Asia and the Pacific is booming. In 1995, China's second fastest 
export market was Latin America. Chile's largest export market is Japan. Senior Chinese officials have 
visited Latin America in the past year an unprecedented number of times targeting the region for its new 
commercial and strategic value and to blunt U.S. commercial power. Japan and Korea and other Asian 
competitors have also engaged in the highest levels of diplomacy to encourage closer commercial ties and 
policies more conducive to their trade, investment and trade strategies. Latin America is respon(fing to 
this effort with high level visits to Asia to foster closer ties and cooperation in global issues including 
trade. These efforts will have direct implications for the continued competitiveness of U.S. firms in the 
region. It would bo unacceptable if U.S. competitors in Asia and Europe were to negotiate better access 
and treatment for their goods and services than the U S. achieves.

The region itself is very active with trade agreements. For example, the MERCOSUR recently 
concluded a free trade area with Chile which will virtually eliminate tarife and quantitative restrictions. 
MERCOSUR is looking to expand its associate agreements to Bolivia and other South American 
countries. Mexico has propos^ a reciprocal trade agreement with MERCOSUR, and is working on 
agreements with Central America and Ecuador and has initiated talks to add disdplines to its agreement 
with Chile. Furthermore, it has agreements with Venezuela and Colombia (l.e., the G-3) and Costa Rica. 
Chile also has agreements with Venezuela, Colombia, Peru and is working on one with Bolivia and the 
Central AmericanCommon Market. Furthermore, Chile just concluded an "interim" agreement with 
Canada that is modeled on elements of the NAFTA, including the labor and environment accords.

Historically, the U.S., even with its strong trade ties, has not influenced the content of these trade 
agreements. Latin America has a decades deep tradition in the trade and integration game. While the 
content of the newer agreements being negotiated is more comprehensive and effective in opening 
markets than was the case in the past, none of the agreements negotiated are as comprehensive as the 
NAFTA. The NAFTA serves as Ae U.S. hcimsphcric benchmark for the rules in trade asreements. An 
open market in the hemisphere that reflects at least the rules of the NAFTA and its vigor in 
opening markets would level the playing field helping to ensure U.S. industries and workers the 
best opportunity to compete against aggressive global competitors in this dynamic and vast 
market.
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Testimony of Ambassador Charlene Barshefsky 
before the Trade Subeommittee of the House Ways and Means Committee

March 18,1997

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, It am pleased to appear before you 
today.

I appreciate this opportunity to set forth the Administration’s views on the direction of trade 
policy. When I entered the field of international trade twenty two years ago, trade was really the 
province of a relatively few academics, trade technicians, and a relative handful of interested 
members of Congress. Those days are long past. As trade has become more central to our 
economic health, it has understandably become a matter of great importance to virtually all 
members of Congress and to people in all walks of life across our country. This Administration, 
and any fiiture Administration, bears the responsibility of explaining our trade policy clearly and 
building broad political support for it. To advance that goal, 1 pledge today to engage—as much 
as possible—in what President Truman once called “plain speaking.”

No discussion of our trade policy should begin without reafOiming our commitment to a 
bipartisan partnership with Congress. No trade policy can ultimately succeed without tlic 
support of the Members. Bipartisanship has been a cornerstone of our past success and will 
continue to be in the future. I pledge to work closely with all members of this Subcommittee - 
and the fiill Ways and Means Committee - to advance the cause of opening foreign markets and 
thereby expanding exports and creating more and better jobs and opportunities for Americans in 
the workforce today, and their children who Will be joining it in the coming years.

Trade and the Strength of the U.S. Economy

We should begin by recognizing that our economy is the strongest in the world; that expanded 
trade has played an important role in building that strength; and that no country in the world is 
better positioned to take advantage of the enormous opportunities presented by a growing global 
economy. In fact, we are at a unique moment and we need to seize it now. Our competitors 
cemnot beat us, but we can lose if we put ourselves on the sidelines.

As we look toward the next four years, consider our situation:

• Our economy is the envy of the world. We are in the sixth year of the current economic 
expansion. Over the past four years, we have created nearly 12 million new jobs, while 
the G-7 created.roughly 600,000. We have the lowest budget deficit as a percent of GDP 
of all the G-7 nations. Our combined unemployment and inflation—the so-called misery 
index—are at the lowest level since 1963. Countries around the world seek to emulate 
the “American model.”
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• We have seen a resurgence in U.S. competitiveness. We are once again the world’s 
largest exponer setting historic records in manufactured goods, high technology goods, 
services, and agriculture. Over the last four years, our manufactured exports are up 42%, 
high technology exports jumped 45%, service exports climbed 26% and farm exports rose 
40%. We are the world’s largest producer of semiconductors and the largest producer of 
automobiles. The World Economic Forum has found America to be the most competitive 
major economy in the world for three years runniag.

• Our economic expansion has been investment-led. building the foundation for even 
greater economic strength. In 1995, total business investment in the U.S. was more than 
$800 billion. Our industrial production is up nearly 18% in real terms over the last four 
years. Japan’s production is up 5 percent and Germany’s has declined by 2 percent over 
this period. Growtii of our industrial capacity growth is at its highest level since the
1970's. We have more manufacturing jobs than we had four years ago. The industrial 
Midwest has gone, through a virtual renaissance of manufacturing and productivity.

Trade policy has contributed significantly to the economic strength Of our country today. From 
the early weeks of the Administration, the President made it clear that we would compete, not 
retreat behind walls. We would not accept the status quo whereby too often our trading partners 
took advantage of our open market while maintaining closed markets at home. We have 
relentlessly pursued an agenda of opening foreign markets, and breaking dovm foreign market 
barriers—multilaterally, regionally and bilaterally.

We committed to work for a system where all trade nations, developed and developing, would 
adhere to the same set of basic rules, and we have made important strides in that regard with the 
creation of the WTO and elsewhere. We have not yet fully leveled the playing field for U.S. 
companies, workers and fanners, but we have clearly made progress. The world is generally 
more open to U.S. exports than it was when the President took office, and far more open than 
when Congress, on a bipartisan basis, passed the landmark 1988 Trade Act which gave us and 
our predecessors the clear direction and the tools to open markets around the world.

This Administration has negotiated over 200 trade agreements, all designed to advance our 
economic and trade interests. In the past four years:

• We completed the Uruguay Round, the largest trade agreement in world history, which 
will add $100-200 billion to GDP annually when fully implemented.

• We completed the NAFTA, which increased our exports to Mexico, and kept Mexican 
markets open despite the worst economic crisis in Mexican modem history.

• We worked tirelessly to break down market access bairieis in Japan, which have 
presented one of the central trade challenges for the past twenty years, reaching 24 
agreements and increasing our exports 43% in four years (with exports covered by these
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agreements growing roughly twice as fast).

Wc led the world in setting tougher standards for trade with China: battling to open a 
highly protected market, negotiating landmark agreements in intellectual property and 
textiles, and insisting that China’s accession to the WTO occur only on commercially 
meaningful terms.

We breathed new life into APEC, starting with the President’s leadership in 1993, 
spelling out a long term vision for free and fair trade, making progress more concrete 
year by year, culminating with the key role played by APEC in completing the 
Information Technology Agreement ^TA), and anchoring our country more firmly in the 
fastest growing region of the world.

We have led the multilateral effort in this hemisphere to build the Free Trade Area of the 
Americas (FTAA) by 2005, with concrete progress by 2000, deepening our commitment 
to our own hemisphere, recognizing the extraordinary progress of open markets and 
democracy throughout the region.

We initiated the effort regarding the crealiou of the U.S. - EU Transatlantic Marketplace. 
We have been working closely with the private sector to improve market access.

We took the lead in combating bribery and corruption in government procurement, in 
respecting core labor standards, and in pursuing the agenda to make trade and 
environmental policies mutually supportive.

We have vigorously enforced our trade laws and agreements using every tool possible 
and making it clear that agreements, if not implemented by our trading partners, will be 
enforced. In the past four years we have brought 48 trade enforcement actions. We have 
filed 23 cases to enforce U.S. rights under the new dispute settlement procedures of the 
WTO, having filed 15 complaints last year alone.

Over the last three months, we have completed the Information Technology Agreement 
(ITA) and the Agreement on Basic Telecommurucatious—two far-reaching multilateral 
agreements reducing trade barriers around the world for our high technology industries. 
The ITA wUl benefit producers of such products as semiconductors, computers, 
telecommunications equipment and software. These industries support 1.5 million 
manufacturing jobs and 1.8 million related service jobs. This agreement amounts to a 
global tax cut of $5 billion. The telecommunications accord is expected to generate 
approximately 1 million U.S. jobs over the next 10 years and save billions of dollars for 
the American consumer. We estimate the average cost of international phone calls will 
drop by 80 percent — from $1 per minute on average to 20 cents per minute over several 
years. The cost of U.S, domestic calls should also fall as the agreement helps raise 
investment in the U.S. in competitive telecommunications networks.
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We pursued these nutiatives because we recognized that trade is increasingly important to the 
ftimre of our nation. Trade is now equivalent to nearly 30 percent of GDP, up from 13 percent in 
1970. Exports over the last four years have generated roughly one quarter of our economic 
growth. And these are good jobs; they pay 13-16% more than non trade-related jobs. That’s 
one reason why over 68% of the jobs created in the U.S. between 1994-96 paid above the median 
wage. Exports support an estunated 11.3 million U.S. jobs, and over 1 million of these jobs 
were generated by increased exports over the last four years.

None of this is to suggest that we don’t face challenges and continuing problems. Many markets 
around the world remain closed to our exports and, to the extent our trade deficit is the result of 
these barriers, particularly on a bilateral basis, they must be reduced. Far too many Americans 
are left behind in the cuirent economic expansion, without the skills or education to benefit from 
the increased opportunities. Neither government nor the private sector should rest while that is 
the case. And I recognize that for those Americans who have lost jobs because of trade or 
technological change or corporate downsizing, it is cold comfort that the overall picture is 
positive.

In considering the direction of future trade policy, however, wc need to start by recognizing that 
our economy is stronger than it was four years ago, and far stronger than it was ten years ago. 
None of us should be complacent, but our country’s economic success is no accident. We put 
our government’s market opening efforts behind Our companies, workers and feimers at precisely 
the time when they were at their most competitive. After years of doubt and soul-searching 
about our country’s ability to compete, we have together succeeded in defining a distinctively 
American partnership to succeed in a tough global economy. As we consider what comes next, 
we can take pride, for a moment, in what we, together, have accomplished.

A Moment of Choice; The Dangers of Inaction

But only for a moment This i$ not the time for resting on our laurels. As we contemplate the 
next four years in trade, we face a very clear choice.

We can recognize that the American economy is the model for the world, and continue to open 
foreign markets and seize the initiative when it comes to international competition. We can 
recognize the extraordinary opportunities presented by the growing global economy, in which 
developing nations, which want and need the full range of our manufactured goods, services and 
agricultural products, are poised to fuel continued global growth. We would face up to 
problems as we identify them together: working to put in place education, training and 
adjustment policies ne^ed to help those who are not benefitting from the new economy; 
advancing core labor standards and protecting the environment; being vigilant to the 
consequences and potential threat of forced technology transfers. But we would be starting from 
the proposition that we have been basically on the right track, and we should stay fully engaged, 
using all our tools, taking advantage of opportunities that present themselves as we did when we
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saw the chance to reach an ITA.

Or we can convince ourselves, against the evidence, that we are on the wrong track. We can 
choose our course guided by a picture of economic decline and disinvestment that bears no 
resemblance to what is happening in our country. We can ignore our trading interests and 
opportunities around the world, and let ourselves instead bog down in an endless debate over 
NAFTA, but primarily our relations with Mexico. We can, in short, lose-our momentum, 
abdicate our position of strength, either permit markets to stay closed, or let others seize the 
initiative from us and gain preferential treatment. The choice is that clear.

With all we have accomplished in the past four years, the world has continued to change in ways 
that are critically important to understand. We must recognize the dangers of inaction. In every 
region of the world, but particularly Asia and Latin America, the two fastest growing regions of 
the world, governments are pursuing strategic trade policies and, in some cases, preferential trade 
anangements, forming relations around us, rather than with us, and creating new exclusive trade 
alliances to the potential detriment of U.S. prosperity and leadership. Example abound:

• MERCOSUR (Argentina, Brazil, Paraguay, Uruguay) is a developing customs union with 
ambitions to expand its association agreements to all of South America. MERCOSUR is 
the largest economy in Latin America and has a GDP of roughly $1 trillion and a 
population of200 million. It has struck agreements with Chile and Bolivia, is discussing 
agreements with a number of Andean countries (Colombia, Venezuela, etc.) as well as 
coimtrieg within the Caribbean Basin. Tlbe MERCOSUR ambition is in part driven by 
the decades old vision of a Latin American free trade area, but also has a clear strategic 
objective regarding commercial expansion and a stronger position in world affairs.

• The EU has begun a process aimed at reaching a free trade agreement with MERCOSUR, 
the largest market in Latin America, comprised of Argentina, Brazil, Paraguay, and 
Uruguay, with a GDP of over $1 trillion. They have also concluded a framework 
agreement with Chile that is set up to lead to a free trade agreement. The President of 
France, just in the region, said we “will have to set the foundations for a new and 
ambitious partnership,” with Latin America, adding that Latin America’s "essential 
Hrnnnmic interests... lie not with the United States but with Europe.” President Chirac 
w^l5 travclkig with four Cabiuet officials and 20 leading French businessman.

• China has targeted Mexico, Argentina, Brazil, Chile and Venezuela as “strategic 
priorities” in Latin America. China wants to enhance commercial ties and ensure that key 
Latin countries are receptive to its broader global agenda as a rising power, both in the 
WTO and other fora. The Chinese leadership has undertaken an unprecedented number 
of trips to I-atin America in that last two years, and Latin America is its second fastest 
growing export market.

• Japan has undertaken high level efforts throughout Asia and Latin America to enhance
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comineTCial ties througli investment and financial initiatives. The Prime Minister of 
Japan recently visited Latin America seeking closer commercial ties and a greater 
Japanese commercial presence in all respects.

» ASEAN is forming a free Southeast Asian trade area that will include 400 million people 
and some of the fastest growing economies in the world. It is a region where China,
Japan, Korea and the EU are focusing competitive energies. In a hold initiative indicative 
of the new dynamic in the global economy, Argentina’s President Menem recently 
suggested a MERCOSUR -ASEAN free trade area - an agreement that would encompass 
over 600 million people.

• Countries within this hemisphere are equally aggressive. Mexico wants to be the 
commercial hub between North and South America, but also serve as a venue in which to 
enter North, Central and South America from Asia and Europe. It is jointly pursuing a 
free trade area with Europe and is reaching out to Asia. President Zedillo and his Cabinet 
have undertaken numerous missions to Asia and have been well received. It has reached 
trade agreements with Colombia, Venezuela, and Costa Rica and is negotiating with 
Honduras, El Salvador atrd Nicaragua. It has initiated talks with MERCOSUR.

• Chile has a similar strategy. It has concluded agreements with MERCOSUR, Mexico, 
Colombia, Venezuela and Ecuador. It intends to start similar negotiations with Central 
America and ba'g an eye toward agreements with Asia. Japan is its largest export market, 
but Chile sees itself as a bridge from MERCOSUR to Asia and back, and is positioning 
itself with its MERCOSUR neighbors for that purpose. It has also struck an agreement 
with Canada that includes a range of market opening elements.

• In the Asia-Pacific region, competition comes from many sources, all of which have 
contributed to a declining share of U.S. exports to the region. Competition within Asia is 
the most intense. Japan has been ahead of the U.S. in East Asia in terms of corporate 
presence, and especially in the past decade, in terms of the amount of overseas 
development assistance (ODa) it is willing to spend to advance its commercial interests. 
In more recent years, Korean chaebols have likewise pursued an aggressive strategy to 
both invest and attain market share in dynamic East Asian economies, ranging from 

textiles to steel to autos.

• The countries of Southeast Asia, some of the most dynamic economies in the world, are 
integrating through its ASEAN Free Trade Area. The integration gives other ASEAN 
countries access in some key areas where U.S. exporters would otherwise have an 
advantage, such as in agricultural products, particularly processed food products.

Ninety five percent of the world’s consumers live outside our boundanes, and 85 percent of them
reside in developing countries. These are the large growth regions. Last year, the developing
world imported over $1 trillion in manufactured goods from the industriaUzed countries, and this
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is the tip of the iceberg. The infrastructure needs alone of the developing world are estimated to 
be enormous. For example, in just 8 of the large developing countries, traditional infrastructure 
needs (teleconunimications, power, transportation and petroleum infrastructure) are estimated to 
be over $1.6 trillion.

Our ability to create jobs and sustain oin living standard in the next century will depend, in no 
small part, on how succcsshil we are, relative to our competitors, in embracing the trade 
opportunities offered by these emerging markets. We should not be indifferent to currents that 
can be identified simply by reading the newspapers. In my view, we have ail the talents needed 
to compete successfully, but our competitors are determined, sophisticated, strategic and 
focussed. Many U.S. firms are already seeing evidence that their competitors are engaged in an 
intensive effort to rework the rules of these dynamic marketplaces to their advantage.

A recent example illustrates the dangers. In November 1996 Canada reached a comprehensive 
trade agreement with Chile that will eliminate Chile’s 11% across-the-board tariff starting this 
year. Northern Telecom recently won a nearly $200 million telecommunications equipment 
contract over U.S. companies in part because to buy jfrora a U.S. producer meant an additional 
$20 million in costs (duties) relative to purchasing from Canada.

We have done much to level the playing field in the past four years, but in this case, we are 
sitting on the sidelines, spotting Canadian competitors an H% price advantage every time we 
compete in the Chileaji market. We will suffer that handicap again and again, in country after 
country, if we do not stay in the game of opening markets for our companies and workers. 
Looking at this sobering pattern, we need to reaffirm the commitment of the President in 1993, to 

“compete, not retreat.”

Our Global Trading Agenda

Our trade policy must be driven by two factors: our emphasis on building prosperity at home 
through the expansion of our export and trade opportunities built on a strong foundation of 
reciprocity as we proceed; and ensuring we are strategically well positioned in the world to 
advance our economic, trade and broader interests, including regional stability, through a 
growing number of enduring trade arrangements, particularly where those arrangements put us at 
the center of activity. The principle underlying our trade policy must be to support U.S. 
prosperity, U.S. jobs and the health of U.S. companies. The outgrowth of that policy is 
continued U.S. leadership as the world’s indispensable nation transmitting the values of 
democracy, market economics, human rights and the rule of law.

Given the evidence of concerted efforts by our competitors to improve their position around the 
world, and the potential erosion of U.S. leadership, we need to respond with our most effective 
and strategically powerful trade policy. We need to position ourselves as the most important 
player in the global constellation of trade activity now and into the fiiture. We need to be 
positioned to play a catalytic role in all key regions of the world. We must utilize the full range
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of our tools of leverage on the trade front while at the same time continue to enforce our trade 

laws and agreements vigorously.

There arc some who believe that simply opening markets on ft global scale is the be-all-and-end- 
all, no matter how it is done or no matter who benefits. I subscribe to a different view. It is 
imperative that we open, markets in a manner consistent with the rules of the WTO, but we must 
make sure Americans benefit directly from this process, and to do that Americans must drive the 
rules of the new global landscape and the opening of markets. There is simply no other way to 
protect our jobs, our vital trading interests or our global leadership on trade.

In the next four years, the Administration believes we should keep on opening foreign markets, 
and breaking down foreign trade barriers. We believe in this for our own export performance, for 
our own jobs and for own prosperity at home. The ITA and the telecommunications agreement 
provide vivid evidence of how our country can benefit from important sectoral agreements. We 
will continue to use the multilateral system, and have provided recent evidence of just how much 
can be accomplished multilaterally. At the same lime, we cannot fully confront the competitive 
challenges we face or open the major emerging markets around the world without an aggressive, 
reciprocity-based push on the regional and bilateral fronts.

Multilateral EfiEbrts

Within four years, major WTO negotiations will occur in several areas where the United States is 
a top global competitor: agriculture, services, and the rules for intellectual property rights. Tbs 
year we will be resummg WTO negotiations on financial services, a sector where U.S. companies 
excel. At the same time, the Administration will work with industry and workers to search out 
ever more opportunities in key sectors. We will continue to look for sectoral opportunities to 
benefit U-S. exporters to build on the successes we have had in recent months.

Buildmg on the positive outcome of the negotaitions on the ITA and telecommunications, we are 
turning our attention to the WTO financial services negotiations wbch resume in April. We arc 
committed to achieving a meaningful and comprehensive ^reement by the end of the year. 
Earlier efforts to reach agreement were not successful due to inadequate offers by key countries. 
To successfully conclude these negotaitions this year, our trading partners must signficantly 
improve their commitments based on the GATS principles of market access, national treatment 
and MFN. However, with the precedent that has now been established in the 
telecommunications agreement, we hope to see improved offers m the financial services talks.

Negotiations to further open the $526 billion global agriculture market are to be initiated in 1999. 
.While the Uruguay Round reduced some of the most difficult barriers to agricultural trade, 
helpmg us to attain a record level of agricultural exports in 1996, our work is far from done. 
Removing agricultural barriers wherever they exist is one of our bgbest priorities of the next 
four years, so follow-on negotiations in the WTO are extremely importanL We will work hard 

with our allies on tbs issue to move ahead.
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Services negotiations to expand this SI.2 trillion global market - where U.S. firms exported 
more than $220 billion in 1996 (est.) with a surplus of $74 billion - are to start in January 2000. 
ITie trade related intellectual property rights (TRIPs) agreement which protects, for example, the 
interests of fast-growing U.S. copyright industries exporting over S400 billion a year, is to be 
reviewed, with key elements exanflined beginning before then. We must do everything possible 
to expand opportunities for such vibrant industries.

The “built-in agenda” from the Uruguay Round provides other opportunities to open foreign 
markets. In a world trading environment increasingly less characterized by traditional tariff 
barriers, the built-in agenda is in many respects aimed at clearing away the impediments left by 
non-tariff barriers - be they deliberate or Ae unintended consequence of bureaucracy and 

inefficiency.

• For example, the rules governing technical barriers to trade (covering product standards, 
technical regulations and associated procedures such as testing and certification) are 
scheduled to be reviewed by December of this year, just as sanitary and phytosanitary 
rules affecting trade in agricultural goods will be reviewed by January of next year- 
These reviews will play an important role in our broader clfo.its to ensure that the 
development and application of product standards and environmental, health and safety 
regulations are teohnically justified and do not serve as disguised protectionist measures.

• Similarly, bringing about the full implementation of the customs valuation agreement by 
2000, particularly by WTO members in key emerging markets, will help to ensure that 
our exports to those markets are not impeded by improper or incorrect customs valuation 
methods which might artificially distort the price of our products and erode the benefits 
of Uruguay Round maifcet access gains.

• Likewise, the upcoming reviews of pre-shipment inspection and import licensing 
procedures can make a big difference in opening up access to the growing markets of 
low- and middle-income countries, where governmental reliance on pre-shipment 
inspection and import licensing to compensate for underdeveloped domestic customs 
administrations can sometimes result in unjustified trade baniers through commercial 
rmcertainty and corruption.

‘ Negotiations for harmftniMng the rules for determining the origin of internationally traded 
products are also due to be completed by July 1998. A harmonization agreement will 
significantly enhance commercial predictability and will reduce the ability of 
governments to manipulate origin rules as a means of “reclassifying” products under a 
higher tariff. For those U.S. industries which source their parts and components fiom 
around the world for production in various countries, these rules are critical to their 
ability to predict costs and conduct business.

• The launch this year of new negotiations to improve and expand the coverage of WTO
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rules on government procurement can facilitate U.S. efforts to improve our access to the 
lucrative in&astructure projects now planned or under way in the rapidly growing regions 
of the world. We estimate that Asia alone will provide opportunities for up to $1 trillion 
in business for such projects over the next decade.

■ The U.S. vvill push for broader and clearer reporting of state trading activities which will 
lead to a better understanding of the relationships between state trading enterprises 
(STEs) and governments and of the types of activities in which STEs engage. Due to our 
concerns about the state trading activities of other countries, especially in agricultural 
products, there is heightened scrutiny of STEs in the WTO.

We also have a full agenda of accession negotiations regarding the WTO. As always, we are 
setting high standards for accession in terms of adherence to the rules and market access. 
Accessions offer an opportunity to help ground new economies in the rules-based trading system. 
As I indicated earlier, the Administration believes that it is in our interest that China become a 
member of the WTO; however, we have been steadfast in leading the effort to assure that China’s 
accession to the WTO would occur only on commercial, rather than political, grounds. The pace 
of China’s accession negotiations depends very much on Beijing’s willingness to improve its 

offers.

While China’s aooession has attracted far more attention, the United States takes every 
opportunity to pursue American interests with the 28 applicants that are now seeking WTO 
membership, and to give leadership to the process. Russia’s WTO accession could play a crucial 
part in confiiming and assuring Russia’s transition to a market economy, governed by the rules 
of law and intemational trade. Discussions so fer on Russia’s accession, while still at an early 
stage, have been quite positive and we look for more progress. We are excited about the 
prospects of the accession of many of the former Soviet Republics, and the Baltic States. Others, 
like Saudi Arabia and Vietnam, are also becoming more active.

Within the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, we are in active 
negotiations over the Multilateral Agreement on Investment to ensure equitable and fair 
treatment for U.S. investors. In both this forum and the WTO, we arc also actively engaged in 
negotiations on bribery and corruption, competition policy and transparency in government 
procurement.

Regionfl] Efforts

Latin America and the Caribbean were the fastest growing market for U.S. exports in 1996. If 
.trends continue, it will exceed the EU as a destination for U.S. exports by the year 2000, and 
exceed Japan and the EU combined by the year 2010. It is also the second fastest growing 
region in the world, having transformed itself over the last decade in a manner unnoticed by 
some, but with profound positive implications for the United States. The Administration 
recognizes the enormous opportunity to build on this historic transformation.
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With regards the regional agenda, the United States is committed not only to concluding the 
FTAA by 2005. but also to concrete progress by 2000. A May 1997 hcj^phemc trade 
Ministerial meeting is to determine how and when these critical negotiations will be launched, 
and a second Summit of the Americas will take place in Chile in early 1998. We are at a key 
juncture in this process. The President wiU be visiting the region in April and May of this year.
We are now turning to the negotiating phase of the FTAA and believe that the second Summit of 
the Americas set for March 1998 in Santiago is the venue to launch the hemispheric negotiations.

Chile is our first step in the FTAA process. The region views what we do with Chile as a litmus 
test for our plans for the region. Chile is symbolic of the opportunities in the region and the 
region’s rising strategic significance to our longer term economic interests. U.S. exports to 
Chile area up 148 percent since 1990. Chile is a leading reformer in Latin America and its kind 
of reform is in the economic interests of the U.S. to ensure a growing export market well into the
next century.

At the same time, and with building the FTAA very much in mind, the Administration remains 
committed to Caribbean Basin Trade Enhanocment and will be working with the Congress on 
legislation to accompUsh this objective. We believe it is important to provide the countries of 
this vital region with the right kinds of incentives to be lull participants in the FTAA effort while 
at the «inTnft tiiYia provide the most effective tools possible to assist them in this effort.

The Asia Pacific region is enormous in its scope and has major implications for the future of the 
United States in many ways. It contains the fastest growing economies in the world, largely 
PTnpTgiTig economies with a total population nearing 3 billion people. Within the Asia Pacific 
Economic Cooperation (APEC) forum, we estimate that reaching the goal of open markets would 
increase U.S. goods exports alone by 27 percent annually, or almost $50 billion a year. More 
specifically, APEC is embarked on a program of early liberalization in key sectors. Sectoral 
initiatives, such as the ITA, wiU be critical to further anchor the United States in Asia through 
growing U.S. exports in key technologies. In addition, as a step towards the ultinmtc A^EC goal, 
market-opening agreements with key economies (or key sectors) of the Asian Pacific rim would 
provide U.S. exporters with a strategic advantage over U.S. competitors in the region. It would 
also provide the United States with a strong economic anchor in Asia, a key step in this region 

bursting with vitality and opportunity.

With Europe, our focus will be on non-tariff barriers which continue to impede transatlantic 
commerce, most particularly regulatory barriers and a variety of agricultural impediments. 
Approximately half of our $126 bilUon of merchandise exports to the EU require some fonn of 
EU certification in addition to U.S. requirements. Redundant testing and certification procedures 
increase the base cost of exports. Our business community strongly supports our current 
negotiations to complete Mutual Recognition Agreements (MRAs) to eliminate redundant testing 
between the United States and the EU. The areas under discussion include telecommunications, 
electronics, medical devices, pharmaceuticals and recreational craft. At the same time, we will
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be Steadfast in our bilateral discussions and in the WTO to convince the EU to honor its 
commitments to U.S. agriculture. We recognize this is a major priority of the agrioultmal sector 
and it is a major priority of this Administration.

Africa is a region rich in resources and potential, which we should engage with determination to 
ensure its effective and sustainable development and democratic governance. We recently 
completed preparation of a report to Congress on the Administration’s trade and development 
policies for Snb-Saharan Aftica. There is an urgent need to integrate Sub-S^a^ A&ca into the 
international trading system. We also believe the achievement of this goal lies in Afiican 
countries reforming their own economies and in our encouraging this process.

L

We recognize that certain problems can only be addressed effectively, and with a degree of 
specificity necessary, on a bilateral basis. Thus, we will continue to be engaged in bilatei^ 
market opening efforts with virtually every country in which we have a trading relationship: from 
Japan on telecommunications, photographic film, paper and other issues, to Canada on copyright 
protection, to Argentina on patents, to Korea on autos — the list is lengthy and significant. There 
should be no misunderstanding. Now, as in the past, market access in many cases will only 
occur through intense bUateral efforts. This includes the intense scrutiny necessary under our 

enforcement capacity.

The Importance of Fast Track Authority

We can pursue portions of our agenda with our existing tools. But, to seize the opportunities in 
the global economy and to fully meet the competition, the President needs a new grant of trade 
agreement implementing authority, or fast track. Fast track is a key component of our trade 
arsenal. For that reason, the President has emphasized the importance of renewing trade 
agreement implementation authority and has instructed me to work with members of both 
Houses and both parties to forge a strong and workable grant of fast track authority.

Clearly, this should not be a matter of party or politics. Every President since President Ford has 
had fast track authority for key periods. For over 60 years, reacting to the lessons of the Smoot- 
Hawley tariff, America has led the effort to open foreign markets and increase U.S. and global 
prosperity. When the GATT was first formed in 1947, global tariffs averaged 40 percent among 
industrial nations. Today - after decades of bipartisan American leadership - global tariffs are 
closer to 5 percent and still declining with the Uruguay Round phase-in, and we have set the 
rules for bringing down many nontariff barriers. That persistent market opening has led to a 
period of increased global commerce unprecedented in world history. It has created enormous 
opportunities for our companies and workers, provided a seedbed for democracy abroad and 
helped further greater stability in a still uncertain world. We should not turn our back on that 
pattern of leadership, which continues as recently as the completion of the ITA and the 

telecommunications pact.
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There is no substitute for our abUity to implement comprehensive trade agreements. The 
absence of agreed procedural authority to do so is the single most important factor limiting our 
capacity at this timp to open markets and expand American exports and trade opportunities in the 
new global economy. Such authority is a prerequisite to U.S. negotiating csredibility and success 

on major trade j&onts.

Fast Track and NAFTA in Context

Mr. Chairman, let me spend a moment discussing NAFTA because I think it is very important to 
put it in the right context as we move forward.

There is no question that many important issues characterize our relationship with Mexico; trade, 
drugs, immigration, worker welfce and the environment, to name a few. Those issues existed 
before we negotiated NAFTA and they will exist in the future. Mexico is a developing country 
with which we share a huge border. It is inescapable that issues of this type will be pan of our 
bilateral agenda for some time. NAFTA is not - and cannot be - the fuU, long-term solution to 
problems we may encounter, but by keeping Mexico on the path to prosperity through market 
reforms, it can be a part of the solution.

Mr. Chairman, the fast track debate is and should be about our ability to conduct a global trade 
policy - and to advance our global trade interests. Many of the issues in the Mexico debate relate 
to our shared and unique border. They do not address the need to sei2« the trillions of doUars in 
global infiastructure opportunities in Asia to be created in the next decade. They do not give us 
the tools to continue cutting European agricultural subsidies. They do not help us respond to 
.preferential trading relationships, or exclusionary practices that limit the United States. We must 
focus on the challenges of tomorrow.

Our competitors would like nothing better than for us to sideline ourselves, debating NAFTA and 
our relationship with Mexico for several more years while they move ahead. It would be a 
serious, self-inflicted wound. America is pois^ to seize great opportunities. Our oompeutors 

cannot beat us; we can only lose by removing ourselves.

Trade, Labor and Environment

Similarly, we can. no longer allow our disagreements over the relationship between trade, labor 
Standards and environmental protection to prevent us from granting the President fast track 
authority. We simply have to forge a consensus of this subject which eluded US in 1994 and 
1995. I have been consulting broadly with members of Corigress, business, labor and 
environmental groups, and will continue to do so. I do not intend to put forward a specific 
fonnulatiou today, but wanted to share several thoughts in this area.

It is important to recognize that a commitment to protection of core labor standards and their
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relationship to trade, is not new, nor is it unique to the United Stales. The international 
commitment to address this issue goes back as far as the Havana Charter, which was the effort to 
establish the International Trade Organization after World War II. We were gratified that at the 
WTO Ministerial in Singapore, the trading of the nations of the world acknowledged, for the first 
time in a Ministerial declaration, the importance of core labor standards to trade, although we 
fought for,stronger steps. Advancing worker rights and labor standards is in OUT national interest 
and it is consistent with our deepest national values.

Making environmental and trade policy mutually supportive, although a somewhat newer public 
policy phenomenon on a global scale, similarly enjoys strong support in our country, and 
internationally. The 1992 Rio Sustainable Development Summit, the 1994 Summit of the 
Americas, and ongoing work in the WTO all reflect an international comirutment to the 
importance of making these policy areas mutually supportive.

In my view, the challenge is bow to maximize progress in three areas which arc of major 
importance to us: expanded market access, advancing worker rights and core labor standards, and 
promoting enviromnenuil protection and sustainable development. We are committed to a strong 
Strategy of pursuing our goals, and maintaining flexibility mther than pretending that one 
prescription would fit all countries or all cases. Based on my experience over these past Four 
years, I tbiuk there is no substitute for building a consensus at home behind a strategy to 
advance our objectives on core labor standards and environmental protection. I am also certain 
that we will not convince other nations to improve their labor standards or environmental 
protection by denying the President the ability to negotiate trade agreements with them. We will, 
however, cripple our own export performance and lose jobs at home.

Conclusion

President Kennedy once described himself as "an ideaUst without iUusions.” I think that 
description captures well President Clinton’s ^proach to trade. He, and those who work for 
him, genuinely beUeve that expanded trade can contribute to our prosperity, and to those around 
the world, particularly in the developing world where poverty is still widespread. But we have 
no illusions about the challenges ahead. Every trade bainer facing us is there for a reason: 
economic, political, bureaucratic, cultural. Some only want to export and not import. The 
competition around the world will continue to be intense. We have reasons to be confident, but 
only if we forge a domestic consensus that allows us to move ahead. We need to get down to 
business. The hard work of the past four years gives us only the opportunity to do the hard work 

of the next four.


