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BILATERAL TRADE AGREEMENTS

MONDAY, MARCH 13, 1989

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL TRADE,
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, DC.

The hearing was convened, pursuant to notice, at 9:38 a.m., in
room SD-215, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Max Baucus
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. N

Also present: Senators Danforth and Chafee.

[The press release announcing the hearing follows:]

[Press Release No. H-8, February 7, 1933)

FINANCE SuBCcOMMITTEE ON TRADE 170 HoLp HEARINGS ON BILATERAL TRADE
AGREEMENTS AND OVERSIGHT OF THE U.S.-CANADA FTA

WasHINGTON, DC—Senator Max Baucus (D., Montana), Chairman, announced
today the Subcommittee on International Trade will hold a hearing to examine the
poss1bi1itgeof future bilateral trade agreements. The hearing will examine the rela-
tionship between bilateral trade agreements and the General Agreement on Tariffs
imd Trade, and the potential for bilateral arrangements to address U.S. trade prob-
ems.

Senator Baucus said, “The U.S.-Canada Free Trade Agreement (FTA) demon-
strates that we can conclude bilateral trade agreements with our most important
trading partners. With the prospects for meaningful progress in the GATT Round
uncertain, we must take a hard look at our alternatives.”

The hearing is scheduled for Monday, March 13, 1989 at 9:30 a.m. in room SD-215
of the Dirksen Senate Office Building.

A second subcommittee hearing, to be held on Friday, April 7, 1989, at 9:30 a.m.
in the same room, will examine ongoing trade disputes between the United States
and Canada. These disputes include the memorandum of understanding on Softwood
Lumber, the dispute over plywood standards, and the disputes over Canadian subsi-
dies to natural resource based industries. The potential for the U.S.-Canada FTA to
address these problems through dispute settlement procedures and ongoing negotia-
tions will be discussed.

Senator Baucus said, “The U.S.-Canada FTA has ushered in a new era in U.S.-
Canada trade relations. But many ongoing trade disputes must still be addressed.”

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. MAX BAUCUS, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM MONTANA

Senator Baucus. Today America faces, still, a severe internation-
al trade challenge. Our trade deficit remains at an unsustainable
level of about $140 billion a year. And instead of getting better, it
threatens to deteriorate in 1989.

The United States has had great difficulty gaining access to
Japan, Korea, and other nations for U.S. exports. The Urugua
Round of GATT negotiations seems to be floundering over the diffi-
cult issues of agricultural subsidies and protection of intellectu
property. ,
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The prospect of a single European Market by 1992 raises the po-
tential of further trade challenges in the near future. The only real
bright spot in the current trade picture is the United States-Cana-
dian Free Trade Agreement. The FTA reduced tariffs and liberal-
ized trade between the United States and Canada. After some

debate on both sides of the border, the agreement was ratified and .

took effect on January 1 of this year.

There is a lesson here, I think, for the present administration.

The challenges we face are forcing broad and fundamental
changes on the international trading environment. The administra-
tion, in consultation with Congress, must revise American trade
policy in light of those broad changes. We certainly should not
throw the baby out with the bath water.

Some parts of U.S. trade policy work, and work well. And with
the passage of the 1988 Omnibus Trade Act, Congress has provided
the administration with new tools that probably will prove useful.

But there is room for improvement. It is time for the U.S. Gov-
ernment to rethink its international trade strategy.

The system needs a shot in the arm. I believe that a new bilater-
al or plurilateral trading arrangement with the nations of the Pa-
cific Rim, particularly Japan, may be just that shot in the arm that
we need.

There are three new trade developments that we must consider
as we forge our trade policy: the troubled Uruguay Round, the
prospect of a single European market by 1992, and the implementa-
tion of the 1988 Omnibus Trade Act. Each of these developments
strengthens the case for looking to the Pacific Rim.

The Uruguay Round of GATT is floundering badly after the
breakdown of the mid-term negotiations in Montreal. I am optimis-
tic that we can salvage the round during the April meeting of the
GATT Ministers in Geneva, but we should revise our expectations.
Even if the GATT round does begin moving in April, a final agree-
ment is still some years away.

Further, the EC is dead set against eliminating agricultural sub-
sidies, and Brazil and India will block efforts to protect intellectual
property. This puts a limit on the progress that we can hope for in
these areas.

We are unlikely to conclude a GATT agreement that meets all of
our objectives in the foreseeable future. We need a second option.

Talks with the nations of the Pacific Rim serve as a warning to
our trading partners against dragging their feet in the GATT
Round. It also provides us with an insurance policy in case the
GATT breaks down.

Further, bilateral or plurilateral talks provide a way to strength-
en international trading rules in areas where the GATT is weak.

Finally, as the services title of the U.S.-Canada Free Trade
Agreement demonstrated, bilateral and plurilateral talks can even
point the way for future GATT agreements.

Bilateral and plurilateral talks are the perfect complement t,o
the Uruguay Round, especially if the United States strives to con-
clude open, non-discriminatory trading arrangements with its Pa-
cific Rim trading partners.

L
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We must also keep an eye on EC-1992. We shouldn’t overreact,
but there is a real risk of Europe retreating into Fortress Europe
as EC-92 proceeds.

We must let Brussels know in no uncertain terms that the
United States -will not talge the prospect of Fortress Europe lying
down. Perhaps the most effective way to do this is to initiate nego-
tiations with the nations of the Pacific Rim.

The goal of these negotiations should not be developing a block
that excludes Europe. But, if the nations of the Pacific Rim find
themselves shut out of Europe,”they will have a viable counter—
threat. The threat of “Fortress Pacific” is the most effective coun-
terbalance for Fortress Europe.

Finally, we should take full advantage of the new tools provided
by the Omnibus Trade Act.

The Super 301 provision of the trade act makes a new round of
trade negotiations with the nations of the Pacific Rim a certainty.
The only question is the scope and setting for these negotiations.

I strongly advise the Bush administration to use Super 301 as an
opportunity to make progress, not as another requirement to meet.
Super 301 should be the springboard for launching a major trade
and economic negotiation with Japan, with Korea, and with the
other nations of the Pacific Rim. In the words of Mike Smith,
g{rmer Deputy USTR: “The time is right to look to the Pacific

im.” :

The times call for the Bush administration to develop an aggres-
sive, pragmatic trade policy. We cannot afford to close our minds to
new alternatives.

[The prepared statement of Senator Baucus appears in the ap-
pendix.] ’

Senator Baucus. I am pleased that we have here today an assem-
bly of an excellent panel of witnesses to discuss these issues.

With that, let us begin with our panels. The first panel includes
Fred Bergsten, who is the director of the Institute for International
Economics; Dr. Pat Choate, who is the vice president of the office of
policy analysis at TRW; and Mr. Robert Morris, senior vice presi-
dent for the U.S. Council for International Business.

Fred, let us begin with you.

STATEMENT OF C. FRED BERGSTEN, DIRECTOR, INSTITUTE FOR
INTERNATIONAL ECONOMICS, WASHINGTON, DC, ACCOMPA-
NIED BY JEFFREY J. SCHOTT, RESEARCH FELLOW

Mr. BErGSTEN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. It is a
great pleasure to be here today.

I am accompanied by my colleague Jeffrey Schott, who has been
working closely with me on these issues, and I want to split up our
initial presentation.

But let me start with two points of background. The first is to
underline the urgency and gravity of the problem that you have
addressed with these hearings today. We at the Institute for Inter-
national Economics have just completed a new analysis of the out-
look for trade and current account balances for each of the major
countries through 1992, and the results are shocking.

r:’.’*‘}"
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We conclude that, on the basis of present policies and present ex-
change rates, the U.S. current account deficit will, as you suggest-
ed, probably start rising again either this year or next, and by 1992
will be back up to about $150 billion.

Likewise, the Japanese surplus, which has been rising again for
about the last 6 months, will continue to rise, and by 1992-—on cur-
rent policies and current exchange rates—will be something like
$140 billion. The bilateral Japanese surplus with the United States
will be something like $60-70 billion higher than it is today.

I think that outlook—which I stress is based on current policies
and current exchange rates, meaning no further cuts in the U.S.
budget deficit, and no new policies abroad—underlines the gravity
of the problem and the urgency of taking new steps to deal with it.

The second point is to remind you, because you participated in it,
that my institute sponsored a major conference on the issue of bi-
lateral regional trading arrangements back in November. We
looked in some depth at the possibilities for a wide array of bilater-
al and plurilateral arrangements and heard papers from each of
the candidate countries on that prospect—dJapan, Korea, Taiwan,
ASEAN, Australia, Mexico, and the like.

What I would like to do today is turn first to my colleague Jef-
frey Schott, who has written up the results of that conference and
will be releasing his study in the next few weeks, and ask him to
summarize the findings we reached on the issue of bilateral and re-
gional trade agreements. Then I want to make some concluding
comments on your own very creative proposal, Mr. Chairman, on
the notion of a new, comprehensive U.S.-Japan bilateral accord.

Senator Baucus. Mr. Schott, go ahead.

Mr. ScHott. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The basic question that we addressed in our conference was,
should the United States continue to pursue free trade agreements
with other countries, or should it devote its efforts to multilateral
negotiations in the Uruguay Round, in the GATT, and indeed can
and should it do both?

The conclusion, as you noted, of free trade agreements with
Israel and Canada raises the question whether the United States
should concentrate more on free trade areas and on bilateral
rather than multilateral agreements, and is based in part on con-
cern that the GATT negotiations will not yield substantive results
in a timely fashion, and that reduction of the U.S. trade deficit re-
quires more aggressive U.S. trade policy measures.

Free trade agreements seem to produce results, although indeed
they have had very little impact on the U.S. trade deficit. Thus,
there has been quite a bit of discussion, as you noted, of more bilat-
eral agreements with Japan and other countries in the Pacific Rim
to achieve three traditional trade policy goals and one new goal:
the reduction of foreign trade barriers, the promotion of multilater-
al accords in the Uruguay Round, the improvement of our bilateral
trade relations with these countries, and a reduction in bilateral
trade imbalances. This last is indeed a new trade policy goal.

Now, it is very easy to sell the GATT short, especially given the
frustrations that inevitably arise at the midpoint of a trade negoti-
ation. Critics have charged that the GATT is too slow, that its proc-
esses are too complex, both with regard to its agenda and with
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regard to the number of players involved, and that its rules are in-
adequate and inadequately enforced. But from my experience in
the Tokyo Round as one of the U.S. negotiators of t{\e GATT Subsi-
dies e, I would caution that the Committee not underestimate
the potential of the Uruguay Round. Indeed, the Uruguay Round is
ahead of the Tokyo Round in its pace of negotiations, given the re-
sults that were achieved, although incomplete, at the Montreal
mid-term meeting.

If there is a breakthrough on the procedural bottlenecks in April,
on the issues that weren’t resolved in Montreal, I am confident
that the negotiators can then proceed to the real hard-bargaining
stage of the Round. This is comparable to the stage that was
reached in fall of 1977 in the Tokyo Round, after the new team of
trade negotiators got into place. And indeed, 18 months after that,
the Tokyo Round was concluded. That is same period of time, 18
months, that it took to negotiate the U.S.-Canada agreement. So I
don’t think that the multilateral process is necessarily much
slower than the bilateral process.

Is the multilateral process too complex? One needs to remember
that the multilateral negotiations are really conducted among a
critical mass of countries, not the full 96 members of the GATT.
The agenda is no more complex than the agenda perceived for bi-
lateral free trade area agreements, and it is less complicated than
negotiating a series of free trade agreements. So, I think the com-
plexity issue is also in part a red herring.

Finally, there is the need for a lot of players around the table to
generate a pot of concessions big enough to justify concessions of
our own. And to achieve the substantial and politically difficult re-
forms that we require of other countries, there needs to ke a lot in
that pot, so that everyone can get a share. That can only be
achieved in a multilateral round. I think this point is particularly
important now, when the United States needs an improvement of
about $150 billion in its trade balance, to stop the future buildup of
our foreign debt and our reliance on foreign financing.

It is difficult to conceive of any series of bilateral agreements
that would open markets to our exports sufficiently to promote
that goal. Therefore, a successful Uruguay Round is in fact crucial
to contributing to the elimination of the U.S. trade deficit.

Now, as to the other goals, will bilateral agreements promote
multilateral accords? It comes down to whether they can be build-
ing blocks on new issues such as services and intellectual property
rights, or whether they are really defensive strategies that other
countries pursue because they perceive the United States to be
moving away from the Uruguay Round.

The reasons for foreign interest in bilateral negotiations most
frequently cited during our conference were to avoid U.S. retalia-
tion, to secure better access to the U.S. market through a reduction
of current barriers or at least a standstill on future U.S. barriers,
and to avoid discrimination should other countries negotiate free
trade agreements with the United States.

These goals indicate that foreign countries do not see free trade
agreements as a complement to the GATT process but rather as a
substitute, given what they perceive may be the future course of
U.S. trade policy.
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The third point: Do these agreements improve bilateral rela-
tions? I think by their nature they do enhance trade relations be-
tween the United States and our partner countries. But what seem
to be of interest to our foreign partners are the consultative and
dispute-settlement mechanisms, such as those that were incorporat-
ed in the U.S.-Canada agreement.

Such provisions can be accomplished without a free trade agree-
ment. Therefore, I don’t think one has to resort to free trade area
negotiations to improve bilateral relations. They can be achieved as
a complement and parallel to negotiations in the Uruguay Round.

Fourth, the trade balancing objective. Here I think the real ob-
jective is to promote trade diversion, which is normally regarded as
a major ecoromic cost of free trade areas. I think Fred Bergsten
will talk a little bit more on that specific point with regard to your
own proposals, Mr. Chairman.

These four points have led us to conclude that free trade areas
are an idea whose time has come—and probably passed. They have
been useful to work out deals with Israel and Canada, and those
agreements helped jumpstart the Uruguay Round, but now the
maintenance of such a two-track approach, with bilateral talks
serving as complements to the multilateral process, could indeed be
counterproductive.

The United States cannot possibly achieve the liberalization of
foreign trade barriers it needs by even the most extensive series of
bilateral and regional agreements. In addition, U.S. efforts to reach
new bilateral deals signal that the United States is moving away
from the Uruguay Round and the GATT, and lead other countries
to downplay or even forget about the multilateral process.

We therefore recommend that the United States publicly eschew
any further pursuit of bilaterals until the outcome of the Uruguay
Round is clear, and instead put all its energies into that effort.

Mr. BErRGSTEN. Let me pick up from there, Mr. Chairman, and
elaborate.

Senator Baucus. Before you begin, Fred, I forgot to indicate the
time limit for each witness. I want to give each let’s say 7 minutes.
Let’s say you have already used up—I would say, generously, four.
So you have three more to go. [Laughter.]

Mr. BErgsTEN. Mr. Chairman, it is your choice. I want to address
your proposal. I will do it in 3, 7, or 2. [Laughter.]

Senator Baucus. Okay. Why don’t you do it in about 3, Fred.

Mr. BErGSTEN. I will be happy to do so.

I read your approach, Mr. Chairman, as going beyond the usual
free trade area agreement, because it envisages including macro-
economic and monetary issues as well as trade, and therefore I
want to address it in that broader context.

I think the structure of your proposal is absolutely right. Your
proposal, as I understand it, suggests that the trade imbalances of
the two countries must be addressed by changes in the macroeco-
nomic policies of both, along with achievement and maintenance of
an appropriate exchange rate between the yen and the dollar, that
the disputes over trade barriers need to be handled through trade
negotiations, and that international burden-sharing needs to be ad-
dressed cornprehensively and systematically.
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The real question iz whether those objectives can be pursued
more effectively in a bilateral or a multilateral framework, or by
some mix of the two.

I think, on macroeconomic and monetary issues, it is fair to say
that an informal G-2 between the United States end Japan already
exists. I am skeptical, quite hLonestly, that formalizing that G-2
would enhance the prospects for better macroeconomic policies.

It has to be recognized that in the macro area Japan is already
doiig most of what the United States has asked for—they have let
the yen rise from 260 to the dollar to 120 to the dollar, and they
have indicated they are quite open to letting it rise to at least 100.

Japan’s domestic demand growth over the last year has been 7
percent—the fastest in the world—and has led to a sharp rise in
their imports. They must, of course, continue that progress over
the next 4 or 5 years if we are to eliminate those big imbalances I
talked about at the outset, but I doubt whether formalization on
the macro and monetary side would have much effect.

The really critical issue, though, is how a formalization of the
type you propose would relate the macro and monetary issues to
the trade policy issues. I think, on the one hand, if there were a
new framework, the Super 301 process and other bilateral negotia-
tions would proceed in a less contentious atmosphere. On the other
hand, I am very concerned—to elaborate on a point that Jeff
Schott made—that if the United States were to include trade issues
in its bilateral agreement with Japan, the result could be a sub-
stantial addition to the self-fulfilling prophecies of new trading
blocs and a breakdown of the world trading system.

Mr. Chairman, I brought away one major conclusion from that
conference last fall, and from my discussions around the world on
trade issues, namely, that around the world there is a widespread
perception that the global trading system is in the process right
now of breaking up—with Europe 1992, the U.S.-Canada agreement
_heexli.ng toward a North American bloc, and perceived equivalents
in Asia.

I happen to think that perception is incorrect. I do not see the
world moving toward blocs at this time. But I think there is a per-
ception around the world that it is moving that way. And if the
United States were now to attempt to negotiate a major bilateral
agreement with Japan—cutting across the ocean, cutting across the
most important trading relationship in the world—I think the
main result would be to feed that self-fulfilling prophecy, and coun-
tries around the world, far from being galvanized to support the
multilateral approach, would in fact be at least as likely to move in
the other direction.

You have suggested that one purpose would be to push the Euro-
peans toward a successful Uruguay Round. I am afraid that the
offect could be just the opposite—that those forces within Europe
who want to be protective, who want to create a Fortress Europe
out of the 1992 process, would be strengthened and would say, “The
United States and Japan are going their way; they are enterin
into a bilateral agreement. We Europerns must defend ourselves.”
And I have heard that in country after country around the world.

My fear, therefore, is that an effort to deal with our trade prob-
lems with Japan in a bilateral context, even if it were based on the
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purest of motives with regard to the multilateral process, and even
if it were linked to macroeconomic and monetary issues, would cut
the other way.

Therefore, my conclusion on your proposal is the following: 1
think on balance you are correct in seeking to link together strate-
gically the macro, trade, and burden-sharing issues. I think your
proposal should be grasped by the administration as a fulcrum for
generating a comprehensive U.S. strategy toward Japan. But 1
would not pursue that strategy through trying to work out a com-
prehensive bilateral accord. Rather, I would move separately but
deliberately in each of the areas—macroeconomics through the fi-
nancial officials, trade policy through the trade officials, burden-
sharing through the foreign ministries—in a tightly coordinated
and comprehensive way, but without, at this time, going for a new
bilateral accord. I think that would achieve our purposes in each
area, but would avoid the risks of undercutting the multilateral
process and the Uruguay Round, whose outcomes are critically im-
portant to the United States for the reasons that Jeffrey Schott
outlined.

Thank you very much.

Senator Baucus. Thank you very much.

[The prepared statements of Mr. Bergsten and Mr. Schott appear
in the appendix.]

Senator Baucus. Dr. Choate, you are next.

STATEMENT OF DR. PAT CHOATE, VICE PRESIDENT, OFFICE OF
POLICY ANALYSIS, TRW INC., WASHINGTON, DC

Dr. CHoaTE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

The bilateral relationship is an extremely useful toot for the
United States in the context of the 1988 Trade Act, a historical
piece of legislation through which Congress has mandated that the
U.S. Trade Representative annually come before Congress and
identify a U.S. trade strategy. This morning, we must first consider
the key principles in our trade strategy and in our trade tactics. In
that context, there are some thoughts I would like to share.

First, I think we must start with the agreement that prudent
macromeasures are essential. While this is a necessary condition it
is—in and of itself—an insufficient one.

If we are to examine principles, me must identify how the U.S.
economy is organized. Then, we must compare our own economic
structure with those of our economic trading partners and our eco-
nomic competitors, to see whether-—given the differences—existing
approe.ches, existing institutional arrangements and existing nego-
tiating forms are sufficient to expand trade. Perhaps other supple-
mental actions like bilateral agreements are required.

We start off, for example] with very real differences in the struc-
ture and size of the industrial enterprises of the United States and
Japan. The Keiretsu operates in Japan. Many European countries
have comparable industrial systems.

Today there are economic enterprises of far greater size in Japa-
nese companies than there are in the United States. This has very
important economic implications. Japan’s Mitsubishi group, for ex-
ample, claims revenues greater than the combined revenues of

\
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IBM, AT&T, IT&T, Chrysler, U.S. Steel, and Xerox. There are five
other combines of that size in Japan.

In Europe, formation of massive industrial combines have begun
to form once again. West Germany’s Siemens Corp., for exam »le, is
operating with enormous hordes of cash—$13 billion.

The distribution systems in Asia are equally different from those
in the United States. This too has very important implications for
opening up Asian markets to American goods.

The question that we face pertains to how we deal with societies
that marshal the whole of their resources for competition, given
that our own system largely is based on traditional market ap-
proaches.

How do we deal with systems, for example, that place a national
priority on production, and not consumption?

How do we deal with a society that permits—even encourages—
the formation and operation of cartels?

How do we deal with a society in which massive quantities of na-
tional funds are funneled at the pre-competition stage for R&D and
other activities which subsidize and help enterprises?

How do we compete in an environment in which, by the very
structure of its enterprises, financial institutions are at the center
of these combines, when we do not permit this involvement in our
own country?

And how do we deal with our own mindset that encourages
trade-offs among a triad of foreign policy, defense policy and eco-
nomic policy? The European Community has some balance in its
trade-offs; our society, on the other hand, has time and again
traded its economic interests for defense and foreign policy consid-
erations. We must not forget that we are competing with Asian
economies—particularly Japan—in which economic interests are
never traded off. = . N

I disagree with Fred Bergsten that we should form a compact
that would allow the State Department to negotiate America’s for-
eign policy considerations separately from the Defense Depart-
ment, and the military security considerations in the USTR sepa-
rate from the economic considerations. It seems to me that what is
required here is a meshing of interests.

We have also come to a point where we ask ourselves whether
we are still able to lead the fight for GATT, as we once were.
Today America is more vulnerable: we are now a debtor nation.
And a precipitous increase in foreign investment in the United
States means that many of the levers we might once have used—
i.e., the U.S. market—have been weakened.

Therefore, a number of strategic issues require our attention.
First, how do we reconcile the precepts of free trade with those of
economic nationalism?

In our own mind’s eye, free trade is a superior system, it works
well, and it has certainly worked well for us. But we are dealing
with other societies, in which the benefits of free trade may be sec-
ondary to national interest; in which the conc%pt of long-term na-
tional well-being may be secondary to the considerations of individ-
ual consumer gains; in which production is emphasized over con-
sumption. Can we reconcile that in a multilateral GATT system? I
have some doubts. ’
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Given the nature of the industrial structures of our competitors,
a second set of questions must address how America deals with
concepts as antitrust and cartel formation in a globalized economy?

How do we deal with the fact that U.S. firms often compete
against large combines that work together, that work with the sup-
port of the government, that penetrate our markets, and that effec-
tively can engage in practices that are forbidden for U.S. firms?
More importantly, we have seen circumstances time and again
which foster trade-offs of U.S. economic and trade policy for de-
fense and foreign policy, when we have amply ignored these activi-
ties of our competitors.

In sum, I believe that the multilateral approach has an impor-
tant role: it has certainly served us well in the past, at least until
the 1970’s. But we must remember the differences between Ameri-
can policy and practices and the policies and practices of our com-
petitors. We cannot deny the fact that we no longer enjoy easy su-
periority. And we can no longer make the unbalanced sacrifices
that we made in the past. Perhaps other approaches—approaches
like the proposed Baucus compact—merit consideration today.

Senator Baucus. Thank you, Mr. Choate.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Choate appears in the appendix.]

Senator Baucus. The final witness is Mr. Robert Morris.

Mr. Morris?

STATEMENT OF ROBERT J. MORRIS, SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT,
U.S. COUNCIL FOR INTERNATIONAL BUSINESS, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. Morris. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I have to enter a bit of a disclaimer at the beginning, in that my
appearance here today is in my personal capacity rather than that
of an officer of the U.S. Council for International Business, and my
v_ilews are my own and do not necessarily reflect those of the coun-
cil.

I am delighted to have this opportunity to expand a bit on some
of the views which I presented in an article that I wrote for the
Brookings Review last summer, in which I outlined the case for a
balanced approach to U.S. trade policy in the years ahead, stress-
ing activity on three fronts: multilateral, plurilateral, and bilateral.

I would like to focus my comments today, Mr. Chairman, on the
second of those three approaches, and particularly your suggestion
about the desirability of extending a plurilateral approach to the
countries of the Pacific Basin.

In the article which I wrote, my intention was to identify a
market-opening alternative to the more widely discussed options of
multilateral negotiations through the GATT or bilateral negotia-
tions through separate comprehensive free trade agreements with
a variety of different countries. In my view, these two options are
neither mutually exciusive, as they have often been presented, nor
do they encompass the full universe of possibilities.

I start from the premise that the interests of the United States
require us to reverse the trend toward growing sectoral protection-
ism of the decade since the conclusion of the Tokyo Round of
GATT negotiations, and to reestablish the momentum toward

"
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market-opening trade liberalization, which is the best guarantee we
have of both national and global prosperity.

My main concern was to suggest an option to do that which in-
volved less than full GATT participation or less comprehensive cov-
erage than would be required in a GATT-consistent free trade area.

I believe that we can accomplish a great deal to reform and
strengthen the GATT system in the current negotiations; however,
1 also believe that we must take other steps, both to make that ex-
pectation a reality and to capitalize on the opportunities that it
will create.

Now, I would like to focus specifically on the suggestions that
you made about a Pacific arrangement. I would like to suggest
that, as an example of the plurilateral approach that I have advo-
cated, a model for such an approach might in fact lie in the recent-
ly concluded U.S.-Mexico framework arrangement of 1987, but ex-
tended to organize our commercial relations and promote further
market-opening agreements with several countries simultaneously.

Under that model, the agreement would be limited to establish-
ment of a framework arrangement, initially with a core group of
Pacific Basin countries—and we can discuss who they might be—
but expandable later to include others.

The purpose of the agreement would be twofold: First, to estab-
lish principles and procedures which would supplement the com-
mitments of the participants in the GATT as regards trade and in-
vestment relations among them; and second, to create a consulta-
tive or negotiating mechanism which can be used to clarify respec-
tive policies, resolve specific disputes, initiate cooperative projects
for the development of trade and investment opportunities within
the region, and specifically to negotiate the reduction or removal of
trade or investment barriers.

Now, my prepared statement, which I hope will in fact stand in
the record as my regular statement, does outline what the features
of such an arrangement might be, and I would be happy to elabo-
rate on those during the discussion period. However, in the time
remaining for my opening presentation, I would like to move di-
rectly to questions of both how and when.

No trade strategy for the United States will succeed if it ignores
two fundamental realities of the next few years:

The first is the global commitment to conclude the Uruguay
Round by the end of 1990. The United States has too much at stake
in the maintenance of a viable multilateral system, and the need
for improvements in it, to permit any other initiative or preoccupa-
tion to destroy the opportunity for real progress in that round.

However, the initiatives that I have suggested, I believe, can help
stimulate those negotiations to higher levels of achievement, and in
the longer run can help strengthen the GATT itself by providing a
forceful example of what real market opening can accomplish for
an even wider circle of participants. .

Now, the second reality is the set of new requirements in the
1988 Trade Act for the administration to be much more aggressive
in bilateral negotiations to deal with unfair practices and remove
barriers to American exports.

The United States cannot devise strategies for dealing with
Japan or any other country in a vacuum which denies those im-
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peratives or pretends that action on them can be compartmental-
ized in ways that have no effect on other initiatives.

Thus, the Government, both Congress and the Executive, must
work out a strategic plan which permits an optimum outcome on
each separate front.

There are several conceivable ways of meeting the new Trade
Act requirements, and especially those mandated in Section 310,
the so-called Super 301. I will leave it to you to determine how
each of those possibilities might fly in the Congress.

However, I would like to emphasize that, if it is ultimately decid-
ed that some East Asian countries ought to be designated as priori-
ty under Section 310, why not try to make a virtue of necessity?
Instead of apologizing for such a process, or getting excessively self-
righteous and belligerent about it, why not stress that designation
is an invitation to join with the United States in creating a new
relationship, a mutually advantageous relationship of mature
allies, rather than a mutually recriminating relationship of bicker-
ing adversaries?

The more constructive alternative is one which offers the real
prospect of putting our grievances behind us, as a source of con-
stant irritation and stalemate, in favor of a real trade-liberalizing
action across a broad front and involving several key countries in
the Pacific region. It is designed to build from foundations laid in
the GATT negotiations, and not compete with or detract from
them. It is a relationship from which all stand to gain and, there-
fore, to which all are more likely to contribute willingly, rather
than one that results in grudging acquiescence to unilateral de-
mands and which only stimulates the search for ways to get
around the commitments that have been made.

However, it is also an invitation which is not open-ended in time.
Section 310 imposes certain deadlines and other constraints which
preclude a leisurely or complacent approach. These cannot be ig-
nored—they are, after all, the law.

But I would hope that the Congress and the administration could
work out understandings on implementation which would provide
the flexibility that may be required if real progress toward the ar-
rangement I have recommended justified it.

I will reserve the rest of my time for questions. Thank you very
much, Senator.

Senator Baucus. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Morris appears in the appendix.]

Senator Baucus. I would like to begin, first, Mr. Bergsten, by
asking you to very briefly outline the reasons for your institute’s
conclusions that under current law and current exchange rates,
and if all things remain as they are, that I think you said the cur-
rent account deficit with Japan will increase to $140 billion in 2 or
3 years, or 4 years. I have forgotten your precise dates. Could you
tell us why that is going to happen?

Mr. BErGSTEN. Our estimate is that Japan’s global current ac-
count surplus would rise to something like $140 billion, of which
rou%lhly half would be bilateral surplus with the United States.

The reasons are severalfold:

First, the exchange rate changes that brought the dollar down so
sharply against the yen essentially had occurred by the end of
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1987, and it takes about 2 years for those exchange rate changes to
play through into changes in the trade balance. So, by the end of
1989, most of the gains that we got from the depreciation of the
dollar would be worked through, and no further improvement
wouldoccur from that quarter.

At that point, the fact that U.S. imports are still running close to
double U.S. exports would begin to take over again. If imports are
much higher than exports, and both start growing at the same
rate, the imbalance grows at a very rapid pace. And that explains,
then, why the deficit would start to grow again.

But, Mr. Chairman, the fundamental reason for the widening im-
balance is that domestic demand in the United States continues to
rise at a much faster rate than the growth of productive output.
We are now very close to full employment. So, if our domestic
demand growth continues at 3 or 3.5 percent, we are simply going
to have to increase our trade deficit to satisfy domestic demand.
We cannot increase domestic production to satisfy that growth in
output.

In essence, we as a country are still spending a lot more than we
can produce at home. The reasons for that, in my view, relate basi-
cally to the budget deficit. So, having gotten the 2 years of gains
from the exchange rate decline, which brought the deficit down
very sharply, we would again start to deteriorate.

In the Japanese case, one sees almost the reverse situation, in
one sense. Japanese exports are much higher than Japanese im-
ports, and even though their imports have been growing faster
ths 1 their exports, the beginning imbalance is so great that their
surplus is again rising. So, you have the legacy of huge imbalances,
going back to their peaks in 1985-86, the fact that the effects of the
currency changes that have already taken place will peter out this
year, and the underlying imbalance in the U.S. economy, with do-
mestic demand growing so rapidly.

The main conclusion is that we have to slow the growth of do-
mestic demand in our own economy, if we are ever to get our exter-
nal imbalance under control.

Senator Baucus. All right. If that is the case, let me explain why
I think we should proceed along the lines that I outlined. I hear
you making a case that we have got a problem. We have got to ad-
dress that problem in America.

Now, I also tend to believe that the GATT is not going to solve
the problem, for a lot of reasons. First of all, the GATT was intend-
ed to be an interim measure. It was not set up to manage or to deal
with international trade relationships; it was supposed to only be
an interim measure.

Second, it was put together at a time when the United States
dominated the world’s economy, and it was basically set up with
the view that the United States could, if not dictate its will, cer-
tainly have a preponderant influence. And not only that, the world
has changed so much since the GATT was set up—it doesn’t cover
services, intellectual property, agriculture, textiles, capital goods,
et cetera. In fact, most of the world’s commerce is not covered by
the GATT today. But more fundamentally, the GATT is premised
on process, its rules.

99-949 O ~ 89 -~ 2
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You have just described an imbalance, an American imbalance
with another country—that is, Japan—which I think most observ-
ers will think is less of a process-oriented economy than a results-
oriented economy.

If the United States is going to begin to get its economic house in
order, it seems to me that we have to somehow shift the balance a
little bit away from process and more toward results.

What I am trying to do with this idea of mine is to help move
the United States in that direction, to encourage us to be more re-
sults-oriented and a little less process-oriented. That is not to say
we shouldn’t maintain the legal processes that we have; but what I
am saying is, in order to get results, we are going to have to be a
little more results-oriented.

It seems to me that, because most of our trade imbalances are
with Japan and other Pacific Rim countries than with other coun-
tries, we should try to focus on that part of the world and set up a
more results-oriented framework. Namely, we should negotiate
with Japan and other Pacific Rim countries some specified reduc-
tions in trade deficits, some specified reductions in our side of
budget deficit reductions, which will help address what you men-
tioned, the deficiency in our economy, and help negotiate consump-
tion increases perhaps in Japan, just on the macro side, and also
some kind of exchange rate coordination.

So, why isn't it true that this kind of an approach will in fact
complement the Uruguay Round? Because I start with the premise
that the Uruguay Round is not going to help very much, even if it
is moderately successful.

You said we should proceed along this direction, but why
shouldn’t we proceed with a little more dispatch, and somehow
better coordinate—State, Treasury, and USTR—in a way that
forces the United States to set some priorities?

I think cur priority should be an economic priority; that is, we
have got to get this trade deficit reduced with the Pacific Rim. It
has to happen. We have to in this country start figuring out ways
to increase our net savings rates, and national savings rates. It just
has to happen.

My thought is that, if we do negotiate an agreement with Japan
and other Pacific Rim countries, it is going to force us to set those
priorities; it is going to force us to better address economic as op-
posed to political difference with other countries, with the Pacific
Rim. Why shouldn’t we proceed?

You talk about proceeding as usual and somehow consulting and
coordinating this. Why shouldn’t we set up a negotiation which
tendg to force us to more likely coordinate and to set some prior-
ities?

Mr. BERGSTEN. I think you have put your finger on the crucial
issue. I referred to it in my written statement but, because of time
limitations, I didn’t mention it in my oral comment.

I think you are absolutely right that we must get our own house
in order, raise our national savings rate, deal with the budget defi-
cit, and improve the competitiveness of the American economy.

You are making a crucial judgment that entering a negotiation
with Japan, that would bring together this array of issues would in
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turn galvanize the internal U.S. process in the direction that you
and I both want.

Senator Baucus. That is correct.

Mr. BeErGSTEN. I think the critical question is whether that
would in fact occur, and if so, why?

Let me put a question back to you as a Member of the U.S.
Senate. Suppose the United States were to launch such a negotia-
tion. Would that break the budget deadlock here on Capitol Hill?
Because the most obvious single step the United States should take
to get our national savings rate up, to stop excessive consumption,
to put our own domestic house in order, almost everybody agrees,
is to eliminate the budget deficit, which remains unhandled despite
Gramm-Rudman targets and everything else.

Now, if you could tell me that launching this effort with Japan,
or in the Pacific Rim more broadly, would turn the tide on our in-
ternal political process, and thereby get us decisively on a path
that would eliminate the budget deficit over 4 years—which I will
confidently tell you would be by far the best step toward getting
our trade deficit under control—then I think you would convince
me to go with your program.

Senator Baucus. Well, I am going to answer that question by
saying I am not sure I know the answer to that question. I don't
think anybody does.

But I tend to think that the President and the Congress are more
likely to achieve meaningful deficit reduction, as opposed to smoke
and mirrors—the more we in America see that in fact Japan com-
mensurately or proportionately is stimulating its consumption,
opening up its borders, addressing the distribution problem, and so
on and so forth. I think that would be a factor.

My thought is, if we can enter into negotiations with Japan, then
l(;ac(lll country can help the other country do what it knows it should

e doing.

Mr. BeErGsTEN. Well, I agree fully with the objective. Let me tell
you my fear. My fear is that pushing in the direction you suggest
might, given domestic politics here, have very little effect on the
things we need to do at home, and that instead it would provide a
convenient excuse for a copout, and enable the American political
process to say, “It is up to the Japanese now’—not just to main-
tain domestic demand growth, which they are doing; not just to let
the yen rise by 100 percent in value, which they have already done;
but to bust up the Keiretsu, change the distribution system, get rid
of agricultural protection, and do all of those things that we want
and are essential and that the Japanese should do in their own in-
terest.

But I am afraid that if you put it in this context, then the inevi-
table slowness of the Japanese to do all those things would be used
as an excuse back here not to do what we should do anyway.

Moreover, it would, as I suggested earlier, run the risk of under-
mining the multilateral process.

Now, I don’t have a handy answer for you on how to get the mul-
tilateral process to galvanize us internally to do what we should. I
have ideas about target zone systems, which I know you share, on a
multilateral or at least a G-5 or G-7 basis that I think could be
used in that direction.




16

I worry that the effort to conclude a bilateral deal with Japan
might have effects different from, even opposite to, what you put
forward. But, I admit, it is a matter of judgment. If you really
thought it would galvanize our internal process, then you would
have a convert.

Senator Baucus. Dr. Choate, do you have any thoughts on this
subject?

Dr. CHOATE. Yes, I do.

First, I do not think that we should be looking for an external
stimulus to deal with what are very naturally domestic measures
that must be taken with the budget deficit. Nor do I think that any
measures that we might take in trade negotiations would lead to
that. I think they are separate topics. So it seems to me that the
measures to deal with the budget deficit are going to have to follow
their own track.

Second, I see nothing to suggest that the Japanese are going to
make the internal changes that are required internally without
outside pressure and stimulation and negotiation—with the Keir-
etsu, the distribution system, and with the dominance of the agri-
cultural interests.

Senator Baucus. What about that, Mr. Bergsten? Isn’t outside
pressure needed on Japan?

Mr. BERGSTEN. Oh, yes.

Senator Baucus. What is the best form of outside pressure?

Mr. BERGSTEN. I think the Japanese have given us a clear signal,
on every issue, year after year, that they need pressure in order to
be able to move internally. The issue is what type of pressure.

Senator Baucus. But if we pursue it on the Uruguay Round, it
seems to me that is not going to be very much pressure.

Mr. BERGSTEN. Well, a combination of the Uruguay Round, with
the negotiations on individual sectors already mandated under Sec-
tion 301, and continuing what we have done the last 2 years, al-
though it amounts to slogging away in the trenches, probably will
lead to about as good results as you would get more broadly.

My fear, as I said, is that you could actually undercut the Uru-
guay Round if you launched a big bilateral deal with Japan. Then I
think you would have thrown out the baby with the bath water.

Senator Baucus. I am sorry, Mr. Choate, I interrupted you. Why
don’t you go ahead? -

Dr. CHOATE. The other point is, I think we are too fearful of de-
stroying the Uruguay Round by these types of arrangements. The
U.S.-Canadian Agreement isn’t going to threaten the Uruguay
Round. Europe 1992 is not threatening the Uruguay Round. The
closeness of the Japanese market itself may actually threaten the
Uruguay Round.

We find, as the Japanese will not take goods from other South-
eastern countries, those goods wind up being diverted into the
United States, which raises pressures, which causes great difficul-
ties.

And I would say one other thing. The Uruguay Round has
shared benefits for Europe, for the Japanese, and for other coun-
tries. They have a shared responsibility to continue those rounds.

If we assume that the burden falls exclusively on the United
States to provide the leadership in those rounds, we are setting
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ourselves up, then, to make disproportionate sacrifices. It is shared
benefits; it should be shared responsibilities.

I think if we have negotiations such as this, then we are more
iil'lx(etly to ensure the success of those rounds; we will put pressure to

at.

Senator BaAucus. Mr. Bergsten, what about that? The Canadian
agreement hasn’t destroyed the Uruguay Round. What about the
points that Dr. Choate mentioned?

Mr. BeRGSTEN. | agree. I was a strong supporter of the U.S.-
Canada Agreement. But I think there is literally a world of differ-
ence between the U.S.-Canada deal and a U.S.-Japan pact, either of
the type you propose or simply of the more conventional free trade
type.

The first reason is, of course, geographical propinquity. The
United States and Canada are huge trading partners, and trade is
already pretty free and roughly balanced between them, or at least
much less imbalanced than trade between the United States and
Japan. The U.S.-Canada agreement is regarded, I think, in both
countries and around the world as fully compatible with the GATT.
Indeed, I have heard GATT experts say that the U.S.-Canada deal
is the most compatible with the GATT of any bilateral trade deal
ever struck; that is, it includes most trade and meets the test of
article XXIV.

Would a U.S.-Japan bilateral trade pact come anywhere close to
meeting the tests of the GATT? Would it include agricultural
trade—which we would certainly insist on? Would it include the
things Mr. Choate wants to hit—the distribution system, the Keir-
etsu? Technically, how could you include these things? And if you
didn’t, would the U.S. Congress approve the deal?

We go into the U.S.-Japan relationship with a huge imbalance.
Indeed, correcting that imbalance is one of your targets, and right-
ly so. Would the United States agree to a free trade agreement
with Japan that did not include changes in all of their practices
and policies that we felt were necessary to bring down that imbal-
ance very, very sharply?

Senator BAucus. Why would an agreement with Japan that did
address distribution be incompatible with the GATT?

Mr. BErGSTEN. No, if it did include all of the things that Mr.
Choate has outlined, then it would be very compatible with the
GATT. I am expressing grave doubts not only that you could get
ghat in negotiating terms but that there is technically any way to

o it.

Senator Baucus. But is it worth trying?

Mr. BERGSTEN. Well, it is worth trying. But that comes back to
the dynamic of trying, and how the effort to do it would affect the
multilateral process. I would like to hear from Mr. Choate.

Senator Baucus. What if it is non-discriminatory? Isn’t a non-dis-
criminatory agreement less likely to threaten the GATT?

Mr. BERGSTEN. Yes. And I think if you negotiated an open-ended
agreement, or an agreement that generalized all of the benefits,
then in fact you would meet that test of the GATT. But to me, the
first test of the GATT that would have to be met is the test that
the Common Market supposedly met, and that the U.S.-Canada
deal does meet, namely, the coverage of virtually all trade.
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What I want to hear from Mr. Choate or other advocates is how
a bilateral agreement would break up the Keiretsu, how it would
alter the distribution system. I have in mind some ways to do that,
but I don’t think they stem from a bilateral trade agreement.

Senator Baucus. All right. Dr. Choate?

Dr. CHoATE. It may not be possible to break up the Keiretsu. It
may not be possible for the Japanese—in any meaningful time
period—to alter their distribution system, and it may not be possi-
ble for them, given the dynamics of their internal politics, then to
deal with the imbalances that they have in agricultural trade.

Now, the question that we face if they are unwilling to do that
under a reasonable time period, is this: How do we respond? Do we
continue to run these current imbalances and allow Japan’s trade-
distorting to occur?

Mr. BERGSTEN. Mr. Chairman, your proposal, in a very interest-
ing and creative way, brings together three different sets of issues,
and it might be useful to try to sort them out.

You talk about results versus process. That is one set of issues. A
second set is multilateral versus bilateral-—a completely separate
set of issues. A third is GATT-type trade policy negotiations versus
macromonetary types of negotiations. These are three separate
issues, and I think it is very important to keep them clear.

You could establish a very results-oriented approach through a
multilateral macroeconomic focus. That is what I want with my
target zone proposal, and I know you endorse that to a wide extent.

If you could get a meaningful target zone system adopted by the
G-17, G-5, G-3, or G-2, which set current account objectives and
then set macroeconomic policies and exchange rates to meet those
objectives, you would have it. And nothing could be more results-
oriented. I simply think that is more likely than achieving it in
either the bilateral or the GATT-oriented framework.

Senator Baucus. Well, this can go on forever. [Laughter.]

Senator Danforth just arrived.

Mr. BERGSTEN. Mr. Chairman, could I add one question to Mr.
Choate, since I made a little headway in the last one?

Senator Baucus. Sure.

Mr. BErRGsTEN. In his opening statement, he railed about these
giant combines that we face in the rest of the world, and he men-
tioned the Japanese trading groups and one or two European com-
panies. I would like to ask him why we have to be so afraid of
these giant combines.

One, why is “big’”’ beautiful? I am not sure that there is any evi-
dence that bigness means international competitive success. As we
look at the U.S. economy, some of our big firms are viewed as dino-
saurs. They are not viewed as our most competitive firms. Our
export success, our competitive success, has come from small and
medium-sized firms, the American Business Conference companies.
Their exports have been booming. It is the same story abroad. Why
is “‘big” so much to be feared?

Two, why do we fear combines? I thought cartels were bad for
competitiveness. I have never seen any evidence that cartels suc-
ceed in international trade better than market-oriented companies
and firms. Indeed, I think one of the big mistakes of U.S. trade
policy in the last 10 years is that we promote foreign cartels.
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When we put in place auto restraints, steel restraints, textile re-
straints, or machine tool restraints, and ask the other country to
allocate those quotas, limit access to our markets, what they then
do, of course, is drive the price up 20, 30, 50 percent, rake off $1
billion or $2 billion more in profits, and augment the competitive
position of their firms over time.

U.S. industrial policy has promoted the industrial competitive-
ness of our main competitors. And if you don’t believe me, talk to
the Japanese. They will tell you, in their honest moments, “We
love your American trade controls. We have been carrying them to
the bank for the last 10 years. Please do them some more.”

In the automobile sector, we increased the profits of Nissan,
Toyota, and Honda by over $2 billion in 1984, and again in 1985,
and they plow those profits back, improve their competitiveness,
and increase their market share.

We promote foreign cartels, and I know of no evidence that it
helps our competitiveness.

Senator Baucus. Okay.

Dr. Choate?

Dr. CHOATE. Well——[Laughter.]

Senator Baucus. Briefly, please. [Laughter.]

Dr. CHOATE. Mr, Bergsten asks whether “bigger” is better. “Big”
gives deep pockets. With deep pockets, a country can engage in
both long-term activities and in predatory practices that under-
prici its goods and services and drive its competitors out of the
market.

With regard to cartels, what we find, by'and large, are these
combinations of industry-state relationships that are cartels, that
work together, that are guided by their governments. When they
penetrate our markets, we often do not see them for what they
really are.

The clearest example of this is underscored by the way Japan’s
television cartel dominated the television industry inside the
United States. When private U.S. companies—Zenith, Emerson
Electric—then National Union Electric—went to the Supreme
Court, the U.S. Government also went to the Supreme Court and
filed an amicus brief on behalf of the Japanese companies. Our gov-
ernment made a very intriguing argument: “Please find on behalf
of the Japanese cartel and companies, because, if there is an anti-
trust violation, it was due to ‘sovereign compulsion,’ and of their
state makes them do it, the companies should not be held accounta-
ble.” Moreover, our government pleaded a case on behalf of Japan,
effectively arguing, “This should be done because of defense and
foreign policy considerations.”

The point that I make is that, either in our trade policy or in our
antitrust policy, we must find a way to deal with these cartels if we
are to have the market benefits that Mr. Bergsten and I both want
to see in this economy.

Senator Baucus. Thank you very much.

Senator Danforth?
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OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN C. DANFORTH, A U.S.
SENATOR FROM MISSOURI

Senator DANFORTH. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.

I want to apologize to the panel for being in and out of the room
so frequently during their presentation.

I don’t really have a question. I would like to make a comment,
if that is permissible, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Baucus. Certainly.

Senator DANFoORTH. I want to say that I really don’t like compre-
hensive bilateral free trade agreements. I just don’t like them. I
think that they are traps.

I think the reason they are traps is that, when the United States
gets involved in bilateral agreements, it is on the basis of what we
allege to be special relations with the country with which we are
negotiating, and the special relationship means that it is not just a
commercial deal—it involves all kinds of cultural or diplomatic en-
gagements. As a result, once you begin negotiating a bilateral
agreement, it becomes unthinkable to walk away from the table. It
can’t be done, because it would be viewed as such a major event
between the two countries, which share a special relationship.

So, I think that bilateral agreements are too personal, and that
there is too much pressure to consummate the deal.

You know, in resent years we have been increasingly concerned
that international trade has been relegated to second or third place
compared to other considerations we have as a nation. Most recent-
ly, for example, some of us who have looked at, the proposed FSX
deal with Japan wonder why the Commerce Department or USTR
weren’t even part of the negotiations from the very beginning.

That is my concern, the same concern about bilateral trade
agreements, that the President and the State Department have a
tremendous interest in bringing the agreements to fruition.

I was in Senator Baucus’ position during the Israel-U.S. agree-
ment. I was chairman of the Trade Subcommittee and had a big
role to play in that legislation—and I was glad I did. I think it was
important for the general relations between Israel and the United
States, but as a commercial deal.

And then you get to the agreement with Canada, where I felt
that we really made major concessions to Canada, that it was not a
good deal overall for the United States but that we were locked
into it. And then, we didn’t really even buy ourselves much friend-
ship, because the Canadians thought that they had been euchred.
So they had this major flap and anti-American uprisings in Canada
in connection with a deal that we felt was absolutely necessary.

I can remember early in that process with Canada when we were
granting negotiating authority to the administration, we had a
very close vote. In fact, it involved having the President of the
United States, President Reagan, call the Senate Finance Commit-
tee up to the White House. And I can remember the President
looking across the Cabinet table at me and saying, ‘“Just what
the’—expletive deleted—‘‘do you think you are doing?”’

So, that is the nature of my concern, and thank you very much
for indulging me. [Laughter.]

Senator BAucus. Thank you, Senator.
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Mr. BeErcsTEN. Could I make two observations real quickly on
what the Senator said?

The first is, maybe he has defined the outcome for any successful
trade negotiation; you know, if each country thinks it has been eu-
chred, therefore maybe that is why you have a deal.

But the broader point was maybe to link what he said with some-
thing that came out of our conference that we had on this topic a
few months ago. Senator Danforth said that the United States
should not get into bilateral deals because other countries would
then benefit, the U.S. feeling at that point, “Can’t walk away from
the table; have to maintain it.”

That is consistent with a very interesting conclusion that came
out of our conference. Every single country that presented a paper
from its standpoint on a bilateral deal with the United States was
very interested in the prospect—Korea, Taiwan, the ASEAN coun-
tries, Japan, Mexico; exception for Australia. But maybe they take
the same view that Senator Danforth does, that once into a deal
like that, you get special treatment.

Senator Baucus. That works both ways, then, that they can't
walk away.

Mr. BERGSTEN. Well, if they get special treatment——

Senator Baucus. It is special treatment.

Mr. BERGSTEN. Well, I have the view that they are kind of hard-
nosed types.

Senator BAucus. What you are saying, then, is an indictment of
the U.S. system, not of bilateralism per se. That statement is really
a statement that the United States tends to put political ——

Mr. BErGsTEN. Oh, I am prepared to indict the U.S. system.
[Laughter.]

Let me do away with these amenities.
hSenator Baucus. Mr. Morris hasn’t had a chance to comment on
this.

Senator DaNrForTH. Can I just say, in response to Fred, I think
when other countries approach the negotiating table, they ap-
proach it from the standpoint of a national policy which is designed
to foster the commercial interests of the country, even targeting in-
dustries, and they ask themselves, “What can we do to improve our
economic situation?”’

I think when the United States goes to the table, that is a sec-
ondary or even tertiary interest, and that the primary interest is in
overall foreign policy terms, particularly when we are close enough
t(i the country to be speaking with them bilaterally in the first
place.

Mr. BERGSTEN. Just to be clear on that, I agree fully with Pat,
that the United States has not given adequate priority to these
issues. The difference between us is in how to go about it.

Senator Baucus. Mr. Morris, do you think bilaterals are a trap?

Mr. Morris. Well, to a certain extent they are, and that is why I
think we ought to look for other options.

Senator Baucus. Exclusively? Should we forget bilaterals entire-
ly?
yMr. Morris. Well, there is a limited scope for further bilaterals. I
mean bilateral free trade agreements, in the sense that we have
done one with Canada.
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Senator Baucus. Oh, I don’t mean that kind. I am talking about
more bilateral negotiations.

Mr. Morris. Well, Senator, forgive me. Maybe it is a semantic
problem, but the Trade Act mandates a whole lot of negotiating be-
tween now and the next couple of years about trade problems, and
they mandate them on basically a bilateral basis.

I don’t regard those, however, as bilateral trade negotiations. I
regard that as making unilateral demands to which the other party
must accede, “or else.” And it is the “or else” that bothers me and
worries me very much.

That is why I think we have to establish—I recognize the fact
that you are not wildly enthusiastic about process arrangements,
but I do believe we need a framework, some kind of a process
which permits us to manage these problems in a way which does
not result in the breakdown of the trading system, the open trad-
ing system.

And believe me, Senator, it is under a very, very severe threat,
not just from the so-called unfair trading practices of others but
not least from the potential for the United States to go off on its
own on basically a unilateralist direction.

That is why I think we really have to look more carefully at
what the other options are. I am not as pessimistic as you are that
the GATT negotiations will not bring forth satisfactory agree-
ments; but, there is no question but that they will not be so fully
satisfactory as we would like, primarily because we cannot expect
some of the developing countries, particularly, to accede to all of
the things that we would like to have accomplished in that round.

Now, I view the proposals which I have made for plurilateral ar-
rangements among like-minded countries to be a way station, a
way station on the road to more extensive GATT commitments
among countries, and certainly as a vehicle for bringing a greater
degree of coherence into the trade strategy which we are trying to
mobilize among various countries, and particularly, as 1 say,
gléliough this process that we have initiated ourselves in the Super

May I also make a distinction about the results-oriented trade
policy for which you appealed earlier?

I think I have to agree basically with Fred when he suggests that
if we want real results on the U.S. trade deficit, we must look to
the macroeconomic coordination process as the primary instru-
ment.

Indeed, if the results that you are looking for are primarily to be

expressed through commitments by another country—let us say,

for example, Japan—to increase its imports from the United
States, you are really sending a signal to the rest of the world that
the United States is no longer interested in a non-discriminatory
trading system, that what we really want is that the Japanese Gov-
ernment will assure us will bring results to the United States.

If, on the other hand, you are looking for commitments from the
Japanese that the government would enforce to get imports in-
creased from all sources, so that you remain consistent with the
GATT requirements, I don’t know why it is that the U.S. Govern-
ment as to expend a lot of its negotiating capital arguing for a
process that may indeed end up benefiting other countries more
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than us. In other words, it is not U.S. exporters who directly are
going to benefit from that. .

On the other hand, I do see some scope for using results as a cri-
teria, in particular sectoral problems. Now, I think that this scope
is indeed extremely limited; but, let us take as a case in point the
problem of rice in Japan.

Here the problem is fundamentally one in which the government
is responsible; it is a government policy that effectively keeps rice
out of Japan. Second, it is an area in which U.S. suppliers are cer-
tainly highly competitive on world markets. Whether they have
the desire to go off and really make an effort to get into the Japa-
nese market depends entirely, or almost exclusively, on them, but
it is something that we need to be assured of. But it is an area or
sector in which we could look in fact to results as a touchstone for
determining whether or not the agieement that would be made is
in fact working, because we can assume that the United States
would be the competitive supplier, or one of the most competitive
suppliers.

I don’t think that that possibility, however, exists well beyond
very many sectors in which the United States really does have that
kind of competitive clout, and where—and it is terribly important
these days to bear this in mind—where we have the excess capacity
in order to supply these markets.

So I would just conclude by again making a pitch for something
less than a total free trade agreement, certainly more than an ar-
rangement which is simply used as a battering ram to insist that
other countries unilaterally exceed to whatever our demands are,
and less than perhaps we can fully expect from the GATT, but
which could act as a strong stimulus to further expansion of the
liberal trading system in the GATT. And whether we do it contem-
poraneously or in sequence, I think, is a tuctical issue.

But I think we cannot ignore the Super 301 problem, and there-
fore negotiating an arrangement such as I have suggested, in
which you are looking toward establishing a framework arrange-
ment that will permit you to resolve disputes, is something that we
ought to seriously take into account as we proceed in the first
tranche of the 301 system, which must be undertaken not later
than May of this year.

Senator Baucus. Let me just try to sum up.

I have the sense that, first, Europeans in 1992 are going to try to
protect their agricultural system to a large degree. I therefore
sense that it is going to be difficult for there ‘o be much progress
in the Uruguay Round. The problem is the timing; 1992 is 2 years
after 1990.

I sense that, therefore, the Uruguay Round is going to eventually
not accomplish much in 1990, until Europe 92 is more definitely re-
solved. This means that perhaps there will be some results of the
Uruguay Round in 1990 but maybe significant results will be post-
poned to 1992, so that the Europe 92 is somehow dovetailed into 90
as the problems of 92 are worked out.

My thought is that, at the same time, it may therefore be impor-
tant to us to enter some plurilateral agreements—non-discrimina-
tory—with the Pacific Basin, both to help encourage 92 and Uru-
guay to be more in the way we would like it to be—that is, more
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open and address more comprehensively more subjects—and also
as potential insurance to some degree in case 92 or 90 break down,
and don’t really do what they should be doing.

I am just curious how each of you would react to that. I will start
with Dr. Choate.

Dr. CHoATE. I agree with your logic. It seems there is almost a
chain of thoughts among us here.

First, the macroeconomic measures are essential but insufficient.

Second, it is important that we do all that we can to ensure the
success of the current GATT round.

Third—and here is where we have some disagreement—is that
one of the ways we can enhance that possibility is by considering
and perhaps implementing some other flexible negotiations—pluri-
. latﬁral, bilateral—particularly along the lines of Mr. Morris’ in-
sight.

And the fourth thing that we should do is make aggressive use of
the requirement of the 1988 Trade Act that the USTR come forth
with a trade strategy which implies something more than dealing
ad hoc with individual problems.

It seems to me that that may be one of the most important
things of all, so that we may balance our foreign policy, our de-
fense, and our trade interests. )

Mr. BErGSTEN. Well, the critical question is Mr. Choates’ third
point. That is where we have disagreed, on whether an effort now
to negotiate bilateral or regional deals would promote or under-
mine the Uruguay Round.

If the Round were to fail, I would then be the first to say you
have to look for alternatives, and at that point bilateral talks
might turn out to be the name of the game. But I do fear, for rea-
sons I have indicated, that they would undermine the effort now.

I do have one specific thought that relates exactly to what you
said about the relationship to Europe. I agree with the risk you
pose.

Suppose for a moment the Uruguay Round achieved its maxi-
mum success, whatever that was, and ended in 1990, and then the
European process went on. The Europeans, like everybody else,
leave the tough issues to the end, so they would be negotiating the
hard issues in 1991 and 1992. The pressure would be to export some
of the costs to the outsiders. This is particularly important because
by then we may have a world recession, and the Europeans are
going to have to accept a big reduction in their trade surplus to ac-
commodate our improvement, et cetera, et cetera.

I therefore think we should make a virtue out of necessity:
Change the target date for the Uruguay Round to 1992; keep the
Europeans’ feet to the multilateral fire all the time that they are
pursuing their internal regional negotiation, so that the disjunction
in time that you mention would not take place, and that right from
now we would be making it clear that the two processes have to
move in sync.

I think that would help deal with the problem. It would add, in
my view, to the need to put all the focus on the Round rather than
on other regional talks that might encourage the Europeans to
tighten their own regional pact rather than work muitilaterally.

Ll
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Senator Baucus. You know, 1992 is a way off, and in the mean-
time our deficit is getting worse and worse, and our economy is
going down the drain.

Mr. BeErGSTEN. But, Mr. Chairman, we do have to be clear. 1
think we cannot expect either the-Uruguay Round, or the U.S.-
Canada FTA, or a U.S.-Japan trade agreement of any type to do
very much about our trade imbalance.

This may be a fundamental point of difference between me and
others. But I really see no conceivable way that any other country
is going to negotiate a bilateral agreement with us, and then go
back to its parliament and public opinion and say, “The objective
of the exercise was to reduce our trade surplus with the United
States by $30 billion.” That is not going to happen.

If the notion that we sought improvement in the trade balance
through the U.S.-Canada FTA had ever been mentioned in the Ca-
nadian election, Mulroney would have lost and Turner would have
won, and there would be no FTA. You can’t pursue trade balance
goals through trade policy agreements.

Now, your approach broadens the thing, but that is a separate
component of it. We just can’t have the illusion that FTA’s——

Senator Baucus. I am not talking about FTA’s. My thought is
that Japan, whoever is Prime Minister in x-year, could more easily
go to his parliament and say, ‘“Yes, an objective is to reduce the
trade deficit; but in addition, we have succeeded in getting the
United States’ budget deficit reduced, and their private savings
rate up,” and so forth.

I think both Japan, for example, and the United States realize
that as one goes, the other goes, too.

Mr. BERGSTEN. Right.

Senator Baucus. That we are in this world together, and we
have to figure out how to get along together.

Mr. BErGsSTEN. I fully agree. If he could say that, then he would
be in a stronger position. But that goes back to the question before.

Senator Baucus. I understand.

We interrupted, so quickly, Mr. Morris.

Mr. Morris. I just would comment on the EC-92 process. The
timetable for the adoption of those directives, the roughly 300 di-
rectives, is to adopt them by the end of 1990 and to have them im-
plemented, or most of them implemented, by the end of 1992. That
means, Fred, that we are contemporaneous with the GATT round.

The second comment I would make is that I think it is easy to
exaggerate the deleterious effects of this program on American in-
terests, both as exporters and investors, and to overlook that it also
has the potential for being a major contribution to both our own
economic and business interests as well as that of an open world
trading system.

Therefore, the burden is really very much on our negotiators to
manage a two-tack process:

One is to exploit to the maximum extent possible the opportuni-
ties of the Uruguay Round, to nail the Europeans down to as open
agreements as possible in such areas as services and government
procurement, where the major challenges to American interests
right now seem to be shaping up.
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The second is to manage the bilateral relationship with the Euro-
peans in such a way that we can constructively come out of this
process ahead of the game. And I have in mind particularly the
need to do something about the standard-setting process between
the United States and the Europeans, because right now it is quite
unsatisfactory, and it has the potential for being far more damag-
ing to American export interests and indeed to the globalized strat-
egy of most American companies than does virtually anything else
that is in that program.

That is going to have to be resolved primarily through bilateral
talks and bilateral mechanisms, with a strong re-invigoration of
the International Standards Agreement that was done in the last
GATT round.

Mr. ScHotrr. Mr. Chairman?

Senator Baucus. Mr. Schott, and then that has to be it.

Mr. ScHort. One final point, and that is on agriculture, since you
mentioned your view that not too much would be accomplished.

I would caution against putting too much weight on an overall
result in agriculture for _he Uruguay Round. I think half a loaf on
agriculture would still be very nourishing, and it would be perhaps
as much as would be tolerated in the political system, both here
and abroad.

I know, as a former negotiator, one has to worry about how it is
going to be received when we come back home and bring it before
you and your colleagues here. I think perhaps we have been overes-
timating what will be acceptable to the U.S. farm community as
far as total elimination of farm subsidies.

So I would just give that one caution, as far as the extent of re-
sults that are feasible and desirable on agriculture.

Senator Baucus. I want to thank you all very much for helping
us finally decide this issue. [Laughter.]

Thank you very much.

Mr. BERGSTEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Baucus. Our next panel will be Mrs. Doral Cooper, who
is president of C&M International Ltd., a former Assistant USTR
for Asia, Africa, and the Mid-East; and Mr. Michael Aho, director
of economic studies, Council on Foreign Relations; and Mr. Guy
Erb, director of the U.S. Council of the Mexico-U.S. Business Com-
mittee.

Mrs. Cooper, why don’t you proceed first?

Mrs. Coorer. Thank you.

STATEMENT OF DORAL S. COOPER, PRESIDENT, C&M INTERNA-
TIONAL, LTD.; FORMER ASSISTANT U.S. TRADE REPRESENTA-
TIVE FOR ASIA, AFRICA AND THE MIDDLE EAST, AND CHIEF
NEGOTIATOR, US.-ISRAELI FREE TRADE AGREEMENT, WASH-
INGTON, DC

Mrs. CoopPER. Good morning, Mr. Chairman.

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before the committee
today to discuss free trade agreements, as well as to appear with
two old colleagues from the trenches of trade policy formulation.
We have had many debates in the past, and I expect we are going
to have another one this morning.
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My name is Doral Cooper. I am the President of C&M Interna-
tional, an international trade and consulting firm. Although C&M
International represents countries in the Pacific Rim, I am appear-
ing today on my own behalf.

I was formerly the Assistant U.S. Trade Representative for Asia,
Africa, and the Middle East, and in that capacity I was the chief
negotiator for the U.S. Government for the U.S.-Israeli Free Trade
Agreement.

I want to share the history of that experience with you today, as
well as my support for additional FTA agreements. I will begin
with background on the genesis of that agreement.

The Government of Israel suggested an FTA to the United States
in 1981. The U.S. Government was at first reluctant to pursue the
suggestion, because we had never negotiated a bilateral FTA in the
past and were historically and philosophically committed to the
multilateral process.

However, multi-country negotiations in the GATT were stalled,
and the multilateral system was not addressing many issues of
keen importance to the United States, such as trade in services, in-
vestment, and the protection of intellectual property rights.

The major debate surrounding the possible commencement of the
negotiations was very similar to debates which have been held sub-
sequently concerning the negotiation of additional FTA’s and to
the examination of the issue here this morning.

Should the United States embark on a course of comprehensive
bilateral negotiations? Would such a course spell the end of the
GATT system?

Numerous, long and often acrimonious inter-agency discussions
were held on this very subject, including two Cabinet meetings. In
the end, it was decided to move forward, for the following reasons:

First, the FTA negotiations would not replace the GATT; in fact,
FTA’s are sanctioned by the GATT in article XXIV. Second, FTA
negotiations would provide a model for trade liberalization for the
rest of the trade community, and they would allow the United
States to introduce in a concrete way new subjects of international
trade negotiations, increasingly important to our economy. The
reasons that gave rise to the U.S.-Israel FTA are no less true today
than they were in 1982,

Another part of this brief history is important to our discussions
today. The U.S.-Israel FTA was meant to be a model for additional
agreements to follow. In fact, before those negotiations began an
offer was extended to Egypt to negotiate a similar accord when and
if that country was ready. Likewise, then-USTR Ambassador Bill
Brock suggested the initiative to the member countries of ASEAN
in 1983. And as hoped and expected, the agreement with Israel pro-
vided the foundation for the successful FTA negotiations with
Canada.

The U.S.-Israel FTA agreement has had a significant positive
effect on U.S.-Israeli trade and investment. The FTA became effec-
tive in 1985. From 1986 to 1987, U.S. exports to Israel increased 18
percent, and by another 17 percent in 1988. U.S. investment in
Israel also has expanded. Numerous companies have established or
expanded existing manufacturing operations in Israel to take ad-
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vantage of the FTA with the United States, as well as the FTA
that Israel has with the European Community. .

Bilateral free trade arrangements complement the multilateral
trade liberalization effort. FTA’s are not designed to nor do they
have the effect of replacing the GATT system. They can, however,
act to spur needed changes in the multilateral trading system.

It cannot be said that either the U.S.-Israel Free Trade Arrange-
ment or the U.S.-Canada agreement has weakened the GATT
system. Indeed, I firmly believe that they have encouraged the _
multilateral system to reach for higher, improved levels of trade
liberalization. They have also provided very significant political
benefits to the United States, by signaling to the rest of the world
that we will not allow the dialogue in international trade negotia-
tions to be dictated by the lowest common denominator, that we
will re-exert our leadership in the GATT and elsewhere through
the example of liberalized bilateral trade, and that we welcome the
challenge of trading with any country openly and fairly on the
basis of reciprocal market access.

The U.S. economy is the largest, most open economy in the
world. Therefore, the relative cost to the United States of reducing
tariffs and nontariff barriers as part of an FTA are small. In con-
trast, the benefits are considerable.

First, since FTA'’s are reciprocal, other countries are required to
eliminate tariff and nontariff barriers that generally are much
higher in their country than they are in the U.S.

econd, since the tariff and nontariff barrier reductions negotiat-
ed under an FTA are only available to the countries participating
in the negotiations, the United States will enjoy a margin of prefer-
ence for its exports to FTA countries. This will mean that our ne-
gotiators will not be liberalizing, as they have been, international
trade for the benefit of exporters in Asia and in other European
competing countries.

I am very supportive of the United States negotiating FTA’s, and
in particular with our trading partners in the Pacific Rim. The
countries of the Pacific Rim have experienced extraordinary real
growth recently, growth that bodes well for increasing U.S. exports.

In addition, the countries in this region are economically stable,
there is no fear of hyper-inflation, they are well able to service
their foreign debts, their infrastructures are well developed, their
labor forces are literate, skilled, and inexpensive compared to the
United States. And in fact, a number of countries in the region
have expressed an interest in seriously exploring an FTA with the
United States.

Finally, the full integration of the European economy slated for
1992 offers us a challenge to expand our vision and our economic
borders across the Pacific.

FTA’s demonstrate the real benefits provided by increased trade
liberalization. This in itself is a significant benefit. In addition, the
1988 Trade Act sent a message to the international trade communi-
ty: the United States will exercise the leverage of access to our con-
siderable market to open markets overseas. That negative message,
however politically or economically necessary, has caused a grow-
ing number of our trading partners to question our leadership in
the multilateral system as well as our commitment to free trade.
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I would like to suggest this morning that offering these trading
partners an additional incentive in the form of the negotiation of
an FTA would make very clear that we are not afraid of fair com-
petition, and it would allow the United States to provide positive,
forward-looking leadership to the rest of the world.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Baucus. Thank you, Mrs. Cooper, very much.

di [’Iihe prepared statement of Mrs. Cooper appears in the appen-
ix.
Senator BaAucus. Mr. Aho?

STATEMENT OF C. MICHAEL AHO, DIRECTOR OF ECONOMIC
STUDIES, COUNCIL ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, NEW YORK, NY

Mr. AHo. Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to be here to discuss bi-
lateral trade agreements and whether the historic agreement with
ganada can or should be replicated elsewhere, in particular with

apan.

And Doral is correct: we probably will disagree fairly substantial-
ly this morning.

In the past I have probably been fairly critical of the Reagan ad-
ministration on trade policy, and of course the administration has
now passed into history; but that administration does deserve
credit for negotiating the pact with Canada, because it did signal
that trade liberalization is still possible, and that international ne-
gotiations can still bear fruit.

The Canadian pact has gone further faster than the multilateral
GATT talks and could be a catalyst for those talks. The agreement
was comprehensive, spanning virtually the entire GATT agenda.

However, before replicating that historic bilateral agreement, the
U.S. should stand back and take stock of the agreement. It is a
complex agreement that was complicated to negotiate, despite the
vast similarities in both countries’ legal and business environ-
ments. The signing of the agreement was not meant to be the end
of the process, but only the beginning. And what happens next?
Several questions arise.

How durable will the agreement be? That, of course, will depend
upon the first major tests of the dispute settlement apparatus, or
possibly on the pressures for protection emanating from an eco-
nomic downturn.

How will the agreement evolve? How and when will the blanks
be filled in, for example on specific service sectors or on developing
common laws on subsidies?

Can serious negotiations on subsidies begin before the conclusion
of the Uruguay Round, or will one country or both prefer to wait
until the Round is completed?

Specifically, how will the bilateral blend with the multilateral
talks, and will Canada seek to recontract if the United States ex-
tends similar privileges to other countries during the Round?

How will both countries behave in response to changing circum-
stances—say, generated by Europe 1992, or by the prolonged dis-
agreement over agricultural issues? A common position may be
possible on Europe 1992, but will the United States and Canada
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share a common interest in cutting a deal with"the Community on
agriculture? .

What about third-country issues? The most significant third
country, of course, is Mexico. The United States and Mexico have
established a framework agreement, and now there is talk of sec-
toral agreements. But Canadian and Mexican exports to the United
States overlap significantly in autos and auto parts, energy, petro-
chemicals, and agriculture. I am sure that if the United States and
Mexico were to sign a trade agreement in auto parts, Canada
would want to have something to say about it.

The U.S.-Canadian agreement is a good agreement, but it did not
address many of the central trade difficulties between the two
countries, including subsidies, trade remedy actions, government
procurement, and intellectual property. It took almost 2 years to
negotiate, and the talks came perilously close to collapse on several
occasions.

Before launching another bilateral, would it not be better to wait
to see how this one works out? Furthermore, additional bilaterals
may create more problems than they solve. _

Fred Bergsten and Jeff Schott have covered many of the econom-
ic arguments against additional bilateral agreements, and more are
in my statement.

Leaving aside those economic arguments, however, let me focus
on the political arguments against additional bilateral agreements.

Internationally, the essence of a bilateral agreement is that you
play favorites, and this creates foreign policy problems with those
that are discriminated against. If pursued, a misguided bilateral
?prategy could even end up altering the political contours of the Al-
iance.

But domestic political problems are also caused. Congress will be
under pressure to withdraw trade preferences or withhold further
liberalization if countries are deemed to be acting inconsistently
with U.S. foreign policy objectives, or if important domestic sectors
artla sduffering from increased competition with the country in-
volved.

Do Members of Congress want to get involved in such microman-
agement of trade and foreign policy initiatives? Does Congress have
the time, resources, or political will to review, oversee, and legis-
late a series of bilaterals with all of the attendant political pres-
sures they entail?

To elaborate further on the practical and tactical problems with
additional bilaterals, consider a possible U.S.-Japanese free trade
bilateral agreement.

One of the reasons cited for pursuing a bilateral accord with
Japan—and it has been brought up this morning—is the EC’s
effort to establish a Europe without borders by the end of 1992.

The assumption is that the EC will discriminate against outside
interests as it liberalizes internally. I agree. If we don’t pay atten-
tion, the European Community probably will discriminate against
us. Advocacy of the bilateral trade agreement may be useful as a
threat, however, now is not the time to begin exploring bilateral
options with Japan. The external consequences of 1992 have not
teen debated or even discovered by the Community as yet.
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Now is the time for other governments and firms to put pressure
on the Community to open up the process to comments and criti-
cisms. If we wait too long, however, the Community’s position will
be set in concrete, leaving little room for them to negotiate at the
Uruguay Round or elsewhere.

I would make the Europe 1992 exercise a focal point at the Uru-
guay Round, to ensure or to try to ensure that the rest of the world
i8 not discriminated against.

This however raises a further problem, when it comes to bilater-
al agreements, and this is really the question of flexibility. If the
United States and Japan were to go out and strike a bilateral deal,
that might help us in keeping the Community open after 1992; but
for all the reasons we have been discussing concerning market
access problems with Japan this morning, I am not certain that the
United States and the EC might not form a coalition at some point
in t}il{e multilateral talks and focus solely on opening that Japanese
market.

Coalitions will shift from issue to issue, and I think the United
States would lose that flexibility if it were to marry up with an-
other particularly large pillar of the trading system.

Frankly, I don’t know, between the United States and the EC, or
maybe some of the other countries that Doral was mentioning, who
is the most appropriate partner, and who decides and how do we
decide. I think we would sacrifice some flexibility.

If I might be permitted an advertisement for you and for myself,
we do have baclE-to—back articles in the forthcoming Cornell Inter-
national Law Journal, and the pros and cons of additional bilater-
als are laid out in my article which I have included for the record.

Let me jump to a concluding comment, if I may.

First, on Canada itself, I think we need to pay more attention to
the Canadian Agreement, because if it begins to look like that
agreement is failing, others are going to take notice. 'f we ignore
the Canadian Agreement we will lose the credibility of our bilater-
al option, and others will be able to say, “Hey, look, the U.S. and
Canada couldn’t even cut a deal in some of these sectors; so why
should we go out and do anything multilaterally?”’

But let me conclude with a more general comment about the im-
portance of a threat as far as bilateral agreements are concerned.

I would say the United States should stick to the multilateral
process and, if that flags, should stick it to other countries unilater-
ally in order to prod progress. Bilateral agreements may be useful
as a threat, but to be credible the administration and Congress
must be willing to carry out that threat.

The only other possible bilateral trade agreement that is clearly
in the U.S. long-run interest is one with Mexico, for reasons that
range from debt to demography to drugs. If the administration is
serious about threatening further bilaterals, it should continue to

explore those bilateral options with Mexico, because to move

beyond Mexico would create significant foreign policy problems.
ush hard on the multilateral negotiations, and use Mexico as a
credible threat. Besides, could the United States really contemplate
giving preferential access to other major trading partners while de-
nying it to Mexico?
Thank you.
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Senator Baucus. Thank you, Mr. Aho.
[Mr. Aho’s prepared statement appears in the appendix.]
Senator Baucus. That leads into you, Mr. Erb.

STATEMENT OF GUY F. ERB, DIRECTOR, U.S. COUNCIL OF THE
MEXICO-U.S. BUSINESS COMMITTEE, AND MANAGING DIREC-
TOR, ERB & MADIAN, INC., WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. Ers. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

My name is Guy Erb. I am a managing director of Erb and
Madian, and the director of the U.S. Council of the Mexico-U.S.
Business Committee. It is a pleasure to share my personal thoughts
with you this morning on the Mexico-U.S. Bilateral Agreement.

In 1987 Mexico and the United States signed that agreement on
bilateral trade and investment. The agreement became possible as
a result of changes in the composition of bilateral trade, a very im-
portant Mexican shift toward outward-looking development poli-
cies, and increasing business and government awareness of the ben-
efits of a more certain framework tor an important bilateral trade
relationship.

It is a modest agreement; nevertheless, it is a major innovation
for the two countries. We can now build on that agreement, but we
can also go beyond it.

I will be mentioning some options for future trade and invest-
ment negotiations this morning with you.

Let us look backwards, if we may, for a moment. At the time of
the agreement signature, it had been a period of over 40 years
since the United States and Mexico had had a consultation mecha-
nism on trade.

In spite of the very tight trade links between the two countries,
indeed commercial links of all sorts, they had managed an increas-
ingly complicated relationship without a formal mechanism for
consultation. -

However, in the aftermath of the debt crisis of the early eighties
and the sweeping changes that became obvious as needed for the
Mexican economy, then-President Miguel de la Madrid of Mexico
announced significant trade reforms in early 1985.

By 1986 Mexico had resolved its dispute with the United States
on subsidies and countervailing duties, had joined the GATT, and
we opened negotiations on the bilateral agreement. That agree-
ment, as you know, is now with us for over a year, and it has led to
some significant accomplishments.

In the context of the Mexican reforms that are taking place even
as we discuss this morning, it is important to note that support for
the old regime in Mexico lingers. But I am convinced that Presi-
dent Carlos Salinas is determined to continue the modernization of
the Mexican economy.

We can therefore expect, in whatever framework is finally
chosen, negotiations on trade, debt, and investment with an in-
gl;e?lsingly growth-oriented and modern country on our Southern

rder.

Another important aspect of this whole process was the strong
business and government support for the formation of the agree-
ment. That is in sharp contrast to the period in the 1970’s, when
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Mexico’s tentative move toward GATT membership in 1978 and
1979 lacked domestic support, lacked a business constituency.

As a result of its reforms, Mexico’s highest tariff is now only 20
percent, and only about 20 percent of its imports require import li-
censes—historically a very low ratio for Mexico.

However, views in the United States of Mexican economic and
trade policy have not kept pace with the changes that country has
introduced. We often encounter here business and political atti-
tudes that are based on prior experiences with Mexico’s relatively
closed economy. We have to change, “catch up,” as it were, with
events in Mexico.

For their part, Mexicans are also skeptical of the United States.
Although we have not always implemented obstacles to Mexican
exports, those cases that did occur, and even the discussion of cases
where we might have imposed barriers to Mexican exports, have
convinced many in Mexico that they face a hostile market in the
Uniteu States. That is a view with which I do not agree, but it is a
perception in Mexico.

The attachment to my testimony chronicles the major events
that led to the bilateral agreement. It took 6 or 7 years of effort
from the initial discussions to the final signature.

Attachment 2 to my written statement is the agreement itself.
First are the principles which earlier speakers, in the panel before
us, have mentioned as a possible model for other agreements. That
statement of principles may seem like motherhood, Mr. Chairman,
but we have to bear in mind the lack of common ground that exist-
ed in the past between the United States and Mexico.

The importance of these principles are that they are a shared
starting point for an important commercial relationship, a starting
point that we lacked in the past. They fall into categories such as
the general and economic and political goals of the two countries,
the unique nature of the bilateral relationship and the interest
that both countries have in it, and principals on key issues such as
services, intellectual property, border development, and private in-
vestment. _

Very importantly, the agreement also sets out procedures for
consultation and dispute settlement, including a timetable, and an
agreement to seek settlement through the GATT if either country
feels that is desirable.

Also an important feature of this is either one of the parties can
seek consultations at any time.

The negotiators, at the time they did the agreement, established
an immediate-action agenda, which did indeed lead to negotiations
in such important areas as steel, textiles, and broad liberalization
of Mexican barriers.

What are the options to continue the process that has been
begun with the framework agreement? We could, of course, contin-
ue to implement it, which is a worthy but not very ambitious objec-
tive.

Some in Mexico have proposed as an option the expansion of U.S.
trade preferences or tariff preferences for Mexico, in order to rec-
ognize the very significant unilateral reforms and liberalization
that Mexico has undertaken. This idea, for reasons which I discuss
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in more detail in the written statement, has little political appeal
here in the United States.

Another option which Mike Aho mentioned is the sectoral ap-
proach. Indeed, in 1989 Mexico and the United States are expected
to commence these negotiations, but they face problems of their
own, not the least of which is the Canadian historical experience
with such an approach. ‘

Another means is a more ambitious comprehensive trade and in-
vestment negotiation, which would seek through staged concessions
the full liberalization or the liberalization of substantially all bilat-
eral commerce.

We would look for, here, a staging asymmetrically, so that the
United States would recognize the vast differences that went into
the United States and offer concessions on a more accelerated time-
table, in the context of shared commitments toward that final ob-
jective.

I might mention here that the Spanish accession to the European
Community is an example of an exchange of mutual commitments
to stage concessions between unequal partners.

Just to conclude, Mr. Chairman, I think that the sectoral ap-
proach and the comprehensive approach do merge at some point, if
you recognize—as happened in the case of Spain and the European
Community—that particular sectors will be on their own timetable
for liberalization, and we can easily envisage that process in
Mexico and the United States.

Finally, if you seek an objective which is fully compatible with
the GA’I¥I‘ and with the free trade area, I think we have met some
of Senator Danforth’s concerns on the subject of the special rela-
tionship and its possible impact on trade policy.

There is no question, as Mr. Aho has mentioned, that we do have
very serious non-trade iuterests in Mexico. But if we put our trade
objectives on the solid footing of a mutual commitment to elimi-
nate trade barriers, over whatever length of time is necessary, I
think we have met what could otherwise be a serious concern.

Thank you.

Senator Baucus. Thank you very much, Mr. Erb.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Erb appears in the appendix.]

Senator BAucus. What about Mr. Danforth’s point, Mrs. Cooper,
that bilateral agreements are a trap? That is, we have faced them
somewhat-—to paraphrase his argument—on “special relation-
ships,” and once we get close to reaching an agreement we feel
that, you know, for political and other reasons, we have to reach a
conclusion, which often tends to be detrimental to the United
States’ best interests. That is a very real concern of his. What do
you say in response to that point? .

Mrs. Cooper. Mr. Chairman, the relationship that the United
States has with every major trading country is special. True, Israel
is special, Canada is special, Mexico is special, Taiwan is_special,
Singapore is special—Korea, Japan. Each country is special. So I
don’t think that we have necessarily begun or finished FTA’s with
only those countries which are special.

That is why the fear about not wanting to leave the table until
you sign an agreement, I think, is in part taken care of through
the separation of powers. We have the Congress, which will review
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the agreement, as it did in the Tokyo Round, as it will in the Uru-
guay Round, certainly as it did in an extraordinarily detailed fash-
ion for the Israel and Canada FTA’s. And I think we have that
check in order to ensure that the United States is not selling out to
the foreign interests in a negotiation.

No one ever wants to step away from a negotiating table, wheth-
er it is in an FTA or whether it is in the Uruguay Round. But I
think the checks-and-balances process, thus far in the history of
trade negotiations of this country, has ensured that each agree-
men_tbiavas as fair and as equitable to the citizens of this country as
possible.

Senator Baucus. You heard Mr. Bergsten say that the Canadian
FTA was probably a good agreement, but that Japan is different. I
mean, Japan is not our neighbor; Japan has an economy that is
much larger than ours, has a different culture. It is so different
that you can’t compare the free trade agreement with Israel or
with Canada along with that of Japan.

What is your response?

Mrs. Coorer. Two things. First of all, as an old trade negotiator,
it is much harder to negotiate with your friends than with people
who are not like you. You can ask anyone in this room who has
ever negotiated with Canada, for instance, that those are the
toughest and most acrimonious negotiations that we have ever had.
So, I don’t think it is necessarily easier to negotiate with your
neighbors; indeed it is much more difficult.

Second, nowhere in the GATT history does the GATT say that
FTA'’s should only be negotiated with neighboring countries. That
was never envisaged when article XXIV was drafted, and in fact I
would say that some successful FTA’s are in place with non-neigh-
boring countries. So, I see no reason to not consider seriously nego-
tiations with our Pacific Rim countries. And in the Pacific Rim, I
do indeed include Mexico.

Senator BAucus. What about his point—he didn’t quite say this,
but maybe it was implied—that the United States and the Canadi-
an economies are somewhat similar, we have similar background,
culture, et cetera, but with Japan we are dealing not very much
with formal trade barriers, although we are in some cases, but in
many cases with non-formal trade barriers—namely, Japan’s distri-
bution network? :

You know, the classic FTA can make sense when you are dealing
with a culture and a society that is similar, but not in trying to
somehow reform the Japanese distribution system.

Mrs. Cooper. It is easier to negotiate tariffs in free trade ar-
rangements than it is nontariff barriers; there is no doubt about
that. And the more difficult nontariff barriers are indeed things
that you can’t touch, like the distribution system in Japan.

If I may offer a suggestion for the Pacific Rim trade initiative
which is slightly different than yours, Senator: that we consider ne-
gotiating FTA’s with those countries in the Pacific Rim which have
tariff barriers in place—easy ones to negotiate—and that are
neighboring countries of Japan, and that we consider negotiating
an FTA with Japan last rather than first, thereby increasing our
negotiating leverage on the Japanese distribution system consider-

ably.



36

Senator Baucus. While I am talking with you, Mr. Aho said—I
don’t want to put words in his mouth, but I think this is what he
was saying—that while maybe the Canadian FTA was probably
okay, there are sure a lot of blanks to be filled in yet, so the jury is
out. I take it you agree that the Canadian FTA was a good idea.
Would you share with us your concerns about the blanks?

Mrs. Cooper. Yes, there are o number of blanks. I think probabl
the most crucial one will be when we have a serious dispute wit
Canada. That is inevitable.

Let me just share my experience with Israel, since our history
with that agreement obviously is much longer. The U.S. Govern-
ment has had a number of serious disputes with Israel, but we
found that the fact that there was an FTA in place, coupled with
the threat of calling a panel in the dispute settlement process, has
helped the U.S. Government to resolve those disputes much more
9xpfiditiously than would have been the case had the FTA not been
in place.

Senator Baucus. Mr. Aho also said that the bilateral had the un-
fortunate result of playing favorites, to the detriment of our rela-
tions with other countries. What about that?

Mrs. Coorer. Well, don’t say ‘favorites.” Put an FTA on the
table and let any country sign on that wants to, a non-discrimina-
tory FTA.

hSeglator Baucus. Mr. Aho, that is your opening. What about
that?

Mr. Aro. Well, one, I am not sure, despite all of the old negotia-
tors in this room, that we have enough of them in this country to
be able to conduct a number of these things simultaneously. They
turn out to be somewhat inconsistent with one another, and it
would set up an entirely different and separate operation from the
multilateral talks. So I think it would divert, if nothing else, an
awful lot of attention from the Uruguay Round.

But in thinking about a negotiation along the Pacific Rim or
with Japan, specifically, consider the concessionary nature of nego-
tiations. And with Japan in particular, what is the United States
“going to give up”? Our voluntary export restraints in autos and
steel and machine tools, and things like that? We know what we
might like to get from the Japanese, but these are very tough polit-
wcal things that we are going tc be asking of them; what are they
going to ask of us? And are we going to be willing to take that
step?

Senator Baucus. Well, they are asking us basically to reduce our
federal budget deficit. That is one big request of theirs. I think you
would agree we should do that.

Mr. AHo. I definitely agree we should do that.

Senator Baucus. Mr. Erb? You had your hand up.

Mr. ErB. Not on that point, Senatcr. I did want to make a state-
ment on the time involved, prompted by what Mike said about the
necessity to have a team, and by Doral’s remarks about putting a
draft FTA on the table and saying anybody who wants to sign it
can do so.

First, on the question of time, just as I proposed that time is the
solution to some of the disparities that exist between Mexico and
the United States froin their point of view, and some of our con-
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cerns about competition towards sensitive sectors here, it should be
noted that it does vake time to do these things. _

The Canadian agreement perhaps is underestimated, that the
two years that it took really was the end of a long process, which
included 20 years ago the automotive agreement—more than 20
years ago—and then an attempt by Canada through much of the
late seventies and early eighties to pursue an entirely different
option, which was the sectoral approach. The 2-year process was
the peak, on top of a rather long and arduous mountain that had
to be climbed.

In the case of Spain and the Community, it took 23 years from
the moment of the first Spanish application to the signature on an
agreement to accede to the Community, and it will take another 10
years, from 1985, for them to be a full member of the Community.

In each of these negotiations~—whether it is Israel, Canada, or
Spain and the Community—peculiar characteristics of each coun-
try and each trading relationship have to be taken into account.

Therefore, I do doubt that drafting an all-purpose generic FTA
and saying, “Sign here, just fill in the blanks,” would work. I
mean, each country is going to bring to the table——

Senator Baucus. How about a regional one?

Mr. ErB. Well, even more so, Senator, because each country has
its own ‘‘coruzonsito,” as they say in Mexico—you know, its own
thing that is very special to them. We have steel and textiles and
automotive. Mexico has a very backward agricultural sector that
will need to be addressed, which is paralleled by a very aggressive
and competitive agricultural sector. ~

So, we have to find a way to ease the pain on our side of Mexican
exports, and to ease the difficulties that they will have of bringing
their agricultural sector, broadly defined, into full competitiveness
on the world standard.

So, I really think that each case will require a very long and ar-
duous negotiation. 1 would argue, as well, that propinquity, the
“three D’s” that Michael mentioned as well as some other more
positive aspects of the relationship, justify a careful look at that
particular bilateral-——not to the exclusion of others, but I would
hope with a sense of priority that relates to some of the particular
aspects of the interrelationship between the United States and
Mexican economies.

Senator Baucus. I was wondering, Mr. Aho, when, in your judg-
ment, do bilaterals—however you define them—make sense in the
future?

Mr. Ano. Well, I guess we would have to postulate. If a failure of
the Uruguay Round were be one of the things that led us in that
direction, then I would prefer a Pacific Rim agreement, a preferen-
tial agreement along the whole Rim, as opposed to picking and
choosing among countries.

But if you are going to go with a country for the reasons of a
threat, or whatever, I would go with the long-term interest that we
have in doing one with Mexico.

But in the wake of a failed Uruguay Round, I would try to do
something along the Pacific Rim. However we are far away from
that at this stage.
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Senator Baucus. What about Mr. Erb’s point that it takes for-
ever to conclude these things; so you might as well begin now?

Mr. AHo. But if you begin now, how can we ensure how that will
change the behavior of other countries? Read here the European
Community. Will they find it in their interest to go out and start
negotiating some of their own bilaterals? Will it bring them to the
table, or will it force them away from the table? That is difficult to
judge at this stage.

And also like Fred, traveling around the world I get the sense
that the Community would probably—and they are very good at
it—start cutting their own preferential deals and move away from
ug, and not towards us.

Senator Baucus. Mrs. Cooper?

Mrs. CooPER. Senator, if I may clarify one earlier remark for the
record, when I suggested putting an FTA on the table, I suggested
the concept of an FTA. Of course, each and every one would have
to be negotiated separately, because the economies obviously are
very different. and the phase-in periods would be very different.

Mr. AHo. I thought that was what you meant.

Mrs. CoorEr. Thank you.

Senator Baucus. Does anybody have anything to say in response
to something that someone said that you found “outrageous” or
that “got under your skin” before we wrap up here? Or do any of
you have any final points you want to make? [Laughter.]

Mr. ERrB. A final point, Senator. I do applaud you for commenc-
ing this debate. I think that it is one of the critical issues that U.S.
trade policy must address.

I think I would emphasize the Uruguay Round, recognizing, as
the earlier panel pointed out, as well, that all trade negotiations
take time.

In the trough of one particular negotiation, as we seem to be
now, it looks darkest perhaps before the dawn, and I certainly am
not ready to write off the Uruguay Round as a valid and priority
negotiating option for the United States; nor would I suggest that
the introduction of a bilateral negotiation with Mexico should in
any way derail the attention that the Uruguay Round deserves.

enator Baucus. On that point, though, how do we exercise le-
verage, given the current multilateral framework, to get a success-
ful Uruguay Round on agriculture, intellectual properties, services,
and so forth? what is our leverage? Remember we have much less
leverage now than we did 20 to 30 years ago.

Mr. ErB. We still have an enormous market and countries all
over the world that desire access to that market. As we have seen
in trade disputes with the Community, that is a respectable point
of leverage.

Senator Baucus. But is it a credible threat?

Mr. Egrs. Oh, I think so.

Senator Baucus. Because this country is not very likely to imple-
ment quotas or tariffs.

Mr. Ers. Well, a very large proportion of our trade is now under
quantitative restraints.

Senator Baucus. No, I am talking about additional.

Mr. ErB. Well, I wouldn’t rule it out. I have watched over the
past 25 years increasing limits on executive branch discretion, in-
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creasing use by both the Executive and at the instigation of the
Congress of quantitative restraints, and the Super 301 is another
example.

Senator Baucus. So you suggest using Super 301 as a potential,
and 301 generally as a potential threat? ‘

Mr. ErB. Certainly the threat is credible, and I think other coun-
tries are very concerned about that.

Senator Baucus. I agree with that. We probably do have to use
it, or at least be ready to use it if we have to.

Mrs. Cooper?

Mrs. CooPER. Senator, like Mr. Erb, I applaud your initiative in
stimulating the debate on this subject. I think the fact that the
Congress of the United Statcs is seriously considering the idea of
FTA’s with other countries in the Pacific Rim, in particular, sends
a warning to our trading partners but likewise creates an opportu-
nity for our trading partners.

I think the discussion will, if nothing else, increase the leverage
on the Europeans as they start to think about 1992. I do not think
the debate on free trade areas in any way diminishes our will and
our negotiating goals in the Uruguay Round.

And finzally, I would like to reiterate a point that was made ear}i-
er by others. The trade law does send a message to our trading
partners that is quite aggressive. I think the notion of discussing at
the same time the opportunities that we can afford our trading
partners with free trade area negotiations balances that message
that we are sending the rest of the world.

Thank you.

Senator Baucus. Thank you.

Mr. Aho?

Mr. AHo. Yes. I, too, applaud-yeurputting these questions on the
table, because we have got to have at least the thought process
going on in order to challenge the people overseas.

But I would come back to the point that I had made earlier
about shifting coalitions. I think, from issue to issue, it will vary.
And I saw, in the launch of the Uruguay round at Punta del Este,
the importance of the Cairns group on agriculture which, in pred-
ding that process, helped. And I think if we move and select other
countries to prod the Europeans in some cases, or the Japanese in
others, we can probably move that process forward.

But I wouldn’t leave out one other form of flexibility, and that is
what we did in the Tokyo Round, with conditional most-favored-
nation agreements. If we want something on services and there are
foot-draggers like Brazil or India out there, don’'t deal them in.
Don’t go for the lowest common denominator. Just set up a like-
minded group who want stronger disciplinary action on services. or
investment, or intellectual property. That gives you the flexibility.
And I think the countries that will buy into those individual agree-
ments will vary from issue to issue.

Senator Baucus. Thank you all very much.

What all this comes down to, as I see it, is leadership in this
country and in Pacific Rim countries, and all major countries of
the world, for that matter.

It is a real challenge, and the proof is in the pudding as to
whether we and other countries meet that challenge. I hope we do,
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and certainly your discussion here today will give us more informa-
tion to enable us to do so.

With that, I want to thank you very much for coming. I appreci-
ate it.

i Mrs. Coorer. Thank you.

: Mr. AHo. Thank you.
Mr. Ers. Thank you.
Senator Baucus. The hearing is adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 11:45 a.m., the hearing was concluded.]




APPENDIX

ALPHABETICAL LISTING AND MATERIAL SUBMITTED

PREPARED STATEMENT OF C. MICHAEL AHO

Mr. Chairinan and members of the committee, it is a pleasure to be here to dis-
cuss bilateral trade agreements and whether the historic agreement with Canada
can or should be replicated elsewhere, in particular with Japan. In the course of
this statement I will also comment upon the state of the muftilateral talks in the
Uruguay Round, Europe 1992 and possible U.S. policy responses to the European
unification effort.

Several proposals for other bilateral trade agreements have come on the heels of
the Reagan administration’s negotiation of the bilateral agreement with Canada,
our largest trading partner. (A less comprehensive agreement was negotiated with
Israel in 1985.) The Reagan administration deserves credit for successfully negotiat-
ing the pact with Canada, because it did signal that trade liberalization is still possi-
ble and that international negotiations can still bear fruit. The Canadian pact has
gone further, faster than the multilateral GATT talks and could be a catalyst for
those talks. The agreement was comprehensive, spanning virtually the entire GATT
agenda, including most of the new issues, services and investment, but not intellec-
tual property. However, additional bilaterals could result in increased trade fric-
tions and could eventually fragment the trading system.

THE FUTURE OF THE U.8.-CANADIAN AGREEMENT

Before replicating the historic bilateral free trade agreement with Canada, the
U.S. should stand back and take stock of that agreement. It is a complex, compre-
hensive agreement that was complicated to negotiate despite the vast similarities in
both countries’ legal and business environments. The siziiing of the agreement was
not the end of the process, only the beginning. What happens next? Several ques-
tions arise.

How durable will the agreement be? That will depend upon the first major tests
of the dispute settlement process or possibly on the pressures for protection emanat-
ing from an economic downturn. How will the agreement evolve? How and when
will the blanks be filled in, for example, on specific service sectors and on develop-
ing common laws on subsidies? Can serious negotiations on subsidies begin before
the conclusion of the Uruguay Round or will one country or both prefer to wait
until the Uruguay Round is completed? Specifically, how will the bilateral blend
with the multilateral talks and will Canada seek to recontract if the U.S. extends
similar privileges to other countries during the Uruguay Round? How will both
countries behave in response to changing circumstances say generated by Europe
1992 or by prolonged disagreement over agriculture trade? A common position may
be possible on Europe 1992 but will the U.S. and Canada share a common interest
in cutting a deal with the Community on agriculture?

What about third-country issues? The most significant third country is Mexico.
The U.S. and Mexico have established a framework agreement and now there is
talk of sectoral agreements. But Canadian and Mexican exrorts to the U.S. overlap
significantly in autos and auto parts, energy, petrochemicals and agriculture. If the
U.S. and Mexico were to sign an agreement in trade in auto parts, I am certain
Canada would want to have something to say about it. There will be no escaping
these issues when the U.S. and Mexico ultimately sit don to negotiate.

The U.S.-Canadian agreement is a good agreement, but it did not address many of
the central difficulties of trade between them including subsidies, trade remedy ac-
tions, government procurement, and intellectual property. That agreement took
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almost two years to negotiate and the talks came perilously close to collapse on sev-
eral occasions. Before launching another bilateral, would it not be better to wait to
see how this one works out? Furthermore, additional bilaterals may create more
problems than they resolve.

GENERIC PROBLEMS WITH BILATERAL FREE TRADE AGREEMENTS

Bilateral free trade agreements are justified only in special cases. Israel, for politi-
cal reasons, and Canada, for reasons of proximity and interdependence, are special
cases. The EC is also a special case on the latter score. President Reagan in his 1988
State of the Union address spoke of including Mexico in a North American accord.
Mexico may also be a special case, but after that it is hard to see other countries or
the private sector in the U.S. going along with any other bilateral agreements.

To put it bluntly, a succession of bilateral trade agreements is a recipe for RIBS—
resentment, inefficiency, bureaucracy and silly signals. Resentment would prevail
among outsiders. Inefficiency would be spawned by the fragmentation of markets.
Bureaucratic nightmares would result for the government and private firms trying
to cope with the discrimination among countries. And silly or stupid signals would
be sent to those policymakers in developing countries who are proponents of mar-
kets and multilateralism. Lastly, other countries would protest if the U.S. tried to
go beyond these special cases. Xfter Canada, Israel and maybe Mexico sometime in
the next century, the options are, or should be, spent. )

History can be instructive on bilateral trade agreements and a number of lessons
can be learned from the 1930s. In the wake of the Smoot-Hawley tariff and subse-
quent retaliation, many countries tried to establish bilateral or regional agreements.
But a proliferation of {)ilateral agreements is inconsistent with an expanding trad-
ing system. Attempts in the interwar years to establish some gl;a: ictability for
trade, largely through discriminatory bilateral agreements, failed ause the kind
of certainty gained was illusory: the conclusion of the second or third discriminatory
bilateral agreement necessarily disappoints expectations created by the first. Fric-
tions, if not downright hostility, are bound to arise between the parties. Further-
more, if other countries were to follow the U.S. lead by trying to negotiate through
bilateral agreements offering mutually incompatible privileges, predictability and
stability would be destroyed for all countries.

Discriminatory bilateral agreements cannot combine to form a globally consistent,
stable system of national trade policies. And bilateral or like-minded groupings are
inferior alternatives when compared with multilateral liberalization on a nondis-
criminatory basis. Inevitably, some countries will be left out. How will they be
chosen and who will decide? In this country, Congress will have to play a role. Con-
sider how members of Congress will be whipsawed by country interests and, disag-
gregating further, by sectoral interests. Legislative action on separate agreements
also opens up the ﬁossibility that trade will be used as a weapon of foreign policy
against countries that are not following in lockstep on recent foreign policy initia-
tives of the United States. How will domestic trade laws be interpreted or revised
vis-a-vis non-members? Some legislators, pressed by special interests, may seek to
discriminate in the application of domestic law. All of this would raise trade policy
from ‘““low-level” to “high-level” foreign policy. The Secretary of State would end up
spending more time on the balance of trade, leaving him less time to spend on the
balance of terror. That would be a gross misallocation of resources.

Bilateral or like-minded agreements also will smack of colonialism to left-of-center
politicians in many developing countries. Even for countries given preferential
treatment, such an arrangement would add fuel to domestic political battles to say
nothing of the domestic political battles in countries discriminated against.

The United States, Japan and the EC, the major pillars of the trading system,
cannot afford to be in rival blocs. Although, the U.S. has expressed some frustration
with the EC for slowing the multilateral process and with Japan over market
access, Western cooperation remains important for strategic and security reasons
and must not be undermined. The best message of Alliance cohesion the Western
nations can send to the Eastern bloc is a flourishing, unified, nondiscriminatory
trading system. A fragmented system would send precisely the wrong signal.

In short, the arguments against a series of bilaterals are both political and eco-
nomic. Politically, the essence of bilaterals is that you play favorites and that cre-
ates forei golicy ]problems with those that are discriminated against. If pursued, a
misguided bilateral strategy could alter the political contours of the Alliance. Do-
mestic political problems are also created. Congress will be under pressure to with-
draw irade preferences or witlihold further liberalization if countries are deemed to
be acting inconsistently with U.S. foreign policy objectives or if important domestic
sectors are suffering increased competition from the country involved. Do members
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of Congress want to get involved in such micromanagement of trade and foreign
policy initiatives? Does Congress have the time, resources or political will to review,
oversee and legislate a series of bilaterals with all of the attendant political pres-
sures that they entail? ‘

Finallty, the economic argument is that if the trading sgsbem should fragment as a
result of a misguided bilateral strategy how will the U.S. be able to generate trade
surpluses of up to $50 billion to service its trillion dollar foreign debt in the 1990s?
Without an open multilateral trading system, that will be next to impossible. In
order to appreciate the drawbacks of additional bilateral agreements, it is instruc-
tive to examine a possible bilateral agreement with Japan.

A BILATERAL TRADE AGREEMENT WITH JAPAN?

Proponents of a bilateral trade agreement with Japan cite the corrosive effect
that bilateral disputes have had on the U.S.-Japan relationship and the ineffective-
ness of the piecemeal approach to solving disputes. But without internal reforms of
the trade policy process in the U.S. to establish priorities and to give trade issues
the greater attention they deserve, it is hard to see how a bilateral with Japan
would overcome these difficulties. And why should the U.S. assume that on the con-
tentious issues (e.g. agriculture, construction, etc.), Japan would be any more able or
willing to accede to American demands in a nepotiation to establish a bilateral
agreement? Multilateral pressure would be more effective and more palatable politi-
cally within Japan. Furthermore, if somehow the U.S. succeeded in resolving fester-
ing disputes with Japan, the principle of unintended consequences would surely
come into play and one set of problems would be replaced by another as those coun-
tries discriminated against take policy actions to minimize the damage to them.

Another of the reasons cited for pursuing a bilateral accord with Japan is the
EC'’s effort to establish a Europe without borders by the end of 1992. The assump-
tion is that the EC will discriminate against outside interests as it liberalizes inter-
nally. But why isn’t a unified, thriving EC in the U.S. interest as it was thirty years
ago? It is! If these reforms are carrieg out, European national income could rise by
5-7 percent and up to 5 million new European jobs could be created. Europe would
be richer and could afford to buy more from the rest of the world and pay more for
the Alliance’s common defense.

What if it were to fail, and, worse yet, what if the U.S. was seen to be part of the
blame? The price of failure would be very high. The frustrated expectations would
sour European attitudes toward the United States. In a backlash, trade protection-
ism would increase. Little if anything would be accomplished in the Uruguay Round
of multilateral trade ialks. A weaker Europe would be less willing and less able to
bear its share .f tlie burden for the common defense. And it would play into the
hands of the Eastern bloc, as more Community policymakers would turn East for
markets and support.

That isn’t to say there is nothing to be concerned about. Watch out to see: if Com-
munity directives call for a narrow application of reciprocity and establish Europe-
an preferences to discriminate against outsiders; if the directives provide long
phase-in times and safeguards for lagging sectors or for the poorer European coun-
tries; who negotiates refulatory standards for the Community, and on what basis
outsiders can get mutual recognition of standards; if the multilateral talks are held
hostage to the internal restructuring; how bilateral quotas on cars and textiles at
the national level are converted to EC-wide quotas, and whether the directives are
produced in a transparent way or behind closed doors with maximum uncertainty
which would have the same effect on firms outside as an increase in trade barriers.

Advocacy of a bilateral trade agreement may be useful as a threat, but if it were
carried out, the trading system would fragment and all nations would suffer. Now is
not the time to begin exploring bilateral options with Japan. The external conse-
quences of 1992 have not been fully debateg or even.discovered by the Community
as yet. Now is the time for other governments and firms to put pressure on the
Community to open up the process to comments and criticism. QOutside interests
need to be more vigilant in monitoring what is going on in Brussels because if they
wait until 1992, it will be too late. The Community’s position will be set in concrete,
leaving no room to maneuver at the Uruguay Round or elsewhere. The 1992 inter-
nal restructuring should be made a focal point of the Uruguay Round so that the
Community feels constrained when reaching internal decisions.

A bilateral trade agreement with Japan would tie the hands of American trade
negotiators. The launch of the Uruguay Round at Punte del Este demonstrated the
importance of coalition formation as a means for makin% grogress. But coalitions
shift from issue to issue. On market access to Japan, the U.S. might agree someday
to join with the EC to gang up on Japan in a multilateral forum. But, the U.S. and
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Japan may have to join together to ensure that the EC does not use the 1992 effort
as a means to discriminate against outside interests. It is better to retain the flexi-
bility to form different coalitions and to use unilateral retaliatory measures to prod
the process, than to limit options by joining a bilateral with another major pillar of
the trading system. And if other bilaterals are contemplated, it is not at all obvious
which is the most appropriate partner, Japan or the EC. Who is going to decide and
on what basis?

Granted, new options are needed in this highly pluralistic world to bring more
gzessure on free riders and foot draggers. The preferred approach, however, should

a conditional MFN approach as was done with the Tokyo round codes in which
only those signatories to the code get the benefits from abiding by the additional
discipline. Since the free riders and foot draggers will vary from issue to issue, this
approach allows for greater flexibility.

Beyond these tactical issues, there are many practical reasons to reject a bilateral
agreement with Japan. First, negotiation of a traditional free trade agreement cov-
ering tariffs and non-tariff barriers or even including the new issues is too modest a
goal. The most difficult problems the U.S. has with Japan including the distribution
system and cultural preferences are not susceptible to negotiation by formula or by
drafting new rules.

Second, both countries have substantial trade interests and investments in other
countries. Establishment of a free trade agreement would divert trade and invest-
ment resulting in economic inefficiencies raising consumer costs and altering sourc-
ing patterns for firms with subsidiary operations in other countries. The extent of
the net inefficiencies created would depend upon the balance between trade creation
and trade diversion. Nonetheless, some consumers, affected multinational corpora-
tions and third-country business interests would find cause to complain.

Third, even the onset of negotiations would cause other countries to change be-
havior and not necessarily in ways conducive to reaching a multilateral agreement.
Other Asian countries would clamor for similar negotiations with either or both
Japan and the United States, their major trading partners. The U.S. does not have
the capability of conducting a series of bilaterals simultaneously, but could it afford
to defer resolution of these requests until the U.S.-Japanese negotiations are com-
pleted? Since U.S. actions are often emulated, how would America respond if the EC
moves to establish bilateral agreements of its own? And what happens to the indebt-
ed countries of Latin America that depend on trade surpluses to service their debts
but thoat would surely be harmed by the trade diversion entailed in bilateral agree-
ments?

Fourth, what would the consequences of failure be? The costs and consequences of
failure need to be compared with the likely gains from any agreement. Can the
gains be so great that risking the trading system as it now stands is worth the
chance? As any negotiation of this type proceeds it occurs to the negotiators that
the status quo ante is not the alternative in the wake of failed negotiations. Under
those circumstances, negotiators are hard pressed to come up with an agreement, no
matter how good or how workable. Can we afford to take that risk?

Finally, the concessionary nature of negotiations requires that the U.S. “give up”
something in the process. Will the U.S. go along with dismantling import restraints
on steel, autos, semiconductors, machine tools, textiles and the other barriers that
remain to Japanese exports to this country? Would Congress be willing to set up an
institutional apparatus for dispute settlement that would allow frictions with Japan
or other countries to skirt U.S. trade remedy laws?

A PROLIFERATION OF BILATERAL DISPUTE SETTLEMENT PROCESSES?

Apart from a wide-ranging bilateral agreement, an argument can be made for a
more limited agreement covering the resolution of trade disputes. Here the experi-
ence of the U.S.-Canada free trade agreement is valuable. The U.S. and Canada es-
tablished a complex institutional apparatus for resolving disputes consisting of three
major parts: (1) review of antidumping and countervailing duty laws, (2) a general
disgute settlement procedure and (3) the rules and dispute settlement procedures for
global safeguard measures.

The provisions of the agreement spell out in some detail consultation procedures,
timetables and appeal procedures but in several respects the complicated and novel
dispute settlement practices are vague or remain to be flushed out. The procedures
could be a substantial improvement over the existing ad hoc or GATT procedures to
resolve disputes. The advantages of a bilateral dispute settlement process are (1) the
external discipline over the administration of trade remedy laws, (2) the easing of
trade frictions if it can be invoked easily, if it is more expeditious, and if it is abided -
by, and (3) reduced cost in terms of time and effort, if it is effective. These advan-
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tages have been extolled by commentators on the U.S.-Canada agreement but will it
happen? How well will it work?

nsider the disadvantages of a bilateral dispute settlement process which include
(1) the difficulty involved in negotiating one (the U.S.-Canada agreement could not
resolve the content and operation of a dispute settlement process that could be in-
voked before the trade remedy law process had run its course); (2) no dispute settle-
ment process can work effectively if the rules are ambiguous; (e.g. recent GATT
cases have foundered over the interpretation of what constitutes a ‘fair and equita-
ble share of the market” for agricultural goods). Ideally, a common set of domestic
laws would be needed but the U.S. and Canada could not agree on what rules cover
subsidies and now ongoing negotiaticns are needed; (3) who are the panelists going
to be and how will they be chosen? Apart from the difficulty in selecting the odd-
numbered panelist (panels number five), these panelists will differ from GATT pan-
elists because they do not come from neutral third countries nor are they assisted
by an unbiased international secretariat of proven competence. Furthermore, quali-
fied panelists will likely be trade lawyers or ex-officials whose neutrality may be
suspect from the point of view of one party to the complaint or another; (4) Reasona-
ble people and experts can disagree over the shapes of supply and demand curves
but it is precisely the underlying parameters of these curves (the elasticities) that
will determine the effects of, say, a subsidy on the pattern of trade. Without an un-
biased secretariat, whose estimates of the economic variables will be relied upon?;
and (5) Depending upon how it is used, the establishment of a bilateral process could
undermine the multilateral dispute settlement process just at the time it is being
enhanced in the Uruguay Round.

As for the specific drawbacks of the various dispute settlement processes, the one
covering antidumping and countervailing duties suffers most from the inability of
the U.S. and Canada to agree on a common set of trade laws. Although negotiations
will continue, the likelihood of an agreement on these issues is unlikely at least
until the completion of the Uruguay Round. Many U.S. policymakers do not want to
establish a precedent by altering {J.S. trade remedy statutes for a single country.
The other drawbacks pertain to the lack of an unbiased secretariat and the ques-
tionable neutrality of the panelists. Although panelists will be chosen from a roster
of qualified people agreed upon in advance, the objectivity of panelists drawn from
the two countries could always be questioned if one country or the other thought
the finding was unfair. Furthermore, these panels will be established on an ad hoc
basis and they will suffer from a lack of continuity and from a lack of precedent, at
least until dozens of cases have been heard.

The general dispute settlement procedures are even more uncertain because only
one article of the entire agreement is devoted to the creation of the U.S.-Canada
Trade Commission that is supposed to administer general disputes. Article 1802
specifies that each government’s “principal representative” will be the Cabinet min-
ister for trade, allows the Commission to seek advice from nongovernmental officials
and says it must meet at least once a year to decide things by consensus. This begs
many questions. Just what is this Commission supposed to be? Who will its other
members be? What powers will it have? Will it have a staff? Furthermore, a readin
of the procedural provisions seems to indicate that genera! disputes will be resolv:
by the Commission by consensus but if the Commission is made up of the two gov-
ernments’ chief trade ministers, how does that differ from how disputes were re-
solved in the past?

Apart from meeting to review trade issues at least once annually, horn will how
the Commission operate? The best that can be said is that its procedures set out
provisions for an automatic, nonbinding arbitration and review of complaints
(unless both sides agree to binding arbitration, but why would they both precom-
mit?) How the Commission will interpret the various provisions of the agreement
(e.g. what constitutes “nullification and impairment”?) remains to be seen. Further-
more, binding dispute settlement would be a greater external discipline over both
countries but it will not have the force of domestic law. Like other international
agreements, the only sanction it will carry is the right to retaliate. Beyond that, its
power is derived from national traditions in observing international obligations.
(Given the United States’ record recently at the World Court that may not be worth
ve’?' much.)

he rules and dispute settlement procedures for global safeguards provide more of
a step forward because of the provisions for binding adjudication. (Becanse the
President retains discretionary authority in safeguards cases.) But ey« n here reason-
able people and experts can disagree over the extent to which trad. nas caused “‘se-
rious injury” depending upon the estimated economic parameters. And the provi-
sion that grants each country an exemption from the other’s global safeguards when
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imports from the other country do not constitute an important part of the trade
causing injury is a precedent for selectivity in the application of safeguard meas-
ures.

With all of these open questions, the most that can be said is that only time will
tell how the U.S.-Canada dispute settlement process will work. Until it can address
and process several sensitive cases, its usefulness in minimizing trade frictions can
not be judged. Furthermore, even if it is an improvement over the GATT processes,
those provisions are undergoing review and negotiation in the Uruguay Round and
some of the presumed advantages of the bilateral dispute settlement process (auto-
maticity and speediness) may be established on a multilateral basis. I do not believe
the benefits gained from an alternative dispute settlement process justify the diffi-
culties and the risks inherent in conducting a bilateral negotiation to establish one
at this time with Japan or any other country. The proliferation of dispute settle-
ment agreements can only cause confusion and magnify misunderstendings.

CONCLUSION

In short, given the manifold drawbacks of further bilateral deals the U.S. should
stick to the multilateral process, and if that flags, should stick it to other countries
unilaterally to prod progress. Bilateral agreements are useful as a threat but to b
credible the administration and Congress must be willing to carry out the threat.
The only other possible bilateral trade agreement that is clearly in the U.S. long-
run interest (and one that the outside world, save Canada, could not object strongly
to) is Mexico for reasons that range from debt to demography to drugs. If the admin-
istration is serious about threatening further bilaterals, it should continue to ex-
plore bilateral options with Mexico and weigh the costs and consequences such an
agreement would entail. To move beyond Mexico would create significant foreign
policy problems. Meanwhile, push hard on the multilateral negotiations and use
Mexico as the credible threat. Besides, could the U.S. really contemplate giving pref-
erential access to other major trading partners while denying it to Mexico?

Enclosure.
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More Bilateral Trade Agreements
Would be a Blunder: What the
New President Should Do

C. Michael Aho*

Introduction

Bilasteral trade agreements, unfonunately, are once more in vogue.
Frusirated with protracted negotations under the General Agreement
on Tarlls and Trade (“GAT1™),! the Reagan Administration proposed
negotiating a scries of bilaweral trade agreemems with major U.S. wrad-
ing paniners. Former U.S. Ambassador o Japan Mike Manslicld and for-
mer Senate Majority Icader Robent Byrd have both suggesied that the
U.S. and Japan should negotiate a bilateral trade treaty. Senator Baucus
promotcs the idea in an accompanying Article.® The recently concluded
United States-Canada Free ‘Trade Agreement® has provided a major
impetus 1o the advocacy of biluteral agreements, and is signilicant as a
signal that trade liberalization is still possible and that international
negotiations can still bear froi !

Proponents of bilateral accords il 10 see, however, that such
agreements conld increase trade fricions and evenwally fragment the
world trade systiem. Beyond the unique aase of Canada (and maybe
Mcexico sometime in the next century), further bilateral agreements are
likely 1o produce the same disastous cfltets on world trade as an overt
policy of protectionism.

*  Dircctor of Economic Studies and Director of the International ‘Trxke Project,
Counx il on Foregn Retasons, T,

1. General Agreenuent on ‘Taritls and Fexde, O, 30, 1947, 61 Saa. (5). (6),
TLAS. No, 1700, 55 UNES, 187 [hercinalier GA'TT)L

2. Ner Bawwus, .J New l'rode Strategy: Ine Cave for Blaternl (igreements, 22 Cannrag,
v 1)L L (1989),

1. United Stanes-Canada Free Trade Agreement Communication from the Presi-
dent, HR. Do, No. 190-216, 1001h Cong., 2d Scss. (1988). For a vomprebensive
discussion of the agreement. soe Intermatioral Frade—United States-Canada Free
Trade Agreensent, e, 2, 1988, mprinted in 27 LI.M. 203 (198H), and in 29 Hauv.
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This Article advocates continued reliance on multilateralism in
United States trade policy. Part Fsets the political backdrop. Part 1l
explores the key concepts of the GATT and their vital importance in
world nade. Part HT exphliins how a move toward a tade policy bivoring
bilatcral agreements would be a deleterious move away from the GA'TL,
Part 1V explores and rejects the most alked about potemial bilateral
agreement—a United States-Japan accord. Finally, in Pant V, this Anicle
proposes a strategy lor Presidem Bush thad includes a strong reliance on
multilateralism as the comerstone of U.S. trade policy. Such a policy
should include U.S. pressure abroad to revamp and enforce the GATT
and an active presidential role in forming trade policy at home.

L The Political Backdrop

The mnpetus for bilateral tade agreements grows out of substantial con-
gressional frustation with the Reagan Administration’s gade policy and
with its lack ol progress in solving trude problems. Despite its {ice vade
rhetoric, US, trade policy fundamentally changed under the Reagan
Administration toward a more ti-for-tat, protectionist stance.”

Unprecedemed  trde  deficits and  private  sector complaints
spawned unprecedented administrative and legislative action on trade in
the past four years. In Scptember, 1985, afier four years in which the
Reagun Administration repeatedly labeled the trade delici a sign of cco-
nomic strength, the Administration changed course and began vigorous
i mot always clibctive action against allegedly unfair practices by lorcign
Suates and firms. 1o initiated over a dozen unfairness complainis under
Section 301 of the ‘T'rade Act of 1974 against countries accused of main-
wining barriers 10 U.S. expons® ‘The Administration negotised a car-
tel-like semiconductor agreement with Japan and then applicd sanctions
against Japan for allegedly violating the agreement.? According to then
Treasury Scerctary James Baker 131, the Reagan Administration has pro-
vided more impon reliel than any ol its predecessors in the pase liliy
years.® Mcanwhile, the US. Congress passed (over initiai objections
from the Reagan Administzation) a 1000-page vade reform bill?
unprecedented in scope and scale.

5. Mo B84,

6. Uicker the Trde Aa of 1971 19 US.C § 240 F (1982), the President may
respond 1o unbair trrde pracices by imposing impon dutices and resinciions. Under
the Omnibus ‘Frade and Compernivencss Act ol TORE, Pub. 1. No. 100-418, 102 S
107, the LS, Trude Representative s the power to enloree this provision nnder
presidential approval.

7. Semicondik tor Agreement, Sept. 2, 1986, United States-Japan, — US.T, —
TLAS. No. —— (numbers not yet assigned), refmnted in 25 LLM. 1409 (1986). Ser
Hirsh. Inrmational Trade Igreement Between the Government of Japan and the CGovernment of
the Unitrd Stales of America (Concerning Trade in Semuonductor Patents, 28 Hanv, Int. 1],
175 (1987).

8. Address by James Baker 111, Instisute for Intermational Eeonomies (Sopt. 14,
1987). €. Ana & M. Levinson, sugra note 4, at M.

9. Omnibare Trade and Competitivencess Act of 1988, Pab. 1. No. 100418, 102
S 1107,
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Sentiment is growing for the United States to abandon its tradi-
tional mulilateral approach 1o trade and (0 pursue a more active trade
policy, simullancously pursuing bilateral and regional agreements with
like-minded countries.'? Others, like Congressman Gepharde, wge the
United Swates to adopt anilaterally a dit-lor-tat trade policy, retaliating
against alleged undair trade practices or against conntries with persistem
surpluses.!! How Congress aikd the new Administration will implement
the 1988 trade bill remains (o be seen.

I1. The Case for Multilateral Trade Policy

In the years {ollowing World War 1L the GATT arose as the primary
agreement regulating international tade ¥ ‘The comenstone suppon-
ing both political and cconomic arguments lor the GATT is the maost-
Gavored-nation principle (*“MFN").'* Unconditional MFN requires than
one mtion agree o “extend o another (nation] the most favorable
tade concessions it {the former| has gramed, or may grant. o any third
country” in some other future or existing agreement, regardless ol
whether the latter nation is giving the fonmer mation any future conces-
sions in return. ' This principle was crucial w0 the GATT ae its incep-
ton and remains compelling as a guiding concept today.
~ The arguments for unconditioral MFN in the GATT fall into two
aitegories, cconomic and political, with some overlap between the
two. ' ‘The economic arguments center on efliciency. ' Suates applying
unconditional MFN do not discriminate among supply sources. This
minimizes distortions in the market because imports come from the low-
est-cost source. Unconditional MFN also promotes overall trade liberal-
ization, since cach panty o the GATT opens its markets equally to all
other member-States. 7 Finally, unconditional MEN is simple (o admin-
ister: tansaction costs at the border are signilicamly veduced. '®
The political arguments lor nnconditional MFN emphasize its wen-

10, Ser Bawus, sugra note 2,0 7.

HLONY. Times, Moo h 22, 1988, 0 AL col. 10 NLY. Fimes, March 15, 1985, 0 D2,
col, 3. )

12, The GATT was originally created as the inteerational tride mibes tor e pro-
posest Intermasional Trade Onganizuion (CTTO™). The TEO, intemded 10 comple-
ment the lernatiomd  Monctary Fand  and  the Tiermaiional - ank  for
Reconstniction, wits never nitilied. The GATT survived, bowever, and i the
central intermational agreement peraining 1o inde. ] Jackson, Wokin Trane. ann
ik law or GATE 2.3 (1),

13, See generally R, Snyoex, Tow Mose-Favores-Nanon Cravse. (1948); J. Jack-
SON, supra node 12, at 249-50,

11. Hulkaner, Shelion-Frh & Stary, The GATT Codrs and the Unconditional Mot
Favored-Nation Principle, 12 1aw &k Por’y Inv's. Bus, 59 (1980).

15. Keohane, Recigrocidy in International Relations, 40 Inv"1. OrGanizaion | (1986).

16. Rulxucr, Should Unconditional MFN Br Revived, Retired or Iterau?, in GATY ar
v Cuosskoais—Issurs In Worrn ‘Tranr: Porscy 36-38 (R. Snapec od. 1926).

17. C. Ao & J. AvoNson, Trabr Taxs—Amesica Berex Lasment 120 (1985).

18. Keohane, sugra note 15, ar 12,
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dency to reduce tension among nations.!? From an intemnational polit-
ical viewpoint, MFN fosters sovereign equality among nations and
FUATANCCS DEWCOmer access to intermational markets.® The antomatic
extension of tude-liberalizing measares 10 others reduces friction axd
disputes.®! In contrast, discrmiEtoly amangements cin imercase mis-
understandings and disputes among diflbrent trade groupings or cause
resentment on the part of outsiders.®  Discriminatory teatment also
increases the probability that trade will be used as a weapon of foreigr
policy. =

From a domestic political viewpoint, discriminatory restrictions are
diflicult 10 remove because they create vested interests in exporting as
well as imponting countries. For example. both protected domestie wex-
tile producers and supplying s i other countries that bokl quota
licenses find discriminatory resuictions to their benefit.

Finally, MFN decreases the legal and legislative burdens of treating
difltrent countries unequally. Discrimination olien results in domestic
laws being applicd dilltrently 1o imponts from various origins.®' Scpa-
rate mational agreements increase the work of elected oflicials i nations,
like the United States, where agreements have o be ratilied by lv:gi'ela-
tors. Legislative action on separate agreements also opens up the possi-
bility ol domestic polun al bangaining and log rullmg which could
undermine the onginal intentions of a given agreement.*?

Although wiconditional MEN is theoretically the centerpicee of the
GATL system, thar system also includes agreemenms involving coidi-
tional MFN treatment. Conditional MFN requires a reciprocal agree-
ment baween (wo mtions graming lavorable tade treatment. For
example, State A extends o State B the same trade concessions it
grunted State C only if State B reciprocates with concessions equivalent
o those given by € to A2% Conditional MFN can be used 10 expand
trade, but because only a limited nuimber of coumries may join resiric-
tive agreements, conditional MEN is inferior to unconditional MFN as a
uade policy.

Some of the Tokyo Round non-taniiltharrier codes comain condi-
tional feaires.*? For example, only limms from countries that are signa-
tories of the government procurement code may bid on the government

19, Jd. o 27. Rulbaner, sufra oote 16, at 3.

20. Reohane, supma noie 15, a1 23,

21, M

22, Ner grarrally G, PATIERSON, DISCKIMINATION IN INTERNATIONAL TRADE—T UK.
Potx:y Issurs 194545 (1966).

2%, GO Ano & ). Aronson, sugm note 17, a1 120, See alvo G, PACIERSON, sufra note
22, w1 271-317.

24.  See Orricr 0F THE UNDED STATES TRADE REPRESENTATIVE, NATIONAL TRADY.
Fxnman: 1086 Rrroxr on Forecn Trane:. Bakriens (1986).

25, C. Ano & 1. Anonson, segra note 17, a8 120,

26. Keohane, suprs noic 18, at 1. For a discussion of exceprions 10 unconditional
MFN under the GATT, sev ). Jackson, supma note 12,-a1 201-72,

27. Hallawer, Shelon-Frh & Siarr, sypra noie 14, at 6.
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projects that are open to foreign bids.?® Under U.S. law, only GATT
members that are signatories of the subsidies code are entitled to the
injury 1est on subsidized exports to the United Stes 29 “These depar-
tares lrom unconditional MEN were designed (o enhance discipline and
thereby promaie irde. “They provided a mechanisim lor pressaving lice
nders and oot draggers that sought 10 lower stancdards.

Other depanures lrom unconditional MFN do nor necessanily pro-
maote tade or enhance discipline. Regional groupings such as Iree trade
arcas and customs unions divert tade as well as create it. GATE mem-
bers ofien abuse Anicle XXIV, which permits regional groupings.®!
Anicle XXIV Lays ount specilic requitements which membess seldom
meet in practice, although the recent ULS.-Canadian agreement may be
an exception.™ A further prolileration of regional groupings would set
precedents for more special deals, fragment the arading sysiem, and
damage the interest of non-participants,

Some scholars have suggested that the increasing number and types
ol exceptions 1o unconditional MFN have weakened, perhaps irrepara-
bly, the roie of the GAT) and the very model of liberal world 1rade.™?
However, these fears need not lead 1o serapping the GA'TT or mulila-
cral trade policy. While the GATT undoubtedly needs relonn,*! the
overall multilateral structure survives despite its current limiations.
The GATT also provides a conceptual stanting point for any irade nego-
tiations incorporating mulitlateralisin and MFN. A policy ol pursuing
bilateral agreements may shilt that presumption with potentially disas-
trous clitcts on the world economy and political cooperation.

28. Keohane, supra note 15, at 19, Ser G, Hurnaves & ], Surcron-Exs, Sussimes
IN INTERNATIONAL TRADE 120-238 (1984). Ser ado Jones, The GATT-MEN Seviem and the
Furofran (Communix av Intrmiational Frumeworks for the egnlation of Eronomw ctuaty: The
Removal of Rarriers to Tiade in Government Prvurement, 8 Mo, §. INt. 1L & Trabr 53, 63
(1981).

20, FVrade Agreements Act of 1979, 19 U.S.C. §2508 (1982).

30. Reolune, supra note 15, ar 12-13,

31 GATE, sypre none 1, ot an. XXIV. For a dixcussion of aricbe XXV and the
diflic uhics it creates lor the GA'TE mabtilueral framework, see | JAckson, sufm note
12, .8 B75-623. Ser ado K. Dan, ‘Tue GATE: Law ann INtrsnanonal Feonomx:
ORCANIZATION 274484 (1970); Bam s, sugma note 2, a0 19-21,
~ 32, For an historial analysis of the relavionship between limited agreemenis and
multikucral agreemenis see Dichokl, 77 Hntory and the houes, in Buaveratasm, Muos-
TIHATERALISM AND CGANADRA IN ULS, ‘TRAbe. Porscy (W, Dichold od. T9RK).

35, Hulbuwer, Shelion-Frh & Starr, supra noie 14, 0 91-93. Jackson ks termed
the weakening ol unconditionad MFN 21 “ensis ol contidence in e intermanional inde
system.” Jackson, The Crumbling Institutions of the liberal Trade Stirm, 12 J. Worin
‘Fuavr. L. 9% (1978).

31, Ser infra notes 66-72 and accompanying t1exi.
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1. Generic Problems with Bilateral Free Trade Agreements *>

Bilateral fice imade agreemems e justified only in special cases. For
example, the ULS.-Isiacli (vee trade agreement has ontstanding political
implications. ™ he VLS -Canadian free vade agreement and the Earo-
pean Community nmay be special cases in light of the proximity and
imerdependence ol the member-Stnes.*? In his 1988 Sute of the
Unien address, Presidemt Reagan spoke of including Mexico in a Nornth
American trade accord.3® Beyond these examples, further bilaterals
would sceriously undennine the world trading system.

A. Histoncal Antecedems

Advocates of more bilaterals in the Administration and on Capitol Hill
would do well to remember the lessons of the 1930s. When the GATT
wias signed, the world had barely receded from the dire consequences of
trade discrisnination. In the wake ol the Smoot-Hawley ‘Fanfl® and sub-
sequent retaliation, ' many coumnies tied (0 protect their own econo-
mics by establishing bilateral or regional agreememts. ! Such “heggar-
thy-neighbor™  sirmtegies  spread, deepening  the world’s  cconomic
decline. ' “The lessons of the 1930s weach that bikueral agreements Lail
as mechanisms of intermational economic regulation, '* impoverishing
the intermational community {or the short term benelit of'a few States. !

35, The trciument of bilateral agreements in this section locises solkely on
bitucral tree irade agreements and not on bilaieral negotiations generally. For a
more genenat discission, see Dichold, supm note 32,

0. G Auo & M. Lavinson, swpre note 1, as M.

37. S M. Scunizner, M. Lieskenz & Ko Kunin, INIERNAONAL Business 389
(1985).

38, Ser Dichobd, supra note 32, a1 160, Ser ado Baueus, supra note 2, at 17-18,

39, Signed in 1930, the Smool-Hawley Tarill comributed signilicantly 10 the
Great Depression. See Cooper, Trade I'olicy and Foreign olicy, in Univexsny or Mx:ni-
GAN Conrrrence, on LS. Traor. Porscies N A Coancine Wokin Feonomy 2 (Mar,
28-20 1485).

10. In the monthe following the passage of the Smoot-Hawky Tanl, iwenty-live
conntries retatined with higher aarills. C. Auso & | Aronson, sugma note 17, a0 16,

John Mavrird Keynes teseribed the sination for the United States as a
preriod requinng o policy 1o mainin employment at home by forcing sakes on for-
cn markets and rearicting pinchases, which, il successlul, will merely shifi the
probiem of unemploymen 10 the neighbor which is worsied in the strugghe.” | M.
Keynes, Tne Genexar Torory or EMprovMent INveskes s aAND Money 382-83 (19346),
quoted in G. Cunzon, Murmareeal. Comsercian heeomacy 28 (196G5),

12. C. Ao & ). ARoNsON, supra note 17, at 6. Ser alwo Robinson, Regrear-Thy-
Nrighbor Remedir for Unemplormrnt, in ReADINGS N Tur Tirony or INTERNATIONAL
T'rane: 393-407 (1949) (offering a justification for such inkde behavior),

18, See HW. Axunire, ik Feonosmi: Lassons or mie Niveveen-Takres 17
am9).

1. C. Ao &k |, ARONSON, supra note 17, al 16, See Leacur. or NAToRs, Cosmiax-
<A Porscy vk Inrekwak Prsson; Inmeesanona. Prorosars ano Nanosa, Pos-
wcirs 70-71 (1942),
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B. Economic Considerations

The argumenmts against bilateralism arce both cconomic and political. In
shon, a succession of bilateral tade agreements will create resentment
and inciliciency, increase binrcancracy, and send unwise signals 1o other
nations. 1% .

From an cconomic perspective, bilterslism plices obstacles in the
path of free movement ol goods and capital.*® The desire to surike
political balarke between mations takes precedence over consideration
of comparnative resource endowments. “Therelore, a bilateral system of
trade prevems the eflicient use of the workd's resonsees. V7

Trade policy founded on a series ol bikneral agreements creates an
cnvironment of unpredictability and discounges trade-related business
investment. The pereeption that bilsterals expand markets for busi-
nesses i the participating States is ofien illusory or at best shont werm;
the conclusion of a second or third discriminatory bilateral agreement
necessarily disappoims expectations and opponunities crcated by the
first. ™ I other mions follow the TLS. kad and negotiate bikateral
agreements oflbring muwually incompatible privileges, predictability and
stability would be destroyed for all Sues.

The experience of the 1930s shows how diflicult it beromes for
businesses to bear the nisks ol trade-related invesument when changes in
trade protection become less predictable. Heavy losses in output and
employment occur when investment is reduced and directed into less
rewarding  projects.  Morcover, trade policy conflicts resulting in a
decline in trade and world output can provide fertile ground for political
radicals to scize the reins of government. ¥?

C. Polukal Considerations

hexircably Jinked 10 the economic concerns are political factors which
arguc against a bilsteral approach o international vrade. Friction may
develop between parties 10 a bilateral agreement,™ especially when a
panty 10 a bilateral decides to open up oade with a third State.

The essence of bilaterals is that a Sute plays Livorites. Tensions
with third panics are bound o develop because of the diseriminatory
teatment,? producing  resentment and distrust in the  excluded

15. C. Ao & M. LevINsoN, supra note 4. a1 .
46. See R. Ganonex, Srerinc-Dovtiak Dinosacy B3 (1956).
47. i,
18, Id.; Fllis, Bilatrralivm ond the Future of Intrruational 1rade. in READINGS IN TUF
Turowry oF INTERNATIONAL TRADE, supra noie 42, at 11517,
49, For a detaiked analysis toggether with a dramatie chan of the downwand spied
of trrde, see G, Kinmznexcrs, ‘For Woren in Deexession 171-72 (1973).
). See Dichobd, supra note X 87,
51. In 1919, the Tarill Commission conchaded tha
a policy of spoecil armangements . . . kads 1o (rouhlcsome complications.
Whether as regands our reciprocily treaties or as regands our interpretation
of the mosti-Gavored-ration ckiuse, the separate and individual treaiment of
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nations.** The eflect on developing nations could be particularly acute.
For lefi-of~center politicians in many third world States, discriminatory
bilateral arrangements may well smack of colonialism.®® The develop-
ment ol a globally consistent, stable system of (rade requires elbetive
cquality of Aiglns and obligations among States, which can be ensured
only by general acceprance ol the principle of nondiscrimination, other-
wise known as most-favored-nation seatment. ‘This principle mobilizes
Large mations to support the aspirations of’ small nations to he treated
cqually. In no other way can the sovercign equality ol nations which
difitr cnormously in size and power be realized. or even approximated.

The United States, Japan and the Kuropean Community—the major
pillars ol the mding system—cannot allbid o be in nival blocs.
Although the United States has expressed some fiusoation with (he
Exnropean Community for slowing the muhilueral process and with
Japan over market access, Western cooperation rentains imporiam for
strategic and sccurity reasons and nmst not be undermined. e best
message of alliance cohesion the Western nations can send to Fastern
bloc nations is a llourishing, unilicd and nondiscriminatory vading sys-
tem. A fragmented trading system with [nction and  discrimination
would send precisely the wrong signal.

Aside [rom intermational politics, domestic political considerations
also angue against a policy of bilaeralism. A strategy of bikueralism
would necessanly require that Congress play a major role in formulating
trade policy. Consider how members of Congress will be whipsawed by
short tenn nadonal imerest as well as sectoral interests.  Legislative
action on scparaic agreements opens up the possibility that trade will be
used as a weapon of foreign policy against countries failing (o follow
U.S. loreign policy initiatives.  Some legislators, pressured by special
interest groups, may seek to discriminate in the application of domesiic
law. In sum, a bilueral strategy would raise trade policy from “low
level” 10 “high level” foreign policy. The new Secretary of State, James
A. Baker 1. would end up spending more time on the balance of trade,
leaving him less time 10 spend on the balance ol terror. That would be a
gross misallocation ol resources.

Regandless of the perspective, bilaterals or like-minded groupings
are an inlerior alternative when compared with multilaeral liberaliza-
tion on a nondiscrimimory basis.” Politically, bilatenals diseriminate
and create torcign policy problems. Economically, bilierals fragment
the imermational irading svstem. “The United States needs (o generate
trade swipluses of up to $50 billion 1o service its rillion dollar foreign

o h case 1eds 1o ercate misunderstanding and friction with conntries which,
though supposed 10 be not copcernaed, yet are in reality much concerned.
Quoted in W. Dichold, supra note 32, a3,
52, C. Ano & M. Levinson, supra note 1, at M.
5%, Foran extended discussion of the drawhacks, see C. Ano & J. Avonson, supra
note 17, a1 ch. 7.
5. Ser C. Ao & ). ARORSON, sugra note V7, ar 17,
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debt in the 1990s.53°> Without an epen multilateral trading system, that
will be next 1o impossible.

IV. Drawbacks of a Bilateral with Japan

Despite the argumems against negotiating a series of bilateral agree-
ments, policy-makers persist in proposing an accord with jJapan.™ “They
base these proposals cither on false premises or a misrcading of the
potential gains by paying insuflicient aucntion o the negative
consequences.

A, Tactical Considerations

Proponents of a bikueral trade agreemen with Japan cite the conosive
clitet diat bikieral disputes have had on the U.S.-Japancse relationship
and the inellbctiveness of the picecemeal approach 1o solving these dis-
pates.®? “There are, however, several barriers (o a US.-Japan accord.
Before such an agreement can be efitcwuated. the trade policy process in
the United States must be internally refonmed o establish and highligh
trade prioritics. Otherwise. the U.S. will not overcome the disputes with
Japan through a bilatcral agreemem. Morcover, the US. should no
assumc—cven il it did change its policy— hat Japan would be any more
able or willing to accede 0 ULS. demands on contentious issues, such as
agriculture and construction policy.® Muliilateralg rather than bilateralg
pressure would be more ellective and more palatable politically within
Japan.

A bilmceral trade agreement with Japan would be a mistaken strate-
g move in U.S. trade policy. Foremosy, it would tic the hands of Amer-
wwan rade negotiators. The launch of the Uruguay Round at Punte del
Este demonstrated the imporaice of coalition building in {uture trade
negotiations. Since coalitions shili from issuc to issuc, it is better o
retain the flexibility 1o form dillbrent coalitions than o mit options by
Joining a bilaeral with another major pillar of the irading sysiem. For
example, the United States migli someday wish (o join forces with the
Europcan Community in a muliilateral forum on the issue of market
aceess 10 Japan, but may Luer have (o join with Japan to ensure thia die
Furopcan Community does not use the 1992 elibit as a means to dis-
criminate against outside interesis,

Furthermore, il the United States does enter into a bikucral vade
agreement, it is not at all obvions that Japan is the most appropriate
partner. Sciator Bancus prefers a bilateral with Japan,™ while Con-
gressman Gephardt has proposed that the Furopean Community should

85. For references and an extended discussion of the problems of servicing U.S.
foreign debit, soe C. Ao & M. Lavinson, supra note 4, at ch. 2,

86, Ser. ez Buncars, supra note 2, at 8-17; Groping for a Iractical New Order in World
Trade, N.Y. "Vimes, Aug. 30, 1987, a1 30.

8§7. See Bawcus, supra note 2, at 12,

88. Ser . Ao & M. Lrvinson, supra note 4, a1 85,

59, Ser Buinus, supra note 2, as 8-17.
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be the object of U.S. bilateral initiaiives.®® Scnator Bradley favors a
plurilateral trade agrecment with the Pacific Rim nations.! Who is
going 1o decide and on what basis?

Granted, new approaches 10 tade policy in a highly plaralistic
world may bring needed pressure on fice riders and {oot draggers. The
preferved approach, however, is (o remain within the GATT" and
develop the conditional MFN approach as was done with the ‘Fokyo
Rouixl. where only sigratories to the new codes received the benelits off
abiding by the additional discipline.™ Since the [ree nders and (oot
draggers will vary from issuc 0 issuc, conditional MFN allows for
greater fexibility.

B. Praciical Considerations

Beyond these tactical issues, there are several practical reasons 1o reject
a bilateral nade accord with Japan. ‘The drawbacks ae manilold. Fist,
negotiation of a taditional free vade agreement is (0o modest a goal.
Even it the agreement covered tanfls and sonsaill'barmiers or included
such new issues as trade in sevices, intellectual propeny and forcign
investment, the two nations wonld have failed 10 address signilican
problems. “The most diflicult problems the United States has with Japan,
including the distribution system and cultural preferences, are not sus-
ceptible to negotiation by formula or by dralting new trade mles,

Sccond, the concessionary nature of negotiations requires that the
United States “give up” something in order to reccive something out of
an agreement. This may mean dismantling impont restrainis on siecl,
autos, semiconductors, machine tools, textiles and the other barriers
that remain 0 Japancse exports to the United States. ‘The U.S. Con-
gress might have 10 construct an instinnional apparatus for dispute set-
tement that would allow {rictions with Japan o skin U.S. trade remedy
laws. Panticular interest groups and members of Congress are likely 1o
think e this would give up 100 much control.

Third. while the new U.S.Camadian bilateral is a good agreement, i
still Liled 10 address many of the central dillicultes of tade between the
two countries. The accord does not address subsidies, trade remedy
actions. govermment procurement, or intellectual propeny.®* This
agreement ook almost two years (o negotiate, and the wlks came penil-
ously close 10 collipse on several occasions. Morcover, even alter Cane-
ada and the United Swates reached an agreement and the U.S. Congress
ratificd the accord, the Canadian public nearly rejected the ag'rccuwm
by coming close to voting ont the conservative Mulrooney government

60. Acklress by Representative Richard Geplardt, “United Sl.nm Trade Policy
for the 1900s,” Geonge Washington University Law Socicty (Oct. 12, 1984).

61, Address by Senaor Bi)l - Bradiey, New York l'umomu (.lul) (Dee, 8,
1988).

62. See Hulbaner, Shelion-Erb & Starr, supma note 14, 61,

63. For an assessment of unfinished business and lor o analysis of how the biku-
cral agreement might blend with the multitueraf ks, soe Dichold, supme note 32,

"y
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respousible for its negotiation. Indeed, the agreement became the cen-
tral issuc of Canada's national campaign.®* Before launching another
bikueral, it wonld be wise to wait and see how the agreement with Cane
ada works out.

Founh, since both the US. and Japan have substantial oade inter-
ests and business investmenis in other countries, establishment of a new
bikueral would divent trade and investiment. ‘This would result in eco-
nomic inclliciency, rising consumer costs and aliering souring pat-
terns {o. lirms with subsidiary operations in other countries. ‘The extent
of the net inefliciencies created would depend upon the balance
between trude ercation and trade diversion % Nonetheless, some con.
sumers, alltcted multinational corporations, and third-country business
interests would have canse to complain.

Fifth, cven the onset ol negouations between the ULS. and Japan
woulld cause other countries to change their behavior—and not neces-
sarily in ways conducive to reaching a mululateral agreement. Other
Asian conntries, for example, would likely clamor for similar negotia-
tions with cilier fapan or the United Staes (Asia’s major irmding pan-
ners), or both, The United States facks the capability 10 conduct a series

of bilaterals simuliancously, but could not attthwd to defer resolution of

these requests until the US.-Japanese negotiations were completed.

Finally, the U.S. must carelully compare the costs of Lilure with the
likely gains from any agreement. As any negotiations of this type pro-
ceed, the negotiators must realize that ifthey fail i is ofien impossible 10
return 1o the status quo ante. Under such circumstatces, negotiators are
hard pressed 10 come up with an agreememnt, no matter how bad or how
unworkable. The gains of a bilateral accord with Japan are unlikely to be
so great as to warrant risking the trading system as it now stands.

V. A Strategy for the New President
A.  Rclorm the GATT

A grcat deal needs 1o be done to reform the intemational tading sys-
tem. The GATT is one of the three major infermational institutions
onginally designed 1o help suabilize the world cconomy in the posi-
World War 1l environment. ‘TPhe GATE. however, does not lave the
authority in gade diat the Intermational Monetary Fand has in finance or
the World Bank has in development.™ ‘The GAT'L is an administrative
ageney with a prolessional sall! of fewer than 200 people (compared
with 1700 for the IMF and over 6000 at the World Bauk).47 “The deh-
ciencies of the GATL, or more accurately of the GATT sysiem, have

64. N.Y. Times, Ocr. 2, 1988, a1 AS, col. 1.,

65. For the classic statement of the concepts of 1rade diversion and trade erca-
tion, sce J. Vinew, T Cosroms Unon Issu: (1950),

66. C. Ao & M. 1avINSON, supra note 4, at 87,

67. M.
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become apparent in recent years.®

The GATT needs several institutional reforms. The adjudication of
disputes and enforcement of miles needs strengthening,™ and rules on
subsidics and unlair trade need revamping.”™ “The GATF must become
more of a forum lor the mediation and reconciliation of tade disputes
not explicitly covered by existing miles.?! “Ihe GATE shoubd aim
respoixling (o problems as they emerge. ‘These reforms share the com-
mon goal of heightening the respect and authority of the GATT in the
intermational community.  International policy makers can make and
implement the changes detailed above through multilateral negotiaions
alveady in progress. “The Unagniay Rouad is currently addressing many
ol these issnes,

Beyoud instititional velorms, the GATT mitrors the cooperation
that its members invest,. Unformuaely, interational cooperation on
trade may be at its lowest level since World War 110 Political will is a
necessity in all countries—but especially in the United States. Ensuring
suceess of the Uruguay Round, therelore, should be the hirst trade prior-
ity ol the next President. Although working for change will be arduous,
the stakes are too high not 10 continue trying. 7

B.  Opening Markets and Deterving Barmiers ‘Through Retaliation

U.S. trade policy should emphasize the opening of loreign markets over
the protection of domestic industries. ‘The United States should pursue
an aggressive policy of deterrence and retaliation (oward the end off
strengthening adherence (o inemationally established rules of wtrade. 73
Discussions of intcrnational trade invariably underestimate the
imponance of deterrence, although it is clemental in understanding
strategic relations among nations. Some advocates of free trade mistak-
cnly believe that wlerating ofibnsive behavior without retaliation is an
adminble fonn of scll-restraint. Though wlerance may signal U.S.
commitment 1o a liberal trading order, it also ullows other countries o
inlAnge upon wading rules without prosccution.  Yet, reluctance to
retaliate is enshrined in American trade law. Where the US. doces
imposce sanctions, the intent is prowectionist rather than market-opening.
Rewliation, however. a from being something 10 avoid at all costs, is a
uecessary pant ol a scll-regulating world system of free tade. Unfonu.
mtely, under cairent GA'T'E procedures, the probability that a country
illegally imerfering with trade will sulltr major cconomi: harm lrom
retaliatory actions is exiemely low. 1he deterrent eflbet is negligible.

68. For an excelient tresiment of the deliciencies of the GA'TTE sysiem, see M,
Canes & W, esory, For New Muirmarnraasm 37-72 (1986).

8. Id a1 1314,

70. M. am 10,

7. M al 19-35,

72. For an analysis of the diflicultics, see C. Ao & . AvonsoN, supra note 17,

78, See generally 1. Desiiren, AMERIGAN ‘TRatr: Porroos: Sysem Unper Sxess
(1986).
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The next President should retaliate against forcign barriers that
clearly violate intemationally defined rules of the world trading system.
In cuch instance of retaliation, the United Siates should define clearly
and state publicly whan actions on the oflibnding nation’s pant will canse
the US. 1o lili the retaliatory measures.  In addition. retaliation should
ocaur only within the realin ol intermational trade, 10 make it clear tha
the United States has 1o desive 1o allow tade disputes o poison other
aspects ol intenational relations.  Ideally, trading paniners would be
confidem that climinating the objectiomable practice would end U.S.
interference with their exponts.

Unforntunately, anrent U.S. laws clond the potential clarity ol a
trade policy cmploying retaliation.  Individual companics and indusiries
may file for import reliel with little cost and no visk, giving them an inor-
dinate influence in seuting U.S. trade policy and stripping American dip-
lomats of much of their bargaining leverage. A trading pantner has linde
incentive 10 compromise (o avert retaliation when it knows that any indi-
vidual Amcerican company can still obtain sanctions against i, ‘e
deterrent eltbet of calibiated, governomeni-initiated  retaliation s lost,
Some of the carrent ULS. Taws allowing private actions should be traded
away at the Uruguay Round and replaced by a specilic policy of retalia-
tion, granting the Presidem the flexibility to impose and withdraw retali-
atory penalties. : _

The 1988 wrade bill has already wken some steps in relorming U.S.
law and policy, emphasizing market-opening retalistion over market-
closing protection. ‘The publication of foreign trade barriers 1o U.S.
exports, as required by law, amxl the occasional public disclosure of lists
of rctalistion targets may also deter the further spread of barmers. If
new harriers are erected, the United States could publicly idemtify some
of the items on the list of retaliatory targets in order 10 mobilize the
public sector in the ofibnding country.??

Applying deterrence 1o trade policy does carry with it the nisks of
cescalation, retaliation, and counter-retaliation.  Carelul seleation ol
targets for retaliation can reduce some of these risks. Such argeting
requires a competence and an objectivity on the pant of ollicials in the
execntive branch, both in choosing barriers (o sctaliate against and in
scleating the tirgets of retaliation.  Although ie ofltrs one possible
means of maintaining a scll-canforcing sysiem ol intermational trading
rules. this approach requires the adoption of well defined rules. “The
ongoing muliilateral talks under the auspices of the GA'TL provide the
best opportunity (0 improve the miles that govern trade.

Opcening new markets, as the supporners ol bilateral agreements
suggest, is a crucial step, but it is a step best taken within the multikateral
trade framework. President Bush should initiate reforms of the GATT

71. M. lovinson, Trade Policy or Fride Strategy (Working Paper for a Council on
Forvign Relations stndy group on the Economic Choices Conlronting the Next Presi-
dent, New York (May 10, 1988) (unpublished munuserips).
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through the Uruguay Round and promote a strong policy of retaliation
against GATT violators. These effbnis risk failure, however, unless he
also can successfully manage domestic trade politics.

C. Managing the Domestic ‘Trade Front

A major lesson of the past decade s that it is not enough lor the Presi-
dent (0 negotiate freer trade with other countries. He must also awend
o the domestic [ront on trade matters. He must do more (o involve the
private sector and Congress in making trade policy. He must mobilize
private scector suppon and keep Congress constantly apprised ol the
negotiations. He must convinee Congress and the public that he s
according trade mautcers their due priority and is protecting American
inerests,

A frank policy of retaliation against {oreign barriers would provide
visible evidence 1o the domestic political arena that the ULS. govermment
is vigorously asserting the country's interest in tiade matters. “This will
help establish presidential eredibility on (rade, greatly diminishing pro-
tectionist pressures on the domestic front.

The new administration must continie 1o push lued for visible signs
of progress. Unless a new multilateral accord resolves basic issues of
disagreement, trade {rictions with Japan and the European Community
are likely to escalate in the decade ahead. Yet the United States should
not succumb to pressures to resolve trade frustrations through numer-
ous bilateral accords. 1he break-up of the world trading system into
regional blocs, cach based upon separate bilateral agreements, s
dircetdly contrary 10 the long-established U.S. goal of liberalizing the
international flow of goods and scrvices.

Perhaps most importantly, the new President must lead the fonnu-
lation ol American tuade policy. The political structure for handling
trade issues requires that the President take the lead in order to protect
members of Congress from intense pressure (o save local factories and
mines from import competition. When the chiel excentive fails 10
assume the role of advocate and lighining rod on trade nuauters. as was
the case throughout the Reagan years, the proteciionist pressures may
be impaossible lor Congress 10 withstand. -

Conclusion

As the new US. administration struggles to find its way on uade policy,
the world will await nervously. George Bush will face enormous pres-
surc to abandon the United States® traditional commitment to the multi-
lateral process and instcad 10 cut bilaieral deals. “The President must
stand firm, supponting the multilateral process aixl retaliating against
those States that break internationally accepted rules. Trade can no
longer be treated as a stepehild of domestic economic policy at home
and of foreign policy abroad. It must be a cominuing priority.

Cierbiy
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR MAX Baucus

America faces severe international trade challenges.

The trade deficit remains at the unsustainable level of about $140 billion a year.
And, instead of getting better, it threatens to deteriorate in 1989.

The U.S. has had great difficulty gaining access to Japan, Korea, and other na-
tions for U.S. exports.

The Uruguay Round of GATT negotiations seems to be floundering over the diffi-
cult issues of agricultural subsidies and protection of intellectual property.

The prospect of a single European Market by 1992 raises the potential of further
trade challenges in the near future.

The only real bright spot in the current trade picture is the U.S.-Canada free
trade agreement.

The FTA reduced tariffs and liberalized trade between the U.S. and Canada. After
some debate on both sides of the border, the agreement was ratified and took effect
on January 1, 1989.

There is a lesson here for the Bush Administration.

The challenges we face are forcing broad and fundamental changes on the inter-
national trading environment.

The Bush Administration—in consultation with Congress—must revise American
trade policy in light of those changes.

We certainly should not throw the baby out with bath water.

Some parts of U.S. trade policy work and work well. And with passage of the 1988
Omnibus Trade Act, Congress has provided the Administration with new tools that
may prove useful.

But there is room for improvement. It is time for the U.S. government to re-think
its international trade strategy.

The system needs a shot in the arm.

I believe that a new bilateral or plurilateral trading arrangement with the na-
tion; of the Pacific Rim—particularly Japan—may be just the shot in the arm we
need.

There are three new trade developments that we must consider as we forge our
trade policy: the troubled Uruguay Round, the prospect of a single European market
by 1992, and the implementation of the 1988 Omnibus Trade Act.

Each of these developments strengthens the case for looking to the Pacific Rim.

The Uruguay Round of GATT talks is floundering badly after the breakdown of
the mid-term negotiations in Montreal.

I am optimistic that we can salvage the round during the April meeting of the
GATT Ministers in Geneva. But we should revise our expectations.

Even if the GATT Round does begin moving in April, a final agreement is still
some years away.

Further, the EC is dead set against eliminating agricultural subsidies and Brazil
and India will block efforts to protect intellectual property. This puts«a limit on the
progress that we can hope for in these areas.

We are unlikely to conclude a GATT agreement that meets all of our objectives in
the foreseeable future.

We need a second option.

Talks with the nations of the Pacific Rim serve as a warning to our trading part-
ners against dragging their feet in the GATT Round. It also provides us with an
insurance policy in case the GATT breaks down.

Further, bilateral or plurilateral talks provide a way to strengthen international
trading rules in areas where the GATT is weak. Finally, as the services title of the
U.S.-Canada FTA demonstrated, bilateral and plurilateral talks can even point the
way for future GATT agreements.

Bilateral and plurilateral talks are the perfect complement to the Uruguay
Round—especially if the U.S. strives to conclude open, non-discriminatory trading
arrangements with its Pacific Rim trading partners.

We must also keep an eye on EC 1992,

We shouldn't overreact. But there is a real risk of Europe retreating into Fortress
Europe as EC 92 proceeds.

We must let Brussels know in no uncertain terms that the U.S. will not take the
prospect of Fortress Europe lying down. .

Perhaps the most effective way to do this is to initiate negotiations with the na-
tions of the Pacific Rim.

The goal of these negotiations should not be developing a bloc that excludes
Europe. But, if the nations of the Pacific Rim find themselves shut out of Europe,
they will have a viable counterthreat.
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B The threat of “Fortress Pacific” is the most effective counterbalance to Fortress
urope.

inally, we should take full advantage of the new tools provided by the Omnibus
Trade Act.

The Super 301 provision of the trade act makes a new round of trade negotiations
with the nations of the Pacific Rim a certainty. The only question is the scope and
setting for these negotiations. -

I strongly advise the Bush Administration to use Super 301 as an opportunity to
make pr , not as another requirement to meet.

Super 301 should be the springboard for launching a major trade and economic
negotiation with Japan, Korea, and the other nations of the Pacific Rim.

n the words of Mike Smith, former Deputy USTR: ‘“The time is right to look to
the Pacific Rim.”

The times call for the Bush Administration to develop an aggressive, pragmatic
trade policy. We cannot afford to close our minds to new alternatives.

I am pleased that we have been able to assemble an excellent panel of witnesses
to discuss this issue today.

Most points of view are ably represented herc.

I think we will all find this discussion very helpful as we strive to develop a U.S.
trade policy.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF C. FRED BERGSTEN AND JEFFREY J. SCHOTT
MORE BILATERAL TRADE AGREEMENTS?

In recent years, the United States has negotiated free trade agreements (FTA’s)
with Israel and Canada to promote trade liberalization and to try to resolve long-
standing bilateral trade disputes. These bilateral negotiations have been part of a
two-track US strategy to provide a complement to, and potentially a substitute for,
multilateral efforts to liberalize trade.

The success of the FTA’s with Israel and Canada has raised questions whether the
United States should concentrate on additional bilateral FTA's rather than on the
multilateral trade negotiations now underway under the auspices of the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) There has been discussion of new bilateral
trade afreements, particularly with Japan and others in the Pacific Basin. Such

roposals appear to have two motives: to provide building blocks for broader multi-
ateral agreements and fallbacks against a possible breakdown in the GATT talks,
and to reduce US trade deficits with the key surplus countries (including Japan,
Taiwan and Korea).

Should the United States continue to pursue FTA’s with other countries or should
it devote its efforts to the negotiation of new multilateral agreements in GATT in
the Uruguay Bound? Can it do both?

The Institute for International Economics recently held a conference on ‘“More
Free Trade Areas?”’ to address these questions. The conference discussed the feasi-
bility and desirability of negotiating free trade areas between the United States and
countries in the Pacific Basin, as well as Mexico and possibly the European Commu-
nity (as proposed by Congressman Gephardt) It evaluated the problems that would
need to addressed in prospective talks, including concessions that both parties
might have to make. It examined the implications for nonmember countries, and
the compatibility of such prospective FTA’s with the GATT, to determine the costs
and benefits to the United States and to the international trading system as a whole
of proceeding down this road.

e Institute will shortly publish the policy conclusions and recommendations
that emerged from the conference.! Today we would like to present our preliminary
findings on the efficacy of negotiating more FTA’s. We will also comment on the
multifaceted proposal lgreSenator Baucus for a new United States-Japan bilateral
agreement—both going beyond, and falling short of, a FTA as usually defined.

U.S. OBJECTIVES

The first issue is what the United States could achieve through FTA’s, and wheth-
er FTA’s would complement or substitute for multilateral negotiations aimed at

1 Jeffrey J. Schott, More Free Trade Areas? Policy Analyses in International Economics 27.
Washington: Institute for International Economics, April 1989. The conference papers will
appear In a volume edited b Jeffresy Schott, Free Trade Areas and US Trade Policy, that will be
released by the Institute in May 1989.
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those same objectives. Three traditional goals and one new goal, at least for trade
policy, have been put forward by proponents of the FTA approach:

1. Reduce foreign barriers to US exports. Proponents argue that FTA’s are more
likely than multilateral efforts to result in trade liberalization, for three reasons.
The negotiating process, being limited to two or a few countries, would be less com-
plex and time-consuming. The FTA’s would likely involve countries that share simi-
lar or complementary objectives. Countries may be more willing to lower trade bar-
riers if the reforms are accorded only to the partner countries, eliminating the free-
Sge'lt“’l‘ problem that often arises due to the most- favored-nation obligation in the

However, trade problems are not necessarily easier to resolve because there are
fewer negotiators. Indeed, it often takes more players to increase the aggregate
stakes in a negotiation to a level that will justify concessions in domestic political
terms. In other words, it may take a multilateral negotiation to generate a ‘“pot” big
enough to induce countries to put forward economically desirable but politically dif-
ficult concessions to achieve reciprocal benefits. The failure of US and Canadian ne-
gotiators to achieve major reforms in subsidy practices is a case in point.

Indeed, we found that FTA’s hold little promise of substantial trade reform. The
main trade concessions would likely be in the area of tariffs, while the more restric-
tive nontariff barriers (NTBs) wou{d likely remain intact. The US ability to negoti-
ate reductions in such barriers would be constrained unless we ware wi{ling to put
US NTBs on the table in sensitive areas such as textiles, clothing, and steel. More-
over, as noted above, many of these barriers are not amenable to bilateral solutions.

This point is particularly important at the present time, when the United States
needs an improvement of about $150 billion in its trade balance to stop the future
buildup of our foreign debt and our reliance on foreign financing. It is difficult to
conceive of any series of hilateral agreements that would open markets to our ex-
ports sufficiently to promote that goal. A successful Uruguay Round is in fact cru-
cial to eliminating the US trade deficit.2

Furthermore, it is not clear that GATT talks are more complicated than a series
of bilateral FTA’s. Consultations among a few key delegations set the pace for most
GATT negotiations. The FTA agenda would likely parallel or go beyond the GATT
agenda. And it might be more complicated to negotiate several FTA's than one mul-
tilateral round; many observers at our conference warned that USTR would have to
greatly expand its resources to handle a series of such efforts.

2. Promote new multilateral accords. FTA’s can be used as both carrot and stick to
pursue multilateral trade reforms in GATT. For example, provisions in the Canada-
US FTA on services, investment, and dispute settlement could serve as models for
broader GATT accords on those “new” issues (where GATT discipline is lacking) At
the same time, the threat of bilateral negotiations can be employed to “‘to keep
i)ther countries’ feet to the fire” in GATT. We will come back to this crucial point
ater.

However, Japan and other countries in the Pacific Basin seem to be interested in
FTA’s with the United States primarily because of concerns over a further drift
toward US protectionism and bilateralism. The reasons most frequently cited during
our conference for foreign interest in FTA's were (1) to avoid US retaliation (pursu-
ant to section 301 cases); (2) to secure better access to the US market through a re-
duction of current barriers or, at least, a standstill on future restrictions; and (3) to
avoid discrimination if other countries negotiate FTA’s with the United States.
These goals indicate that foreign countries do not see FTA’s as a complement to
GATT negotiations, but rather as a substitute for the Uruguay Round given what
they perceive may be the future course of US trade policy.

The pursuit of more FTA’s would send a clear signal to other countries that the
United States was disillusioned with the multilateral process and that US support
for the Uruguay Round was eroding. In most instances, this perception would trig-
ger a defensive reaction, driven by a fear of growing US protectionism and of a fur-
ther weakening of GATTY discipline, to turn away from GATT talks in deference to
securing trade preferences in the US market through the negotiation of a bilateral

3. Improve management of bilateral trade relations. By their nature, FTA’s accord
enhanced priority to bilateral trade relations between the partner countries. New
consultative and dispute settlement mechanisms can be built into FTA’s to super-
vise the operation of the agreement, and to monitor and enforce its rights and obli-

2C. Fred Bergsten, America in the World Economy: A Strategy for the 1990s. Washington: In-
stitute for International Economics, November 1988. See especially chapter 6.
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gations. Such mechanisms could in fact provide a means to preempt potential dis-
putes. The binational trade commission, and the provision for binding arbitration to
resolve certain types of disputes, that were incorporated in the Canada-US FTA
could be useful models for other FTA’s. Such provisions seem to be of particular in-
terest to Japan and other countries in the Pacific Basin.

The establishment of such procedures need not require a full-blown FTA. Such
consultative and dispute settlement mechanisms also could be incorporated in a re-
vised FCN treaty or in other types of trade pacts. Note, however, that the existence
of various bilateral dispute settlement mechanisms could raise problems with
regard to the consistency of rulings. For example, different bilatc:al panels could
put forward conflicting interpretations of US obligations regarding the administra-
tion of its unfair trade statutes, creating a tangled web ol precedents that would
confound government administrators and enrich trade lawyers. .

4. Reduce bilateral trade imbalances. Some proponents favor FTA’s as a means to
redress bilateral trade imbalances. This rationale has been evoked by some observ-
ers in Asian newly industrializing countries (NICs) that would hope to use FTA’s to
limit purchases from Japan in favor of US suppliers (and perhaps voluntarily re-
strain exports to the United States as well) thereby deflecting US pressures against
their global trade surpluses. The objective is trade diversion—which is normally re-
garded as a major cost of FTA’s.

Moreover, any efforts by foreign countries to reduce their bilateral trade surplus
with United States simply through one- shot buying missions or gold purchases,
which some proponents of new FTA's seem to have in mind, would yield little in
terms of trade improvement or political goodwill. Both require a more sustained
performance that only can be achieved through complementary changes in macro-
economic and exchange rate policies by the United States and its trading partners.

POLICY CONCLUSIONS

lB{lsed on the discussions at our conference, we have derived a series of policy con-

clusions:

1. Almost all close observers of trade policy, whether advocating freer trade or
more overt management of trade flows, are dissatisfied with the status quo. There is
widespread pressure for new initiatives, and the only issue is the nature of those
initiatives.

2. Almost everyone agrees that trade policy, whether pursued through multilater-
al or bilateral means, can do little to correct the trade deficit. That is primarily a
rr;)atte(ri' for macroeconomic and exchange-rate policy in the United States and
abroad.

3. Almost everyone agrees that the multilateral approach to renewed trade liber-
alization is preferable, and that bilateralism could lead to a mind-boggling prolifera-
tion of overlapping and retaliatory deals. The main question is whether adequate
progress through the multilateral approach is {easible.

4. Confidence in the GATT and the multilatera: process has eroded substantially.
In fact, disillusion with multilateralism may be the fundainental explanation for the
rise of interest in “the bilateral option.” It is like the old joke about the beauty con- -
test: “having seen A, we choose B.” -

5. But the same problems that are impeding progress on the multilateral front—
the unwillingness of countries to make meaningful and politically difficult conces-
sions concerning their own policies—would equally impede bilateral progress. There
is nothing specific to the GATT that makes its process more difficult:

a. The problem of “too many countries” is not very serious in practice, since
agreements among the major countries largely determine the outcome anyway.

b. The “free rider” problem can be circumvented by the use of conditional MFN
agreements on all nontariff issues, as done already in the subsidies and procure-
ment codes in the Tokyo Round.

¢. The GATT machinery may not be perfect, but it is getting better and it has the
virtue of being in existence.

_ d. The same problem holds with regard to trade balances and macroeconomic poli-
cies: would a bilateral agreement with Javan really improve the prospects for cor-
recting the US budget deficit?

6. Moreover, it is not at all clear that an extensive series of bilaterals—as opposed
to the special cases of geographical propinquity (US-Canada, Australia-New Zealand,
Argentina-Brazil)—would be complementary rather than competitive with the mul-
tilateral process. As noted above, most potential partners in FTA’s with the United
States are pursuing them defensively to take out insurance against new protection
and further erosion of the multilateral process.
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7. The “resort to bilaterals” is thus largely a copout, a search for a deus ex ma-
china that will somehow circumvent the core problems. Unfortunately, no such
magic solution exists. Hence the perceived benefits of the bilateral approach are ba-
sically illusory.

8. Having weighed all this, we conclude that US pursuit of the bilateral or region-
al option would be counterproductive for the next few years and would undermine
the major US interest in rapid further liberalization of world markets (to support
the essential elimination of our trade and current account deficits):

a. The United States cannot possibly achieve the liberalization it needs from even
the most extensive possible series of bilateral and regional deals. Key issues such as
agriculture and subsidies can only be resolved globally, as we learned in the negoti-
ations with Canada.

b. Talk of blocs and bilateral deals has become so pervasive, both here and in
other key countries, that it threatens to become a self-fulfilling prophecy. Scarce
time and resources in an increasing number of countries are being devoted to devel-
oping and pursuing bilateral or regional approaches, largely in defensive reaction to
perceived movement toward blocs elsewhere, at the expense of the Uruguay Round.

¢. While the threat of more FTA’s between the United States and its trading part-
ners may ‘‘scare’ countries back to the GATT bargaining table, it also may prompt
perverse bilateral responses. Smaller countries might forsake the GATT talks and
rush to join the FTA queue, while larger traders such as the EC might build their
own trading blocs—indeed, proponents of a fortress Europe are bolstered by US ef-
forts to negotiate outside of GATT.

d. US efforts to do new bilateral deals would imply that the United States was
giving up on the Uruguay Round and the GATT, even if it continued to espouse
support for the multilateral approach. A scramble for FTA’s would then ensue, lead-
ing other countries to downplay (or forget about) the multilateral process in an
effort to achieve stability in their bilateral relationship with the United States, be-
cause they would perceive that the United States was walking away from the Uru-
guay Round. The self-fulfilling prophecy could easily be realized.

e. If the United States were to deviate from its leadership of the Uruguay Round,
no other leader would come forward and the Round would falter and probably col-
lapse. If the US Government were to stop championing the Uruguay Round inter-
nally, support for it within the United States would dissolve.

9. We have therefore concluded that the two-track approach, which made sense
when it was unclear whether we would have a Uruguay Round and when the bilater-
al track was limited to Canada, would be the worst of all worlds for US trade policy
over the next few years. It could torpedo the Round without any significant offsetting
benefits on the bilateral side. We therefore recommend that the United States public-
ly eschew any further pursuit of bilaterals until the outcome of the Uruguay Round
is clear, and but all its energies into that effort.

10. If the Round fails, the nonmultilateral option can be examined again. Even
then, however, bilaterals would be only a third best. The preferred fallback would
be a “mini-GATT” of as many like-minded countries as would choose to participate,
rather than a regionally oriented series of deals along bilateral or plurilateral lines.

11. One of our conferees concluded her remarks by paraphrasing Churchill: “the
multilateral approach is the worst of all possible systems, except for the alterna-
tives.” We fully agree, and would counsel that United States policy move decisively
in that direction.

THE BAUCUS PROPOSALS

The general views on FTA’s noted above do not respond directly to the creative
proposals set out by Senator Baucus in introducing S. 292 on January 31, 1989. His
scheme goes beyond the usual FTA approach, because it would include close coordi-
nation on macroeconomic and monetary issues. It also falls short of a “normal” FTA
in trade policy terms, emphasizing a new consultative mechanism rather than an
elimination or even sharp reduction of existing trade barriers between the coun-
tries.

The structure of the Baucus proposal is fundamentally sound:

—that the trade imbalances of the two countries must be addressed by changes in
the macroeconomic policies of both, along with achievement and maintenance (via

a target zone) of an appropriate yen-dollar exchange rate;

—that the disputes over trade barriers need to be handled through trade negotia-
tions; and

—that international burden sharing needs to be addressed comprehensively and sys-
tematically.
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The question is whether these objectives can be pursued more effectively in a bi-
lateral or a multilateral frameworf(. The confusion between the macro and micro
issues in much of the policy debate, in particular, is an important element in an-
swering the question.

On the macroeconomic/monetary issues, an informal “G-2" already exists to a
degree.® As the economic and financial ties between the world’s largest creditor and
debtor countries deepens, such a relationship will become increasingly important.
Further institutionalization would be beneficial if (1) it would help galvanize domes-
tic support within each country for the needed policy changes, notably reduction of
the budget deficit in the United States and continued rapid growth of domestic
demand in Japan, (2) it could be done without jeopardizing the cooperation of other
key countries, notably in Europe, and (3) it would help avoid destructive policies on
the sector-specific front.

We are skeptical that formalizing the G-2 would enhance the prospects for better
macro policies. Japan is already doing most of what the United States has asked of
it, at least for now, and we find it hard to believe that such a pact would suddenly
resolve the budget debate here. The United States and Japan might be able to take
a bilateral lead in establishing more extensive target zone arrangements, as they
did in constructing the present “reference ranges” (with the Baker-Miyazama
accord of October 1986) but such arrangements should be implemented onf; after
tllxe needed macro changes (and further depreciation of the dollar) have been put in
place.

As to the effects on the rest of the world, a macro-monetary G-2, unlike an FTA
in trade, would not discriminate against other countries. Hence it should not be ob-
jectionable in any tangible sense, although some other countries (as in late 1986)
would clearly resent the United States and Japan “going it alone” on such key
issues. The riiht answer is to try to proceed multilateraelg on the macro/monetary
issues as much as possible, but for the G-2 to be prepared to advance on its own if
other countries try to block progress for excessive periods of time.

The most difficult aspect of tﬁ:: issue is its relationship to traditional trade policy
concerns. On the one hand, institution of a G-2 on macro/monetary problems might
provide a framework for US-Japan relations which would facilitate better handling
of trade policy problems—thereby reducing the risk of counterproductive protection-
ist steps in both countries. The super 301 process and other bilateral negotiations
would be cast in a less contentious framework. On the other hand, inclusion—or
even serious negotiation—of a G-2, even if aimed at macro-monetary issues, could
add substantially to the f)sychology cited above: the presumption that the world was
heading toward regional blocs, resulting in a scramble by others to join (several
East Asians) or to strengthen their own counterweights (the EC, already headed
toward 1992) A bilateral economic pact between the world’s two economic superpow-
ers, even if addressed primarily to macro/monetary issues, would cast a broad
shadow over the multilateral syster.

In addition, the trade policy component of Senator Baucus’ proposal has one trou-
bling aspect. It supports a series of market-share targets (as with the 1986 semicon-
ductor pact) to help meet its trade-balancing objectives. Our view is that market-
sharing agreements would be extremely counterproductive for the United States.
The US experience under the semiconductor precedent cited by Senator Baucus
(along with its steel and auto precedents) provides evidence of why this is so.

In essence, such market-sharing agreements (1) force Japan to cartelize the indus-
try in question to meet the agreed targets; (2) thereby greatly strengthen the hand of
MITI and ‘“Japan Inc.”; (3) transfer billions of dof]lars of windfall prefits to our
toughest competitors by enabling them to jack up the prices we pay; (4) reduce the
competitive pressure on our own producers in the short run while we disadvantage
US consumers of the affected products (including other US industries, such as com-
puters in the seiniconductor case) and (5) most generally, engage the United States
In a type of contest which we, with our highlgr pluralistic society as opposed to
Japan’s homogeneity, are almost certain to lose.* In other words, the United States
has a comparative disadvantage in managing trade. Hence we would strongly
op this element of the Baucus proposal.

t would be desirable to construct a new dispute settlement process that would
permit individual trade issues to be handled in a less politicized manner, however, if

3 The original proposal for such an accord afopeared in C. Fred Bergsten, “Economic Imbal-
ances and World Politics,” Foreign Affairs, April 1987.
4 C. Fred Bergsten, Kimberly Ann Elliott, Jeffrey J. Schott, and Wendy E. Takacs, Auction
guobt(;a ?gg'] United States Policy. Weshington: Institute for International Economics, Sep-
mber .
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one could be developed outside the framework of a substantive agreement like the
FTA with Canada. An objective and credible procedure to settle disputes obviously
helps, and the precedent of binding arbitration in the US-Canada pact could be use-
fully explored. Two questions would need to be addressed in this regard. Would the
United States agree to binding arbitration in cases with Japan that likely would in-
volve bigger stakes than those that arise in the US-Canada context? And how could
one ensure the consistency of US-Japan rulings with US-Canada rulings?

As to burden sharing, a serious US-Japan dialogue is needed on where and how to
translate Japan’s increased economic and-financial capability into responsible global
leadership. The great merit of the Baucus proposal in this area is that it would
draw together the various elements of the issue—including military spending, aid,
and debt relief for the Third World. We believe that Japan is prepared to do much
more in these areas if the United States approaches it coherently and accords it in-
creased international responsibility—such as the second largest quota in the IMF,
and perhaps the Presidency of the World Bank—in return.®

Our conclusion is that the United States should greatly intensify its bilateral ef-
forts with Japan in each of the three areas proposed by Senator Baucus, developing
" a unified and consistent position across these topics and presenting & cohesive policy
on them. However, we would not at this time opt for a comprehensive bilateral
accord to implement such a policy. Rather we would pursue each of the three sets of
goals separately—essentially via Treasury and the Ministry of Finance on macro/
monetary issues, via the USTR and MITI on trade policy, and via the State Depart-
ment and Ministry of Foreign Affairs on burden sharing—and without constructing
a permanent new institutional structure.

This would require close coordination and setting of priorities within the two gov-
ernments, a virtue of such an integrated approach. It would avoid spending a great
deal of time on form rather than substance, at a time when it is urgent to achieve
tangible results. It would avoid the risk of jeopardizing the prospects for multilater-
al cooperation, and adding to the appearance (and perhaps the reality) of further
movement toward regional blocs, which concerns us so much.

Interpreted and implemented in this way, the Baucus proposal could thus provide
a unifying theme and overarching purpose for the conduct of US-Japan relations
over the next few years. We believe it should be pursued, and are pleased to have
this opportunity to discuss it.

8 Specific proposals in this regard are set out in C. Fred Bergsten, America in the World Ecor-
omy: A Strategy for the 1990s, chapter 7.
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An effective American trade policy will come from reccgnizing the

Tailored Trade: Dealing

by PAT CHOATE and JUYNE LINGER

The United States1s floundering in the global mar-
ketplace, incurring devastaung losses in market posi-
tion, profits, equity, and jobs. The real problem is less
with America’s products than 1t 15 with Amenca’s
trade policy. We face the prospect of continuing eco-
nomic loss until American business and pohitical
leaders recognize the fundamental differences be-
tween U.S. and foreign economic systems Today the
key trade 1ssue is not free trade versus protectionism
but diminishing trade versus expanding trade

We are operating with an obsolete Amencan trade
policy, an artifact of the mid-1940s when the United
States and Britain dominated the global economy,
tariffs were the principal obstacle to trade, and U §
supremacy was uncontested in virtually all indus-
tnes. In the intervening decades, economic circum-
stances have shifted radically United States trade
policy has not.

Today America’s trade policy seems frozen by in-
tellectual and political inflexsbulity, paralyzed by the
relentless conflict between proponents ot tree and
“fair’’ trade The free traders argue that American
markets should be open, and the movement ot Zoands
and services across national borders unrestrained
The fair traders assert that access to Amerncan mar
kets should be restrnicted until U'S Tusinesses are
granted equal access to foreign marksts They won
tend that free trade 13 impossible as long as .ther
nations ercct bamers to U S exports

Of course, both are correct tair trade requires
equal access and equal access leads to tree trade The
problem s that poth sides base their posituns un the’
same twodong-Mel@ amd now outdated premiges

1. Global commerce is conducted under the terms
of the General Agreement on Tanitts and Trade
(GATT)and dominated by the United States and um
1lar economic systems abroad~ ,

2. Mululateral negotiations arrthg'most ettective
way to resolve pressing trade issucs
Pat Choate 1s director of the Ortice of Policy Analvas
for TRW Juyne Linger is a policv ron’rome
policy analyst with TRW who has coiluborated with
Mr Choate on a number of articles They are authers ot
The High-Flex Society Shaping Amencas Economic
Future (New York Altred A knopt 1986/
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Both assumgtions are wrong The 40-year old
. GATT now covers less than 7% of gichal commerce
and financial flows More importar.t, world trade 15
no longer dominated by the free trade economies To-
day, nearly 75% ot all world comrrerce 1s conducted
by economic systems operating ~ith pnnciples at
odds with those of the United Sta.es see Fxhrbira
The loss of dominance by the tree trade econcomies
muset bring a dramatic shitt in the overail goaal 17~
trade policy The United States nas long perate: n
the premise that a multilateral worbd e quines meon
lateral negotiations But reluarce on neag iatera, -
gotiations has become 3 peh v prope aition ot be
The bulk ot U'S trade negeaatieg »torn
past tour decades has takea pace wovr . e
taiks under the auspives e AT
A Lock at the GATT frined S o
have mistaken the AT aepr et o -
end initselt Making the CTATT wrk g
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different economic systems in the world.

withtheWorld as It Is

unions can combine to turn out products that are
competitive in price, quality, service, innovation, and
marketing. This agends would require changes in
macroeconomic and microeconomic policies: reduc-
ing the federal budget deficit, lowering the cost of
capital, reducing pressures for quick results and
shott-term earmings, rebuilding the public infrastruc-
ture, commercializing new technologies, and upgrad-
ing the competence of American workers.

The external agends would focus on expanding
i trade. That agenda demands a more practical, less
ideological national tradc strategy. Its first requisite is
¢ a pragmatic approach for dealing with foreign eco-
' nomuc systems and competitive practices that are of-
. ten vastly different from those of the United States.

Its second is a negotiating strategy that will give
America the means and flexibility to expand com-
merce with other nations by dealing with them as
they are, rather than as we wish they were.

Five Competing Economic Systems

America’s involvement in the global economy has
passed through two distinct periods: a development
era during which the United States sought industrial
self-sufticiency in the cightcenth and nineteenth
centuries, and a free-trade era in the early- and
middle-twenticth century during which open trade

The Five Systems of Global Trade

GATT describes 8 black and white world of trade: free

trade versus protectionism. But the five systems shown

on this map paint a fas different picture. The Anglo-
American system represents s distinct minority of the
world's trading systems.
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A Look at the GATT

The General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade
[GATT) is the principal mulalateral agreement cov-
ering world trade. Its purpose is to foster unrz-
stricted multilateral trade by binding participating
nations to negotiate trade rules and by mandating
penalties for any deviation from these obligations.
In June 1987, 94 nations were cnmracung parties to

the GATT, which is ad dbya iat of
350 headquartered in Geneva. !u budget for 1987 is
SFr 61,122,300~ y $40 mill The

GATT lus many fundamental ﬂaws most of which
can be traced to its origins.

Immediately following World War 11, the United
States championed the creation of s global eco-
nomic system which rested on the World Bank, the
International Monetary Fund {IMF), and the Inter-
national Trade Organization {ITO). The ITO was to
be a supranational organization that would deal
with global trade in its entirety —imports, exports,

chandise mdemdtmﬁs Because it was a contrsc-

depended oa the vol-
unury arbitration of disagreements between
signatories.

To remedy these deficiencies, the United States
bas led other nations in six additionsl GATT
negotiations—in 1949, 1951, 1956, 1960-62, 1962-67,
and 1973-79. The eighth and most recent series of
negotiations, the Uruguay Round, was begun in
1986. Most striking about these negotiations is that
the time lag between each has grown, while suc-
ceeding negotiations take longer to conclude. If the
past is a guide to the future, the Uruguay Round will
not be completed unnl the mid-1990s.

Now as in the past, the GATT has four principal
limitations. First, it ncither recognizes nor bridges
the vast differences between the world’s five eco-
nomic systems. Rather, the basic goal of the GATT
isto advancc free trade and open mnkcu through
the red of market

adjustment, employment, and differing ic
practices. The United States envisioned an ITO
with substantial powers, much like the IME to con-
front nations that refused to eliminate trade-
distorting barriers and practices.

Beginnung in 1946, 23 nations began negotiating a
charter for the ITO. As part of a larger effort, these
nations also began multilateral negotiations in the
summer of 1947 to reduce tariffs. It was anticipated
that this agreement would be folded into the ITO.
The cariff treaty was completed in January of 1948
and the participating nations b signatories to
the GATT. By the end of 1948, the negotiators for
the 23 participating nations completed the ITO
charter, later called the Havana Charter, and re-
ferred it for the approval of their governments.

The ratificstion of the ITO, however, became em-
broiled in American pohitics and was rejected by the
Congress. The residual was the GATT “interim”
agreement. By default, therefore, the GATT became
the principal multilateral agreement on global
trade.

As a wariff accord, the GATTwas fine. As the foun-
dation for global trade, it is fundamentally flawed.
Specifically, GATT coverage was limited to mer-

Second, GATT coverage is limited. The GATT
covers roughly 80% of world trade in merchandise.
However, trade in services, agriculture, textiles, and
investment and capital flows are presently ex-
cluded. Consequently, the GATTonly covers 5% to
7% of global economic activity.

Third, the GATT dispute-settlement mecha-
nisms are ambiguous, slow, and unenforcsable. For
example, the United States pleaded unsuccessfully
for 12 years for the European Community {EC) to re-
duce its import barriers to American citrus. In 1982,
the United States took the issue to the GATT; in
1985, a GATT panel found 1n favor of (he United
States; the EC ignoted these find ing
2 munor trade war. This example is socommm that
most nations are unwilling to involve thc GATT in
trade disputes.

Finally, and as a direct result of its other
weaknesses, the GATT's low credibility limats its
capacity to correct the global trade system’s
weaknesses. Furthermore, its existeace hampers
the creation of altemnatives. Indeed, GATT's inabil-
ity to change has made the agreement not merely an
obstacle, but a threat to expanded world trade.

was linked with prosperity. Now America has
entered a third, more dangerous era—an age of global
economic interdependence.

Today, as most business leaders will readily attest,

everything is globalized. Finance. Technology. Re-
search and product development. Customer service.
Capital and investment flows. Production facilities.
Distnbution networks. Marketing.
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With surpnsing swiftness, the United States has

shifted from relative economic self-sufficiency to !
global interdependence. In 1960, trade accounted for -

only 10% of the country’s GNP. By the m1d-1980s,

that figure had more than doubled. American farmers |

now sell 30% of their grain production overseas;
40% of U.S. farmland 1s devoted to crops for export.
In fact, more U.S. farmland 1s used to feed the Japa-
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nese than Japanese farmland. American industry ex-
ports more than 20% of its manufacturing output,
and one out of every six manufacturing jobs depends
on foreign sales. Within the U.S. market, more than
70% of American industry now faces stiff foreign
competition.

But while the economy has been changing its
course and business leaders adjusting their practices,
American trade policies remain locked in the past.
U.S. trade policy still rests on three pillars:

1. Open markets and free trade are the most effi-
cient means to expand global trade and, therefore,
should form the economic model that guides world
commerce.

2. Multilateral negotiations are the best means to
open markets and promote free trade.

3. The United States has a primary responsibility
among nations to advance free trade.

There is, however, a fundamental flaw in this
thinking: other nations’ economies are not like the
United States’ 2~conomy, nor will they be, nor should
they be. Other countries compete in the world mar-
ketplace using vastly different assumptions, serving
vastly different ends than Amenca’s. Economic sys-
tems differ in ways both manifest and subtle, reflect-
1ng basic differences 1n history, culture, national
aspirations, and politics.

Five types of economic systems confront the
United States. Four of them are not founded on
our free-trade economic model' centrally planned
{like the Sowviet Union); mixed (France); developing
{Mexico); and plan-driven {Japan). Only the Anglo-
American system 1s rooted 1n a free- and fair-trade
approa:h.

Within this framework, there are, of course, varia-
tions. The mixed economy of France differs in many
ways from the mixed economy of Sweden; Japan’s
version of a plan-driven system differs from South
Korea’s plan-driven economy; and even between
America and Canada there are clear distinctions. Yet
each model possesses characteristics that are impor-
tant to the design of future U.S. trade policies It is
possible, for example, to sketch the differences
among the five systems by comparing them along
four dimensions: the role of govemment in the econ-
omy; the ownershuip of industry; the relationship be-
tween process and results in the system; and how
trade is conducted.

In the rule-driven, market-oriented Anglo-
American economic model, for instance, govern-
ment sets the economic backdrop but takes few
direct positions on which industries should exist,
grow, or decline. In contrast, plan-driven economies,

like Japan’s, and mixed economies, like Sweden'’s,
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skillfully blend the strength of government with the
flexibility of the marketplace. Once decisions are
made, govemnment backs them with resources and, at
strategic moments, with trade protection.

In free-market and plan-driven economies, private
ownership of business and industry is the rule. The
mixed econoruies, like France’s, are based on a com-
bination of state and private ownership, market and
nonmarket decisions. Major industries are either
owned by the state or tightly regulated. The major
enterprises in the centrally planned economies, of
course, are state owned.

The Anglo-American economies are process ori-
ented; once rules are established, market processes
dominate. The plan-driven economies are results ori-
ented; business and government shape a national
“vision” that often includes targeting certain indus-
tries like semiconductors or computers. To guide the
economy toward desired results, governments of
plan-driven economies will provide special financ-
ing, encourage joint research, and offer adjustment
assistance like worker retraining. The mixed econo-
mies rely on a combination of market processes and
government planning. The command economies are
dominated by state planning.

The process-oriented Anglo-American economies
are heavily influenced by economists and lawyers
who make, interpret, and enforce the rules under
which market processes operate. Because the plan-
dniven economes are resilts oriented, they have far
less need for lawyers and economusts to make and

g Inthe US.system, economists
and lawyers dominate —but
not in‘ gqgcn.

enforce rules. As recently as the mid-1970s, Japan’s
huge Ministry of International Trade and Industry
had only two Ph.D. econicmists. Instead, politicians
and business leaders direct the results-oriented
economies. [n trade talks, therefore, U.S. and Japa-
nese trade negotiators often have different orienta-
tions: the Americans focus on rules that will
facilitate market processes while the Japanese focus
on measures that can advance their national eco-
nomic vision.

Negotiations are handled differently in the differ-
ent systems as well. In the Anglo-Amernican econo-
mies, trade 1s conducted mainl; by business. In the
muxed and planned economies, trade often involves
negotiations with both business and government. In
the centrally managed economaes, the government
alone conducts trade.
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Even the vocabulary of trade is dramatically differ-
ent; in centrally managed economies, the concept of
trade liberalization means increasing the nwunber of
government agencies that ca.a negotiate their own
trade arrangements. Under Mikhail Gorbachev’s pro-
gram of glasnost, for example, the Soviet Union's
Ministry of Foreign Trade must share its monopoly
over trade negotiations with 21 other ministries and
72 state enterprises, each of which can now make its
own trade deals. But even under trade liberalization,
in all cases trade is still with the state.

In fashioning their economic systems, the develop-
ing nations have borrowed from each of the other
four systems, patching, together combinations of
public and private sector initiatives. In virtually all
these countries, however, government predominates
in designing and implementing 2 national trade
strategy.

Amencan policymakers, devoted to free trade and
open markets, have ignored the often vast differences
between U.S. and foreign economic systems. Rather,
they still operate on the free-trade prenuse that pohi-
cies that are neutral to the fate of American indus-
tries will produce the same market-oriented benefits
globally as they do domestically. Consequently,
American trade policies are doing enormous harm to
U.S. industry.

Even where there is ample evidence of harm ~as in
the case of consumer electronics—industries have
been unable to get relief from predatory foreign prac-
tices like dumpiny, theft of American intellectual
property, foreign regulation that forces U.S. compa-
nies to move plants and jobs offshore as a condition of
market entry, and nontariff barriers that restrict ex-
ports of America’s most competitive goods and ser-
vices. Free-trade advocates have exacerbated the
problem of gaining legitimate relief by discrediting
reciprocal maiket access as a negotiating strategy.
And they mistakenly brand tough negotiating tactics
as protectionism.

Americd’s system would never
fit many other nations-and
they know it

Multilateral negotiations via the GATT have been
unable to bridge the differences among the world’s
five economic systems. If we continue to depend on
these agreemeants, the United States must resign it-
self to farlure: we will effect no major changes in the
global trade system by the end of the 198Cs. And by
then the cumulative U.S. trade deficit for the decade
is ikely to exceed $1 tnllion.
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Despite America’s spirited urging of other nations
to adopt the U.S. economic model -reliance on mar-
ket forces, free trade, and deregulation—this system
has enjoyed little appeal abroad. It suits us, but it
would never fit many other nations—and they know
it. Consequently, U S. trade policy is at a crossroads:
we can either continue to urge other nations to adopt
our free-trade economic model or we can change U.S.
trade policy to deal with other nations as they are,
rather than as we wish they would be.

Clearly, only the second course makes sense. It is
pure folly for us to presume that we can somehow
convince other nations to abandon economic sys-
tems that serve their interests and adopt a system
that serves ours. Nor can we blindly continue to look
the other way. America can no longer afford its mis-
sionary work on behalf of global free trade. When the
United States had huge trade surpluses and was the
world’s largest creditor, we could afford to give other
nations special trade concessions as a means of in-
ducing them to become free traders. But now that the
United States has chalked up an unprecedented $400
billion 1n 1ndebtedness and faces unprecedented
trade deficits far into the future, a “beggar thyself”
policy to help our neighbors is impractical. We needa
new U.S. trade strategy.

Shifting fo Tailored Trade

To meet the challenges of global competition, the
United States must have trade-sensitive fiscal, mon-
etary, and exchange-rate policies. And the govern-
ment must vigorously enforce domestic trade laws.
But while these actions are necessary, by themselves
they are not sufficient io reverse Amenica’s trade
losses. Beyond sound macroeconomuic policies and
the production of fully competitive goods and ser-
vices, America also requires results-oriented trade
policies to:

Deal effectively with foreign economic systems
and competitive practices that are quite different
from its own.

Pesolve trade disputes in a timely manner.

Address trade comprehensively —imports, exports,
investment, and competitive practices.

There is a recent benchmark for such a strategy:
the newly negotiated U.S.-Canadian bilateral trade
pact. This agreement—a strong sign that the other-
wise arthritic U.S. trade strategy may have some
flexsbility—has produced a sweeping change in the
trade arrangements between the world’s two largest
trading partners. [t created a framework and time
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schedule for eliminating tariff and nontariff trade
barriers between thera. Moreaver, the U.S.-Canada
talks were completed in less than 16 months,
breakneck speed for trade negotiations. And they
were comprehensive, covering imports, exports, and
investment.

At the same time that the two nations established
a larger framework for their bilateral trade, they ad-
dressed and partially resolved several thomy micro
issues, such as the 1965 Automotive Products Trade
Agreement and Canadian restrictions on U.S.invest-
ment. Finally, and perhaps most important, the agree-
ment established a powerful and quick dispute-
settlement mechanism, based on arbitration panels
composed of experts.

The U.S.-Canadian trade negotiations illustrate
what bilateral arrangements can produce. Because
U.S. trade policymakers have been fixated on a multi-
[ateral strategy, other trade expansion possibilities
have been relegated to a secondary status, con-
strained in scope, or used as a placebo for powerful
U.S. interests. The recent Market-Oriented Sectoral
Specific [MOSS) negotiations with Japan, for exam-
ple, concentrated on a narrow range of goods and
services, like easing restrictions on U.S. lawyers
practicing in Japan.

Bilateral arrangements have their limitations, of
course. They would expand trade, for example, but
only between the participating countries. Moreover,
asystem of global trade based exclusively on bilateral
or “plunlateral” (involving several nations with mu-
tual interests) relations could easily create so much
fragmentation and discrimination that net global
trade would be reduced.

When carefully drawn, however, bilateral or plun-
lateral arrangements can also facilitate the expan-
sion of trade. Such arrangements are quite common;
most other nations conclude them as a matter of
course. As the U.S-Canadian agreement illustrates,
these agreements have great potential for expanding
U.S. trade. -

A tailored-trade approach would elevate bilateral
and plurilateral negotiations from a secondary to a
primary role. This would enable American represen-
tatives to match the negotiations to the economic
system with which we were negotiating. For exam-
ple, talks would draw free-trade arrangements with
free-trade cconomtes, managed-trade agreements
with managed-trade economies, and appropriately
tailored, mixed agreements with those economic
systems in between. At the same time, there are
some crosscutting issues, suck as improved protec-
tion of intellectual property nghts, that need to be
negotiated across the five economic systems in
cither a plurilateral or multilateral forum.
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Non-Anglo-American systems account
for 73% of world frade. ..

{in milhons of current U.S. dollars)

Economic Total Percent of

System Value World Trade
Anglo-American 1,062,759 27
Centrally Planned 464,439 12
Developing 575,957 15
Mixed 1,297,263 33
Plan-Driven 527,957 13
Total 3,927,987 100

Source Calculsted from merchardise trade data in the World
Bank's World Development Report 1986 {New York City Oxford
Unuversity Press, 1987) and the ClA's Handbook of Ecoooauc
S!au]xtlu 1986 (Washington, D C  Central Intelhigeace Agency,
1986).

A tailored-trade approach would be pursued
through a parallel negotiation strategy using govern-
mental structures and holding concurzent discus-
sions with any nation willing to join in. The United
States would, in effect, announce that its door is open
to all countries ready to bargain. A parallel approach
in which talks can proceed bilaterally, plurilaterally,
or multilaterally gives the United States the flexabil-
ity to negotiate with cooperative trading partners,
even if some nations refuse to participate. The mo-
mentum created by parallel negotiations representsa
formidable incentive for uncooperative nations to
end their delaying tactics and participate in trade
talks. Very simply, those nations that participate eam
the benefits.

...and 67% of world GNP
(in bilhions of current U § dollars)
Economic Total Percent of

Systemn Value World GNP
Anglo-Amencan 4,384.1 33
Centrally Planned 1,857.4 24
D_e_velopmg 2,524.5 14
Mied 13105 s
Plan-Driven 4,384.1 o
Total 113,179.9 100

Source Calculated from data in the U S Arms Coatrol snd
Disarmament Agency's Wond Military Expenditures and Arms
Transfers 1985 (Wash C ACDA Publ; 123,1985)
and the ClA's Handbook of Economuc Statisucs 1986
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The major benefit, of course, is access to the U.S.
market. Ironically, the massive trade deficit that
compels the United States to reform its trade policies
also generates enormous negotiating leverage;
America is the largest market for dozens of nations.
The threat to close U.S. markets to nations unwilling
to open their markets to American goods, services,

@ Those nations that agree to
negotiate earn the benefits of
the U.S. market.

and investment is the best-perhaps the only~
negotiating chip the U.S. possesses. Any meaningful,
self-interested U.S. trade policy must use thus tool to
expand market access for nations that do negotiate
trade expansion agreements and limit market access
for nations that do not.

To be sure, America must not succumb to the lure
of old-fashioned protectionism: there will always be
those who would rather erect barriers to foreign
goods and services than improve their own ability to
compete. At the same time, U.S. policymakers must
be sophisticated enough to discern the difference be-
tween closing U.S. markets to avoid foreign competi-
tion and threatening to close them as adevice toopen
foreign markets. The former shrinks trade, the latter
expands 1t. Our national interests lie with expanded
trade. But in a more complex world of competing eco-
nomic systems, a sophisticated negotiating strategy
must recognize that the path to our ulumate goalas
rarely straight. In fact, sometimes it may even appear
to point in the opposite direction, away from ex-
panded trade, as a way of finally reaching the desired
destination.

Top prionty should go to the most pressing trade is-
sues. Almost two-thirds of the U.S. trade deficitin re-
cent years has been with Canada, Japan, South Korea,
Taiwan, and Germany. It 1s only common sense that
we seek bilateral negotiations with these countries.
Rather than wait for cumbersome multlateral talks
to grind forward, the United States should quickly
seek direct negotiations aimed at reducing current
imbalances. The Canadian pact shows that this ap-
proach will work. And it should show the other coun-
tries that agreement has benefits.

While the goal of a tailored-trade strategy will
always remain the same - to expand trade - the focus
and negotiating tactics will vary from one economic
system to the next. The pnmary focus of tailored-

_trade negotiations with free-trade economies, for in-

stance, 1s to open markets. These negotiations seek
to eliminate obstacles that impede market transac-
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tions: tariffs, subsidies, nontanff barriers, and perfor-
mance requirements, for example. By improving the
market processes in the free-trade economies, trade
can be expanded between these nations.

Tailored-trade negotiations with the plan-directed
economies, such as Japan’s, would be results ori-
ented, concentrating on outcomes, timetables, and
responsibilities. These talks would focus on a wide
array of issues including levels of permissible trade
imbalances, the composition of trade, allowable mar-
ket shares, investment 1n both countries, and prac-
tices ike dumping in third markets.

Negotiation with the plan-driven market econo-
mies, particularly Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan, is
essential because those nations are both the most se-
cure U.S. allies in the Pacific and among the principal
sources of U.S. trade deficits. They are also America's
main economic competitors and popular models for
the economic policies of other nations. Together they
represent the second-largest market in the world.
American companies cannot hope to compete suc-
cessfully tn the global marketplace if they cannot
penetrate these plan-driven markets while nival
companies based within those countnes continue to
enjoy unrestricted access to the Amencan market.

Tailored-trade agreements with the mixed econo-
mies will focus on a combination of market-operung
processes and results-onented outcomes. These ne-
gotiaaons are timely since many of the European
countries have become increasingly nationalistic, re-
tarding foreign investment and imports to shield
their domestic tarkets and champion companies.
Indeed, the largest of these economies, the Federal
Republic of Germany, has shrunk from either engag-
ing in GATT negotiations or helping the United

| American companies cant
compete if foreign markets
remain closed and the

States give macroeconomic stimulus to the global
economy. Using the carrot and the stick of the U S.
roarket, we can remind the Germans that they share
responsibility for woild economic growth.
Tailored-trade talks with the command economies
will attempt to establish managed-trade arrange-
ments. While trade with the command economies
offers many theoretical possibilities, there are
formidable obstacles. For more than a decade, Amen-
can comparues have looked at the People’s Republic
of China as a tremendous market, But U.S. compa-
nies that invest 1n China have no protection except
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their contracts. U.S. sales 1o the Soviet Union are
limited by Soviet insistence that foreign companies
take all or partial payment through countertrade,
such as exchanging capital goods for oil and gas. To
gain foreign currency, the command economies often
dump their products on world markets, thereby
undercutting competitive U.S. companies. Before
trade with the managed economies can expand
much, these and dozens of other critical 1ssues
must be resolved.

Tailored-trade agreements with developing na-
tions would involve a combination of ma.ket-
opening processes, results-oriented arrangements,
and managed trade. This reflects the mix of eco-
nomic systems, often within one nation, used by the
developing countries. Of these negotiations, the
most important are with Mexico, 2 nation deeply
mired in debt, economic stagnation, and fast popula-
tion growth.

Tailored-trade agreements need to be supple-
mented by negotiations on crosscutting 1ssues, prob-
lems that are part of the current global economy

s e -

regardless of economic system. Counterfeiting, for
instance, concerns several advanced industrial na-
tions, including Britain, Japan, and Sweden, each of
which operates with a different system. Another
worry is the burgeoning number of offset require-
ments —arrangements that vary in complexity from
barter requirements to complicated coproduction
and technology transfer requirements. Plurilat-
eral negotiations are best for addressing such issues.
If there is a future for the GATT, it is as a second-
tier forumin which toresolve issues like these. There
will always be problems of definition- what consti-
tutes a government subsidy, for example—which can
be tossed to the GATT to handle. But the United
States ought not to deceive itself about.the future
role of the GATTor the best way to represent Ameri-
ca's interests in the global economy. A tailored-trade
strategy can give Amenca the means and flexibility
to expand commerce with other nations by bridging
economic differences and making U.S. trade policy
far less ideological and far more practical. = O

Repnnt 88103

“Mr Dobbs, nght back there, 1s our specialist in enviranment-friendly portfolies
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF DoRAL S. COOPER
I. INTRODUCTION

Good morning, Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee. I appreciate the
opportunity to appear before the Committee today to discuss free trade area agree-
ments. My name is Doral Cooper. I am President of C&M international Ltd., an
international trade and business consulting firm. Although C&M International rep-
resents countries in the Pacific Rim, I am appearing today on my own behalf as an
expert witness. I was formerly the Assistant U.S. Trade Representative for Asia,
Africa and the Middle East, and in that capacity was the chief negotiator for the
United States for the U.S.-Israel Free Trade Area Agreement. I want to share the
history of that experience with you today as well as my opinion that FTA agree-
ments offer the United States an opportunity to achieve specific trade policy goals
in an efficient and effective manner as well as the opportunity to reassert our lead-
ership role in the formulation of international trade policy.

II. THE U.S.-ISRAEL FTA

I will begin with background on the genesis of the U.S.-Israel FTA. While histori-
cally the United States negotiated liberalization of tariff and nontariff barriers to
trade on a multilateral basis, other countries have negotiated numerous comprehen-
sive bilateral trade agreements. The U.S.-Israel FTA was the first such agreement
negotiated by the United States.

The Government of Israel suggested an FTA to the United States in 1981. The
U.S. Government was at first reluctant to pursue the suggestion because the United
States had never before negotiated a bilateral FTA, and was historically and philo-
sophically committed to the multilateral process. However, multi-country negotia-
tions of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) had become increas-
ingly complex, time-consuming, and, most importantly, slow to achieve the kind of
far-reaching results the U.S. Government anticipated and the U.S. economy re-
quired. In addition, the multilateral system was not addressing many issues of keen
importance to the United States, such as trade in services, investment, and the pro-
tection of intellectual property rights.

The major debate surrounding the possible commencement of the FTA negotia-
tions with Israel was very similar to debates which have been held subsequently
concerning the negotiation of additional FTA’s, and to the examination of the issue
here this morning. Should the United States embark on a course of comprehensive
bilateral negotiations? Would such a course spell the end of the multilateral
system?

Numerous, long and often acrimonious inter-agency discussions were held on this
very subject, including two Cabinet meetings, prior to the start of negotiations with
Israel. In the end, it was decided to move forward for the following reasons. First,
the FTA negotiations would not replace GATT; in fact, FTA’s are sanctioned by the
GATT in Article XXIV. Second, FTA negotiations would provide a mode! for trade
liberalization for the rest of the international trade community, and would allow
the United States to introduce—in a concrete way—those “new’’ subjects of interna-
tional trade negotiations increasingly important to American exporters: services, in-
vestment and the protection of intellectual property rights. And third, an FTA with
Israel promised many economic benefits for U.S. exporters and investors. The rea-
?3%; that gave rise to the U.S.-Israel FTA are no less true today than they were in
Another part of this brief history is important to our discussions today. The U.S.-
Israel Free Trade Agreement was meant to be a model for additional agreements to
follow. In fact, before the negotiations with Israel began, an offer was extended to
Egypt to negotiate a similar accord when and if that country was ready. And, as
hoped and expected, the agreement with Israel provided the foundation for the suc-
cessful FTA negotiations with Canada covering trade in services, lowering barriers
to investment, and addressing intellectual property rights protection. —

As expected, the U.S.-Israel FTA Agreement has had a significant positive impact
on U.S.Israeli trade and investment. The FTA became effective on September 1,
1985; from 1986-87, U.S. exports to Israel increased 18 percent, and by another 17
percent in 1988. U.S. investment in Israel also has expanded. Numerous U.S. compa-
nies have established or expanded existing manufacturing operations in Israel, in-
cluding Mast Industries, Intel, National Semiconductor, Motorola, Sara Lee, Fibron-
ics International, KLA Instruments, and others.
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III. FTA’S AND THE GATT

Some observers argue that FTA’s would undermine the GATT system. However,
most experts agree that bilateral free trade arrangements in fact complement multi-
lateral trade liberalization efforts. Arthur Dunkel, Director General of the GATT,
recently commented that the GATT has always considered bilateral agreements as
“a waf' to move things forward. . . . The two processes [bilateral and multilateral
trade liberalization] are totally con plementary.” The leaders of the seven major in-
dustrial countries (the so-called G- in their communique issued at the close of the
Toronto Summit welcomed both the U.S.-Canada FTA as well as the steady progress
of the EC toward full integration in 1992. They noted: “It is our policy that these
developments, together with other moves towards regional cooperation in which our
countries are involved, should support the open, multilateral trading system and the
liberalizing impact of the Uruguay Round.”

The General Agreement itself specifically sanctions free trade area agreements.
Article XXIV authorizes Contracting Parties to enter into FTA’s as long as those
agreements liberalize ‘“‘substantially all” trade between the negotiating parties. In
Article XXIV(4), the Contracting Parties ‘recognize the desirability of increasing
freedom of trade by the development, through voluntary agreements, of closer inte-
gration between the economies of the countries parties to the agreements.

FTA’s are not designed to, nor do they have the effect of, replacing the GATT
system. They can, however, act to spur needed changes in the multilateral trading
system. Increasingly, questions are being raised about the adequacy of the multilat-
eral framework governing international trade. Multi-country negotiations have
become enormously complex, time-consuming, and slow to achieve the kind of far-
reaching results the U.S. Government desires and the U.S. economy requires. In ad-
dition, the multilateral system still has not addressed in any meaningful way many
issues of keen importance to the United States, such as trade in services, invest-
ment, and the 1protect:ion of intellectual property rights. Many members of the
GATT are unwilling to liberalize their trading regimes further or to extend disci-
plines on unfair trading practices to the new areas of interest to the United States.
Bilateral FTA’s can serve as a much-needed catalyst to invigorate the multilateral
trading system. Fear that they may be left behind will stimulate countries to par-
ticipate in both bilateral and multilateral negotiations with the United States and
to get serious about reducing trade barriers.

It cannot be said that either the U.S.-Israel Agreement or the U.S.-Canada Agree-
ment has weakened the GATT system. Indeed, I firmly believe they have encour-
aged the multilateral system to reach for higher, improved levels of trade liberaliza-
tion than otherwise would have been possible. They have also provided very signifi-
cant political benefits to the United States by signalling te the rest of the world that
we will not allow the dialogue in international trade negotiations to be dictated by
the lowest common denominator of agreement, that we will re-exert our leadership
in the GATT and elsewhere through the example of liberalized bilateral trade, and
that we welcome the challenge of trading with any country openly and fairly, on the
basis of reciprocal market access.

IV. ECONOMIC BENEFITS

The U.S. economy is the largest, most open economy in the world. Therefore, the
relative costs to the United States of reducing tariffs and nontariff barriers as part
of a bilateral free trade area agreement generally are relatively small. In contrast,
the benefits are very considerable. First, since free trade area agreements are recip-
rocal, other countries are required to eliminate tariff and nontariff barriers which
are frequently much higher than those of the United States. Therefore, U.S. export-
ers benefit at relatively little cost to U.S. producers.

Second, since the tariff and nontariff barrier reductions negotiated under an FTA
are only available to the countries participating in the trade liberalization, the
United States will enjoy a margin of preference for its exports to FTA partners.
This will mean that our negotiators wifl not be liberalizing international trade for
the benefit of the exports of our major Asian and European competitors.

V. TRADE POLICY BENEFITS

At one time, the United States was the unquestioned leader of the world trading
system and the GATT. As such, it could essentially dictate GATT policy and ensure
tl‘:\e implementation of trade liberalizing measures. Today, that position has changed
markedly. The European Community, Japan and others are now powerful influ-
ences whose ideas regarding international trade rules often differ considerably from
those of the United States. Developing countries are increasingly acting as an effec-
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tive block to push their own trade agenda on such topics as tropical products, textile
trade liberalization, and “special and differential treatment”.

The United States needs tc re-exert its ieadership role in the world trading
system. FTA’s provide this opporiunity by showcasing new trade concepts and ap-
proaches that can be used as precedents for later implementation in the multilater-
al arena. For example, certain importani developing country leaders in the GATT
refuse to negotiate on the issue of services or intellectual property rights protection
at the GATT. Multilateral negotiations on these issues would move forward more
smoothly if the United States could show that provisions in the U.S.-Israel and U.S.-
Canada FTA's work.

In general, the “moderate newly industrializing countries (NICs)’ (and in this
group I include the Asian NICs) recognize and appreciate, lize the United States,
that the Uruguay Round is too important for the future of the international trading
system to fail, and therefore it will not. Simply put, too much is at stake. This group
generally appreciates that the major “new” issues being discussed in Geneva are of
immense economic (and political) interest to the United States. That said, most of
these countries have an interest in providing for firm international trading rules in
the areas where they are becoming competitive, such as trade in services and inter-
national investment. In addition, the fact that they rely heavily on the inflow of
foreign investment and technology to support their internal economic growth rates
means that they must be concerned about the protection of intellectual property.
Negotiation by the United States of additional FTA’s, with these countries or others
in the Pacific Rim. will not cause them to lose faith in the GATT system and aban-
don it for regional trading blocs.

VI. FTA'S AND THE PACIFIC RIM

The countries of the Pacific Rim have experienced considerable growth recently,
growth that bodes well for increasing U.S. exports. In Taiwan, the real gross nation-
al product grew at an average rate of 8 percent in the 1950s, 9 percent during the
1960s, 10 percent during the 1970s, and 11 percent in 1986 and 1987. In Korea, real
gross domestic product grew 12 percent in both 1986 and 1987. Growth in the
ASEAN countries has also been considerable. Singapore’s real GDP growth was
almost 9 percent in 1987, a significant improvement over the depressed level of
1986, which was affected by the 1985-86 recession. Thailand’s GDP grew approxi-
mately 5 percent in 1986, and 7 percent in 1987. The economies of Malaysia and the
Philippines each grew by 5 percent in 1987. Indonesia’s real GDP grew approximate-
ly 3 percent in 1986 and almost 4 percent in 1987.

In addition to strong economies, the depreciation of the U.S. dollar over the past
few years has reduced many of the large trade deficits the United States has record-
ed with the Pacific Rim countries. By removing the often considerable tariff barriers
these countries maintain, FTA’s would further benefit American companies trying
to sell in these markets. Moreover, a bilateral FTA which eliminated tariffs only on
U.S. products should increase U.S. sales in the FTA partner at the expense of other
foreign competitors of the United States.

In addition to the strong growth experienced in this region, the countries of the
Pacific Rim are economically stable. There is no fear of hyperinflation. The coun-
tries generally are well able to service their foreign debts. Their infrastructures are
well-developed. Their labor forces are literate, skilled, and inexpensive compared to
the United States.

A number of countries in the region have expressed an interest in seriously ex-
ploring an FTA with the United States. Indeed, free trade area agreements should
be negotiated with countries in the Pacific Rim. These agreements will increase bi-
lateral trade flows. Moreover, because the United States already has extremely low
average tariffs, in the short-term at least it is likely to be the greater Leneficiary of
the mutual elimination of tariff barriers. The U.S.-Israel FTA has increased bilater-
al trade and investment considerably. All projections for the U.S.-Canada FTA indi-
cate that the resulting increased trade between the two countries would contribute
to increased growth in both economies which would not otherwise take place.

VII. CONCLUSION

Not only do FTA's provide tangible benefits, they also demonstrate to a skeptical
world (and snail-paced multilateral trade negotiations) the benefits provided by in-
creased trade liberalization. This in itself is a significant benefit of FTA’s. The mul-
tilateral system is sorely in need of unique, creative solutions to break the current

stagnation.
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The 1988 Trade Act sent a message to the international trade community: the
United States will exercise the leverage of access to its considerable market to open
narkets overseas. That very negative message, however politically or economically
necessary, has caused a growing number of our trading partners to question our
leadership in the multilateral trade dialogue and our commit.nent not only to the
GATT but also to the principles of free trade. I would like to suggest this morning
that offering these trading partners an alternative in the form of the negotiation of
an FTA would make very clear that we are not afraid of fair competition, and would
a}l’low t}ig United States to provide positive, forward-looking leadership to the rest of
the world.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF GuY F. ErB
U.8.-MEXICAN TRADE AND INVESTMENT AGREEMENTS

For most of the period after the Second World War, U.S.-Mexican commerce de-
veloped without a formal governmental framework. The two countries had signed a
Treaty of Friendship, Commerce, and Navigation in 1942. But in 1950 Mexico re-
questad the termi:.ation of the treaty after an exchange of notes. From that point
on, although the U.S. and Mexican governments occasionally established mecha-
nisms for consultation and the resolution of relatively minor points, they did not
maintain, let alone improve, their dispute settlement capability. For example, after
the collapse of Mexico’s negotiat.ons on accession to the General Agreement on Tar-
iffs and Trade (GATT) in 1979, U.S. and Mexican negotiators cculd not reach an
agreement on procedures for the mutual notification of trade policy changes.

Yet in 1987 Mexico and the 1Jnited States signed a bilateral zgreement on trade
and investment. This testimonv reviews the changes in bilateral economic relations
that made the agreement possible, describes the agreement itself, and then exam-
ines the options for future bilateral negotiations.

U.S.-MEXICO ECONOMIC RELATIONS

In the period 1972-86, U.S. exports to Mexico grew significantly, particularly in
agricultural products and raw materials. Imports of petroleum and, recently, manu-
factured products from Mexico make this one of the United States’ most important
bilateral trade relationships. Strong Mexican oil exports and imports during the
boom of the late 1970s, then the growth of non-oil exports during the economic
downturn of the 1980s, brought Mexico’s ratio of trade to GDP to nearly forty per
cent by the end of the period, compared to less than 10 per cent in 1972.

Imports of manufactures accounted for over 58 per cent of total U.S. imports from
Mexico from 1972-76, but the volume of trade was relatively small and the nature
of the manufactured goods relatively simple. As imports of petroleum increased, the
share of manufactures in total U.S. imports from Mexico dropped to about 44 per
cent during 1977-81. The average stayed at about that level during 1982-86, but
reached a high of over 60 per cent in 1986, a year when, for the first time, Mexico
recorded a surplus in non-petroleum trade with the United States. Moreover, Mexi-
can manufactured exports now include finished automobiles, automotive parts, and
other complex industrial products; current levels of bilateral trade in manufactures
are nearly five times those of the 1970s.

The growth of Mexico’s in-bond industry has been another striking aspect of the
bilateral trade relationship. The number of assembly (or production sharing) plants
grew from 350, employing 45,000 workers in 1972, to about 1,100, with 200,000 em-
ployees in 1986. Since 1982 the average annual increase in employment in this cate-
gory of industrial activity has been over 20 per cent; while value added grew from
$828 million to about $1.5 billion in 1986, an increase of over 80 per cent. In 1986,
only the Mexican oil industry exceeded the earnings from production sharing oper-
ations as a source of foreign exchange. One study found that Mexico’s production
sharing industries directly and indirectly support approximately 3.6 million Ameri-
car(xi jobs in firms that supply the components for assembly plants and related goods
and services.!

! Michie, Donald A, “The Maquiladoras: A ‘Positive’ Response to American Business’ Lack of
Industrial Competitiveness,” The University of Texas at El Paso, 1989.
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POLICY CHANGES

In early 1985, the President of Mexico, Miguel de la Madrid, signaled his inten-
tion to open Mexico’s economy. By the end of 1986, Mexicn had resolved a long-
standing dispute with the United States on subsidies ana .ountervailing duties,
joined the GATT, and commenced negotiations with the United States on the bilat-
eral agreement.

The GATT decision was a watershed in Mexico’s trade policy and a ratification of
de la Madrid’s determination to move his country’s development model away from
import substitution to export-led modernization. The process is not yet complete and
remnants of the old trade and investment regime remain in place. Some companies
in Mexico have yet to embrace the liberalized system, including a number of foreign
firms that entered the Mexican market under market reserve arrangements, which
allowed high-cost production behind trade barriers. With those barriers gone or re-
duced, the potential for competition from abroad is forcing the pace of deregulation
and the modernization of corporate operations.

Although policy continuity is not assured, it is my judgment that the administra-
tion of President Carlos Salinas intends to persevere in the modernization of the
Mexican economy and will complement its internal program with constructive nego-
tiations on trade, debt, and investment.

Mexico’s trade liberalization has been accompanied by a growing business and
governmert constituency for the country’s outward orientation. This is in sharp con-
trast to the late 1970s when the Mexican government’s tentative move toward the
GATT lacked domestic support. Rather than rely on government spending and pro-
tection wichout making essential reforms, the de la Madrid and Salinas administra-
tions have introduced a series of internal and external policy changes, including the
sale of a number of state enterprises, liberalization of tariff and non-tariff barriers,
and the elimination or reduction of subsidies.

The country’s maximum tariff is now 20 per cent and, on a trade-weighted basis,
about 20 per cent of imports are now subject to import licenses, historically a very
low percentage for Mexico. Professor Sidney Weintraub of the University of Texas
at Austin has estimated that, in 1988, the simple and trade-weighted average Mexi-
can tariffs were around 17 and 5.6 per cent respectively. The modification of the
Mexican tariff schedule in early 1989 will raise those numbers, perhaps to above ten
per cent for the trade-weighted average tariff,

Perceptions in the United States have not kept pace with the changes in Mexican
trade policies and performance. It is not uncommon to encounter U.S. attitudes that
reflect impressions formed during the long years of Mexican reliance on a relatively
closed economy. However, Mexico’s development model is no longer at odds with
professed U.S. support for open trade policies.

Mexico also tends to view the United States through a somewhat skeptical prism.
While complaints by U.S. industries have not always led to restrictions, those bar-
riers that the United States did impose contributed to the widespread impression in
Mexico that U.S. trade barriers have been serious obstacles to an expansion of bilat-
eral trade, and to Mexico’s capacity to service its debt.

BILATERAL NEGOTIATIONS

The chain of events that led to the framework agreement was characterized by an
ever-widening base of support for better bilateral trade relations. In 1981 and 1982,
Jjust as the debt crisis unfolded, some leaders from both countries began to consider
ways that Mexico and the United States could move toward an agreed framework
for trade and investment. They argued that mutual trade and investment flows
could be much greater if the governments put in place a more certain framework
for bilateral commerce. Advocates of a renewal of bilateral negotiations cited the
lingering quarrel over fisheries and the acute disagreeménts over subsidies and
countervailing duties as examples of disputes that could have been better resolved
through agreed procedures, had a bilateral mechanism for dispute settlement been
in place. Gradually, supporters of an agreement gained ground, as the chronology in
Attachment One Xemonstrates, and the signature of the agreement in 1987 capped
six years of effort.

In the agreement, the two governments established a framework for future nego-
tiations and dispute settlement. (See Attachment Two.) The agreement begins with
a statement of principles that emphasizes the importance to both countries of an
“open and vredictable environment for international trade and investment”. The
principles full into three categories: general economic and political goals; recogni-
tion of the key circumstances that affect the !ilateral relationship —for example,
shared GATT membership and Mexico’s status as a developing country; and princi-
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ples on key issues, namely, services, intellectual property protection, border develop-
ment, and private investment.?

Next, the agreement sets out the procedures for consultation snd dispuie settle-
ment, including a timetable for the bilateral resolution of problems and an agree-
ment to seek other means of settlement, in particular, referral of disputes to the
GATT. Either country may seek consultations at any time on bilateral trade and
investment matters. Both countries committed themselves to improve the exchange
of statistical information and to participate in the GATT’s work on tariffs.

Finally, in an “Immediate Action Agenda”, the two countries agreed to consult,
within 90 days of the agreement’s signature, on textile products, agricultural p-od-
ucts, steel products, investment matters, matters involving technology transfer and
intellectual property, electronics products, and the service sector in the context of
the Uruguay Round. In fact, some significant follow-up agreements were reached as
a result of that 90-day timetable for action. U.S. and Mexican negotiators made
progress on steel, including a cross-sectoral bargain that liberalized the Mexican
market in other areas in exchange for improved U.S. quotas on steel products; tex-
tiles and apparel; and the liberalization of many Mexican trade barriers.

Apparent{; modest in scope and objectives, the Mexico-U.S. bilateral accord seems
less so when one considers the difficult path the negotiators had to walk to reach it.
The time it took to negotiate the framework agreement, even allowing for the
delays caused by the attention given to Mexico’s international debts, provided ample
evidence of the effects of many years of divergent policies and inadequate meche-
nisms for bilateral consultation and dispute settlement. Against a background of
suspicion and misunderstandings and quite different economic philosophies, the
achievement of the bilateral accord was very significant.

The willingness of Mexican government and business leaders to discuss foreign in-
vestment was a significant step toward an internationally oriented economy, al-
though the agreement does not spell out in detail the scope of discussions of invest-
ment issues. For the United States, recognition of the importance of Mexico to its
own interests is a great improvement over the sporadic attention previously given to
bilateral trade and investment.

This is not to say that bilateral trade and investment disputes are a thing of the
past. As with any two countries with substantial trade and investment relations,
there will always be policy differences between Mexico and the United States of
varying duration, importance, and intensity.

OPTIONS FOR BILATERAL NEGOTIATIONS

The U.S.-Mexican framework agreement is a starting point from which to seek
specific trade and investment goals. For example, immediately following the signa-
ture of the agreement U.S. government officials indicated that they would consider
adding auto parts and pharmaceuticals to the list of sectors for priority discussion.3
In August, 1988, representatives of the two countries established an agenda for
future trade and investment talks, including sectoral negotiations. Currently, there
is considerable Mexican interest in bilateral trade negotiations with the United
States. A positive U.S. response would allow the two countries to build on the
framework agreement. Such U.S. action would also respond to Section 2101 of The
Omnibus Trade and Competitiveness Act of 1988, which recognized the importance
of the framework agreement and encouraged additional negotiations.

Using the framework agreement. Making effective use of the framework agree-
ment is therefore an important option for bilateral trade and investment coopera-
tion. Improving the agreement’s provisions on consultation, notification, and dispute
settlement would be one means of enhancing it. There may also bz further negotia-
tions on issues related primarily to U.S.-Mexican relations (e.g., border development
and assembly industries) which evolve from the experience gained under the bilater-
al agreement. The two nations could also use the framework agreement for bilateral
cons ultations on their respective approaches to negotiations on services in the Uru-
guia]y Round.

.S. tariff preferences for Mexico. A unilateral U.S. expansion of the preferential
tariff treatment for Mexico is an option that appeals to some Mexican leaders be-
cause such a move would recognize Mexico’s already substantial trade liberalization.
However, U.S. authorities have sought to link duty-free treatment to specific actions

2 Mario Rodriquez-Montero, Mexican Trade Office, Washington, D.C., “Mexican-United States
Bilateral Framework of Princi;ales and Procedures for Consultations regarding Trade and In-
vestment Relations" (t ript), November 1987.

3 Inside U.S. Trade, Vol. 5, No. 46, Washington, D.C. November 13, 1987.
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by beneficiary countries, for example, to protect intellectual property; they have

reduced the benefits of the Generahzetj' System of Preferences (GS%’ on a prod-
uct or country basis. The expansion of Mexico’s duty-free access to the U.S. market
would be difficult for the United States if it were not accompanied by tangible Mexi-
can commitments. Although the U.S. GSP is often seen in Mexico as a befl]wether of
U.S. intentions toward Mexican exports, in fact its significance to bilateral trade
has become quite limited. An attempt to expand its application to Mexican exports
would meet significant resistance from a variety of U.g. interests and the eventual
results of the effort might be small.

Sectoral negotiations. In 1989, Mexican and U.S. trade officials may initiate dis-
cussions of possible sectoral agreements with the United States. Examples of possi-
ble subjects of those talks are the automotive, electronics, and petrochemicals sec-
tors; agriculture; and functional issues, such as services (including travel and tour-
ism), investment, and “‘contingent’ protection against the use of antidumping and
countervailing duties, escape clauses, and responses to unfair trade practices.

Sectoral negotiations face several hurdles. The historical experience is not encour-
aging, as the Canadian attempts to achieve sectoral accords with the United States
demonstrate. The bilateral exchange of discriminatory concessions in specific sectors
would probably require a waiver of the Most-Favored-Nation requirements of the °
GATT. And, it would be difficult for the United States and Mexico to reach bal-
anced and reciprocal agreements on a sectoral basis because the exchange of conces-
sions would tend to fall in sensitive industries.

A comprehensive trade and investment agreement. The Mexican interest in the sec-
toral approach to bilateral negotiations stems in good part from concern over the
disparate economic strength of the two economies. Staged, asymmetrical concessions
within a comprehensive mutual commitment to bilateral liberalization offer an al-
ternative to the sectoral approach. Spanish accession to the European Community
provides examples of an exchange of staged concessions between unequal partners.

An illustration of the manner in which a comprehensive negotiation could meet
the concerns of both countries is found in the following outline of a broad agree-
ment, which is under consideration with the Mexico-U.S. Business Committee:

—In the first phase of the agreement, the United States could lower and eliminate
barriers to Mexican products according to a considerably shorter timetable than
that applied by Mexico to U.S. products.

—Mexico’s first phase commitments could include the maintenance of its current
liberal trade policy; the liberalization of foreign investment laws and programs;
and improvements in the protection of intellectual property to bring Mexican
practices into line with world standards.

—Duties on some products could be eliminated immediately. For example, the
United States might lower to zero U.S. duties on Mexican products where the ex-
isting tariff was under ten per cent.

—All other barriers would be phased out over varying periods, depending on the
country, the product, and the industry.

—The two countries would carefully design programs for the gradual elimination of
barriers in key sectors, within their overall commitment to trade and investment
liberalization.

—The agreement could establish improved trade and investment dispute settlement
inechanisms, agreements on safeguards, antidumping, and countervailing duty
aws.

The negotiation of the staged implementation of a comprehensive U.S.-Mexican
trade and investment agreement could allow adequate time for the full liberaliza-
tion of barriers in import sensitive industrial and agricultural areas and thus reflect
the competitive concerns of each country. Such a staged process would be compara-
ble to a sectoral approach but would ofter some significant benefits over the latter.
The two countries would benefit from greater market access in many areas that sec-
toral negotiations would not encompass. Another key difference is the GATT-con-
sistency of the comprehensive approach, if the United States and Mexico placed
their actions within an agreed plan and schedule for the removal of barriers on
“substantially all” bilateral trade.

Of course, the process could be halted at any time, if either country’s liberaliza-
tion failed to meet the jointly agreed objectives.
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Some argue that a comprehensive bilateral agreement between the United States
and Mexico would be extremely difficult to negotiate. They cite the entrenched re-
sistance in the United States to reduction of certain long-standing barriers to indus-
trial and agricultural trade as well as the disparate levels of development of the two
countries. My response is that the high economic stakes for both nations justify seri-
ous efforts to develop a binational consensus in favor of comprehensive negotiations.

Guy F. Erb is a Managing Director of Erb & Madian, Inc., a Washington, D.C. management
consulting firm. He also directs the work program of the U.S. Council of the Mexico-U.S. Busi-
ness Committee. This testimony draws on an article by Mr. Erb and Joseph A. Greenwald,
which they prepared for the Bilateral Commission on the Future of United States-Mexican Rela-
ggng, and on Mr. Erb’s work with the U.S. Council’s Trade Subcommittee, Robert Herzstein,

airman.
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ATTACHMENT ONE

US COUNCLor e
MEXICO -US BUSINESS COMMITTEE

SPONSORS. COUNCHL OF THE AMERICAS « CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE UNITED STATES » AMERICAN CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF MEXICO, A C

1981

1982

1983

1984

1984

Key Events during the Negotiation of the U.S.-Mexico

Bilateral Agreement on Trade and Investment

June

In the aftermath of President Lopez Portillo’s 1980 decision not to join
the Generai Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), Presidents Reagan
and Lopez Portillo establish the U.S.-Mexico Joint Commission on
Commerce and Trade for government-to-goverament consultations.

October

The 36th Plenary of the Mexico-U.S. Business Committee discusses a

proposal for a bilateral framework agreement, Washington, D.C. (The
bilateral framework agreement is sometimes referred to as a bilateral
trade and investment agreement or a bilateral commercial agreement.)

Oclober

The binational Business Committee considers a report on bilateral trads
and the outline of a possible framework agreement at its 37th Plenary,
Ixtapa, Guerrero, Mexico.

November

U.S. and Mexican negotiators are unable to find a means to resolve
bilateral trade disputes involving Mexican subsidies and U.S. countervail-
ing duties.

October

The Mexico-U.S. Business Committee presents its proposals for a bilateral
agreement, Houston, Texas.

Continuing a trend begun in 1982, US. firms file complaints about
Mexican export subsidies. (From 1980 to 1987, U.S. interests filed
twenty-seven complaints; countervailing duty orders are in effect for
thirteen.)

October
The Mexican Business Council for International Affairs (CEMAI) agrees to
support the concept of a bilateral framework agreement between the

United States and Mexico. (The CEMALI is the sponsor of the Mexican
Section of the binational Mexico-U.S. Business Committee.)

November

The Chamber of Commerce of the United States announces its support for
the concept of a bilateral commercial agreement between the United
States and Mexico.

December

Mexican and U.S. officials discuss » draft Statement of Intent to nego-
tiate a framework of principles and procedures on trade and investment.
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February

In a meeting in Mexico City with members of the Mexico-U.S. Business
Committee, President de 1a Madrid states that Mexico will: (1) attempt

to resolve outstanding trade and investment issues with the United States,
including disputes on export subsidies and U.S. countervailing duties and
Mexican regulation of the chemical-pharmaceutical industry; (2) restruc-
ture the Mexican economy and its trade regime; (3) consider a bilateral
commercial agreement with the United States; and (4) review Mexico's
multilateral commercial relations, that is, its possible membership in the
GATT.

Aprll

The Mexican government announces its Program for the Development of
Exports (PROFIEX), which confirms its willingness to consider a bilateral
agreement with the United States.

Mexican Secretary of Commerce and Industrial Development Hector
Hernandez Cervantes and U.S.T.R. William E. Brock I sign an agreement
that provides Mexican exporters with the injury test in U.S. counter-
vailing duty investigations in exchange for a Mexican commitment to
climinate export subsidies;

Brock and Hernandez also announce an agreement on the Statement of
Intent to negotiate a framework of principles and procedures on trade
and investment, which would cover tariffs and non-tariff barriers, invest-
ment, administrative actions, and the establishment of regular consulta-
tions.

The American Chamber of Commerce of Mexico, testifying in Washington
before the International Trade Subcommittee of the House Committee on

Ways and Means, anaounces its support for the bilateral framework
agreement.

July

Mexico introduces sweeping reforms in its trade regime, including tariff
cuts, reduced use of import licenses, and the phased climination of
official import prices.

Mexico and the United States, at their fifth Binational Meeting, reiterate
their willingness to ncgotiate a bilateral trade and investment agreement.

September

The U.S. Trade Policy Staff Committee requests public comments on the
discussion of a trade and investment agreement with Mexico.

The U.S. Council of the Mexico-U.S. Business Committee and the Council
of the Americas communicate their support for the bilateral agreement to
the U.S. government.

October

The Mexico-U.S. Business Committee reiterates its strong support for a
bilateral commercial accord.

November

Mexico announces its intention to join the GATT and opens negotiations
with the GATT Contracting Parties.

December

U.S. and Mexican officials meet in Washington for discussions on th:
framework agreement.
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April

Mexico and th; United States agree to defer negotiation of the bilateral
agreement until Mexico completes GATT accession.

July

l_n thc' contcxt_of the GATT talks, Mexico lowers tariffs or eases
hce.nsmg requirements for 210 manufactured products, chemicals, and
agricultural comimoditiesof particular interest to the United States.

The GATT Contracting Parties approve the terms of Mexico’s accession to
the GATT.

August

Presidents Rea_gan and de la Madrid instruct their trade negotiators to
complete the bilateral framework agreement in 1987,

Mexico formaily accedes to the GATT.

October - December

Mexico and the United States attempt to resolve issues stemming from
Mexican laws on the protection of intellectual property. Mexico passes
legislation that improves the protection of intellectual property, but

denies for tea years access to product patent protection to companies in
the pharmaccutical, agrichemical, and biotechnology sectors.

January
Partially in response to the Mexican treatment of intellectual property,
the United States declares that an estimated $637.5 million of Mexican

exports (bas:d on 1986 trade) will not be eligible for duty-free treatment
under the U.S. Generalized System of Preferences.

February

Mexico and the United States recommence nezgotiations on a bilateral
agreement.

May

U.S. and Merican negotiators meet in Ixtapa for a formal negotiating
session on the bilateral agreement.

August

U.S. and Mexican officials meet in Washington to prepare a single
negotiating text of the bilateral agreement.

September - October )

U.S. and Mexican negotiators prepare the final text of the bilateral
framework agreement.

November 6

Secretary of Commerce and Industrial Development Hector Hernandez Cer-
vantes and U.S.T.R. Clayton Yeutter sign the bilateral agreement on be-
half of Mexico #nd the United States.
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ATTACHMENT TWO

OFFICE OF THE UNITED STATES
TRADE REPRESENTATIVE

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIOENT
WASHNGTON
20508

UNDFRSTANDING
Between the Govearnment of the United States of America
and the Government of the United Mexican States
Concerning a Framework of Principles and Procedures for

Consultations Regarding Trade and Investment Relations

I. STATEMENT OF PRINCIPLES

. The Governament of the United States of America and the Government

of the United Mexican States:

1. Desiring to enhance even further the friendship and spirit of
cocperation between both countries:

2. Recognizing that continuing dialogue and frequent consultations
concerning trade and investaent matters are vital to the constructive
and positive relationship between the United Maxican States and
the United States of America:

J. Recognizing the desirability of resolving all issues as soon
as possible:

4. Taking into account the participation of both countries in
the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, and noting that each
party reserves for itself the rights it may have under the terms
of the General Agreement, together with its agreements,
understandings, and other instruments;

S. Recognizing Mexico's pressnt status as a developing country
and the rights and ‘obligations accorded to developing countries
under the General Agresment on Tariffs and Trade and all other
instruments applied therefrom:;

6. Recognizing the importance of promoting a mors open and
predictable environament for irnternational trade and iavestment:,

7. Taking into account the need to eliminate non-tariff barriers
in ordior to facilitate greatar access to the markets of both
countries;

8. Recognizing that export earnings are important to the ability
to fulfill foreign debt obligations:

9. Recognizing the benefits that can result for each country from
increased international trade, as vell as the detrimental effects
©of protectionism;

10. Recognizing the increased role of services in their domestic
economies and their bilateral relations, and taking into account
the commitments undertaken by both countries in the Uruguay Round;
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11i. Recognizing the complementary role of direct foreign investment
in furthering growth, creation of 3jobs, expansion of trade,
technology transfer and economic develcpment;

12. Recognizing the importance of providing within the legal ard
regulatory framevork of each country adequate protection and
enforcenent of intellectual property rights; and taking account
of their commitments in GATT, in the conventions administered by
the World Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO), and in the
Universal Copyright Convention;

13. Recognizing the special role of commerce in the developmant
of their border regions and the need for special cooperation on
border commercial matters;

14. Taking note of the progress made in the current process of
trade liberalization of the Mexican econony:

Intend to abide by the preceding principles of trade and investment
and agree to the following:

II. Consultative Mechanisn

l. Either party may request at any time consultations with the
other party on any matter concerning bilateral trade and investment
relations, including trade and investment opportunities and
problems. Any such consultations shall be without prejudice to
the requirements of domestic law.

2. Requests for consultations shall be accompanied by n written

explanation of the subject to be discussed and consultations shall .

be held within 30 days of the request, unless ths requesting
party agrees to a later dats. Consultations will take place
initially in the country whosa measura or practice is the sudbject
of discussion.

3. In the event that consultations invelve a dispute concerning
a trade measure or practice, every effort will be made 0 resolve
the dispute at the working level. Either party may resguest
review of the issue at a higher level. If resolution i{s not
reached within 30 days following the first meeting, either party
Bay sesk other means of settlement, including refarral of the
dispute to the dispute resolution procedurss applicable to the
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), t.0o which both
countries are a party. If a measure is referred to the GATT,
consultations under this Urderstanding shall be connidered to have
constituted consultations under Article XXIII(1) of the GATT or
any preliminary bilateral consultations required as part of any
GATT code dispute settlement procedures.

4. In the event that consultations involve an investment measure
or practice, every effort will be made to resclve the iissue at
the working level. Eithar party may request review of ths issue
at a higher lsvel. 1If agreement is not reached within 10 days
following the first mesnting, either party may use other xeans
consistent with its domestic law and international obligations.

S. Consultaticns should be held annually at the Cabinet or
Subcabinet level to review the status of the bilateral triade and
investment relationship.

6. All consultations under this Understanding will be jointly headed
by the Of{ice of the United States Trade Representative (USTR) on
the par: of the Unitoud States and by the Secretariat of Commerce
and Industrial Developmant (SECOFI) on the part of Mexico. SECOFI
and USTR shall be assisted by officials of other governmental
entitieyd as circumstances require and may delegate their authority
vhen appropriate.
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III. Data Exchange

1. Both parties will exanine the requirements and possibilities
which arise concerning an improved exchange of statistical
information. 1In addition, both parties will purticipate in the
GATT Tariff Study.

Done in Mexico City this sixth day of November, nineteen hundred
eighty seven, in four original copies in the English and Spanish
languages, each text being equally authentic.

By By
) for the United States for the United Mexican Statas
of America . .

IMMEDIATE ACTION AGENDA

In relatjon to the Understanding Between the Governrent of the United
States of America and the Government of the United Mexican States
Concerning a Framework of Principles and Procedures for Consultations
Regarding Trede and Investment Relations, the United States and
Mexico confirm the following:

1. To be ready to commence the holding of bilateral ceonsultations,
wvithin 90 days of the signing of the aforementioned Understanding,
on the following topics:

- textile products
= agricultural products
= steel products
= 4investment matters .
- matters involving technology transfer and intellectual property
- electronics products
= exchange of information on the service ssctor geared towards
improved snalysis and tovards the work being undertaken in
the Uruguay Round of Multilateral Trade Negotiations. -
2. Both parties recognize that the inclusion of the preceding
topics in the immediate Agenda of Consultation does not limit the
right of each country to i$nclude any other issue relating to
trade and investment which might arise in the short term and

require immediate bilateral consultations; naither does it
prejudice the raising of new issues in the future.

Done in Mexicc City this sixth day of November, nineteen hundred
aighty seven, in four original copies in the English and Spanish
languages, each text being equally authentic.

By By

for the United States for the United Mexican States
of America
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF ROBERT J. MORRIS

I welcome the opportunity you have offered me, Mr. Chairman, to comment on
certain features of a viable American trade strategy for the years ahead, and in par-
ticular to elaborate on the views which I expressed in an article published last
summer in the Brookings Review.

I wish to emphasize at the beginning that my appearance today is in my personal
capacity and that my views, do not necessarily represent those of the U.S. Council
for International Business. However, I want to underscore the U.S. Council’s major
goal of on open, strong and effective multilateral trade, investment and financial
system, and its stress on the importance of the stake which the U.S. in general and
American business in particular has in the successful conclusion of the Uruguay
Round of GATT negotiations. An open multilateral trade system is vital to the in-
terests of the United States, and its enhancement should remain the top trade
policy priority of the government, both now and in the future.

Turning now to my personal comments, in the Brookings article, a copy of which
is attached to this statement, I laid out a three-track approach to an American
trade policy strategy for the 1990’s. The first track is the vigorous prosecution to as
successful a conclusion as possible of the Uruguay Round of GATT negotiations. The
second recommends negotiations involving only those countries prepared to contem-
plate substantial new liberalization and arrangements to cover new areas affecting
trade and investment going beyond agreements which could be negotiated now in
GATT. The third recommends bilateral negotiations to deal with specific trade prob-
lems, whether of the kind contemplated under Section 301 of U.S. trade law or as
might be needed to protect or promote American interests in particular situations. I
have in mind, for example, the case of the U.S.-Mexico Framework Agreement;
issues not fully covered in the U.S.-Canada Free Trade Agreement; or those which
are emerging as the European Community moves to implement its single market
program.

I would like to focus my comments today on the second of these three approaches.
My intention was to identify a market-opening alternative to the more widely-dis-
cussed options of multilateral negotiations through the GATT, or bilateral, through
separate comprehensive free trade area agreements with a variety of different coun-
tries. In my view, these two options are neither mutually exclusive (as they are
often presented) nor do they encompass the full universe of possibilities.

I start from the premise that the interests of the United States require us to re-
verse the trend toward growing sectoral protectionism of the decade since the con-
clusion of the Tokyo Round of GATT negotiations, and to reestablish the momentum
toward market-opening trade liberalization which is the best guarantee we have of
both national and global prosperity. My main concern was to suggest an option to
do that which involved less than full GATT participation or less comprehensive cov-
erage thar. would be required in a GATT-consistent free trade area. I believe that
we can accomplish a great deal to reform and strengthen the GATT system in the
current negotiations. However, I also believe that we must take other steps, both to
make that expectation a reality and to capitalize on the Opportunities it will create.
Finally, I am doubtful that the conclusion of GATT-consistent free trade areas with
very many other countries is either likely or perhaps even desirable. A balanced
strategy needs more options. ’

The concept of sectoral free trade with selected partners discussed in my Brook-
ings article is one such approach. It would involve negotiation of liberalization
“packages” among the participants for each category of products or services to be
covered by the arrangement. Among other elements, such packages could include
reduction or elimination of tariffs and other direct restrictions on imports; commit-
ments regarding protection of intellectual property rights, freedom of establishment,
and other investment-related measures; removal of domestic practices (such as sub-
sidies) which could distort trade and competitive conditicns and other measures.
Where required by GATT rules (such as in the removal of tariffs or quotas) applica-
tion should be on an MFN basis; but in all other aspects, the obligation need only
extend as regards other participants.

There are other ibilities under the “plurilateral” track. I would like to con-
centrate the rest of my remarks on one which would build on the growing recogni-
tion of the importance of the Pacific Basin countriec to American interests, both
economic and political, and the importance of defining a more constructive and com-
prehensive framework for conducting our economic relations with those countries in
general and Japan in particular.

The model for one such alternative approach lies in the U.S.-Mexico Framework
Agreement of 1987, but extended to organize our commercial relations and promote
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further market-open agreements with several countries simul ouly. Under that
model, the agreement would be limited to establishment of a ework arrange-

ment, initially with a core group of Pacific Basin countries, but expandable later to

include others. The purpose of the agreement would be twofold:

—To establish principles and procedures which would supplement commitments of
the participants in the GATT as regards trade and investment relations among
them.

—To create a consultative or negotiating mechanism which can be used to clarify
respective policies, resolve specific disputes, initiate cooperative projects for the
development of trade and investment opportunities within the region and, specifi-
cally, to negotiate the reduction or removal of trade or investment barriers.

A variety of proposals have surfaced concerning the candidates for such a scheme.
My own view is that we should concentrate first on those Pacific Basin economies
with relatively high per capita incomes, ranging from the U.S,, Japan and Canada
through Australia, New Zealand and the so-called four tigers: Korea, Taiwan, Singa-
pore and Hong Kong. These are the countries whose markets are most capable of
rapid expansion under open trade conditions and whose enterprises and people are
likely to be both our toughest competitors and best customers.

Under the arrangement, each participant could identify those priority sectors or
problem areas on which it wishes the negotiating process to focus. Negotiating
groups would be created to work out market-opening solutions to the problems iden-
tified, stressing the need for the removal of competition-distorting practices in the
process. If deemed appropriate, it could eventually be girafted onto a more compre-
hensive institutional structure—a sort of OECD for the Pacific, as George Shultz
and former prime Minister Nakasone have suggested—which could also serve as a
forum for consultation about broader economic policies, development strategies, fi-
nancial relations, etc.

Rather than replace the GATT as the preferred forum for dispute settlement, the
arrangement could offer a supplemental mechanism providing an effective process
for settling disputes based on the higher performance criteria embodied in the
ag;gefnents. Both the U.S. Mexico and U.S.-Canada agreements offer possible
models.

The participants should agree at the outset that one of the main objectives of the
agreement would be to implement arrangements governing trade in services, invest-
ment and protection of intellectual property rights, at least as regards their rela-
tions with each other. If the Uruguay Round does not produce fully adequate global
agreements on these issues, the participants would negotiate new or supplementary
arrangements among themselves. As regards trade in services, for example, deregu-
lation of civil aviation and the opening up of fair competition in shipping services
might be areas lending themselves to special regional treatment in this context.

Other examples of issues upon which closer regional consultation and perhaps
joint action might be undertaken could include the process of setting standards and
extending the coverage of facilities for testing and certification of products to meet
those standards. Another area for attention might be liberalization of government
purchasing practices beyond that which might be negotiable multilaterally in
GATT. Also, as suggested in my article, the scope for opening up xccess to the re-
search, development and other industry promotion programs ot the governments in-
volved to the enterprises of other participants should be explored.

In any agreement which might be concluded concerning whole sectors, a critical
component would have to be the elimination (at least as regards trade among par-
ticipants) of special government assistance to such sectors or other practices which
distort competition. carefully crafted arrangements directed toward such problems
could go far in making trade fair as well as free. Here especially, the institutional
framework would provide a mechanism under which disputes about implementation
could be quickly addressed and resolved.

As regards reduction or elimination of tariffs, my recommendation would be to
take such action mainly in categories where countries of the region account for a
large portion of world trade. As with the option I discussed earlier, any action on
tariffs or other direct controls on imports should be extended on ar. MFN basis, but
much of the rest of what I have outlined as the activities under the arrangement
need only be extended to other participants. I do not believe that the “free rider”
problem need concern us overly much; studies of regional trade patterns show
pretty conclusively that the main beneficiaries of liberalization by Pacific region
countries would be other countries in the region, including the U.S. However, the

rception of the problem is important, and we need to preserve some bargaining
everage to open other markets outside the area.
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A commitment to use the mechanism of the arrangement as the process of choice
in the settlement of aisputes among the parties would be a powerful inducement for
others to cooperate with us. Such a commitment would be a pledge that no partici-
pant—including the United States—would act unilaterally against any other in
areas covered by the agreements concluded. Though we would have to retain our
freedom to act pursuant to U.S. law where required, we should also be willing to use
the dispute settlement process of the arrangement before taking such action in all
but the clearest emergency situations. As with the U.S.-Canada agreement, our will-
ingness to give such a commitment may be the most important bargaining chip we
have, but we must be willing to use it if we want to get real results.

Let me now move to questions of how and when.

No trade strategy for the United States will succeed if it ignores two fundamental
realities of the next few years. The first is the global commitment to conclude the
Uruguay Round by the end of 1990. The United States has too much at stake in the
maintenance of a viable multilateral system and the need for improvements in it to
permit any other initiative or preoccupation to destroy the opportunity for real
progress in the Round. However, the initiatives I have suggested can help stimulate
those negotiations to higher levels of achievement, and in the longer run can help
strengthen the GATT itself by providing a forceful example of what real market
opening can accomplish for an even wider circle of participants.

The second reality is the set of new requirements in the 1988 Trade Act for the
Administration to be much more aggressive in bilateral negotiations to deal with
unfair practices and remove barriers to American exports. The U.Q. cannot devise
strategies for dealing with Japan or any other country in a vacuum which denies
these imperatives or pretends that action on them can be compartmentalized in
ways that have no effect on other initiatives. Thus, the government—both Congress
and the Executive—must work nut a strategic plan which permits an optimum out-
come on each separate front.

There are several conceivable ways of meeting the new trade act requirements,
especially those mandated in Section 310, the so-called Super 301. The Administra-
tion could decide not to identify Japan and some of the other East Asian countries
as “priority countries’” under the section, while it moves to consolidate a new rela-
tionship with them over the next year or so. Alternatively, it could focus on various
“priority practices”, identifying only those countries as priority in which such prac-
tices are especially egregious. These may or may not include Japan and the others,
but ir}z1 any case could be deemed less “offensive” than the priority country ap-
proach.

I leave it to you to decide how such interpretations would fly with Congress. How-
ever, if it is ultimately decided that some East Asian countries ought to be designat-
ed as priority under Section 310, why not try to make—a virtue of necessity? In-
stead of apologizing for such a process, or getting excessively self-righteous and bel-
ligerent about it, why not stress that designation is an invitation to join with the
U.S. in creating a new relationship—a mutually advantageous relationship of
mapun;e allies rather than a mutually recriminating relationship of bickering adver-
saries’

The more constructive alternative is one which offers the real prospect of putting
our grievances behind us as a source of constant irritation and stalemate in favor of
real trade liberalizing action across a broad front and involving several key coun-
tries in the Pacific region. It is designed to build from foundations laid in the GATT
negotiations, not compete with or detract from them. It is a relationship from which
all stand to gain and therefore to which all are more likely to contribute willingly
rather than one that results in grudging acquiescence to unilateral demands, and
which only stimulates the search for ways to get around the commitments made.

However, it is also an invitation which is not open-ended in time. Section 310 im-
poges certain deadlines and other constraints which preclude a leisurely or compla-
cent approach. These cannot be ignored—they are, after all, the law. But I would
hope that the Congress and the Administration could work out understandings on
implementation which <sould provide the flexibility that may be required if real
progress toward the arrangement I have recommended justified it.

Thank you.
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COMMUNICATIONS

Trading Bloc Heads

By Joseph A. Greenwald

The big hype job of 1989: Regional blocs will take over the world.
There's a lot more smoke than fire here

espite the launching of the most ambitious
round of multilateral trade negotiations since
the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade
in 1947, increasing attention has been paid in
the '80s to bilateral and regional arrange-
ments. Looking to the post-Reagan era in an
article in the January/February issue of The
International Econoriy, George P. Shultz
listed as the first challenge “regional economic coopera-
tion and prosperity.”

Is the post-World War I multilateral trading system
coming to an end? Will the world break up into a handful
of regional trading blocs?

The main events giving rise to these questions are Eu-
rope’s 1992 single-market program and the successful
conclusion of the U.S./Canada free-trade agreement,
which has a 10-year implementation period.

To understand the significance of this development, it
is necessary to get behind the rhetoric and analyze the
various forms of economic integration and cooperation,
both bilateral and regional. Geography, politics, eco-
nomic structures and policies must also be considered.

Secretary Shultz writes that “global trends are leading
national governments 10 tackle issues that cannot be man-
aged within a single nation state or national economy.” In
his view, “‘Regional initiatives are playing an ever more
important role in promoting freer trade, closer economic
cooperation and stronger growth.”

On the other hand, it might be argued that, with the
internationalizaticn of production and financial flows,
global trade and investnent arrangements and policies
are more fogical and viable than regional blocs. In any
event, much depends on the matters being dealt with:
Some may lend themselves to bilaieral or regional solu-
tions, others may call for global answers.

Disappointment about slow progress in the Uruguay
Round and the apparent deadlock at the December
midterm review in Montreal have fueled the search for
alternatives to the GATT. The standofl between the U.S.
and the EC on agriculture got all the media coverage, and

48 THE INTERNATIONAL ECONOMY MARCH/APRIL 1989

little attention was paid to the progress on 11 of the 15
items. Most nolable was agreement on a set of princi-
ples—like national treatment and non-discrimination, a
key objective for the U.S.—that will provide the frame-
work for specific service sector deals.

Even on agriculture, the immediate problem of finding
words to bridge the gap between “elimination” of trade-
distorting subsidies and protection (the U.S. position) and
“reduction™ (the EC position) is not very difticult. It is
the kind of problem negotiators deal with all the time,
and they can certainly find a solution by April. The seri-
ous negotiating problems are finding a common measure
for subsidies and protection, defining what form the mu-
tual concessions must take, and measuring the value of
the concessions in terms of their impact on trade.

The other key item for the U.S. is intellectual property
rights. The failure 10 reach agreement at Montreal is
more significant. From the outset of the Uruguay Round,
several developing countries, led by India and Brazil,
have resisted a GATT code that would include norms of
standards going beyond existing international agreements
on patents, trademarks and copyrights. On the other as-
pect of the problem—effective enforcement of existing
rules—substantial agreement has been reached.

This brief rundown of the state of play in the multilat-
eral negotiations ofTers ample evidence that it is prema-
ture to dismiss the GAT T in favor of bilateral or regional
arrangements,

compacts are a diverse lot. They range from cus-

toms unions or free-trade areas (the European Com-
munity and the U.S.-Canada FTA) that involve the re-
duction and removal of tariffs and other trade barriers, to
Secretary Shultz” suggestion for a Pacific Basin Forum
“where representatives from like-minded economies
could compare experiences, discuss ideas and prepare

Today's versions of bilateral agreements and regional

Mr. Greenwald is @ Washington, D.C.-based trade con-
sultant.
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nomic growth of developing countries can be promoted
by freer trade among them. A number of similar pacts
have been negotiated in Lalin America, but not many
tariffs or other barriers to trade have been reduced, and
such integration efforts have not becn successful. Why?
Nationalism is one factor. Secondly, most developing
countries are reluctant to give up high tariffs and import
quotas applied for infant industry or balance-of-payments
reasons. Import substitution has been their policy for a
long time. Third, markets are richer and easier to pene-
trate in the industrial North.

A somewhat different approach was taken in ASEAN
about 10 years ago, but, again, without much freeing of
trade or increased economic growth as a result of the
integration efforts. The basic concept was complementar-
ity. In the automotive sector,
for example, production of

of an Asian-Pacific organization similar to the QECD.
The Organization for Economic Cooperation and Devel-
opment is the earlier version of this model. A rich country
club that was expanded to include the U.S. and Japan
aflter Europe’s postwar recovery, il is 2 mixture of a cau-
cus to exchange views on positions to be taken in other
international forums, macro-economic consultation and
coordination (the forerunner of the G-7), informal discus-
sion of commion trade and industrial issues {(¢.g., agree-
ment on the “polluter pays” principle), and binding com-
mitments (a code for the liberalization of invisible
transactions—the predecessor of the GATT services ini-
tiative).

Another version of the model is the UN regional com-
missions—the Economic Commission for Europe (with
both Eastern and Western
participation), the Economic

various components was as-
signed to the members, with
the understanding that oth-
ers would not produce the
same components. There was
no particular economic jus-
tification for the allocation,
and agreement was difficult
to reach. More recently,
members have shifted to a
case-by-case approach, with
the initiative coming from
foreign companies (for exam-

The standoff at the
Montreal GATT session between
the U.S. and the EC
on agriculture got all
the media coverage,
and little attention was paid to
the progress on 11 of the 15 items.

Commission for Africa, the
Economic Commission for
the Far Fast and Asia. Al-
though these bodies have
done some concrete work,
they are mainly speech-mak-
ing societies (at the annual
meelings) and research orga-
nizations.

The Soviet bloc has its
own special model in the
Council for Mutual Eco-
nomic Assistance (CMEA).

ple, Mitsubishi Motor Com-

pany) and the governments then agreeing on the ailoca-
tion of component production for the specific project.
Economic grovith in the region has been high because
countries moved toward more open markels, belter eco-
nomic policies and more attractive foreign investment
practices. And, of course, the U.S. sucked in imports.

The CBI model of one-way preferential tariff treat-
ment by industrizlized countries for developing countries
was first used by the EC in its relations with the former
colonial territories (now called the Lome Convention). In
the 1960s, this kind of North-South special relationship
was suggested for the U.S. with Latin America and for
Japan with Southeast Asia. To head off a division of the
world along North-South lines, the Generalized System
of-Preferences was conceived and negotiated at the 1968
UN Conference on Trade and Development.

As mentioned above, suggestions have been made for
regional arrangements that are basically discussion, ex-
change-of-experience, and research bodies. In early Feb-
ruary of this year, Austratian Prime Minister Hawke pro-
posed during visits to Korea and Thailand the formation
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It is not clear how such a re-
giona! body of centrally planned, state-trading economies
operates, but complaints occasionally get out about
exploitation by the US.S.R.

The most comprehensive and significant example of a
bilateral agreernent is the U.S./Canada free-trade agree-
ment. [1 not only removes all tariffs and some other barri-
ers on goods moving between the parties, but also deals
with such subjects as services, intellectual property rights
and investment. An innovative fcaturc is the dispute-
settlement process, which sets up binational panels to

- hear appeals from findings in anti-dumping and counter-

vailing-duty cases. The Canadians- sought exemption
from U.S. unfair trade taws (which they called “contin-
gent protection™), but had to settle for a formula under
which binational panels review the application of the
respective national laws. The other U.S. free-trade-area
agreement is the less ambitious onc with israel, con-
cluded mainly for political reasons.

A framework agreement containing no concrete trade
concessions was signed by the Presidents of the U.S. and
Mexico in 1987, This agreement inctuded some general
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principles and consultative provisions, along with a list of
specific sectors for immediate bilateral consideration.
Mexico had recently joined the GATT and undertook
substantial liberalizing concessions in connection with its
accession. -

There have been, over the years, a number of customs
unions or free trade areas like Australia and New Zea-
land, but they have been of tittle trade or economic sig-
nificance. And the Western European countries have tra-
ditionally carried on their trade relations with Eastern
Europe through bilateral agreements that list categories
and quantities of goods to be exchanged.

Before World War 11, the U.S. had a network of bilat-
eral trade agreements and treaties of friendship, com-
merce and navigation that covered basic principles, such
as natienal treatment. More
recently, the U.S. began to

i the bilateral
Cparticipate ac-

ton Yecutter and George Shultz atlse vt
approach as a :yur to other countries

tively in the GATT round. Dating bact r - iunsuceessiul
ministcrial meeting in Genevat in 198 e UES has been
trying to get other GATT membuis to wree 10 o broad
negotiation based on the U.S. agenda 11w objective was
finally achieved at Punta del Esta i 19 '« But the bilat-
eral option is still considered by US pohosniakers as an

alternative, should the multilateral talh . 1ul.

With all the rhetoric from the U S vt the bilateral/
regional alternative to the multilateril approact and the
expressions of concern and interest trom other countries,
what is hikely to happen?

Assuming no major policy shift in the Rush administra-
tion and no change in external circitmst rbees, the most
likely scemamn v coneentra-
tion on the mululateral ap-

negotiate bilateral invest-
ment treaties with develop-
ing countrics, simifar to Lthe
agreements European coun-
tries have made. The U.S.
also has bilateral tax treaties.

conflict between bilateral
or regional agreements
and the GATT, if certain
conditions are met. The
GATT permits customs

In principle, there is no

With the internationalization of
production and financial flows,
global trade and investment
arrangements and policies
are more logical
and viable than
regional blocs.

proach throweh the GATT
negotiatiar tor the next lwo
years  Ihloo T discussions
may take phee, particularly
with Mevice but no concerele
negotiations  lor  free-trade

areas arrectonad - arrange-
meats are B30 1y 1o be on the
agenda

The US ¢ ongress has put
authority 1o such negotia-
tions in the 1988 trade legis-
lation and 1 prorts have been

union and free-trade areas as

a departure from non-discriminatory or most-favored-na-
tion treatment. The main conditions are that tarilfs and
other trade barriers should be removed on substantially
all the trade between the parties and that barriers against
outsiders should not be increased.

There have been disputes about whether these condi-
tions have been met in some instances, particularly over
the EC’s exclusion of agriculture and the level of its
common cxternal tariff. And the drafters of the GATT
probably did not anticipate the customs union exception
being used for such an extensive and important grouping
as the EC. But the GATT has not formally found against
any of the agrecments.

Some countries, ¢.g., Mexico, Brazil and Argentina,
raised questions about the U.S. negotiating a comprehen-
sive agreement with Canada while the Uruguay Round is
underway. The U.S. response has been that the US.-
Canada agreement could show the way to dealing with
the “new” items in the multilateral negotiations. In the
event, uselul progress was made only on services.

U.S. policymakers such as James A. Baker |11, Clay-
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requested ony the Interna-
tional Trade Commission on possible e trde agree:
ments with Japan and Korea. But theie oo widely difter-
ing views about the content of such .vieements, and it
appears thal free-trade-area agrecment (m the GATT
sense) with Japan and Korca or other A i countries are
non-starters.

There are several reasons for (lus conclusion. First,
experience with trying to open these maikets o US.
trade and investment has gencrally been Trustrating and
unrewarding. Not only are there persistent and cflective
non-tariff barriers, but “systemic™ probl-ms are almost
impossible to deal with. These are cultnal dillerences,
closcd socictics and insular ways ol thiebing and acting,
as well as business-government relat:ons that lead 1o hid-
den subsidies and administrative guidance [t would be
difficult to achieve true reciprocity

Second, the U.S. is not, at the momi it at least, com-
petitive with these countrics ina number of areas Finally,
there would be real political problems i clecting one or
two countrics in the arca for frec-tradd wreements and
leaving others out. One of the proponci’ ol & Tree-trade
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arca with Japan, former Ambassador Mike Mansficld,
answered this criticism by saying that the other countries
could join if they wanted to. This solution would make the
concept less attractive to those who arc secking an answer
to the problem of continuing U.S.-Japanese trude fric-
tions.

A possible alternative for Japan and Korea might be
framework agreements with consultation and dispute-
resolution provisions but not the elimination of tariffs and
other trade barriers. Such an agreement could also deal
with the “new™ matters like services, intellectuai prop-
erty rights and investment, depending on how the GATT
round comes out in these areas.

For political and security—as well as economic and
geographic——reasons, Mexico is the most likely candidate
for bilateral negotiations in the near future. Negotiations
are continuing uader the 1987 Framework Agrecment on
Trade and Investment, Presidents Reagan and Bush have
talked about an agreement with Mexico or about a North
American free-trade area. President Salinas has also
made noises about further ncgotiations.

At the moment, the Mexican side seems to be thinking
in terms of free trade in selected sectors. The US. side
has not taken a formal position, but there have been
discussions between the U.S. and Mexican business com-
munities, which have led to the idea of an asymmetrical
comprehensive trade and investment agreement.

In light of the problems posed by GATT (substantially
all trade must be covered) and the demonstrated difficul-
ties of the sectoral approach in the Canadian case (Can-
ada first proposed a sector arrangement, but it proved
impossible to agree on the sectors), an alternative could
be negotiation of a plan and schedule for achieving a free-
trade area over a long period (say 20 or 25 years), with the
disparity in levels of development taken care of by the
U.S. moving earlier on the removal of tariffs and other
trade barriers. If the U.S. decides to follow the bilateral
route after the conclusion of the Uruguay Round, this
asymmetrical formula might be the model for agree-
ments with developing countries.

The EC as a bloc is certainly here to stay. The impetus
toward further integration from 1992 and the need to
absorb Greece, Spain and Portugal is Likely to continue
for a few years. Just as U.S. companics saw the vision in
the 1960s and began 1o organize and do busincss on a
European basis, so European businessmen have accepted
the reality of a single market and are moving from their
attachment to narrower national markets.

But the history of European integration suggests that
the path is not always upward. The geaeral economic
climate and external circumstances (e.g., the oil crisis)
can slow the process. Political factors will also come into
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play as the more sensitive v
touched upon (free movement of
central bank). Further enlargeny»
Austrin) and developments in 4o
larty Last Germany) may divert oo
gration objectives.

Trade relations between the U S
have been carried out under the ¢4 ' § vudes and proce-
dures. Lxeept for governmem procur = rent, the 1992 sin-
gle-market program dcals with arvs vot currently cov-
ered by GATT-—services, mvesto - and intellectual
property rights. To the extent tha 1! mallers are not
quickly dealt with in the GATT a0 oations, the US.
will have to negotiate with the I € ¢ 4 bilaterally orin
another forum, such as the OFCD 11 husic principle of
such necpotiations— rediprocity b hieady been the
subject of trans-Atlantic rhetone be vent sears, there
has been some confusion about thy  -me-honored con-
cept, but it should be possible to e o 1 Before serious
negotiations begin,

The EFTA countries hase taken 1 Preswdent Delors’
January 17 speech to the Furopean ' ahament to open
the possibility of their getting the 1+ s of 1992 with-
out joining the Europcan Comminsir. ¢ the 1C actually
gives preferred treatment to Western o bastern) Luro-
pean non-members, there will be mor 1 otential for U.S.-
EC friction.

The other bloc tikely to continue 1 the loreseeable
future is the Soviet Union and I .astc 1 Furope, But the
Gorbachev program is somewhat mi problematic than
the EC’s 1992 Bilateral relations b ven the EC arnd
Warsaw Pact countrics have unprovet d there is somie
dreaming about attracting the bt furopeans inlo
the EC.

In sum, except for & growing 4 more integrated
Western Europe, it is untikely thatsihicant belateral or
regional trade negotiation mitiatives ] be undertaken
before 1990. After that, much depend - i the vutcome of
the Uruguay Round of GATT nepon chons and the gen-
eral climate for trade and investiment

sovereignly - are
single currency,
lurkey, Norway,
Fattope (particu-
© o lrom the inte-

the EC generally

But there are inherent diflicultics 1) problems in the
proliferation of bilateral and reprovil arrangements.
Some of them have been described ave, others were
demonstrated by the pre-World-\W i I ateenationad eco-
nomic experience that led to the move v multdateralism,
The changes in transporlation. comi naicatton, produc-
tion and finance that have taken place o the past decade
make a system of bilateral and 1oy vl arrangements

“1able. The most
<un hope for are
h oor (ramework

vwan model. ¢

with concrete commitments cyen les
advocates of regional or bilaterad pue
loose regional groupings (OLCDH v
bilateral agreements hke the curicim




