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CAUSES OF THE TRADE DEFICIT AND ITS |
IMPLICATIONS FOR THE U.S. ECONOMY

THURSDAY, JUNE 11, 1998

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,

: Washington, DC.

The hearing was convened, pursuant to notice, at 10:00 a.m., in
room SD-215, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. William V.

Roth, Jr. (chairman of the committee) presiding.
"~ Also present: Senators Chafee, Grassley, D’Amato, Murkowski,
Moynihan, Conrad, Graham, Moseley-Braun, and Bryan.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM V. ROTH, JR., A US.
g%%TOR FROM DELAWARE, CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON FI-
E :

The CHAIRMAN. The committee will please be in order.

Today marks the beginning of a comprehensive review of our
trade policy, one that I expect to pursue this year and next as a
means of reconnecting our trade policy with the American people.

My goal is to lay the foundation for trade legislation to be consid-
ered in the next Congress that will establish a new American agen-
da on trade.

Since World War II, we have maintained a strong bipartisan con-
sensus in favor of trade liberalization. As this past fall's debate
over fast-track legislation made clear, that consensus has broken
down. The result has been a political climate-in which many view
trade with skepticism or outright hostility. .

In my view, unless we address the concerns of the American pub-
lic over trade, the current hostility may foster a new isolationism,
the urge to throw up a protective wall around us to stave off the
economic changes at loose in the world. That would have devastat-
ing economic consequences.

Ultimately, there is no protection in protectionism. The way for-
ward lies, instead, in rebuilding a domestic political consensus in
support of opening markets abroad and encouraging competitive-
ness at home. That is a goal of the trade policy review we will
begin today.

The first step in that process will be a series of Finance Commit-
tee hearings designed to assess the impact of trade and trade
agreements on the economic future of the American people.

To supplement the work of the Finance Committee hearings, I
intend to turn to those agencies with expertise in economics and
trade policy, such as the International Trade Commission, and,

1)
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where necessary, to resources outside government to ensure that
.t?e committee gets the answers it needs to fulfill its responsibil-
ities. .

At the outset, I will focus the committee’s review on the broad
policy questions raised by this past fall’'s debate such as: what
drives the increasing globalization of markets, and what are the
implications for the American economy; how do our existing trade
aﬁreements serve our economic interest, and, where broken, how
should these trade arrangements be fixed; what domestic policy
changes are needed to ensure American competitiveness in a global
economy, such as the fundamental reform of our Tax Code; what
impact does increasing international trade have on labor, environ-
mental, and health and safety standards both here and abroad?

In later stages of the review, I intend to focus on our relation-
ships with particular trading partners, the competitiveness of par-
ticular sectors of the economy such as agriculture, manufacturing
and services, and on the operation of our existing trade laws.

That hard work begins today with our hearing on the causes and
consequences of the trade deficit. I do not need to inform the mem-
bers of the committee about the dramatic shift that has taken place
in our trade position over the last 20 years.

The last time we ran a current account surplus for a full year
was in the early 1980’s, and our net international investment posi-
tion has eroded steadily during that time to the point that we are
now the world’s largest debtor Nation.

While the deficit is substantially smaller now as a percentage of
gross domestic product than it was in the mid-1980’s, it is once
Zigin expanding rapidly as a result of economic developments in

ia.

That erosion has caused considerable debate over what drives
that deficit, whether it is largely a function of our own domestic
economic policy or the result of foreign unfair trade barriers and
the manipulation of exchange rates.

We are fortunate to have with us today three extremely distin-
guished panels of witnesses to help explain the deficit and what it
mt;gns gor our economic future.

ent?

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. KENT CONRAD, A U.S.
SENATOR FROM NORTH DAKOTA .

Senator CONRAD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you very
much for holding this hearing. I think it is critically important. I
welcome your announcement that we are going to have a series of
hearings, because I think this goes right to the heart of the eco-
nomic challenge facing our country.

I think most of us would agree that free trade is a correct prin-
ciple. The devil is in the details. Representing the State of North
Dakota and being next to our neighf)or to the north, Canada, we
have had a chance to experience how the details of a so-called free
trade agreement can very adversely affect a State.

Once the Canadian Free Trade Agreement was passed, Canada
went from zero percent of the U.S. durham market to 20 percent
of the U.S. durham market, virtually overnight, not because they
were more competitive, but because of a loophole that was in the
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Canadian Free Trade Agreement that was never revealed to Con-
gress.

In fact, we only learned of what was negotiated away when we
had a Binational Panel ruling that went to the negotiating notes
that had never been given to Congress and found that our then
trade ambassador, Clayton Yeuter, had agreed to a formula that
was grossly unfair to U.S. producers.

The consequences have been severe for our State. The State Uni-
versity has indicated that, because of these unfair trade practices
that were allowed in this secretly negotiated deal, North Dakota
loses about $500 million as a result.

Now, not only have we seen it in a specific agreement like the
Canadian Free Trade Agreement, we have also seen the defects of
NAFTA. In the NAFTA agreement, members will remember, we
negotiated a 10 percent reduction in the tariffs. Very soon there-
after, Mexico had a 50 percent devaluation.

As a result, we were worse off in terms of a trade relationship
than when we started. As a result, we went from a $2 billion trade
surplus with Mexico to a $16 billion trade deficit. If that is a suc-
cess, I would hate to see a failure.

Right now our State, North Dakota, is going through a severe ag-
ricultural crisis. We have just had the Secretary of Agriculture to
North Dakota, and he formed a crisis response team that told us
that we are in danger of losing one-third of our farmers next year.
One out of every three, Mr. Chairman. That is a crisis. We are be-
deviled by a double-whammy of low prices, coupled with a severe
outbreak of disease.

Part of the reason we have got low prices, is because we have got
our chief competitors, who are heavily subsidizing their producers,
in fact, at a level 10 times what we do for ours. Ten times. On ex-
port subsidy, they are subsidizing their producers at a rate of 100
times what we do for ours. The outcome is predictable: their mar-
ket share has increased, ours has declined.

Over and over, we have seen this pattern repeated as the United
States has been taken advantage of in trade negotiations and trade
discussions. The result is, we are the largest debtor Nation in the
world, and that has serious economic consequences.

Mr. Chairman, that is why these hearings are so important, and
I, again, thank you for holding- them.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Conrad.

Senator Chafee?

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN H. CHAFEE, A U.S.
SENATOR FROM RHODE ISLAND

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I want
to thank you for holding today’s hearing on the important subject
of the trade deficit. I believe there is an enormous amount of misin-
formation and misunderstanding about the trade deficit of our
country. One need only to look at the recent debates in the Senate
to find proof of that. ,

For example, one suggestion is the notion that, for every billion
dollars in imports, some 20,000 jobs are lost. This formula seems
to be based on the well-known and accepted statistic that every bil-
lion in exports supports roughly 20,000 jobs.
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But economists agree that you simply cannot reverse that export
formula. Why? Because with imports, other questions arise, ques-
tions such as, is there direct important substitution? Is it a substi-
tution for something that did exist in our country?

For example, let us take a look at coffee. We import $2.6 billion
in coffee. But we cannot say we, therefore, have lost 52,000 U.S.
jobs, for we do nogﬁrow coffee in this country. -

So I think it makes sense to go back to basics, as you are doing
here today, Mr. Chairman, and take a look at the deficit to under-
stand why it may exist and what it means.

The panels that are assembled today before us are made up of
distinguished experts in this area, and I am especially interested
in hearing from two of our top economic officers in our country, the
Secretary of the Treasury and the Chair of the Council of Economic
Advisors. They are going to help us understand the true nature
and implications of the trade deficit.

So I believe this hearing can help clear away some of the mis-
conceptions about trade and its impact on our economy, and I hope
that the information we hear today will be shared with our col-
leagues during the next Senate debate on trade legislation.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Chafee.

Senator Bryan?

Senator BRYAN. Mr. Chairman, I will waive my .opening state-
ment, but I will have some questions for the panels.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much. Time is of the essence,
and I appreciate that.

We will now hear from our distinguished colleague, the junior
- Senator from North Dakota, Byron Dorgan. Senator Dorgan has
been one of the primary proponents of examining the causes and
consequences of the deficit.

I share his concern that we gain a better understanding of what
is driving the trade deficit in light of the trade numbers we have
seen in recent months. .

I appreciate, also, Senator Dorgan’s efforts to assure that this
important issue is addressed, and his interest in being with us
today.

Senator Dorgan?

STATEMENT OF HON. BYRON DORGAN, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA

Senator DORGAN. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much for hold-
ing the hearing. I will be brief. I know you have a long schedule.

But let me begin by going through a series of charts. And if I
might turn them so that some in the room can seen them as well
as those at the dais, it will, I think, set the stage for what I am
about to talk about.

First, is the U.S. merchandise trade deficit. You can see the flood
of red ink. If you are over 21 years old, you have never lived in
this country at a time in which we have not had a trade deficit.
It is 32 out of the last 33 years, 22 consecutive years, of merchan-
dise trade deficits.

If we could have the next chart. That is not a record, it seems
to me, that is a record of success. Second, is the American goods -
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deficit is getting worse. These are the average monthly deficits.
You will see that this year, the averaﬁe monthly deficit is worse
than every other year, and that has been the case every single
year.

The next chart will show, for the past 13 years, a couple of coun-
tries. China, in the past 13 years, has grown in its merchandise
trade deficit with us from $10 million to $50 billion.
= The next chart will show Japan. If you take a look at our trade
relationship with Japan, you will see an abiding, consistent trade
deficit with Japan. I believé that is the last chart. I simply wanted
to show the flood of red ink dealing with trade policy. .

Now, I think it is wonderful to have distinguished economists
testify today. I would encourage you, however, to invite some farm-
ers and some businessmen, some oil drillers, and others who really
know about trade policy.

It is safe to say that there has never been an economist, a politi-
cian, or a journalist that has lost a job because of bad trade policy.
But I would invite, also, in future hearings some folks who know
firsthand about how trade policy affects them and their lives.

There are really two views about this trade policy. One, was in
the Boston Globe in an op-ed piece yesterday by a writer who says,
“Our trade deficit is not a sign of disaster, but of strength,” and
goes on to say, “America’s balance of trade is not a real economic
event, it is only an accounting fiction.”

A piece in tl‘;e New York Times by a former member of the ad-
ministration said, “What are we worried about? We are importing
tomatoes from Mexico and buying toys from China. But then we
are exporting automobiles and jet aircraft, so what is the big deal?”

It is true, in fact, we import tomatoes from Mexico, but the larg-
est imports from Mexico are auto parts, automobiles, and elec-
tronics. In fact, we now import more automobiles from Mexico than
we export to the entire rest of the world.

I am wondering whether the writer, one of the country’s distin-
guished economists, could have confused tomatoes with Toyotas, or
might want to alert customs that those big red vegetables have
combustion engines.

But there is a lot of confusion about trade, so let me talk about
the other view. Mr. Greenspan, whom I rarely quote, yesterday,
was testifying before Congress and talked about trade deficits bal-
looning to record levels that are “unsustainable and pose unknown
consequences and possible dangers.”

Buster Thoreaux. “If there is one thing we know about inter-
national trade, it is that no country, not even one as big as the
United States, can run a trade deficit forever.”

I have said before, and feel strongly, that our trade policies in
this country that create these deficits or result in these deficits are
both soft-headed and weak-kneed.

By that, I mean soft-headed, one, they are, in most cases, a re-
sult of trade agreements that we have negotiated badly. Some 60
or 70 years ago, Will Rogers said, “The United States has never
lost a war and never won a conference.” He surely must have been
talking about trade. _ -

We negotiate, inappropriately, trade agreements with other coun-
tries, believing that most of it is foreign policy rather than hard-
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nosed economic policy, not understanding that our competitors in
this world these days are tough, shrewd, competent, able competi-
tors. Our trade Policy must be tough, hard-nosed, economic policy,
not soft-headed toreign policy.

So, one, badly negotiated trade agreements. We ought to do bet-
ter than that. Senator Conrad talked about NAFTA. I wish I had
15 minutes today to talk just about NAFTA and how incompetently
that was negotiated, at least from the standpoint of farmers in our
part of the country. I mean, incompetently negotiated.

Two, trade agreements are rarely enforce«f In fact, they are so
rarely enforced that Sou cannot find a record of what the agree-
ments are. The U.S. Chamber of Commerce in Japan tried to accu-
mulate the trade agreements we have with Japan and tried to get
U.S. Government sources to accumulate it for them, and the agen-
cies and the government really could not find a record of the trade
agreements.

So, if you do not have a record of the agreements, how on earth
would you enforce them? Of course, they are rarely enforced, and,
when enforced, enforced in very weak terms.

Finally, we have trade agreements that do not recognize currency
fluctuations. When the Japanese yen fluctuates 40 or 50 percent,
which makes our exports much more expensive and their imports
much less expensive and you see this flood of red ink, it seems to
me that if you were a producer rather than a journalist, a producer
rather than an economist, or a producer rather than a legislator,
you would understand and demand that no trade agreement can be
effective if you have wild fluctuations in currency values.

But let me just conclude with a couple of other points. About two
weeks ago, a ship pulled up to the dock in California with Euro-
pean barley. We raise plenty of barley in this country.

The Europeans subsidized that feed barley, which does not have
much value in the first place, probably $2 a bushel. They sub-
sidized it to the tune of $1.10 a bushel, and then shipped it into’
Stockton, California, into this country. It was legal under GATT.

Let me say that again. You can take a $2 product raised in Eu-
rope, pay the shipping costs, send it to this country, and subsidize
to $1.10 a bushel, and it is legal under GATT. That describes the
baixkn;ptcy of a trade agreement that says that kind of behavior
is legal.

If any of us think that this trade policy has the respect of produc-
ers in this country, who everg day go to work and try and confront
those kinds-of issues raised by that kind of behavior, we are dead
wrong. We need to fix this, and we can do it if we work together.

I am not suggesting that expanded, open, and free trade is not
~ important. It is. I advocate it. I demand, however, on behalf of the
producers of this country, that it be fair trade. You cannot look at
those charts, in my judgment, and see the accumulation of red ink
and not understand that it hurts this country.

Finally, let me conclude by saying, the economists who will tes-
tify today will likely have different views of these issues. Some will
say, in fact, gee, things are going so swimmingly, in fact, all these
red marks are signs of economic health. I taught economics very
briefly in college. I was able to overcome that. [Laughter.] And I
think go on to some other things.



7

I do not dismiss economists. I think they contribute a great deal
to our country. But I must say this. The most basic text of eco-
nomic learning tell us that our gross national product is composed
of 1f‘;é)sur things: consumption, investment, government, and net ex-
ports.

If net ex’gorts show a deficit, it detracts from our economy, not
adds to it. There is no debating that, in my judgment. We mﬁ find
people who come here and describe all kinds of excuses about why
we are here and why we ought not do anything, and why those who
come and raise some concerns about it are xenophobic protectionist
stooges who just do not understand and just cannot see over the
horizon. That is all nonsense.

This is a problem, and this country would do something that is
responsible on behalf of producers if it recognizes it is a problem
and begins, thoughtfully, to address it. No, not to start a trade war,
but just to serve notice to our trade partners around this world
that times are different.

We are going to stand up for our interests, the interests of our
producers, and demand fair and reciprocal trade policies. When we
do not get them, then others must pay a price for that, but this
country must begin standing up for its economic interests.

The word protectionist is used in the article that I started with
today and it is bantered around. Anybody who has any different
thoughts about trade is immediately branded a protectionist.

I am only interested ih expanded trade opportunities that are
fair to this country. I am not interested in continuing 25 or 50
years of trade policy that really, in effect, is foreign policy and that
undermines and weakens our country.

Mr. Chairman, thank you for holding the hearing. I have intro-
duced the bill that would create a commission to develop strategies
to deal with this issue, and that is, I think, part of the reason for
this hearing. I thank you for being willing to explore what I think
is a controversial, but nonetheless a very important, issue for this
country. P

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Dorgan, for being
here today. The purpose of these hearings are to try to determine
exactly wg re we are, what needs to be done. Certainly, agriculture
is one of the most critical areas and we intend to spend a great
deal of time on that matter.

Thank you very much.

Senator DORGAN. Thank you.

[A statement submitted by Senator Dorgan appears.in the appen-
dix.] ‘

The CHAIRMAN. I would now turn to our second panel, which in-
cludes my good friend and colleague, Secretary of Treasury Robert
Rubin, as well as the Chair of the Council of Economic Advisors,
Janet Yellen.

Secretary Rubin, of course, is the administration’s principal
spokesperson on economic policy matters. Before becoming Treas-
ury Secretary, he served as Chair of the National Economic Council
and Co-chair of Goldman Sachs.

Chair Yellen, prior to assuming her current position, was most
recently a Governor of the Federal Reserve. Before that, she en-
joyed a distinguished career as a professor of economics, specializ-
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in%(-in' ‘the international arena, and most recently as a Bernard
Roka Professor of International Business and Trade at the School
of Business at the University of California at Rerkeley.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes, Frank?

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK H. MURKOWSKI, A U.S.
SENATOR FROM ALASKA

Senator MURKOWSKI. If I may just compliment you on holding
these hearings. I believe Secretary Rubin is either lost in traffic,
or slow in coming.

But, if I may proceed very briefly, to compliment you on the sig-
nificance of this hearing, the timeliness of it, and the importance
of it, because an awful lot is taken for granted in the area of trade.

I intend to pursue with Secretary Rubin, who has just arrived,
the question of the role of the Secretary of Treasury in regard to
the stabilization of the yen. The yen is at 141, almost 142. The Jap-
anese stock market is at a 52-week low; the Taiwanese stock mar-
ket is at a 52-week low.

Furthermore, Mr. Chairman, I think it is rather enlightening to
reflect on some of our trade policies associated with sanctions, be-
cause I am under the advice that 65 percent of the world’s popu-

lation is current subject to our U.S. sanctions.

" What that does to our international competitiveness, Mr. Chair-
man, is pretty obvious. It certainly provides opportunities for our
trading partners to have a little better position, whether it be the
Japanese, the South Koreans, the French, or whatever, as we ex-
clude ourselves by our own sanction policies from a significant por-
tion of the world’s market.

When you think of the magnitude of excluding ourselves from 65
percent of the world’s population by trade sanctions, it suggests
that we review this. I am particularly pleased that Senator Lugar
is groceedin with hearings and an examination of this policy.

o, I will look forward to the Treasury Secretary commenting on
some of the points that I have made and, particularly, when do we
step in, or do we step in, and stabilize the yen or some other cur-
rency.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, as we look at our trade deficit of $199
billion, it is rather interesting to reflect that most of it is made up
of two countries, China and Japan.

The third major factor, is the trade deficit as a consequence of
the contribution of dependence on imported petroleum. Thirty-one
percent. Thirty-one percent of our trade deficit is as a consequence
of our dependence, and there are the figures over there, on im-
ported petroleum, which means we send our dollars and our jobs
overseas.

This administration has been very reluctant to encourage devel-
-opment on Federal lands, particularly in my State of Alaska,
where, for the last 20 years, we have supslied this Nation with
about 20 percent of the total crude oil produced. So, if you want
to address that with relief, Mr. Chairman, you might start with the
old adage that charity begins at home.

With that profound observation, I am finished.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Murkowski.
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Again,'I am happy to welcome the Secretary of Treasury, Mr.
Rubin. He is accompanied, of course, by Larry Summers, the distin-
guished Deputy Secretary of Treasury. As I said earlier, it is a
great pleasure to have these three distinguished people here.

Your full statements will be included as if reaé). I would ask that
you summarize them. Welcome. It is good to have you here.

Sj;nator Rubin, I mean, Secretary. I just promoted you. [Laugh-
ter.

-STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT E. RUBIN, SECRETARY OF THE
TREASURY, WASHINGTON, DC, ACCOMPANIED BY DR. LAW-
RENCE H. SUMMERS, DEPUTY SECRETARY, U.S. TREASURY

Secretary RUBIN. Well, you changed me, Mr. Chairman, but I
will note to Senator D’Amato that you so referred to me.

The CHAIRMAN. No, do not do that, please.

Secretary RUBIN. In any event, let me start by saying that I
think this hearing is a very good idea. I think it gives us an oppor-
tunity to discuss a whole range of issues that revolve arcund the
trade deficit that are very important to our country.

Let me start, if I may, by putting the trade deficit in context. As
you know, Mr. Chairman, this is the strongest economy amongst
the major industrialized world today: we have 4.3 percent unem-
ployment, created roughly 16 million new jobs over the past five
and a half years, low inflation, and rising real wages, all of which
I think is very important to keep in mind as we talk about the
trade deficit.

At the same time, we do have an expanding trade deficit. How-
ever, having said that, also, as a percentage of GDP, as a percent-
alagg (;)f the economy, it is substantially lower than it was in the mid-

’s.

In the mid-1980’s, it was about 3.5 percent of GDP. It is about
2.5 percent of GDP this year, and private forecasters are estimat-
ing somewhere between 2.5 to 3 percent of GDP next year.

There are many reasons behind the increasing trade deficit, and
I know Chairman Yellen is going to be talking about savings, a
very important factor. But it is our view that the single most im-
portant factor is the relative strength of the U.S. economy com-
pared to virtually all of our significant trading partners.

Within the context of the United States’ economy, the driving
force has been domestic demand, although exports have also in-
creased at a rather nice pace, but foreign demand, as a general
propgsition, has not increased nearly as rapidly as domestic de-
mand.

First quarter data indicates that the countries that have been
most affected by the recent instability in Asia, Thailand, Malaysia,
Indonesia, the Philippines, Singapore, and Korea are in a pace to
fall somewhere on an annualized basis between $17 billion and $24
billion in terms of our exports to them versus where we were before
the crisis began. Of course, the concern is that if that contraction
in this part of the world increases, then those numbers becom
substantially larger. :

If you add Japan to those figures, the number is somewhere be-
tween $23 billion and $29 billion on an annualized basis, and, once
again, that could become larger if the contraction increases.
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Most of the industrialized nations have also been growing less
rapidly than we have, but I think, most troublingly, and Senator
Murkowski referred to this, is the situation in Japan.

That economy still fails to show signs of recovery, and I do not
think there is any question but that the weakness of the Japanese
economy and the correlated weakness in their currency are having
substantial adverse impacts on the Eastern Asian countries, which,
in turn, affects us.

Obviously, the worse the conditions become in Japan, the worse
it impacts on East Asia. We, that is to say, the United States and
the IMF, the OECD, and the G-7—and in our case this has been
going on for close to 2 years now—have strongly and actively urged
the Japanese government to undertake the necessary steps to in-
crease domestic demand-led growth, particularly fiscal stimulus
dealing with the problems in their banking sector, deregulation,
and opening markets. :

We have also consistently, particularly over the last several
months, expressed a sharing, if you will, of the concern that they
have expressed about the weakness of their currency. I think it
would be fair to say that we have expressed a growing concern, as
they have expressed a growing concern, about the weakness of
their currency.

It is our view that the weakness of the yen reflects the economic
conditions in Japan. Senator Murkowski, in response to your, I
think, very important comments, the fundamental remedy to the

roblem of the yen is for the Japanese government to take the
inds of measures that are necessary to stimulate domestic de-
mand-led growth in Japan.

On the whole, the trade deficit of the United States, as a con-
sequence, is viewed as a reflection of the strength of our economy,
not a weakness. It is our view that, even with this trade deficit,
the most likely scenario in the foreseeable future is a continuation
of solid growth, low inflation, low unemployment.

One thing that is absolutely clear, is that the trade deficit has
not undermined performance in this economy. Having said that, let
me focus on the effects of the trade deficit for a moment, Mr. Chair-
man, because I think that is an extremely important and somewhat
complicated issue. Let me do it in the context of two dynamics. On
the one hand, the trade deficit means that we are attracting for-
eign capital, and that does create claims, both debt and equity
claims, that are some point are going to have to be repaid.

On the other hand, if that capital is used, not for consumption
but for investment, and if it is used wisely, then we can get more
growth in this country out of the foreign capital that has come in
than the claims that we will have to repay so that, on balance, it
will be good for our economy.

I think the evidence suggests at the present time that, in fact,
that is exactly how that imbalance of capital coming in is being
used and that, therefore, this capital coming in is contributing con-
structively to our economy, even when taking into account the fact
that it will have to be repaid at some point in the future.

Having said that, it also does create vulnerabilities. Increased
trade deficits create vulnerability to a change in sentiment in the
international capital markets with respect to the United States,
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and, second, they do give rise to sectoral dislocations in our econ-
omy. Amongst other things, all of this gives rise or underscores the
importance of having strong economic policies at home.

More broadly, Mr. Chairman, I do not think there is any ques-
tion, at least in our view, that trade contributes very substantially
to the economic well-being of our country. Millions of Americans.
owe their jobs, directly or indirectly, to trade, and all of us have
both lower prices and greater choice because of the international
competition that trade fosters. :

Moreover, trade with developing countries now accounts for
somewhat over 40 percent of our total exports. It is sometimes said
that we cannot trade effectively with low-wage countries, and I
think the evidence I have just put forth suggests exactly the oppo-
site.

While it is true that low-wage countries are able to produce a
range of low-wage, low-skilled items at lower cost than our country,
which, I might add, is to the benefit of American consumers, this
is not true across the board because in many low-wage, low-skilled
products we still have an advantage due to American productivity
and other factors.

Moreover, the developing countries buy American goods. air-
planes, construction equipment, entertainment products, high-tech
goods, and the result is that, as long as we remain a highly produc-
tive and competitive economy, we can, and we will, export effec-
tively to low-wage countries, and increasing trade with low-wage
countries will benefit our economy.

Just for one moment, to put the same thing into conceptual per-
spective, trade is not a zero sum game. A nation does not win by
exporting and lose by importing. If a nation produces its relatively
most competitive goods and services and then exchanges them with
other nations to obtain the goods and services it produces relatively
les?i competitively, the nation will be better off with than without
trade.

Having said that, it is also true that, while the great preponder-
ance of Americans will benefit from trade, some industries will be
buffeted by foreign competition, which means there will be disloca-
tions for some, though I think it should be observed that technology
contributes far more to those dislocations than trade.

The answer, in our view, is not to try to halt the technology or
to try to halt trade, which contributes so much to so many, but,
rather, to make sure that all of our people are equipped to compete
in the global economy, to help the dislocated re-enter the economy
quickly and successfully, and to have an appropriate safety net,
where needed.

Let me say that I do think, for those of us who believe strongly
in trade liberalization and its benefits to our economy, I think one
thing that we must do is focus on how to continue to provide assist-
ance to those who are dislocated so they can re-enter the economy
eftectively.

In terms of promoting exports and also minimizing the trade def-
icit, it seems to us, in terms of national economic policy, there need
to be three pieces: first, an aggressive program of opening markets,
as we have done throuch NAFTA, the WTO agreement, and scores
of trade agreements, including strong enforcement of our trade
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laws; second, promoting growth and development in the developing
world, which I said a moment ago, accounts for something over 40
percent of our exports; third, promoting financial stability and, par-
ticularly where there is financial instability, working to restore fi-
nancial stability.

Let me say with respect to trade policy, Mr. Chairman, the Presi-
dent, as you know, is committed to fast track, and the question is
when that can be most effectively reintroduced. He has also said
recently that, in the context of pursuing fast track, we need to
“harmonize our goals of increasing trade and improving the envi-
ronment and working conditions.”

Give me one more moment and I will finish. In the context of fi-
nancial stability, Mr. Chairman, we live in an uncertain world. The
global financial markets have brought great benefits to our country
and nations around the globe.

However, they do carry the risks of financial instability, and I be-
lieve that it is absolutely critical that the Congress, as rapidly as
possible, approve funding of the IMF and approve our contribution
to the International Monetary Fund so that the international com-
munity will have the resources to deal with severe problems,
should they develop.

As I have said, and Chairman Greenspan has said at numerous
hearings, the probability of another major crisis is low, but, if such
a crisis should happen, its effects on country could be severe. It is
not sensible for our economy to take the risk of not having an IMF
that is sufficiently funded to deal with a significant crisis.

I might add that the IMF is at historically low levels of funding
right now, and there is no cost to the American taxpayers of pro-
viding the funding that we have requested. With your leadership,
Mr. Chairman, the Senate has adopted the legislation with a vote
of 84 to 16, and it is now imperative that the House follow suit as
rapidly as possible.

The only final comment I would like to make, Mr. Chairman,
that is a complement to everything I have talked about with re-
spect to international economic policy, it is also absolutely critical
that we be productive and competitive in the global economy here
at home. That requires fiscal responsibility to keep intercst rates
down, increase savings for investment, and investing in our people
through education, training, and the like.

If we pull all of this together, a forward-looking international
economy policy and a domestic economic policy focused on competi-
tiveness and fiscal responsibility, then we are well positioned for
success in the global economy.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Secretary Rubin. Secretary Summers
is not going to make any statement? .

Secretary RUBIN. Secretary Summers will be responding to ques-
tions along with me, and I know Chairman Yellen has comments
to make.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, we are delighted to have you here. Please
proceed.

[The prepared statement of Secretary Rubin appears in the ap-
pendix.]
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STATEMENT OF HON. JANET L. YELLEN, CHAIR, COUNCIL OF
ECONOMIC ADVISORS, WASHINGTON, DC

Ms. YELLEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the commit-
tee. tIo gppreciate the opportunity to discuss the trade deficit with
you today.

The trade deficit is an important economic statistic, but its inter-
pretation is subject to substantial confusion. A country’s trade bal-
ance is, often wrongly, used as a measure of its success in market
opening policies or as a measure of the benefits of its engagement
in international trade.

So the central point I would like to make today, is that the bene-
fits of increased international trade are reflected in higher real in-
come and not in a smaller trade deficit.

In part, our trade deficit reflects the fact that our fast-growing
economy is pulling in a lot of imports. At the same time, it reflects
the fact that the United States is attracting substantial inter-
national capital flows because the United States is viewed by for-
eigners as a good place to invest.

Those capital flows have financed increases in plant and equip-
ment investment that have exceeded even the growth in national
saving due to deficit reduction since the beginning of the Clinton
Administration. '

One of the most important insights of economics is that inter-
national trade increases the real incomes of all countries that en-
gage in it. Secretary Rubin emphasized this, and I would like to re-
emphasize it: trade is not a zero sum game in which the gains of
some countries come at the expense of other countries. On the con-
trary, it is a positive sum game in which all sides gain.

The benefits from trade are not simply theoretical. Large eco-
nomics literature has found that those countries that are open to
trade tend to grow faster and have higher levels of per capita in-
come than countries that close themselves off from international
competition and trade. In fact, one estimate is that the
globalization of the U.S. economy has added around $1,500 to per
capita income over the last 40 years.

Now, it is often suggested that a major benefit of trade liberaliza-
tion is job creation. When our economy is operating below its poten-
tial, as it was in 1993, export growth can produce job gains, helping
the economy move back toward full employment.

But, in the long term, increases in exports ultimately pull work-
ers away from other activities. Trade still raises real income, but
the boost comes from better jobs and lower prices.

Perhaps the greatest source of confusion about trade relates to
the interpretation of causes of trade or current account deficits and
surpluses. A trade deficit occurs, by definition, when a country’s
total spending exceeds it production.

When that happens, the shortfall is made up by importing more
than is exported. So when the United States runs a trade deficit,
foreigners buy less than a dollar’s worth of U.S. goods for every dol-
lar they earn through their export sales to us. '

The natural question, of course, is what do foreigners do with the
dollars they do not use to buy U.S. goods? In practice, the excess
dollars are invested in U.S. assets. Indeed, it is the desire of for-
eigners to purchase those attractive U.S. assets, to lend us the
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money needed to finance a trade deficit that makes it possible to
run such a deficit. Countries can only run those deficits if foreign-
ers want to add to their holdings of our country’s assets.

The relationship between spending, production, and the trade
deficit can be expressed another way. I will not bore you with the
details, but it turns out that, in an accounting sense, a country’s
current account balance, which is a more comprehensive measure
than the trade balance, is equal to the difference between national
saving and national investment.

When the demand for investment in the United States exceeds
our pool of national savings, that gap, that difference, is made up
by borrowing from foreigners. The United States first experienced
large current account deficits during the mid-1980’s, when invest-
ment fell as a share of national income, but net national saving feel
even faster. The trade deficit shrank briefly as investment col-
lapsed in the 1990-1991 recession, but we have seen it reemerge
in the current expansion.

The good news in this expansion, is that investment has been
booming. But national saving has not kept pace, despite the dra-
anz;_tic improvement due to the elimination of the Federal budget

eficit.

As Secretary Rubin emphasized, when a trade deficit is used to
finance productive investment, as in the United States now, it can
be viewed as largely benign because the extra investment raises
productivity and that results in future national income that is more
than enough higher to enable us to pay off that foreign borrowing.

So, we would be worse off as a Nation if, over the last few years,
we had been forced to curtail our investment. Our ability to attract
funds from abroad is, I believe, a well-deserved vote of confidence
in the ability of our high-performing economy to put those funds to
good use.

Let me return for a minute to the more immediate causes of our
rising trade deficit. Increasing trade deficits often accompany
strong economic growth of the kind we have seen over the last few
years, both because expanding domestic demand pulls in imports
and because growing economies tend to have appreciating cur-
rencies.

More recently, the East Asian crisis has boosted the deficit as the
affected countries have cut back sharply on imports of goods from
the United States. Fortunately, this slow down in exports to East
Asia comes at a time when domestic demand growth is extremely
robust and labor markets have become increasingly tight.

The consensus among forecasters is that the East Asian crisis
could serve as a kind of break that subdues growth toward a more
sustainable pace, permitting continued job grewth with a more
moderate path for interest rates and stronger investment spending
than we would otherwise enjoy. Of course, we have the side benefit
that the decline in import prices is a dampening influence on infla-
tion. ’

I will just take one more minute and conclude. I do not want to
leave dyou with the impression that there are no reasons to be con-
cerned about a large trade deficit. First, even in the absence of any
negative impact on overall output or employment, there have been
sectors that have been adversely impacted. Before 1997, there were
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many U.S. producers that enjoyed rapid growth in their exports to
East Asia, and they will see, and have already seen, a decline in
those exports.

The second reason for concern about the trade deficit follows, in
part, from the first. That is, if the rising trade deficit undermines
support for internationalist principles and for market opening poli-
cies like those that have been outlined by Secretary Rubin in his
testimony, including support for the IMF and for fast track, if that
widening U.S. trade deficit were to create the false impression that
the United States stands to lose rather than gain from continued
engagement in international markets and trade, that would be a
ve’AI:y costly development, indeed.

he CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Chair Yellen.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Yellen appears in the appendix.]

The CHAIRMAN. Yesterday, Alan Greenspan, I think, appeared
before one of our committees, where he made the comment that the
Asian crisis already has deeply affected the U.S. economy, hurting
farmers and businesses that export to Asia and causing the trade
deficit to balloon to record levels that are “unsustainable and pose
unknown consequences and possible dangers. The trade deficit will
pnl‘KS.get worse, since the worst of that crisis, clearly, is not over
in Asia.”

Now, I know the importance you attach to IMF and in helping
it out. I have generally been supportive of that effort. But I am con-
cerned about this statement that says that the trade deficit is bal-
looning to record levels that are “unsustainable and pose unknown.
consequences and possible dangers.”

I would ask you, Mr. Secretary and Madam Yellen, what should
the administration and ourselves be doing? What are these dan-
gers, and how can we ameliorate, somehow, these problems?

Secretary RUBIN. Let me give you a brief response, if I may, Mr.
Chairman, and then suggest that Chairman Yellen or Dr. Summers
might, as distinguished economists, want to respond.

I think that I would interpret the Chairman’s comments, al-
though I have not discussed them with him, as referring to long-
term sustainability. As I said in my remarks, as long as your trade
deficit represents savings from abroad that are coming to this coun-
try, and I think Chairman Yellen referred to this, and then being
used constructively here in investment, if it is being well-used, it
~ actually, on balance, should be contributing to our growth.

Now, it is true, over a long period of time this can create greater
problems as your foreign-held assets, relative to your GDP, grow
and grow and grow, if that, in fact, is the effect of this.

So over a long period of time you could have an unsustainable
situation, but in a shorter period of time, a period of several
years—I will speak now for myself and you can get other re-
sponses—I think that the real key is what is being used, what is
this inflow of savings being used for? If it is being used for produc-
tive investment, that is positive.

On the other hand, there are, as I said in my remarks, two sets
of things we should be worried about. One, is that sentiments could
change abroad with respect to the attractiveness of our economy.

If that were to happen, if we ceased to be viewed as an attractive
place for capital to come and capital sought to leave this country,
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then that could drive interest rates up and have all kinds of ad-
verse impacts.

So, I think one thing that we, the administration, and you, the
Finance Committee, and the Congress all need to do is to maintain
a healthy macroeconomic and other policy environment in this
country so we continue to be an attractive place for savings from
abroad to come and stay. I think that is the key.

I think the second, would be to deal with the sectoral dislocations
that occur as a consequence, and they inevitably will occur.

The CHAIRMAN. Chairman Yellen?

Ms. YELLEN. I would certainly agree with Secretary Rubin’s anal-
ysis of this. I would add that I think part of the increase in the
trade deficit and the current account deficit that we have seen, and
are likely to continue to see over the next couple of years, part of
it, I believe, is temporary and has to do with slow growth abroad
and the crisis in East Asia. So, hopefully we will see some diminu-
tion of those rising trade deficits/current accounts surpluses if re-
- covery occurs abroad.

I would add that, from a policy standpoint, of course, we want
to do everything possible—Secretary Rubin emphasized this in his
remarks—to promote recovery abroad, both in the East Asian coun-
tries that have been affected by the crisis, and similarly in Japan,
that really needs to grow more rapidly and serve as an engine of
growth, both for the Asian region and also for the world as a whole.

The CHAIRMAN. Everyone talks about the importance of Japan,
particularly with respect to Asian flu, the need for it to take meas-
ures to get its economy growing. Yet, it seems, to the contrary,
things are not going well there. If things do not go well in Japan,
things will not go well in Asia.

What do we do about that? I think it is a matter of utmost im-
portance.

Secretary RUBIN. Mr. Chairman, I think it is exceedingly trou-
bling. We would agree with your characterization of the utmost im-
portance. It is a matter of public record, so I am not saying it is
not public, that President Clinton, over the last 18 months, has
spoken with the Prime Minister about this several times.

We have very actively urged the Japanese government to deal
with the issues of fiscal stimulus, and now, most particularly with
the problems and issues around the financial sector and the banks,
as well as deregulation of opening markets.

We have worked with the G-7, with the OECD, with the IMF,
and others to continue to discuss these matters with the Japanese
government. In the final analysis, although others may have a dif-
ferent view they would like to express, I think the most construc-
tive and the only role that we can really play is to continue to very
actively work to persuade the Japanese government to face these
very difficult issues they have to deal with. ‘

Dr. Summers, as you may know, is very much involved with this.

The CHAIRMAN. Could I just make an observation. It concerns
me. We see the yen, in its relationship to the dollar, moving the
wrong direction. There are those who say that the dollar is only
going to get stronger. That means Japan is depending more and
more on exports and that is the opposite of what Asia needs. Some
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people say that the administration is willing to see the dollar even
strengthened further. Do you have any comments on that?

Secretary RUBIN. Yes, I have seen that, Mr. Chairman. Every
time that I have seen it, we have said to those who have printed
that, that exactly the opposite is the case, that we are greatly con-
cerned about the weakness of the yen. But, in a fundamental sense,
the ultimate answer to this lies in the Japanese economy.

But it is the administration’s position to be very concerned about
the weakness of the Japanese economy and to be very concerned
about the weakness of the Japanese currency. But the answers to
those issues lie within Japan in terms of actual policy measures
that need to be taken.

The CHAIRMAN. Larry, I know you have been on the front line.
Do you have any comment?

Dr. SUMMERS. I would just say this, Mr. Chairman. I think we
share, and I think increasingly other countries in Europe and in
Asia have come to share, an enormous sense of concern about de-
velopments in Japan. I think many in Japan are coming to share
that concern much more than would have been the case 6 months

ago.

That is, I think, a reflection of, in Japan, what weakness in their
economy means for their capacity to do the things they need to do
as a country, prepare for an aging society, and so forth.

I think there is a very clear recog;:’dtion that weakness in Japan,
as you suggested, Mr. Chairman, has spill-over consequences for
the rest of Asia. These are very much active subjects of discussion.

In a flexible exchange rate regime, which is the type of regime
that we have, the value of currencies over time are set by the per-
ceptions of people who trade a trillion dollars a day as to where the
fundamentals of economies are.

So, while our concerns are relevant and we have tried to be very
clear about our concerns, we continue, in cooperation with others,
to watch developments in these markets very closely.

What is ultimately most important for the value of any exchange
rate, is the economic policy fundamentals in the country that deter-
mines it.

The CHAIRMAN. I would like to ask Chairman Yellen one further
question, then I will turn to the next questioner.

Chairman Yellen, do you agree, or Mr. Secretary, with the recent
Census Bureau estimates set out in the June 8th edition of the
Journal of Economists that we are under-reporting our exports by
as much as $62 billion, and that our current account deficit may
be one-third lower than the recent Commerce Department statistics
suggest?

Ms. YELLEN. Mr. Chairman, that is something that we have been
recently briefed on by the Bureau of the Census. My understanding
is that they have developed these estimates in conjunction with
their efforts to encourage more U.S. exports to record their exports
electronically so that the statistics can be more accurate, and num-
bers in that range have been given by the Census Bureau.

I think a conservative estimate, in their view, of the under-re-
porting of exports would be in the $20 to 40 billion range. It is con-
ceivable, according to their estimates, that the under-reporting
could be, as you indicated, in the $60 to 70 billion range. This
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comes about because about 97 percent of U.S. imports are recorded
}ellec:;lronically, the rest are submitted on paper and entered by
and.

In the case of exports, though, only about 70 percent are recorded
electronically, and there can be delays and other problems in tab-
ulating and recording these exports. So I believe what you have in-
gitgated is correct and it could lead to over-reporting of the trade

eficit.

With respect to the current account deficit, I would simply add
that there could be misreporting or under-reporting in other areas
as well. Investment income is a notorious area in which statistics
could be inaccurate.

So, in terms of drawing a bottom-line conclusion on that, I would
hesitate, but certainly, you have indicated about exports, those lead
to over-reporting of the trade deficit.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, my time is up.

Senator Conrad?

Senator CONRAD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I thank the wit-
nesses for being here today.

I must say, as I listen to this discussion, the message going for-
ward here disturbs me because it sounds to me very much like the
message is, well, trade deficits really do not matter, in fact, maybe
they are positive. I personally do not believe that.

It reminds me a little of the discussions we used to have about
budget deficits. People would say, very often economists, that the
budget deficits did not matter. Well, of course they mattered. They
mattered because they put pressure on interest rates and slowed
economic growth. Trade deficits matter because they have got to be
repaid. They represent the claim on the future.

The only way that I know that trade deficits can be repaid is, at
some point in the future, you reduce consumption and increase sav-
ings. That means a reduced standard of living at the time that it
occurs.

Now, Mr. Secretary, you have acknowledged that these deficits
have to be repaid, the debt that is building has to be repaid. We
are now the world’s largest debtor Nation. Not so recently, we were
the world’s largest creditor Nation.

When you acknowledge that these deficits and debt has to be re-
paid, how is that to occur?

Secretary RUBIN. 1 agree, by the way, absolutely about budget
deficits. But on the trade deficit question, Senator, the comment I
made was that if we have a trade deficit, say we have in influx of
capital today of a dollar and then we have to pay interest over 10
years and have to pay it back 10 years from now, but if that dollar
is invested productively in this country and the result is the GDP
10 years now is $2 higher than it otherwise would have been, one
of those dollars would go back to pay that dollar and the other dol-
lar would be net benefit to this country.

So I think it really depends on what this is used for. In the mid-
1980’s, as you know, the trade deficits we used largely for con-
sumption. That was not good. The evidence suggests now it is being
used for investment.
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Having said all of that, ihere are still all the vulnerabilities,
whickh I mentioned in my testimony. That is the general frame-
work.

Senator CONRAD. Can I go back to my question, and that is, how
are these deficits to be repaid? Am I correct that, to repay them,
requires at some point that we reduce consumption from what it
would otherwise be and increase savings?

Secretary RUBIN. Yes. But the from what otherwise would be
would be higher than it would have been without the investment
in the first place.

Senator CONRAD. Well, I understand the theory. The theory is
that we are productively investing those dollars that we are receiv-
ing today.

Secretary RUBIN. Yes. That is right.

Senator CONRAD. The question is, is that the case or are those
flows being consumed? Now, you indicated in the 1980’s, the evi-
- dence was they were being consumed.

Secretary RUBIN. Right.

Senator CONRAD. You indicate the evidence today is that those
ﬂ}?wg are being productively invested. What are the indications of
that?

Secretary RUBIN. Investment today, as a percentage of GDP, is,
I think, the highest we have had in our history, though I am not
sure about that. Chairman Yellen or Dr. Summers?

Dr. SUMMERS. Equipment investment, Senator, is at the highest
share of GNP that it has ever been in our history. If you look at
this period of recovery, business fixed investment as a whole has
risen very substantially greater, at a faster rate, than the GDP.

Indeed, there were some recent statistics that came out suggest-
ing that the capital stock, which is sort of the measure of capacity,
had grown more rapidly in the last year than at any point in sev-
eral decades.

I think your concern with the trade deficit is very much war-
ranted, that what in some ways would be best is if we had a high
level of investment in America that was financed from a high level
of saving in America. :

I do not think we do ourselves a favor if we forego attractive in-
vestment opportunities because we have to borrow the money, but
the priority goes very much, for the long-run health of our econ-
omy, to improving national savings. I think we can take some satis-
faction from the fact that the national savings rate is almost three
times as high this year as it was in 1992, but we have clearly got

‘a great deal more to do. The budget surplus is an important step.
I think, with the Chairman’s leadership, the very important steps
to expand personal savings through IRAs are constructive steps.

Obviously, the next place where, on a very large scale, we as a
country will confront this issue is as we think through the dilem-
mas associated with Social Security reform. It is exactly the impor-
tance of saving that is behind the President’s emphasis on saving
Social Security first.

Senator CONRAD. Well, let me just say that I agree very much
with your statement. I mean, it would be even better if we were
financing these high levels of investments with. increased domestic
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savings. The fact is, the piper must be paid at some point. When
you borrow money, when you build debt, it has to be repaid.

At some point in the future, and I understand the argument that
if it is productively invested we will have more to pay it back with
in the future, but the fact is, at that peint in the future am I not
correct that it will require a reduction in consumption in this coun-
try in order to repay it?

Secretary RUBIN. Well, but you would still be at a highexr level
of consumption than you would have been without having the in-
vestment in the first place. .

Senator CONRAD. Well, I understand that. If, and there is a big
if in there.

Secretary RUBIN. If it is productively used.

Senator CONRAD. The if, is if it is being productively invested.

Secretary RUBIN. Correct.

Senator CONRAD. I think the fact is, as Secretary Summers indi-
cated, we would be better off if these high levels of investment
were financed by high levels of domestic savings.

Secretary RUBIN. Oh, yes. Yes.

Senator CONRAD. I do not think we would have a disagreement.

Secretary RUBIN. No, no. We would agree with that.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Chafee, before I refer to you, Senator
Moynihan, would you care to make any comments at this time?

Senator MOYNIHAN. I would care to make my apologies, Mr.
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. I know you had to be late, and we appreciate
your being here now.

Senator Chafee?

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Gentlemen and Ms. Yellen, I would like to say that this is a hard
sell. Obviously, it is much easier to call alarm to imports and their
effect than it is to point out the benefits that might be obtained.

Let me just give you an illustration in my State. We have suf-
fered from textile imports and, although, as nationally, our unem-
ployment rate is low, nonetheless, we all feel the concern over the
textile imports.

At the same time, in my State, as it is across the Nation, I sup-
pose, for every citizen in our State, they own at least one pair, and

erhaps more pairs, of so-called tennis shoes or sneakers made in
g‘aiwan, Malaysia, or Korea and they get them cheaper than if they
were made in the U.S. That is why they are buying these goods
that are made in Taiwan, Korea, and so forth.

But it is hard to call attention to that. People just expect that
the low price is there, and they do not make the relationship that
this is a benefit from imports that they are getting. ,

Also, I might say that you rarely hear anybody declaim, that
comes before this committee, deploring the effect of imports and
the deficit we are running about the surplus we are running, say,
with Australia or the Netherlands. That is not considered evil and
in some fashion, that is praiseworthy, whereas, the high imports
from China, Japan, or wherever it might be are considered very
detrimental to our country. _

So it seems to me that we have been through this. We go throuih
this when we do NAFTA, or whatever it might be, GATT, and the



21

benefits of trade. But I think it behooves you, as spokespersons for

the administration and for the Nation on this subject, to continue

ttgdmake your views known. I think you have done a good job here
ay. _

Itis a veriz'l complicated subject. It is much easier to point out the
difficulties that come with high imports than it is vice versa. It pre-
viously was mentioned here, I think Senator Murkowski men-
tioned, about these sanctions. Particularly, we are in a situation
where, in some areas of the world, there is no flexibility at all in
the sanctions. Many of these sanctions originated up here in the
Congress, so we are not guilt-free in this.

But I certainly want to applaud the efforts, as I understand it,
that Senator Lugar is making to examine these sanctions. If we are
goi:ﬁ to have sanctions, I personally am skeptical of sanctions. I
think, where you have rﬁft multinational imposition of sanctions
they do some good. I think in South Africa they did some good. But
I have trouble finding many other places in the world where U.S.
sanctions have done much good.

But I look forward to what Senator Lugar is undertaking, as I
unde}:lrstand it, and want to be helpful to him. Thank you very
much.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Chafee.

Senator Bryan?

Senator BRYAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. After
hearing Senator Dorgan’s opening statements, which I know, Mr.
Secretary, you were not here, but Ms. Yellen was here, and then
hearing the testimony of each of you, I get a sense that there are
two ships passing in the night.

Senator Dorgan laid out a very strong indictment in terms of our
current trade deficit. You all have responded, at least in part, that
the economy is doing well, and that is absolutely the case. We have
the strongest economy in the world. We have created all kinds of
new jobs, inflation is low, employment is high, interest rates are
under control. It is a very sanguine assessment. ~

In part, Mr. Secretary, you have indicated that our trade deficit
is exacerbated by the circumstances in the Far East. I think that
is undoubtedly t[‘;e case. But it strikes me, and I am not an econo-
mist, that there is an intractable structural problem here.

A decade ago when I held a previous position and had occasion
to visit the Far East on behalf of my State a couple of times, the
yen was aEpreciating in value. We still had a trade deficit at that
point. So, both when the yen has been appreciating and depreciat-
ing, we have had this trade deficit. It strikes me that there is
something that is fundamentally wrong.

Can I ask you to focus on that? It strikes me that, even if we
did not have this Asian crisis, that we would still have a very, very
serious trade deficit. As Senator Conrad and others have pointed
out, ultimately we have to pay the piper. Let me get your response
to that, if I may.

Secretary RUBIN. Well, yes. However, had it not been for the slow
growth in the rest of the world and the Asian crisis compared to
our very rapid growth, which is good for us, we do not want to slow
our economy down, the trade deficit as a percentage of GDP would
now be much lower than it was in the mid-1980’s.
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I think- in the mid-1980’s it was 3.5 percent, and I think, Chair-
man Yellen, correct me if I am wrong, it is about 2 percent now,
but it probably would have been appreciably under 2 percent, so it
actually was heading very much in the right direction.

Second, I think there is this whole question of, how do we react
to the fact that we have a trade deficit in the first place, which is
the conversation we had with Senator Conrad before. I will not re-
pte)at all of that, but I think that was a good framework for thinking
about it.

Dr. SUMMERS. If I could perhaps add to what the Secretary said.

Senator BRYAN. Certainly.

‘Dr. SUMMERS. I think the Secretary is right in asserting that a
large part of the very recent deterioration can be ascribed to the
Asian crisis. But I think your question is a very important one,
which is, in good times, in bad times, however these cyclical fluc-
tuations work out, there is a tendency for our trade with Asia not
to be what we think it should be.

I think that points to the importance as a Nation of us having
a very active structural set of policies directed at market opening
in the products where we are particularly competitive.

I think, to use a bit of the lingo, if you look in Asia, penetration
ratios, particularly in manufactured goods, are low relative to those
of many other economies around the world.

I think that is why we have had a very activist policy towards
Japan, including the discussion, where appropriate, of possible 301
actions that has led to a number of substantial agreements and
had led to a substantial increase in the trade with Japan in the
sectors we had negotiated about relative to the sectors where we
had not negotiated about.

That is why, as part of the task of fixing these economies, the
IMF programs include quite far-reaching structural conditions as
well as the usual macroeconomic stuff. For example, an end to di-
rected lending industrial policies from the commercial banking sys-
tems, which have been an important source of the distortions in
those economies that have worked to their detriment.

That is why we have tried to focus on some of the other barriers,
for example, by new policies, something we have worked hard on
at the Treasury, that counter other countries’ tied aid with tied aid
subsidies from us that have resulted in.an agreement that has
backed that off and produced a more level playing field for Amer-
ican exporters.

Or what I think was a significant accomplishment this year, we
got an OECD convention that makes the payment of bribes crimi-
nal and no longer tax deductible, which restriction had put our
business at a disadvantage relative to others’.

So, I think there are a whole set of things that we need to do
structurally that are directed at promoting our exports into those
economies because it is a problem quite apart from the cyclical con-
cern, and, in particular, in these IMF conditions in these countries,
we are drawing the two problems together and taking advantage
of the opportunity the problem creates to make long-run progress.

Senator BRYAN. Any evidence that currency manipulation is ex-
acerbating this problem at all, and if so, what should we do?
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Secretary RUBIN. Let me speak from my experience, and see if
others have an additional view.

Senator BRYAN. Sure.

Secretary RUBIN. I used to run a currency trading operation. It
is actually something I know a little about in a firsthand sense. I
do not think that a country could successfully manipulate, if you
really mean manipulate.

I mean, you can try to sustain an unsustainable level for a while.
That usually has a rather unfortunate ending. But I do not think
that you could manipulate a currency for a substantial period of
time successfully, and I, at least, do not recollect ever having seen
any evidence of it. But, I do not know. Others may feel differently.

Dr. SUMMERS. I think, Mr. Secretary, that there was a period in
the late 1980’s and early 1990’s when it could fairly have been said
that, with relatively closed capital accounts, a number of Asian
countries, because they had closed capital accounts, were holding
their currencies down, basically, for commercial advantage.

I think the legislation that Congress passed, and the procedures
involving designating manipulators, and so forth, acted as a sub-
stantial deterrent to that.

I think if you look at Asia today, the problem is not that the
countries are strategically reducing the value of their currencies,
the problem is that, faced with a confidence crisis, they are dif-
ficulty avoiding devaluations that are very painful for them and
- their citizens. So, I think that could, at some point, be a problem
in the future, but that is not the problem of the hour right now.

Secretary RUBIN. Those devaluations, you know, are a key prob-
lem because they have large external hard currency debts that they
now are finding extremely difficult to repay.

Senator BRYAN. Thank you very much, and thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Murkowski.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
There is cause for alarm if you look at the direction. In reality, the
trade deficit in goods was $199 billion last year, an increase of 4
percent. The first 3 months of this year, the deficit increased 14.5
percent to $57 billion. Significant.

Relief example, Japan. We encouraged them to open up their
markets, housing markets, as an example, but they refused to
eliminate the tariffs on wood products from the APEC countries.
So, our ability to penetrate that and get them more transparent is
not working.

Further, to exacerbate the increased trade imbalance is the sig-
nificance of our dependence on imported oil, which, as I indicated,
is 52 percent. Nobody pays much attention to it, but the Clinton
Administration suggests that it is going to be 70 percent the year
2000. So, if those are factual generalities, it is going to get worse.

Question relative to the role of the Secretary of Treasury and the
experience you had in Mexico, and your success and my projected
faill)ure of your process. Again, I will commend you for your fore-
sight, because you were right and I was wrong.

But are you doing anything internationally to help stabilize the
yen now, and do you intend to, at some point, in the sense that the
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yen seems to be the focus of Asian difficulties now? Then I have
two other questions. -

Secretary RUBIN. This is my view, and I think it would be fair
to say that it is our view. I think, Senator Murkowski, you have
raised what may be the single most fundamental question about
what is happening right now, and that is this whole question of the
Japanese economy and their currency.

I think the question is, what can you realistically do, or what is.
it that will affect that economy amf( that currency and will cause
that currency not only to stabilize, but to appreciate?

While it is true that you can talk about intervention, which is
really the only instrument available from outside of the country, I
am confident that you will find that most people who are steeped
in the questions of foreign exchange trading will say that interven-
tion can be useful at times, it can have effects at times, but that,
fundamentally, over any period of time, that currencies will fall on
fundamentals. , '

That is why I said before, in response to your opening remark,
that the fundamental key to the yen, and we absolutely totally
agree with you about the concern, we share that concern to a very
high degree, is what happened inside Japan.

For the last year and a half, or maybe it is a little longer than
that now, we have been very, very actively involved, privately and
publicly, and also with the rest of the world, expressing our con-
cerns to Japan.

I think what Dr. Summers said is right. Over the past few
months, this concern about Japan, the yen, and the problems in
Japan really have become a worldwide concern. We meet with the
Finance Ministry, with leaders, and so forth, and this almost al-
ways comes up now.

Senator MURKOWSKI. But you have not done anything yet to sta-
bilize it other than——

Secretary RUBIN. Well, when you say we have not done anything,
Senator, I think the question is, what can we do.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Right.

Secretary RUBIN. I think, if the premise that I stated is correct,
which is that intervention is a temporary tool and not a fundamen-
tal solution, then, sure, you could try to intervene if that seemed
appropriate, and we have said many times we intervene when it
is appropriate, do not when it is not appropriate.

But, if that is not going to fundamentally change anything for
any period of time, then the whole answer lies in Japan doing what
it needs to do, and we have exerted enormous energy in that direc-
tion.

Senator MURKOWSKI. All right. Let me take you one step further
down the path.

Secretary RUBIN. I think it is very important to say, this has now
become a worldwide concern.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Right. But what triggers reaction? Because
if you look at what we hear, that somewhere in the neighborhood
of $750 billion in the Japanese banks consist of nonperforming
loans, and I do not know what China is, China is estimated that
47 percent of their portfolios are nonperforming, and Murkowski’s
law on nonperforming loans, as a commercial banker, is things are
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much worse than they appear to be in the general conformance of
the terminology.

In many cases, you are broke and do not know it because your
capital accounts simply cannot take the hit associated with the
charge-offs. As we look at our own experience with the S&Ls, we
_tgok the hit. What did it cost us, $300—-$400 billion? But we took
it.

I am suggesting to you that, at some point in time, our econo-
mists ~.ed to focus in on whether the capital base of some of these
banks is big enough to realistically recover. I would suggest that
it is not. We can get carried away on the significance o iaving a
favorable balance of payments, but Japan has one overall and it is
in the tank. "o

Secretary RUEIN. That is right. I say, Sendtor Murkowski, we
have been very focused. I think Murkowski’s law, unfortunately,
not speaking about Japan for a moment, but I think, on the whole,
is correct. We have been very focused in our conversations with the
Japanese on doing precisely what you said, which is facing and
dealing with the problems in their banks. But it is their banking
system, and it is their regulators, and it is their government.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Right. Larry?

Secretary RUBIN. I think you have got this analysis right. The
question is, how bad does it have to get before they take the hi
and before they do what they need to do. :

Senator MURKOWSKI. Right.

Secretary RUBIN. The role that we can play, and I think have
played, is to very actively discuss this with them, and also with the
rest of the world, express this concern about the effects of what
they are doing on the rest of the world, including East Asia.

Dr. SUMMERS. I would like to add two points to that. First, I
think you are absolutely right on the centrality of their addressing
their bankirg system. In many ways, the challenge, to continue
your analogy with our situation, is to take the kinds of steps that
we took in the late 1980’s that involved facing up to the problem,
closing institutions that were under while protecting depositors,
and critically liquefying the bad assets, putting them on the mar-
ket, letting the market find its level so the situation could start to
return. That is what we did. That, frankly, is not what we did in
the period up until then. We had a period in which we did not fully
face the problem, and the problem grew.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Right. And it cost more.

Dr. SUMMERS. The chalienge for Japan, really, is to address the
problems in the way we did in the late 1980’s and early 1990’s
rather than the way they did earlier.

I do think it is important, because people tend to group these sit-
uations together, to distinguish Japan in one very important re-
spect from many of the others. Japan has many, many serious
problems, as we have been discussing, but it also does have more
than $200 billion in hard currency reserves.

So the situation in Japan is not a situation of international li-
- quidity and hard currency li(iuidity in the way that the situation

was in Mexico, or has that element in Asia. at is crucial, and
this is something that we pursue at the technical level as well as
at the political level, is the Japan take-steps.
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As you know, the Prime Minister has recognized the problem and
Japan has made commitments of substantial public funds, nearly
30 trillion yen, which is several hundred billion dollars. But the
question is, what kind of framework and with what energy those
problems will be addressed. That is absolutely critical.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Well, under their system, who takes the
fall, too?

Mr. Chairman, let me just, in conclusion, point out what I think
is rather interesting for this committee to reflect on, because in the
1980’s we heard economists report from time to time that the rea-
son we had a huge trade deficit was because we had a large budget
deficit. We were told to eliminate, you remember, the budget deficit
and the trade deficit would disappear. Well, today we have a budg-
et surplus and a record trade degcit.'

I am questioning the realities of 1998 to suggest that the budget
deficit we have really has nothing to do with the trade deficit. The
trade deficits result from foreign trade barriers, exchange rates,
varying rates of economic growth. What I think, and Senator
Chafee brought it up as well, is the terrible dilemma we have with
our sanctions that have complicated this.

The CHAIRMAN. I would just like to inject one question. This mat-
ter of Japan is of such importance. Did this matter come up in the
Group of Eight? Was any effort made to resolve the problem and
get some kind of a solution there?

Dr. SUMMERS. If you look at the statement of the G—8 leaders,
there was a quite pointed reference to the situation in Japan that
referenced, in particular, the theme that Senator Murkowski was
itr:;sing, having to do with resolving bad asset problems in the

anks. -

It is something that has been discussed in the Group of Eight for
some time, and has been very much an important part of the bilat-
eral discussions that President Clinton and Prime Minister
Hashimoto have had. I think it is fair to say that the very senior
political discussions have gotten into quite a bit of detail on these
financial questions. -

The CHAIRMAN. It just seems to me this is a global problem, basi-
cally, and to make those meetings really relevant, this is a matter
that ought to have the highest priority.

Senator Grassley? :

Senator GRASSLEY. Senator Murkowski did not ask me, but if you
look at Japan, and it is a long-term solution to this problem we are
talking about, but there is nothing that is going to help in Japan
more than a competitive political system with at least two strong
parties, and reducing, subsequently, the power of the faceless bu-
reaucrat. I see that as a basis for all of the problems in Japan.

Mr. Chairman, I want to put my entire statement in the record,
but I would like to refer to a couple of points that I was going to
make before I ask a question of Secretary Rubin, and that is, the
significance of the hearings that you are having.

Anyone who watched the debate last year on fast track will ap-
preciate the value of this hearing, and that is that, even though the
Senate strongly endorsed fast-track authority, the opponents of free
trade really clouded the debate with these emotional arguments
about the trade deficit and ignored the facts all the time.
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These facts coming out at this hearing are very important, and
most of these facts have already been stated. But one of the most
misused statistics by opponents of free trade in that debate last
year was the trade deficit allegedly causing all these job losses, low
growth rates, or declined the manufacturing sector. '

As a practical matter, the trade deficit ranks right after El Ni$o
as a cause of every problem that America has faced. The sad com-
mentargv is, and I think my good colleague here from Rhode Island
referred to the fact, that the public generally believes these argu-
ments, even though they are not based on fact.

Those of us who are in public office need to begin to build a case
for free trade from the ground up. Hopefully, that is what these se-
. ries of hearings will do. We need to talk about the tremendous ben-
efits of freeing up trade.

But we also cannot ignore the arguments of those that are
against freeing trade, or even the arguments why we need freer
trade, especially when so many of those arguments can be easily
refuted, the arguments of the opponents of free trade. If we can
hgve an open and comprehensive debate on these issues, I think we
win,

The most interesting thing that we can do to increase the ex-
ports, in my judgment, and to send a clear signal that the United
States is in the game of promoting free trade once again, is for us
to give the President fast-track authority.

Now, I know that probably is not going to happen, but we ought
to do all we can to make it happen. Those who use the trade deficit
as an excuse for not supporting fast track miss the point. There is
not going to be any substantial progress made on addressing the
trade deficit or on reforming our trade policies until the President
is at the table, wherever that table is in the world, negotiating new
trade agreements. We can only be hurt if we are left out.

In fact, there are many instances, and I cannot go into them
now. Well, just last week, Europe is negotiating with Mexico now
on a free trade agreement because they do not want to be left out.
If that happens, we are going to be left out.

Secretary Rubin, there is going to be a witness on the next panel
that I believe is going to express the view that the trade deficit is
such a problem, that he will be advocating devaluing the dollar rel-
ative to other major currencies in order to address the problem.
What is your view of this potential remedy to the trade deficit, and
what would be the possible side effects if that were to take place?

Secretary RUBIN. Let me comment very briefly, if I may, Senator,
and then ask C} airman Yellen maybe if she would. I do not think
it makes sense, and I have said this many times, to use the dollar
as an instrument of trade policy. What we would be doing is reduc-
ing, in effect, the terms of exchange in which we are obtaining for-
eign goods and services in exchange for our goods and services. I
think the right thing to do about the trade deficit is exactly what
we all have been doing, including what you have just referred to,
which is to try to open markets abroad, stimulate growth abroad.

I think the IMF is critically important, with respect to these
countries, to get into problems of financial instability. Then I think
we have to be productive at home and increase our savings rate.
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It seems to me that that is the right answer with respect to the
trade deficit. Janet?

Ms. YELLEN. Well, I fully agree. I think, if you just look at how
our economy is doing, when we have a 4.3 percent unemployment
rate and labor markets are as tiﬁht as they are now and real wages
are rising and geople, if we look at the statistics that directly re-
flect on how individuals and families and households are doing in
their everyday lives, well, we can see pols show very high consumer
confidence and there is every reason for it to be high, with greater
sense that people can get jobs, that their real wages are rising, that
their living standards are improving.

Those are the things that directly reflect how they are doing and
not the trade deficit. Of course, as I have indicated earlier, this is
really a reflection of strong investment now in our economy.

['I;l.le ]prepared statement of Senator Grassley appears in the ap-
pendix.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Graham?

Senator GRAHAM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I also wish to ex-
press my appreciation for the panel. I would like to turn to page
six of the Secretary’s statement where he states that a forward-
looking international economic policy to derive the full potential
from trade and best promote our export of goods and services has
three components: first, continuing an aggressive effort to open
markets, and through strong enforcement of our trade laws.”

I am concerned about that second component of the first compo-
nent, and that is the strong enforcement of our trade laws, because
there is a pervasive feeling, and I think this is particularly true in
American agriculture, that we have not had strong enforcement.

Two illustrations of that in American agriculture are the fact
that the person who was most responsible for this hearing today,
Senator Dorgan, comes from a State in which agriculture is the
principal segment of the economy, and second, politically, that sig-
nificant components of agriculture abandoned tﬁe free trade move-
ment in 1997.

In my own State, six to eight members of our Congressional dele-
gation who had voted for NAFTA would have voted against fast
track, and they were almost all from agricultural areas of Florida.

It is estimated that, within the House, there were some 25 pri-
marily agricultural members who were no votes on fast track, the
principal reason being their concern about the adequacy of enforce-
ment of our trade laws.

So, with that background, what do you think fuels this percep-
tion of inadequate enforcement, if it is a perceptive problem, or
substantively, what are the real issues of enforcement and how can
we attack those as a component of both a political strategy to ex-
pand trade and to realize the goal of reducing our trade deficits by
increasing our exports?

Secretary RUBIN. Senator, let me comment on two pieces, if I
may. The enforcement of our trade laws is something that we have’
been very focused on from the very beginning of the administra-
tion.

As you may remember, I guess, in 1993 and 1994, I have forgot-
ten precisely when it was, we had some very significant differences
with the Japanese, for example, at the annual summits. I believe
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it is correct to say that this was the first time that a President
really has allowed some discord to be expressed at a summit over
these trade issues.

We have had a commitment to strong enforcement. The person
responsible, as you know, or the agency responsible, is the USTR
and they are not here today. So, I cannot deal with the specifics
of the agricultural trade agreements. I just do not know them. But
I do know that there has been a consistent policy perspective of
strong enforcement, and I think the best thing we can do, Senator,
is to get you a more detailed response from USTR.

But I think your point is well taken. I think if we are going to
have the support of trade liberalization and fast track that we
need, there also has to be not only a reality, but a perception, that
our trade laws are being strongly enforced. So, I think that point
is absolutely correct.

Senator GRAHAM. I would look forward to getting that further de-
tail of what the administration, including the USTR, feel to be the
necessary steps in order to adequately enforce our trade law. If
there is some role for the Congress in that, we would appreciate
identification.

The third of the components that you identified, Mr. Secretary,
was to address financial instability by developing an architecture
ﬁf the international financial system that is as modern as the mar-

et.

The subsequent remarks focus, appropriately, on the need to ade-
quately fund the existing IMF, but I wish you would comment on
what you think the IMF which is as modern as the market would
look like. What are the reforms that we should be attempting to
secure? .

Secretary RUBIN. As you correctly say, Senator, the immediate
focus is to have sufficient resources so we can deal with what lies
before us right now. But, in a broader sense, and it does not nec-
essarily all relate to the IMF. In fact, a certain part of it will, a
certain part of it will not, I suppose.

But it comes in three pieces: one, greater transparency in disclo-
sure, and actually steps have already been taken, and are being
taken, in that respect, so there are actually changes going on; sec-
ond, steps to strengthen the financial sectors in developin‘gT coun-
tries, since that is where so many of these problems come from or
they are exacerbated. <

There is a lot of work going on right now around the world devel-
oping standards, and there is a lot of thought being given in the
international arena as to how to better incentivize, if you will, or
promote effective supervisory regimes in these developing coun-
tries.

Then the third piece of it, is to create mechanisms—and this will
take time, this is a very complicated subject—such that the private
sector, the creditors, the investors, will more fully bear the con-
sequences of their decisions, though I did think you see a beginning
of that in the Korean bank resolution. :

But that is a broad framework of the work that is being done,
and I think you will see the results of that work their way into the
system over time, and some of it will take a fair bit of time because
of the complexities.

55-877 69 - 2
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Senator GRAHAM. But is it your feeling that we should separate
those more fundamental reforms from the immediate issue of re-
funding the IMF as it exists?

Secretary RUBIN. I believe, Senator, there are changes that we
can make with respect to the IMF now, so the answer to your ques-
tion is yes, in large measure, it is imperative that we provide the
funding now to deal with the problems immediately in front of us
and not hold up that funding over changes that will take a longer
period of time to put in place.

Senator GRAHAM. I agree with you. I would suggest that one of
the ways that would give comfort to the process otg ding the sta-
tus quo, albeit a status quo that many of us have some
dissatisfactions with, and I gather from your answer including
yourself, to a strong case of what is happening with U.S. and otlier
world leadership to achieve those reforms at the same time that we
are providing substantial new resources to the existing inter-
national financial system.

Secretary RUBIN. I think that is a very good suggestion. Let me
just say, I would not characterize it quite as funding the status
quo, because it is funding the IMF, but the IMF is undertaking a
goolrclli bit of change, much of which has been a function of U.S. lead-
ership.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Moseley-Braun.

Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would
like to join my colleagues in thanking you for holdini this hearing,
and thanking the witnesses for their testimony. It has been very
illuminating. But I want to share a concern, to take a page from
a Senator from Iowa.

I was out on the campaign trail talking about all the good news
and kind of giving the speech that the Honorable Yellen just gave
a minute ago about what good times we are enjoying, economic
times, and how we are really on a par with the rest of the world
in terms of, our trade deficit really was not causing us that big of
a problem because it created all these new jobs, and, you know, the
speech.

aving given the speech, however, I was in a group of blue collar
workers in southern Illinois and I noticed a kind of silence in the
room when I finished speaking, and it was almost as though no-
body in that room really had experienced all this good news.

These workers were very concerned, working-class people. They
were very concerned that all this expansion of trade and job cre-
ation had nothing to do with them and, as much to the point, had
probably nothing to do with their children either. This was a real
concern in that room.

That relates to this subject, in that one of the things that I think
ought to concern our economic analysis has to do with the issue of
the effects of the downward pressure on wages that the trade defi-
cits cause. The downward pressure on wages caused by the trade
deficit clearly has a negative effect on savings, national savings,
the ability of people to save.

So the stagnating wages, the income inequality, all of those
things that working-class Americans, particularly those who work
in traditional manufacturing jobs, that they are experiencing, has
a real relationship to this conversation.
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So the question becomes, assuming that we are going to say,
well, the trade deficits do not really matter, we do not really have
to do anything, what do we do to improve the quality of life for
those people, to give them some hope that they can maintain a
standard of living that we all associate with the American dream,
give them some hope that their kids will have that opportunity,
and that they are not being shut out as a result of all of tYlis global
conversation.

Let me just say as an aside, I was really taken by the debate
that we had here. This sounds like a digression, but it is not. We
had a big debate not too long ago, and we are maybe still having
it, about the awarding of some additional H-1 visas.

The high-tech community has been coming in to Congress asking
for the ability to import some more workers in the high-tech area
because they cannot find enough people who are qualified to do the
work from our American work force, which should be stunning. I
mean, it is stunning to me.

I am not a xenophobe, by any means, but it is just stunning that
you have got to go outside of this great country and import workers
because you cannot find them to do your high-tech widgets. But,
that is clearly the case.

So we are, I think, ignoring the human side of this whole equa-
tion, ignoring the lack of investment in human capital, lack of in-
vestment in education, the lack of concern for the national savings
rates among working-class people. I fear, frankly, that we ignore
thathpart of this equation to our peril. I would like your comment
on that.

Ms. YELLEN. If I might just start off. I think that you have raised
a very important set of issues. I think the perception certainly is
common among households that trade may have something to do
with the trends that you have mentioned. We have seen, certainly
since the late 1970’s, an increase in income inequality in this coun-
try. _

I believe it has been stabilized and possibly is beginning to be
reversed recently, but simply looking at the wage gap of skilled
versus unskilled workers, or even the progress in real terms that
has been made by less skilled workers since the late 1970’s, there
is reason for concern and it is very natural that you should see that
expressed by your constituents.

Now, there has been a great deal of thinking and research about
what is responsible for that trend. While it is natural to say, it is
competition, particularly from low-wage countries, from less-skilled
workers, the research that has been done suggests that it is not the
major cause of the problem.

I think the major thing that is responsible for these trends are
pervasive technological changes that are raising the demand for
skilled labor in comparison with less skilled workers.

The trends that you see are apparent throughout the economy,
not just in sectors that are impacted by trade, but also in sectors
that are entirely sheltered from trade. And, while it is natural to
blame it on trade, I do not think that that is the major cause of
this important phenomenon. .

When you mention education and training, that is essential. This
increase in the gap between skilled and unskilled wages is a meas-
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ure of the market’s reward to skill, or the rate of return to edu-
cation.

That is why the administration’s policy is so heavily focused on
giving our workers the. skills they need to succeed in this economy
to benefit from trade and to benefit from the technological changes
that are raising the rewards to skills.

Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Moynihan.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Mr. Chairman, I think we have more than
exploited our panelists. I think they might have complaints that
they could lodge against us.

Just to make one comment outside this box, you might say.
There is always this measure of free-floating anxiety in any society.
Just yesterday, Alan Greenspan said, we have the best economy he
has seen in 50 years of watching it every day. Are people happy?
They are not.

At the moment, when we have every reason to think that the in-
crease in trade has been extraordinary and central to the increase
of the growth of our economy, you cannot get a simple extension
of tl.e fast track through the House of Representatives, something
Cordell Hull could do in 1934.

I see Murray Weidenbaum back there smiling and saying, you
will not find an answer. Schumpeter might help you, Stiglitz can
sort of help you, Milton Friedman might help you, but, on the
whole, it is going to happen anyway no matter how well you do.

Secretary RUBIN. You are suggesting Freud would be more——
{Laughter.]

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes. No matter how well you do. It might
sometimes be best to just accept that as a given of the economists’
condition. ‘

But one question, and only that. Is it not the case that a large
part of the trade deficit is a form of importing capital because we
do not have a sufficient savings rate? I see Dr. Yellen.

Ms. YELLEN. Yes, indeed. The current account deficit measures
the gap between a country’s investment and saving. Our invest-
ment is strong. It has been very strong, it has increased. Our sav-
ings has increased too because of conquering, finally, the Federal
budget deficit. But private saving is not strong, it is rather weak,
and the gap has grown.

Senator MOYNIHAN. And would you not suggest that it would be
a good thing to pay down some of our debt?

Ms.- YELLEN. I think, certainly thinking about ways in which the
Federal Government, particularly as we embark on restructuring
Social Security, could contribute possibly to raising the national
savings rate, is appropriate.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Just pay down the debt. Just pay off all
those bonds that Rubin has. {Laughter.]

Secretary RUBIN. Some were there before we came around.

Senator MOYNIHAN. I just think it is a fact that the trade deficit
represents a form of capital importation.

Ms. YELLEN. It does.

Senator MOYNIHAN. When you get that clear, you have other
things that come to mind.
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Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Chairman, not to keep the wit-
nesses too long, but Senator Moynihan just raised a question. If it
is all right, before you dismiss the witnesses, if T can follow Senator
Moynihan with a little, tiny question.

The CHAIRMAN. I would ask you to keep it brief.

Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN. It will be very short.

The CHAIRMAN. All right. Please proceed.

Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN. Oh, are you finished?

Senator MOYNIHAN. I am finished. I just want Rubin to sell all
of those bonds. [Laughter.]

Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN. And I do not want to do a Chicken Lit-
tle kind of question here, but the euro, when and if it really takes
off, to what extent will that be a problem for us?

Secretary RUBIN. I think you will need another hearing, Senator.
No, you are right to raise the question. Let me give you a one-sen-
tence answer. The one-sentence answer is, if it is good for Europe,
it is good for us.

But I think you are correctly raising the question of, what are
the various issues that could exist within the context of its effect
on Europe. I think that is a very complex and appropriate question.

Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN. Thank you. ’

Secretary RUBIN. Mr. Chairman, can I make just one comment,
because I think there is something that happened that could mis-
lead markets, and I do not want that to happen. All right?

The CHAIRMAN. Please proceed.

Secretary RUBIN. With respect to Senator Murkowski, we dis-
cussed Japan, the yen, and I think, appropriately, at great length.
It was right to be at length, because this is so fundamental. I do
not want anyone to infer, though, that we were suggesting that in
ag‘ cases intervention is not an appropriate strategy for short-term
effects.

We have often said in the past, Mr. Chairman, that we will inter-
vene when appropriate and not intervene when it is not appro-
priate, but it is always a tool that is available for the kinds of im-
pacts it could have. 4

Senator MOYNIHAN. And you will always know when it is appro-
priate and when it is inappropriate.

Secretary RUBIN. We will, and we will absolutely announce it ex
post. [Laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN. Well, I want to thank the distinguished panel for
being here today. It has been a long session, and I appreciate your
patience. We will permit questions to be submitted until tomorrow
evening to be answered in writing. So thank you.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Thank you very much, all.

Secretary RUBIN. Thank you, Senator.

The CHAIRMAN. This will be a serious series of hearings on trade,
because I think nothing is more important than developing a new
consensus. Thank you very much.

Secretary RUBIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. I would now like to introduce the third panel. I
am going to be very brief in the introductions, because all of these
gentlemen are well known. We will have Dr. Robert Scott, who is
a well-known economist with the Economic Policy Institute.
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We are delighted to welcome Dr. Murray Weidenbaum, who is
currently chairman of the Center for the Study of American Busi-
ness.

We are pleased to hear from Dr. Robert Lawrence, the Albert L.
Williams Professor of Trade and Investment of the John F. Ken-
nedy School of Government at Harvard.

And, finally, we welcome, indeed, Mr. Daniel Griswold, the asso-
ciate director of the Center for Trade Policy Studies at the Cato In-
stitute.

Gentlemen, we are delighted to have each of you here. We would,
of course, include your full statement as if read and ask you to
summarize.

We will start with you, Dr. Scott.

STATEMENT OF DR. ROBERT-E. SCOTT, ECONOMIST,
ECONOMIC POLICY INSTITUTE, WASHINGTON, DC

Dr. Scort. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com-
mittee, for giving me the opportunity to testify here this morning.
Make no mistake about it, our trade deficit is a problem. It is de-
stroying jobs, depressing wages, hurting our competitiveness, and
contributing to the stagnation of real incomes that has plagued our
economy for the past two decades.

The trade deficit results, in part, from the use of the U.S. as a
market of last resort for exports from around the world, and also
from several macroeconomic problems. Both kinds of problems can,
and should, be addressed with new trade and international policies.

As you have heard this morning, many attempts have been made
to create economic excuses for trade deficits. I frequently heard
claims that trade deficits do not matter. This lays a fair claim that
it is both wrong and dangerous to the health of our economy, as
I will show a little bit later in my testimony.

I will very briefly summarize the negative consequences of trade
deficits, to save time for other issues. First, there are three major
consequences of trade deficits: first, trade deficits have eliminated
millions of high-wage manufacturing jobs in the United States; sec-
ond, they have also put downward pressure on the wages of pro-
duction workers, not only by eliminating good jobs, but also push-
ing down the prices of domestic products and by decreasing labor’s
bargaining power with multinational firms; finally, trade deficits
have reduced investment in research and development and, there-
by, undermined productivity growth and contributed to the stagna-
tion of incomes which have plagued our economy for at least two
decades.

I want to turn, next, to the causes of these, what I call, struc-
tural trade deficits. Many economists have emphasized the impor-
tance of so-called fundamental accounting identities.

For example, the economic report of the President this year notes
that, by definition, any excess of national investment over national
savings must be financed through an inflow of foreign capital, as
we heard this morning. This, of course, generates an offsetting cur-
rent account deficit. In this view, a low level of national savings
must necessarily result in a trade deficit.
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However, just because trade is influenced by macroeconomic
forces such as the savings rate and currency values, it does not fol-
low that trade policy cannot influence the level of the trade level.

There are at least two issues we have to think about: first, what
determines these macroeconomic flows, and, second, how can public
policies, both at home and abroad, affect trade balances?

These accounting identities we have been talking about do not,
and cannot, explain the causal relationship between savings and
investment. Do low savings rates cause trade deficits, as we have
heard this morning, or does causation run in the other direction?

A trade deficit, as Senator Moseley-Braun pointed out, reduces
the incomes of domestic workers, pushing many into lower income
brackets. Families with lower incomes generally save less. They
find it much harder to save. Therefore, trade deficits can, and do,
reduce national savings.

In addition, the council’s report also points out that, in the last
two decades, our trade deficit has been closely tied to movements
i)f the dollar and it links these movements to macroeconomic prob-

ems. :

However, our trade deficits and our exchange rates are also
heavily influenced by other countries’ economic policies. For exam-
ple, in 1994, China devalued its currency by 30 percent against the
dollar. Since that time, it has continued to purchase dollars and
has piled up a huge reserve of over $140 billion in foreign cur-
rencies. Since then, our bilateral deficit with China has been in-
creasing at an enormous rate of about 25 percent a year.

Japan has also intervened heavily in foreign exchange markets,
with similar consequences. In 1996, there were more than $125 bil-
lion in official capital inflows, official government purchases of U.S.
assets, and those contributed to the decline in the value of the yen,
which has lost about 50 percent of its value.

Of course, as we have heard this morning, there are many other
ways in which governments also intervene to increase our trade
deficit. There are many countries that have substantial restrictions
on trade flows.

China certainly has been using heavy restrictions on imports, in
particular. They also use offsets and technology transfers to cap-
ture market share from U.S. firms in high-tech products, such as
automobiles, computer products, and aircraft.

In fact, I have estimated that over 148,000 jobs in aerospace and
related industries alone are at risk in the next two decades because
of these particular discriminatory policies in China.

In summary, the U.S. trade deficit has been increased by both
mercantilist macroeconomic policies of foreign governments, as well
as interventions and distortions in individual product markets.

These problems have been exacerbated, as we have heard,
through the Asian financial crisis and by financial market deregu-
lation in the last several decades. These deficits have contributed
to a widening of income inequality in the U.S., and to the stagna-
tion of income and productivity growth here in our country.

Turning now to policy implications, I am going to very briefly
summarize five ideas that we might pursue for reducing these
trade deficits. First of all, as was mentioned earlier, I think we
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need to devalue the dollar, not in general, but against the yen and
the Chinese wan, because of the interventions I mentioned earlier.

Briefly, I will just finish my summary. Second, we need to coordi-
nate macro policies with Japan and Europe to encourage those
countries to reflate their economies. Third, we need to attack trade
barriers to U.S. exports.

Fourth, I think we should l_.fromote labor rights and environ-
mental standards. Fifth, I think we need to develop a plan for ad-
dressing these critical trade problems, as suggested by Senator
Dorgan earlier this mornin%; '

To conclude, I think we have a breathing space at this moment
to develop plans and policies that will enable us to address our
trade problems when the next crisis hits us, as it inevitably will.

Effective planning can help us nurture a consensus on the desir-
able future directions for our trade policy. This consensus must be
achieved before we can move aheag. A continuation of the trade
policies of the past is no longer a viable option. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Dr. Scott.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Scott appears in the appendix.]

The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Weidenbaum, it is always a pleasure to wel-
come you.

Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Chairman, before Dr. Weidenbaum
starts, because I will have to go vote, I have an issue with the
Chair. I was just writing you and the Ranking Member a note, in
fact, regarding the confirmations that are coming up, and that is
after this panel.

I would like to raise it before we go vote, because I could have
an issue and there could be a problem in regards to the confirma-
tion panel. I wanted to raise it with the Chairman before we ad-
journ or recess.

The CHAIRMAN. Why do we not discuss that later. We will pro-
ceed with this.

Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN. All right. Thank you, sir.

Senator MOYNIHAN. A very special welcome. :

STATEMENT OF DR. MURRAY WEIDENBAUM, CHAIRMAN, CEN-
TER FOR THE STUDY OF AMERICAN BUSINESS, FORMER
CHAIR, COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISORS, ST. LOUIS, MO

Dr. WEIDENBAUM. Thank you, Senator. That is very greatly ap-
preciated.

The trade deficit is the most misleading indicator in our statis-
tical tool kit. Bad news for the economy is good news for the trade
deficit, and vice versa. That is not theory, it is practice. In 1992,
we were in a recession. The trade deficit came down. The next
year, the economy revived and the trade deficit rose.

Our trade wit{l South Korea furnishes a current example. In
1996, we enjoyed a trade surplus with them. In 1997, their econ-
omy went into the tank. Korea got rid of its trade deficit with us
overnight. We now have a trade deficit with them. Reducing our
imports from Korea would make it more difficult for them to get
back to normal.

I think we pay too much attention to the trade deficit with
Japan. Here is a neglected set of numbers. The average Japanese
spends more on U.S. products than the average American spends
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on Japanese products, $535 to $432. We have a larger population,
is the reason for our imports being greater than our exports there.

The trade deficit is a symptom of a basic imbalance. You have
heard that from the previous panel. We invest more than we save.
We can reduce the trade deficit constructively, but not by barriers
to imports or subsidies to exports.

By the way, we do a lot of that. We are not an island of free
trade in a world of protectionism. I would be glad to cite, for the
record, chapter and verse on that. Yes, we need to encourage Amer-
icans to save more, to provide at home the funds needed to finance
economic growth.

Frankly, you folks here are part of the problem. So many of the
complications in the Internal Revenue Code arise when the tax-
payer dares to save and invest. Yes, you have helped deal with that
with some current reforms, but there is a lot more I think that
needs to be done.

However, the trade deficits remind us that economic progress
roduces losers as well as winners. The challenge, is to help those
urt without undermining the progress.

A constructive response means making the U.S. a more attrac-
tive place to hire people to do business. Tax reform, regulatory re-
form, areé important. We need to raise the skills of Americans who
have difficulty finding good jobs, but it is silly to quiver at the sight
of international competition. We are the pace-setters. Other nations
are copying our economic system, business practices, culture, fash-
ions, freedom.

American companies are the global leaders in aerospace and air-
lines, beverages and brokerage, chemicals, computers, and cars,
electronics and entertainment, paper products and pharma-
ceuticals, soap and scientific equipment. In the years ahead, we
will be benefitting from the upsurge of R&D during the 1980’s and
1990’s. _

There is a new development. Since the early 1980’s, most R&D
is financed by the private sector. That makes.it more likely that
there will be a future flow in the U.S. of new and improved civilian
products and production processes.

To sum up, the trade deficit should not be the focus of economic
policy. It is a painful side effect. We should not be so preoccupied
with it that we adopt policies that weaken the basic strength of our
high-performance economy.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Mr, Chairman, may I just say, that was bril-
liant. Succinct and brilliant. You were necessarily distracted for a
moment, but Dr. Weidenbaum began by saying, “The trade deficit
is my favorite candidate for the most misleading indicator in our
statistical tool kit. More often than not, bad news for the economy
is good news for the trade deficit, and vice versa.” Feel better?
[Laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN. Much better. I was fascinated by the fact that
the Japanese, individually, spend $535 compared with what for
Americans?

Dr. WEIDENBAUM. $432.

The CHAIRMAN. $432.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Stunning.

The CHAIRMAN. It really is stunning. Very significant.
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(The ]prepared statement of Dr. Weidenbaum appears in the ap-
pendix.
The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Lawrence, please.

STATEMENT OF DR. ROBERT LAWRENCE, ALBERT L. WIL-
LIAMS PROFESSOR OF TRADE AND INVESTMENT, JOHN F.
KENNEDY SCHOOL OF GOVERNMENT AT HARVARD UNIVER-
SITY, CAMBRIDGE, MA

Dr. LAWRENCE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is really a pleasure
to testify here today, and I want to commend you for holding these
hearings. I think that we need to understand what the trade deficit
is, and it is critical that it not be used as a pretext, either for de-
laying fast track or for adopting protectionist measures. _

Indeed, I want to argue that, over the next few years, our trade
deficit will get larger, and, perhaps J)rovocatively, that it should get
larger. I mean it as a temporary adjustment, and I think we need
it from the standpoint of the world economy.

Basically, what we know is, we have a crisis in Asia, and that
is going to mean that the Asians can borrow less. That means that
the world pool of savings is being increased. Some other parties
have to be prepared to step forward and borrow that money and
use it productively in order to sustain global economic growth.

So it is basically, in order to stabilize the world economy, that
what we would like to see happen, or what I would like to see hap-
pen, is that a part of that excess in global savings be used in the
United States. The key, is that those savings go to investment, to
fund productive investments.

If that is what is happening as a result of the trade deficit, I
would submit we have little to worry. If, on the other hand, we use
those savings for consumption, then there is a greater cause for
concern.

But there are other concerns which Americans express about the
trade deficit, and I will deal briefly with two major concerns. The
first has to do with employment, and the second has to do with the
potential negative impact on our future living standards.

Now, I think these could be problems in some circumstances, but
are not problems currently. First, there is this argument that,
automatically, a deficit costs jobs.

Indeed, Senator Chafee quoted statistics which are often bandied
abhout where people equate a certain value of trade with a certain
job equivalent, and then claim automatically that the trade deficit

as caused the loss in jobs.

The fact is, a trade deficit gives us the difference between Ameri-
ca’s spending and its production. So it is quite possible that our
spending is growing very rapidly and our production is also grow-
ing. That means that we could fet very rapid spending by Ameri-
cans. They buy a lot domestically, they buy a lot from the rest of
the world, so we get a trade deficit and we see employment cre-
ation at the same time.

Indeed, that is exactly what we have seen in the course of the
1980’s, when 12 million jobs were created during the vreriod when
our trade deficit burgeoned, and in the 1990’s, where we have seen
a similar phenomenon. ‘ :
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A second concern, has to do with the deficits and increasing
international indebtedness. There, I think Secretary Rubin got it
exactly right earlier on when he pointed out, it does not matter or
not whether you are borrowing, that is not the key question, it is,
what are you doing with the money? If the borrowing is going to
fund investment, then there is much less reason for concern.

Of course, it would be even better still if Americans would save
more and could finance the borrowing themselves, but, given that
we have not, we are better off borrowing for that purpose. Indeed,
in my testimony, what I show is that in the 1980’s, in effect, we
had a deficit that was driven by a savings bust.

It was not an increase in investment as a share of our net na-
tional product. It was, rather, a decline in our National savings
rates. Those 1980’s deficits were, therefore, by this metric, a source
of concern. In the 1990’s, it is different. The deficits seem to have
gone to fund investment, and that gives us less reason for concern.

I do acknowledge, and I think we need to accept, that as a result
of international trade some jobs will be lost. But we need to also
remember, before we quickly jump to the conclusion that a bigger
trade deficit leads to a smaller manufacturing sector, that what the
trade deficit allows us to do is stay in investment in this country.

What investment means, is more spending on plant and equip-

ment. That means more jobs in construction and more jobs in the
manufacturing sector that produces the equipment.
" So we cannot simply assume that we could eliminate the trade
deficit and hold everything else constant, because what we have to
understand is, if we eliminate the trade deficit, we could see less
investment in this country, and by that means reduce the number
of manufacturing jobs.

I also think it is inappropriate to use the trade deficit as an indi-
cator of unfair trade practices. I think there are problems in gain-
ing access to foreign markets. We need to care about those. We
need to take them very, very seriously. But we should not use the
trade deficit as an indicator of whether we are successful or not.

I would submit that, if Japan balanced its trade sim{ﬂy by using
more of the things it exports today at home, that would not mean
a more open Japan. We would not like that. What we need to see,
is a genuinely open market abroad. So that is what the thrust of
our trade policy should be designed to do, open foreign markets.

The trade deficit is going to be misleading as an arbiter, and
many people in this discussion already have referred to the trade
deficit as if it measures whether our economy is relatively open
compared to others or not.

at we have seen, is that we have had virtually balanced trade
in the 1980’s, virtually balanced current account in the 1990’s, and
at the same time we have had big deficits. Do we honestly believe
that our economy, relative to others’, has fluctuated and is becom-
ing more or less open over those periods?

I was going to go into some policy implications, but I look for-
ward to answering some questions on that. Thank you very much,
Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Dr. Lawrence.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Lawrence appears in the appen-
dix.]
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The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Griswold?
Mr. GRIswoOLD. Mr. Chairman, first, so I am not accused of mal-
practice, it should be Mr. Griswold.

STATEMENT OF DANIEL GRISWOLD, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR OF
THE CENTER FOR TRADE POLICY STUDIES, CATO INSTI-
TUTE, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. GRISWOLD. Mr. Chairman, thank you for allowing me to tes-
tify on this important subject. Perhaps no aspect of American trade
is talked about more or understood less than the trade deficit.

It has been cited as conclusive proof of unfair trade barriers-
abroad or a lack of competitiveness among U.S. industries at home.
It has been blamed for destroying jobs and dragging down economic
growth. I welcome the opportunity to present a more charitable
view of this much-abused trade number.

The U.S. trade deficit is the result of a net inflow of capital to
the United States from the rest of the world. Because of our stable
and relatively free domestic market, we remain the world’s most
popular destination for foreign investment. We have become a net
importer of capital because Americans do not save enough to fi-
nance all of the available investment opportunities in our economy.

This inflow of capital from abroad allows us to pay for imports
over and above what we export. In other words, the trade deficit
is simply a mirror reflection of the larger macroeconomic reality
that investment in the United States exceeds domestic savings. If
we want to change the U.S. trade deficit, we must change the rate
at which Americans save and invest. There is no alternative.

In a study published by the Cato Institute in April, I addressed
four enduring myths about the U.S. trade deficit. Two of them re-
late to causes, two to consequences.

The first myth, is that the overall U.S. trade deficit is caused by
unfair trade barriers abroad. Foreign barriers are certainly a prob-
lem, just as our own barriers to imports remain a problem. But
trade restrictions do not determine the overall U.S. trade deficit,
nor do they fully account for the differences in bilateral trade bal-
ances.

For example, the United States runs a large trade surplus with
Brazil, a country with relatively high trade barriers, while we run
deficits with Mexico and Canada, two countries far more open to
U.S. exports. :

The second myth, is that trade deficits are caused by a lack of
U.S. industrial competitiveness. This myth has been refuted by the
stellar performance of the American economy, which today is the
envy of the world.

Since 1992, during a time when the U.S. trade deficit has tripled,
U.S. industrial production has surged 24 percent and manufactur-
ing output, 27 percent. The American people sell more goods and
services in the global marketplace than people of any other coun-

try.

The third myth, is that trade deficits destroy jobs. é‘gain, the
performance of the U.S. economy in the last decade should lay that
myth to rest. While the trade deficit has expanded, so have Amer-

ican payrolls.
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Indeed, there is a strong correlation between rising trade deficits
and falling rates of unemployment. The reason is simple: the same
expanding economy that stimulates demand for labor also raises
demand for imported goods and capital.

The final myth, is that trade deficits are a drag on the U.S. econ-
omy. With the slow-down in East Asia, this seems a reasonable
claim. But the drag is not the deficit itself, but falling demand for
‘our exports in the Far East. A trade deficit that reflects both rising
exports and even more rapidly rising imports can be a sign of
health. That has been the case in the United States for most of the
past two decades.

Since 1980, the U.S. economy has grown an average of 3.1 per-
cent in years in which the current account deficit has expanded
from the previous year and an average of only 2.0 percent in years
in which the deficit has shrunk. If trade deficits are bad for growth,
why does the U.S. economy grow more than 50 percent faster when
the trade deficit expands?

Frankly, we would have more reason to worry if the U.S. were
experiencing a rising trade surplus. In Mexico in 1995, and more
recently in South Korea and other East Asian countries, trade bal-
ances flipped overnight from deficit to surplus because of plunging
domestic demand and the flight of foreign capital.

In Japan today, a soaring trade surplus has been accompanied
by record high unemployment. It is no coincidence that America’s
smallest trade deficit in recent years oecurred in 1991, in the
trough of our last recession.

In some ways, I wish Senator Dorgan’s chart was up here on the
trade deficit. If you look, every time the trade deficit has improved,
or even went into surplus, it was right, smack in the middle of
their most recent recessions. So, basically, if you want to cure a
trade deficit, nothing works better than a good recession.

What does all this mean for policy? First, there is no emergency.
The trade deficit is not a sign of economic distress, but of rising do-
mestic demand and investment. Second, the trade deficit is largely
immune to change in trade policy. Imposing new trade barriers will
only make Americans worse off, while leaving the trade deficit vir-
tually unchanged.

In conclusion, I would urge Congress to ignore the trade deficit
and focus, instead, on reducing and eliminating barriers to trade
wherever they may exist.

Thank you for letting me speak, and I would be glad to answer
any questions. Thank you.

enator MURKOWSKI. Thank you, Mr. Griswold.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Griswold appears in the appen-
dix.]

Senator MURKOWSKI. There are a number of questions that the
professions: siaff has put together, and I will go through as many
as I can. ‘

First of all, let me ask you, Dr. Scott, relative to your suggestion
thrat we devalue the dollar, and what was the yen 18 months ago,
80?

Dr. SCOTT. About 2 years ago. Yes, I think that is right.

Senator MURKOWSKI. All right. Something in that nature. We
had a trade deficit then.
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Dr. ScoTT. That is correct.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Why devalue now?

Dr. ScotT. Well, certainly the trade deficit in the last 2 years has
increased and it will incrtease much more rapidly in the next 2
years as a result of the yen’s devaluation. It ta.ﬁes 18 to 24 months
for a devaluation to have its full impact on the trade balance.

But, more importantly, I think trade is a long-run issue. We have
had a structural trade deficit with Japan for two decades and, as
I think Senator Dorgan pointed out this morning, since 1985, that
deficit has not fallen below $40 billion.

I think this indicates that we certainly need to take steps to re-
duce that deficit. One way to do it is to devalue the dollar. I think
that would also put pressure on Japan to take other steps to open
its economy, as others have sug%ested here this morning.

Senator MURKOWSKI. The earlier panel that I had an opportunity
to question, Secretary of Treasury Rubin and others, really did not
have an opportunity to relate to the significance or connection of
the role of our increased trade sanctions, which are obviously a po-
litical quasi-effort to try and brin§1 conformancy to those that we
are somewhat unhappy with, and the connection between the trade
imbalance, which is an entirely different set of circumstances.

But, clearly, as we eliminate our Farticipation for markets, it is
my understanding that 65 percent of the world’s population is now
affected in some waﬁ by sanctions from the United States. How
much of a factor is this in the complications, or is it independent?
I would ask that of Dr. Weidenbaum, who obviously has been nod-
ding his head in response to my leading question.

Dr. WEIDENBAUM. Thank you, Senator. Every study I have ever
come across concludes that unilateral sanctions do not work. They
do not achieve their objective and they hurt American industries
who otherwise would be increasing their exports. So, it is clear to
me that this multiplicity of sanctions is contributing to our trade
deficit, and the economy would be better off by economizing on
sanctions.

Senator MURKOWSKI. I have got a function that I am late to, and
Senate Chafee has agreed to carry on until Senator Roth comes
back. So, if you gentlemen would excuse me.

Senator Chafee?

Senator CHAFEE. Yes. Gentlemen, I am sorry that I was not here
for your testimony, but I have looked it over.

Mr. Griswold, you say that the trade deficit reflects both rising
exports and even more rapidly rising imports, can be a sign of
health. Frankly, we would have more reason to worry if the U.S.
were running a trade surplus. I am a free trader. Would we worry
if we were running a surplus?

Mr. GriswoLD. Well, I think we would have more cause to worry
if we were moving towards the surplus in rapid fashion. In my tes-
timony, I cited a number of examples of countries. For example,
Mexico in 1995, and South Korea, and other East Asian countries -
recently, who flipped dramatically, overnight, literally, from a defi-
cit position to a surplus position.

What that is a sign of, is plunging domestic demand and capital
fight. We have heard several times today that the reason we have
a trade deficit is because of a net inflow of capital into our country.
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Well, a surplus can be a problem and a sign of distress when it
is a sign of a net outflow of capital, as Mexico. saw in 1995 and as
East Asia has seen. So a surplus or a deficit are not necessarily
good or bad in and of themselves. I would argue, they are basically
neutral. But if we are moving rapidly towards a surplus, I think
that can be a sign of distress. ‘

As I mentioned, with Senator Dorgan’s illustration of all of the
rec:nt trade deficits in the movement, every time the trade deficit
“improves” in this country, it has been because of a recession that
we are having. So, in that sense, that is why I pointed to that cor-
respondence between recessions and a falling trade deficit.

Senator CHAFEE. Dr. Scott, presumably you would not have too
much trouble with us running a surplus. .

Dr. ScotT. No. I think that, in the long run, large and wealthy
countries such as the U.S. should be running a trade surplus. If I
might add a few comments on the previous question and remarks.

Certainly, there is a correlation in the U.S. between the business -
cycle and the trade balance. There is no question about that. But,
as I remarked earlier, we have to move back from the correlations,
the simple correlations, to look at causation.

I think the key issue to look at there is not the short-run trade
balance, the year-to-year variation in the trade surplus or deficit,
but the status of the economy over the last several decades. Over
that period of time we have seen a steady increase in the trade def-
icit as a share of GDP, but at the same time we have seen

Senator CHAFEE. The prior witnesses would argue that, as you
have said, it is a steady increase in the trade deficit as a percent-
age of GDP.

Dr. ScoTT. That is right. :

Senator CHAFEE. Well, I do not think that is accurate. According
to the prior panel, and I remember Secretary Rubin specifically
said—were you here when he was testifying?

Dr. ScoTT. Certainly. _ )

Senator CHAFEE. He said, and I cannot put my finger on it,
maybe it was in answer to a question, that the deficit, as a percent-
age of GDP, is constantly declining. What about that, Dr. Law-
rence, have you got some facts there? ,

Dr. LAWRENCE. Yes, Senator. The current account, as a share of
our net national product, was a deficit of 3.8 percent of GDP in
1987, and it is 2.2 in 1997, so it is about half the size relative to
the size of the economy. We do not want to be confused by either
inflation or the fact that our economy is growing. It seems to me
that we have had fluctuations in our trade balance.

In our current account, we have a virtual balance in 1981, we got
a big deficit in the 1980’s, we went to virtual balance, indeed, in
the national income accounts there is a small surplus in 1991, and
now we have got the emergence of a large deficit again.

Senator CHAFEE. Do you agree with that, Dr. Scott? Are these
figures wrong, in your opinion?

Dr. Scott. No, the figures are not wrong. The time frame, I
think, is incorrect. I would add two points. One, we had a strong
surplus in the U.S. in the 1950’s. In the 1960’s and 1970’s, we
moved to trade balance, roughly. In the 1980’s, we moved to a sub-
stantial trade deficit. And here I can bring up my second point,
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that the trade deficit in 1987 was certainly heavily influenced by
the over-valuation of the dollar.

The remarkable thing today, is that the U.S. currency has lost
most of the value it had in the 1id-1980’s, and yet we still have
a substantial trade deficit as a share of GDP.

So, looked at it over the last four decades, we move from a sur-
plus to a relatively rapidly growing deficit today. There is no dis-
agreement that the deficit is going to grow much more rapidly in
the next several years.

Ser‘;ator CHAFEE. Senator Moynihan, do you have some ques-
tions?

Senator MOYNIHAN. Well, I do not have questions, I just have ex-
clamatory thanks to our panelists. They have clarified this subject.
I know that they all do not agree. But Murray Weidenbaum is one
of the—in Japan, where they know how to run these things, he
would be called a national treasure, probably.

But you were voting, Senator Chafee, when Dr. Weidenbaum
said that, “The trade deficit is my favorite candidate for the most
misleading indicator in our statistical tool kit. More often than not,
bad news for the economy is good news for the trade deficit, and
vice versa.” He pointed out that the average Japanese spends more
on U.S. products, $538 a year, than the average American spends
on Japanese products, $432. There are more of us, so the trade vol-
ume is different.

But I did not hear Dr. Lawrence, as I had to vote. I read Mr.
Griswold’s statement, and, of course, Dr. Weidenbaum. You do, the
three of you, agree that the trade deficit basically reflects too low
a level of domestic saving?

Mr. GRISWOLD. Yes, sir.

Senator MOYNIHAN. And you, sir?

Mr. GRISWOLD. Yes. Or to put a positive spin on it, we have a
lot of investment going on.

S?‘nator MOYNIHAN. You need more investment than you are sav-
ing for.

Mr. GRISWOLD. Over and above what we save, yes.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Dr. Lawrence? I am sorry, sir.

Dr. LAWRENCE. Yes. Although I would distinguish, one of the
things I tried to bring out in my testimony is that, if we look at
the world economy over the next year, we know the Asians are
going to be unable to absorb a whole lot of global savings. They are
not going to be borrowing, they are going to have to be adjusting
their positions. .

So, from a world standpoint, there is going to be an excess supply
of savings. It is very critical that we, and other countries, mop up
those savings so we do not plummet the whole world economy into
a recession. So, in that context, I would argue that the key is for
us to invest it and for others to spend the money which is now
available in productive investment.

But, given that, currently I do not think there is a problem in
the next year or two. We have a chronic long-run problem of inad-
equate savings. I think, in the long run, our goal should be to move
towards balance and towards surplus by generating our own sav-
ings.
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Senator MOYNIHAN. Could I ask, does the profession have much
{;o sl?sy about savings? I mean, they do not seem to respond to text-

ooks.

Dr. LAWRENCE. Well, Senator, the textbook, unfortunately, tells
us, in my reading of it, that the impact of increased incentive to
save is ambiguous. That is what the textbooks tell us.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Keynes argued that, as income goes up, sav-
ings would go up.

Dr. LAWRENCE. That is a short-run relationship.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes. But I think we have since learned from
Friedman and such that, no, no, you will learn that you need two
cars and one will not do any more.

Dr. LAWRENCE. Well, if you are a fully employed economy, you
need to change the balance between current consumption and fu-
ture consumption to create an incentive for people to want to shift
into consume more in the future.

The problem is, if you have a higher rate of return on your sav-
ings, you make geople richer. A response to being richer may be
to spend more today. So, there are these offsetting effects.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Keynes originally thought the response to
being richer would be to save more. That might have been true in
the 1930’s.

Mr. Chairman, I think we have had a wonderful panel and I
think we should——

The CHAIRMAN. Proceed?

Senator MOYNIHAN. Well, I just think we should tell some of our
colleagues. We should send this testimony around. It is clarifying.
Liberating. ' ,

The CHAIRMAN. Well, I appreciate the panel being here today. I
regret that it came up so late. I know that is not the first time that
has happened to you, nor the last.

I just have one question I would like to ask.

Senator CHAFEE. Mr. Chairman, I have to go, but I want to
thank the panel, likewise. I appreciate their being here. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. I have just one question, and I may submit some
others in writing. But I would like to ask, what can we do to im-
prove savings in this country?

Dr. WEIDENBAUM. I think one of the things that the Senate Fi-
nance Committee could do, is to take a look at the Tax Code from
the viewpoint of the average individual who is filling out a tax re-
turn and look at all of the disincentives that are in the Tax Code
that face the individual who dares to save, and, worse yet, to invest
his or her savings.

You have made progress, certainly. I think the Roth IRAs are a
good example. But, on balance, you still have a Tax Code that dis-
courages saving and investment from the viewpoint of the individ-
ual taxpayer.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. Dr. Scott?

Dr. ScoTt. I would, again, hearken back to the incomes fuestion.
I am an unreconstructed Keynesian and I do think that raising in-
comes can increase savings, particularly at the bottom end of the
income distribution.

I would point out that, since 1979, as I showed in my testimony,
production and nonsupervisory workers have experienced declining
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real wages, declining wages in real terms, on a steady trend, to the
point that their real wages are now about 15 percent below where
they were in 1979.

If we can find some way to raise the wages of production work-
ers, who make up, by the way, three-quarters of the labor force in
our economy, then we can certainly increase savings in that way.

Might I add a second point, which is, I think we also have a
problem with savings imbalances in the world economy. The U.S,,
as a whole, savings 17 or 18 percent, I think, of GDP. In total, Eu-
ropeans save around 20 percent, and many of the Asian economies
save on the order of 30 percent of their GDP. I think that is a
major imbalance and we nced to address that through coordination
mechanisms as well.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. Dr. Lawrence, please.

Dr. LAWRENCE. I think we need to lock at private incentives to
save. But I think we also need to think deeply about.the govern-
ment savings, that is to say, the budget deficit. I think we have
made major progress in the budget deficit in bringing it into rough
balance today.

I think the single most important contribution the government
can make over the medium term is generating surpluses. That is
the way to increase national savings. If it is really a goal, the pri-
vate sector is elusive in its response mechanisms, so I think it
would be the public sector that could take the lead.

The CHAIRMAN. Some would say the public is pretty elusive too.

Dr. LAWRENCE. Well, that has been true.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Griswold?

Mr. GRISWOLD. Mr. Chairman, I would just add that one policy
move would be to try shift the Social Security system away from
a pay-as:you-go to an investment system, and that would create a
new pool of savings that, instead of going immediately to consump-
tion, would go into the stock market and enlarge the pool of sav-
ings available for investment.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, time is running out.

Senator MOYNIHAN. I might say, that is a proposal that a num-
ber of us have made to bring the payroll tax down to pay-as-you-
go and have the 2 percent reduction be available for your savings
plan.

Mr. GRISWOLD. Yes. :

Senator MOYNIHAN. Which would suit your purpose of increasing
savings.

Mr. GRISWOLD. It would be a very good start.

The CHAIRMAN. A number of us are very interested in these pri-
vate saving accounts, and we will be making some proposals in
that area.

Senator D’Amato, did you have any questions?

Senator D’AMATO. No, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Gentlemen, thank you very much for being here.
This has been an excellent panel, and I think most helpful in our
efforts in shaping a new American trade policy. Thank you very
much. '

[Whereupon, at 12:37 p.m., the hearing was concluded.]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. ALFONSE D’AMATO

Mr. Chairman, thank you for holding this very important hearing today. The cur-
rent U.S. trade deficit is alarming. For thLe first quarter of 1998, it was $137 billion.
And the deficit in March was $20.2 billion in the services sector.

Mr. Chairman, we will hear testimony today that the trade deficit is not some-
thing to be afraid of. We will be told that the trade deficit is particularly high for
some vel:ir specific reasons, like the Asian economic crisis, the fluctuations in the
cost of oil, and other macroeconomic occurrences in the economy which should not
be of great concern to the United States. :

However, Mr. Chairman I am more concerned now than ever before with the con-
tinuing increase in the trade deficit. The numbers are growing at an unmanageable
rate. Perhaps one of the reasons for this steep increase is that U.S. goods and serv-
ices are not being afforded a fair and equitable opportunity to compete in many of
the world’s markets.

For example, Mr. Chairman, the Japanese government continues to manipulate
the way foreign goods are distributed, marketed, and displafyed in retail outlets
throughout their country. One of the most blatant examples of this predatory mar-
ket manipulation can be seen in the case of Kodak film.

The Japanese government has erected a series of walls and hurdles that make

it impossible for a foreign company to compete on an equal playing field. In effect,
the Japanese government sim‘pl privatized” protection, delegating the function of
blocking foreign penetration of the market to private industry groupings, and pains-
takingly guiding the restructuring of those groupings to maximize the degree of pro-
tection achieved. Plain and simple, Fuji has used Japan’s lax anti-trust laws and
closed market system to erect barriers to free and open competition.
. Market access, Mr. Chairman, is of paramount importance to maintaining free
and open trade. American comg_anies must have the opportunity to bring their prod-
ucts to market. Without truly free access to consumers, U.S. goods and services will
never get a fair opportunity to compete, and the United States’ trade deficit will
surely spiral out of control.

One specific example, as it relates to Canada, is the wool-apparel tariff preference
level. Using this loophole in the NAFTA rule of origin requirements is letting Can-
ada flood the U.S. market with wool apparel made from foreign, non-NAFTA fabric
from countries like China, Turkey and Korea. And these foreign fabric products are

etting the same special, low NAFTA duties as if they were true N, 'A products.

ousands of U.S. jobs have been lost as a result. It seems to me that the Adminis-

tration has an obligation, when it comes to fast track authority, to assure Congress
that only strong agreements absent any loopholes will be negotiated.

The United States has fought hard to open markets throughout the world to U.S.
Products. Unfortunately, there remains much to be done when it comes to expand-
ing market access for erican goods and services. One additional area of particu-
lar concern to me is cross-border, Canadian-U.S. dairy trade. The Canadians ha:e
made it impossible for the United States to gain market access for our dairy prod-
ucts by erecting huge tariff barriers. These practices have priced U.S. dairy goods
out of reach to Canadian consumers.

Mr. Chairman, I realize that in return for this trade deficit, the United States
is running a current account surplus and exporting capital to so many of the world’s
economies. While that helps the American financial sector and leads to productive
economic growth, we must not allow this prosperity to blind us to effects of an un-
controlled, unmanaged trade deficit.

(47)
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The trade deficit is an indicator of our nation’s economy. It is like an engine warn-
ing light on a car. When it blinks uncontrolled, we must pay attention and correct
the problems we are facing. This hearing will shed light on that important indicator
gn‘t}ﬂ wi%llha:l]gw this committee to adequately address the reasons that that indicator
is “flashing.

I look forward to working with the Chairman over the course of these important
hearings and successfully addressing the problems this country is facing as it re-
lates to increasing trade deficits and closed markets.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES E. GRASSLEY

Mr. Chairman, thank you for holding this hearing. Anybody who watched the Sen-
ate debate the fast track legislation last fall, will appreciate the value of this hear-
ing. Although the Senate strongly endorsed fast track in a bipartisan manner, the
opponents of free trade attempted to cloud the debate, with emotional arguments
that ignored the facts. This hearing, and the others planned by Chairman Roth, will
finally allow the facts to come out.

One of the most misused statistics opponents of free trade is the trade deficit. The
trade deficit is alleged to cause job loss, low growth rates, and the decline of the
manufacturing sector. In fact, the trade deficit ranks just behind El Nino as the
cause of everything that is wrong with America.

Unfortunately, for the opponents of free trade, the facts don’t support their argu-
ments. Also unfortunately, for those of us who favor expanding trade, the American
public generally believes our opponents arguments, even though they are not base
in fact. That's why this hearing is so important. Those of us in public office need
to begin to build the case for free trade from the ground up. We must continue to
talk about the tremendous benefits of trade. Such as its contribution to increased
employment, higher wages and low inflation.

But we also can’t ignore the arguments against trade. Especially when so many
of those arguments can be earily refuted if they are debated in an open, comprehen-
sive manner.

I'm confident that the dictinguished group of witnesses here today will dispel
some of the myths associated with the trade deficit. 1 would just note that in my
own studying of this issue, I have found very little correlation between the size of
the trade deficit and the unemployment rate, as an example. In fact the last time
we ran a trade surplus, 1975, the unemployment rate was over 8.5%.

Recently, with record trade deficits, we've enjoyed the lowest unemployment rate
in a generation. So although trade is often the scape goat when a factory shuts
down or moves offshore, the facts fail to support the proposition that the trade defi-
cit significantly affects employment levels.

And the most important thing we can do to increase exports is give the president
fast track authority. Those who use the trade deficit as an excuse for not supporting
fast track miss the point. No substantial progress will be made on addressing the
trade deficit, or on reforming our trade policies until the president has the authority
to negotiate new trade agreements.

Withholding fast track authority is a prescription for failed trade policies. Hope-
fully, this hearing will begin a process of rebuilding the public’s support of trade
in order to create an environment where it is politically popular, once again, to sup-
port free trade policies. ‘

So thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding this series of Learings. That’s not to say
the trade deficit is a good thing. In fact, it is a strong indicator that Americans don’t
save enough of what they earn. The low savings rate forces American companies to
import capital to continue to invest in their business, which in turn, increases our
trade deficit. But this problem should be addressed by balancing the federal budget
and through vehicles like the Roth IRA and other tax incentives to save money. Not
through trade polici;.

With that said, there is one area where the federal government has an important
role in reducing the trade deficit. Both Coniress and the administration must work
tirelessly to break down trade barriers wherever they exist. The 1998 National
Trade Estimate Report on Foreign Trade Barriers lists over 400 pages of trade bar-
riers to U.S. exports.

We have a lot of work to do to create an environment where American workers
and farmers are able to compete fairly in every market in the world. So let’s focus
our energy on increasing exports and we'll see the trade deficit reduced.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF DANIEL T. GRISWOLD

Mr. Chairman and members of the Serate Finance Committee: Thank you for al-
lowing me to testify on the causes and consequences of the U.S. trade deficit.

The economic crisis in East Asia has thrust America's trade deficit back into the
news. Perhaps no aspect of American trade is talked about more and understood
less than the trade deficit. It has been cited as conclusive proof of unfair trade bar-
riers abroad or a lack of competitiveness among U.S. industries at home. It has been
blamed for destroying jobs and dragging down economic growth. I welcome the op-
portunity to present a more charitable view of this much abused trade number.

The U.S. trade deficit is the result of a net inflow of capital to the United States
from the rest of the world. Because of our stable and relatively free domestic mar-
ket, we remain the world's most porular destination for foreign investment. We
have become a net importer of capital because Americans do not save enough to fi-
nance all the available investment opportunities in our economy. This inflow of cap-
ital from abroad allows us to pay for imports over and above what we export.

In other words, the trade deficit is simﬁly a mirror reflection of the larger macro-
economic reality that investment in the United States exceeds domestic savings. If
we want to change the U.S. trade deficit we must change the rate at which Ameri-
cans save and invest. .

In my study published by the Cato Institute in April, I address four enduring
myths about the U.S. trade deficit. Two of them relate to causes, two to con-
sequences.

The first myth is that the overall U.S. trade deficit is caused by unfair trade bar-
riers abroad. Foreign barriers are certainly a problem, just as our own barriers to
imports remain a problem. But trade restrictions do not determine the overall U.S.
trade deficit, nor do they fully account for the differences in bilateral trade balances.
For example, the United States runs a lahx;fe trade surplus with Brazil, a country
with a number of unfair trade barriers, while we run deficits with Mexico and Can-
ada, two countries virtually open to U.S. exports.

The second myth is that trade deficits are caused by a lack of U.S. industrial com-
petitiveness. This myth has been refuted by the stellar performance of the American
economy, which toda{ais the envy of the world. Since 1992, the U.S. trade deficit
has tripled. During that same time, U.S. industrial production has surged 24 per-
cent and manufacturing output 27 percent. The American people sell more goods
and services in the global marketplace than people of any other country.

A third myth is that trade deficits destroy jobs. Again, the performance of the
U.S. economy in the last decade should lay that myth to rest. While the trade deficit
has expanded, so have American payrolls. Indeed, there is a strong correlation be-
tween rising trade deficits and falling rates of unemfploi'ment. The reason is simple:
The same expanding economy that stokes demand for labor also raises demand for
im'Pﬁrts :f;foods and capital.

e fi ngvth is that trade deficits are a drag on the U.S. economy. With the
slowdown in East Asia, this seems a reasonable assertion. But the drag is not the
trade deficit itself, but falling demand for our exports in the Far East. A trade defi-
cit that reflects both rising exports and even more rapidly rising imports can be a
sign of health, That has been exactly the case in the United States for most of past
two decades. Since 1980, the U.S economy has grown an average of 3.1 percent in
years in which the current account deficit has expanded from the previous year, and
an avera‘fe of 2.0 percent in years in which the current account deficit has shrunk.
If trade deficits dampen growth, why does the U.S, economy grow more than 50 per-
cent faster when the trade deficit expands?

Frankly, we would have more reason to worry if the U.S. were running a trade
surplus, In Mexico in 1995 and more recently in South Korea, trade balances ﬂ?ped
dramatically from deficit to surplus because of plunging domestic demand and the
flight of foreign capital. It's no coincidence that America’s smallest trade deficit in
recent years occurred in 1991—in the trough of our last recession.

What does all this mean for policy? First, there is no emergency. The trade deficit
is not a sign of economic distress, but of rising domestic demand and investment.
Second, the trade deficit is largely immune to changes in trade policy. If Congress
wants to reduce the trade deficit, it must seek to increase the amount Americans
save or reduce the amount of doinestic investment.

Trade barriers aimed at allegedly unfair trading nations, or at imports generally,
will only degrive foreigl 'producers of the dollars they would earn by importmﬁlto
the United States. With fewer dollars in circulation abroad, the value of the dollar
would rise, making it more difficult for U.S. exporters to sell abroad. Exports would
fall along with imports, damaging the efficiency of the U.S. economy while leaving
the trade deficit virtualiy unchanged.



In conclusion, I would urge Congress to
on reducing and eliminating barriers to tra

ank you.
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ore the trade deficit and focus instead

whether abroad 6r at home.
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TRADE POLICY STUDIES

Americas Maligned and
Misunderstood Trade Deficit

by Daniel T. Griswold

Executive Summary

merica’s annual trade deficit, already

large by historical standards, could

reach 2 new record in 1998, fueling
protectionist sentiment in Congress.
Political fallout from the trade deficit
numbers could impede efforts to reduce
barriers to trade in the United States and
abroad.

Contrary to the popular conception, the
trade deficit is not caused by unfair trade
practices abroad or declining industrial
competitiveness at home. Trade deficits
reflect the flow of capital across interna-
tional borders, flows that are determined by
national rates of savings and investment.
That renders trade policy an ineffective tool
for reducing a nation’s trade deficit.

A survey of Americas major trading
partners reveals no relationship between
bilateral trade balances and openness to
US. exports. For example, the United
States runs a bilateral surplus with Brazil,
which is relatively protectionist, while we
run deficits with Canada and Mexico,
which are almost totally open to U.S.

exports thanks to the North American
Free Trade Agreement.

There is no connection between trade
deficits and industrial decline. Between
1992 and 1997, the US. trade deficit
almost tripled, while it the same time U.S.
industrial production increased by 24 per-
cent and manufacturing output by 27 per-
cent, Trade deficits do not cost jobs. In
fact, rising trade deficits correlate with
falling unemployment rates. The US.
economy has actually grown faster in years
in which the trade deficit has risen than in
years in which the deficit has shrunk
Trade deficits may even be good news for
the economy because they signal global
investor confidence in the United States
and rising purchasing power of domestic -
consumers,

What matters to the economy is not
the " difference between imports and
axposts but the extent to which Americans
are free to benefit from the efficiencies,
opportunities, and consumer choice creat-
ed in an economy open to world trade.

Daniel T: Griswold is associate director of the Cato Institute’s Center for Trade Policy

Studies.
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trade gap will fuel
anguish in the news
media and protec-
tionist sentiments

in Congress.
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Introduction

One of the most nanyvdmkcun-e-
of the fi Pﬂﬁ

China and Japen.'
No aspect of international trade is talled
about more and understood less than America’s

m&nhu&&mmnbumusm
deficit in 1998, Phunging growth rates in the
nponmﬂnunhdnwﬂ'ﬁocu&m
while falling foreign currency values will make
Asis's axpors o the Umned Seates more

4 q

P ial trade deficit. Critics of free trade, and
most Americans for that marver, believe the
trade deficit is prima ficie evidence that
American companies are failing to compete in
jobdmarbuotdeS.npm&u
WMWM«MT&

affordable, sp oon-
nmen.'lbsm:k.mddypndmedbym
mists, will be &

lication is that, if other natons
mwopenthaxm:ﬂuunwndeunhve
ly opened ours, or if American com-

Mnmumoﬂum
and services we import and the value of what
we oport. The U.S. merchandise trade deficit
in 1998 could approach $250 billion, breaki

punmbeunnmmpeummfw-

eign rivals, we could export more relative to

unpom.d\ured\nngdumdedcﬁm.
thinking on trade deficits is

the recoed of $198.7 billion just set in 1957.} If
the past is anry guide, the growing trade gap will
ﬁnllng\mhmthemnw&amdpmm
ist sentiments in Congress.

Whenever the goveament announces &
record, of just a rising, deficit, the media rou-
tinely declare the *bad news® that the trade gap
has '\voneaed—m mattes how good the

t reported a $114 bil-
lion trade deficit for 1997, the largest trade gap
since 1988. Oanxuuyl‘) thedayo(lbe
report, Dan Rather announced on CBS News
that “the govemment says the 1997 U.S. trade
deficit was the worst in nine years.™ The same
day, Lou Dobbs, host of CNN's Monayline pro-
gram, said, “We begin tonight with today's
troubling report on trade, a report that showed
the nation’s trade deficit soared by 24 percent in
December.™ The next dsy, the Wl Server
Journal sdded daridy that *1998 could shape up
o be an even more dismal year foc trade than
1997

Not to be left out, on March 23, 1998, the
U.S. Senate voted t0 spend $2 million to fund
an Trade Deficit Review
Commission. The 12 Y o
would be given 18 months to study the causes
of the US. merchandise and current

wnplr,lppedmg—mdm'l‘mkd:ﬁau
are not & d by the
mmmwmmmm
reflect underlying macroeconomic factors,
specifically investment flows and, ultimately,
the national rates of savingy and investment
mmmmmmsm
meeofduUmwdSmmdmmdingpm-
ners confirms this conclusion.

U dsemdedeﬁmhu
o g e e it g
lbouttnde.WemnduudnU&mde
deficit by imp to the Ameri
muke(otbypulnd.mg other gov-
emments to lower barriers to their markets. We
cannot reduce the trade deficit through gov-

e

policy,
simed at b
- (L
defines the eoncept) And, contrury to zhe
headlines, trade deficits ase not necessarily bad
news for the U.S. economy. They may even be

good news.

Current Accounts, Current
Controversies
Americans have run an annual trade deficit
in goods and services with the rest of world in

everyyeuumel??s'l'hnunbmlmmmgof
its has colored much of the trade debate in

. “ l .L. idi

deficits and recommend policy changes, with
special focus on the bilateral deficis with

the United Scates in the last two decades.
Beginning in the carly 1980s, annual U.S.



trade d:ﬁuu resched unprecedented levels.
Afeer d of p bhuses, the U.S.
mdedeﬁutmppedll(!)hmonmlmmd
peaked at 8 record $153 billion in fiscal year
1987. The osde deficit shrank to a low of $31
billion in 1991, but it has grown sgain to more
than $100 billion a year since 1994, reaching
$113.7 billion in 1997. (The $198.7 billion
deficit in goods last year was offset by an $85
billion surplus in services.)’

Throughout the 1980s and 19905, trade
deficits have spawned worry about “unfair” for-
eign trade basriers, lost jobs, and America’s
ability to compete in the global marketplace.
Indeed, the trade deficit was partly to blame for
lmoflngum&nehclm“m
“decline.” Best-selling books such s Paul
Kennedy's Te Rise and Fall of the Groat Powers
and Clyde Prestowitz’s Trading Places: How We
Alirwed Japan 1o Taks the Lead caught the mood
of the time.

In the mid-1980s tswmakers on Capitol
Hnllmpo«bdmd\euld&deﬁutumymdl
Is. In 1986 the

(D-Mo.) that would allow the imposition of
unponqmmtgmmmmmdutmmn—
ning large bilsteral trade surpluses with the
Umted States. (Japan, Taiwan, and West
Germany were considered the most likely tar-
gets at the time.) The amendment passed the
House aguin in 1987, by a narrow margin,
although it was ultimately excluded from the
1988 Omnibus Trade and Competitivencss
Act in favor of the “Super 301° law threstening
retaliation against countries engaged in
unfair trade practices.’
In Noveml ~r 1991 Gephardt tried again,
g an d. that would acts
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imports,” observed trade scholar I. M. Destler’

The trade deficit has continued to haunt
U.S. trade policy in the 1990s. In the debate in
die&ﬂoflmmmmnlofﬁmmkm

of the cited the
omnnmngovulllUS.tndedzﬁotam
dmtndehmt.heUS economy and
ys jobs. To discredit the North A
FmeTude‘ and by iation all
free-trade mmwuofﬁm«m
suthodity’ hammered awxy at the bilateral trade
deficits the United States runs with doth of ins
NAFTA Mexico and Canada

The deficit with Mexico drew the most fire
because America bilareral balance with
Mexico had been in wrplus before 1995. In

1997 Steve Beckman, an economist
for the United Auto Workers labor union, tes-
tified befoce the Subcommittee on Trade of the
House Wiy and Means Committee that bilat-
eral erade deficits with Canada and Mexico had
created s “trade debacle” costing the U.S. econ-
omy more than 400,000 jobs."

Bilateral trade deficits cantmue to compli-
cate America’s lations with &
number of major trading partners, chief among
them Japan and China. In 1997 the United
States recorded & $55.7 billion bilateral trade
deficit with Japan and 1 $49.7 billion deficit
with China, by far our two largest bilateral
imbalances." The deficit with China appears
even more threatening to some trade critics
because it has grown 0 rapidly in recent years,
more than ing from $11.5 billion in
1990." Our bilateral deficit with China has
been used to argue against renewal of China’s
Most Favored Nation status and against
admitting it to the World Trade
Ammsblhlmlcm!edeﬁozmdn]apmhu

Smwlamwungnmmymnonwhooe
bilateral trade surplus with the United States
accounted for more than 15 percent of the total
U.S. trade deficit. “Like the original Gephardt
amendment of 1986-88, this proposal exploit-
ed two widely shared beliefs: that nations
ought normally to balance their trade bilsteral-
Iy, and that deficits were caused, in important
part, by the surplus country’s basriers to

bemdnnngleb:ggmmxeofmdz
o the two

If the overall U.S. trade deficit rises in 1998
18 predicted, it could spur a whole new round
of artacks o free trade, prompting government
intervention to curb imports and spur exports.

Understanding the Trade Deficit

The trade deficit has been st the heart of

Throughout the
1980s and 1990s,
trade deficits have
spawned worry
about “unfair” for-
eign trade barriers,
lost jobs, and
America's ability to
compete in the
global marketplace.



A nation’s trade
deficitis determined
by the flow of
investment funds
into or out of the
country. And those
Blows are determined
by how much the
people of a nation
save and invest.

umdnhu—wadymmn(-

state possessed, the more able it would be to
wage war if necessary.
Predictably, the obx with s

wealth. Any interference in
the freedom to trade, no matrer what its effec
on the trade balance, diminithes that wealth.
“A trade which is forced by means of bounties
r [y IML )] p I may be.
and ly is, di & to the
ewnu-ymwiuefwonmmuntmbeanb—
luhed . But that trade which, without force
ing, is lly and regularly carried
onbctweenmyunoplm. :lwxyudvmu-
geous, though not always equally o, t boch.™
SmidnndHume's critique of the balance of
trade doctri ins valid two ies larer.

Investment Flows Drive the Deficit

The most important economic truth to
gup:boutdzUS.mdedeﬁutuﬂmuhu
virtually to do with trade policy. A
nation’s trade deficit is determined by the flow
of investment funds into or out of the country.
And those ows are determined by how much
the people of a nation save and invest—two
varisbles that are only marginally affected by
trade policy.

An undentanding of the trade defict
begins with che balance of payments, r.he

brosd, ng of a

ﬁx:idutmgoldmdcw;:mmgmmhm
nothemnlgood-wadableforuk.mtm

: Byje-- the bal Ofpﬂ)"
menua}wlysequahwo-—-thatu,whn a
country buys or gives away in the global mar-
ket must equal what it sells or receives—
b of the exch nature of trade*

rising,
fall until the inward flow of gold ceased. As
Hume understood two ceaturies ago, any

Those productivity guins allow a nation’s resi-
dents to produce goods and services of a high-

People, whether trading across a street or across
nnoeun,mllgmeallynotpwupwmcdung
hout receiving
value in retumn. The double-enuy nature of
international bookkeeping means that, for 2
nation as a whole, the value of what it gives to
the rest of the world will be matched by the
value of what it receives.
ml' °fr1 han ¢
two tides of an eq the current
and the capital account The current account
side of the ledger covers the flow of goods, ser-
vices, investment income, and uncompensated
tranufers such as foreign aid and remittances
across borders by private citizens. Within the
current the trade bal includ




side, the capital muntumhadud\ebuymg
and selling of investment amets such as real
estate, stocks, bonds, and government secusi-
tes.
1f 2 country runs a capital sccount surplus of
$100 billion, it will run a current account
deficit of $100 billion to balance its peyments.
As economist Doudu Irwin exphias, “If 2
country is buying more goods and services
from the rest of the world than it is selling, the
country must also be selling more assets to the
:mofd\ewoddthmtub\mng"'
The the current
aocounnndduapmlmmmphandam
the trade balance on the
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Staces, \vhnh mcuvmg $1,105 billion for
The result was
amnmmumdeﬁmoﬂlnbdhon.equd
to the net inflow of foreign capital”

The tansmission belt that links the capital
mdanmtmunuud\emhmgenn.m
more net investment flows into the United
States, demand rises for the dollars needed to
buy US. asscts. As the dollar grows stronger
relative to other currencies, U.S. goods and ser-
vmbewnnnm:xpemwwfomgnoon-

d, while imports
become more affordsble © Americans. Falling
axports and rising imports adjust the trade bal-
ance until it mstches the net inflow of capital
In effect, foreign investors will outbid foreign
for Limited U.S. dollars until the

one hand and the savings and i bal-

satisfy their demand for U.S, assets.

ance on the other. That relationship is caprured
in the simple formula:

Savings - Investment = Exports ~ Lmpocts

Thus, a nation that saves more than it
invests, such as Japan, will export its excess sav-
ings in the form of net foreign investment. In
other words, it must run a capital

Ofcmme,w«dzy—nrdzyc\mmcymnm

uudyofhow&umechznumworhWat

i "nnlngecumtaocount

deficit. The money sent abroad as investment
will retumn to the country as psyments foc ics
exports, whnhmﬂbemmofwlmdse
country imports, i

(md trade) surpluses in the 1980s, but berween
1990 and 1991 G Ys current

ﬂxppedﬁoma surplus of 3.2 percent of gross
duct to a deficit of 1.0 percent.®

mdenuplm Amuondmuwunmchan
it saves—the United States, for !

’I'bzmmford\emalwnotthn
ddenly lost their leg-

mmtunponc:pml&unlbmodlnodm

mduycﬂiumcy.ordutGmnznys trading
d new and unfair trade barriers

words, it must run a capital pl
The imported capital allows the nation’s citi-
zens to consume fore goods and services than

partness

on the mght of December 31, 1990. Whac
umed d'ae switch was the huge increase in
needed to rebuild former-

they produce, importing the difference through
a trade deficit.

In 1996 Americans invested $1,117 billion

privately and another $224 billion

gwunmem.for s toral of 31.341 bdbon in
jonal savings,
howevcr fe.l.ldmofdntnmomt.mqmmxg
Americans to import 1 net $133 billion in cap-
ital* That same yesr Americans paid $1,238
billion to the rest of the world for imports of
goods and services, net transfer payments, and
income on foreign invesameno in the United

lycmnmunmumGumm/Anmm
domestic investment repatriated a huge amount
of German savings that had been flowing
abroad, thus reducing the amount of German
marks in the foreign currency markes and rais-
mgdwrvnlmrehmmodwcumm
stronger mark, in tum, raised the price of
German exporty and lowered the price of

imports, evaporating Germany's trade surplus.
In anchb«lMsmdyforche Economic
Strategy isc Peter Morid

Imported capital
allows 2 nation's
citizens to consume
more goods and
services than they
produce, importing
the difference
through a trade
deficit.



All new tariff
barriers would
accomplish would
be to reduce the
volume of both
imports and
exports, leaving
Americans poorer.
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%0 offer an alternati lanation for
!hemdeddnt.Aptutduu
the study dismises “the old ch

ings and investment, the trade deficit would
mmh:gdyumﬁu:ud.hﬂdﬁemmﬂ’
h would be to reduce

current account is simply the other side of an
mmucmmnngndmo " As evidence,
Mocidi cites the effect on the trade deficit
caused by the purchase of U.S. asects, in partic-
ulas Treasury bills, by foreign g

d:evotumofbod\mpommdmh’-
ing Americans poorer by depriving them of
d&umulg:mﬁomtheapemlmhr

P P ] be

Motnumlyu-aotneﬁmo(du
sccounting identity but & restatement of it
Whether the transaction iftvolves a peivate for-
mw.mm-anmtw

¢eign government's buying T-bills, it still counts
nmmﬂowofﬁxupupulwdaevmwd
States. Indeed, Morici’s own regression analysis
finds that changes in the U.S. trade balances wre
strongly correlated with pnme investment
flows. “Ovenall varistions in peivate sector
behsvior appear to be more i t than
direct messures of either U.S. or foreign gov-
Jicies,” he conchuded. “Among pri-
vaze varisbles net foreign private investment
(NFPI) seems to explain more of the varistion
in the trade and curreat accounts balances than
the domestic pri savings balance.”™ In
other words, the old chestnut still rings true:
investment flows drive the trade deficit.

V\:x’l’tmdonim&nthmdu
Deficit
The causal link between investment flows,

exchange rates, and the balance of trade
i cannot cure 8 trade

proposcs an “emergency taniff” of 10 or 15 per-
cemmmd\mdnUSmdedeﬁut.’lf
Congress were to impl that awful ides,
Anwﬁanmpmumldpmbublydeduuu
mmded.Buz&wumpomwwldmn&wu
dollars flowing into the i

muha,nmngdnvduoﬁhedoﬂnndam
to other currencies. The stronger dollar would

mlkLUS.cqaommwﬂocfomp

wwldnuunﬂldnmdebak:nmlmhedtbc

tal

Wsﬂmnchngemwlevehofm

G export haids
equllyuu&mwmndlungdnmdcdeﬁat.
Pardy in to the Asian financial crisis,
P:mdcmChnmpmpoaadmhuledu:l
budget an increase in subsidies o U.S.
exporters through the Export-Import Bank. By
allowing certain exporters to lower their prices
on sales abroad, the subsidies would stimulate
foreign demand, but the greater demand for
dollars needed to buy U.S. goods would bid up
the dollar’s value in foreign exchange markets.
The stronger dollar, in tum, would niise the
effective price of U.S. exports genenally, offiet-
ting any price advantage gained by the subsi-
dies. Total exports, and hence the trade deficit,
would remain unchanged. Subsidies oaly divert
exports from less favored to more favored sec-
tors.

In theory, trade policy can indirectly affect
the trade deficit by influencing a nadon's level
of savings and investment. For examgle, a
higher aariff would pmmmablynnegwem
ment revenue throug
duties, thus reducing the budget deficit {or
increasing the surplus) and reducing the need
to bormow from abroad—resulting in a smaller
:ndedeﬁcn. But & tariff can also stimulate

inthe p d industry,
de:mndforfomgnupnlmdludmgtoa
larger trade deficit. After surveying the various
theories, Labor Department economist Robert
C. Shelburne concluded, “Trade policy is likely
to have 2 marginal impact on savings or invest-
ment and thus only s marginal impact on the
trade balance.™ Even Morici concuss, notng
that "changes in trade policies have had mini-
nnleﬁ'ecnonamunetazpominmm

Another tempnuon is o mtuvene by
H 3 e A 1, mﬂqm
d\efomgnomhmgemukn.&mnonwmm]
bank can put downward pressure on the value




Figure 1

The.Trade Balance and U.S. Recessions
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Sources: Trade belance data from Councll of Economic Advisers,
Econamic Report of the President 1997 (Washington: Govemment Printing
Office, 1097), Table B-101, p. 414. Data on recesslons from U.S.
Department of Commerce, Survey of Current Business 78, no. 3 (March

1960 1988 1980 1908

of its own curency by creating an exxess
unountofﬂutmnqandunngdumm

A falling ¢
unmmulatee:pommddampmdanmdfor
unpom, thus reducing a trade deficit,
H also means that

tvzluecmdutoounuydmpmfomgnmr-
rency terms,
ﬂw:dutwducapxulmum(mdt}n
current deficit). And
mnnullyduwukumnmcyfeednbukmw
the domestic economy in the form of higher
overall prices, that is, inflation. In the long run,
higher domestic prices will offset any price
advantage gained in the international market-
place by a “competitive devaluation.”

Proven Trade-Deficit Cutter: A
Recession

One way to reduce the trade deficit would
be for Americans to save more. A larger pool of
national savings would reduce demand for for-
eign capital; with less foreign capital flowing
into the country, the gap between what we buy
from abrosd and what we sell would shrink.*

A related way to cut the trade deficit is for
the government to borrow less. Reducing the
government deficit (3 form of “dissaving”)
releases more funds for domestic investment,
reducing the demand for foreign capital. That
explains the “twin deficis® phenomenon of the
1980s, when huge federal budget deficits
claimed 1 rising share of national savings,

If the trade deficit
really is one of our

nation’s most
pressing problems,
the surest and
swiftest way to
tackle it would be
to engineer a deep

recession.



which the United
States runs large
deficits are.not

more protectionist
toward U.S,
exports than are
those with which
we run a surplus.

quiring importation of from
sbeoad 0 meet domestic demand for invest-
ment. The inflow of foreign capital

the internstinal marketplace. As the federsl
budget deficit declined in the late 1980s, 30 to0
did America’s trade deficit.
Anoduleuappabngw-ymmd\c
trade’ deficit is to reduce investment. That

recent mon." In fact, &8 annre 1 iflus-
trates, the U.S. current sccount balance tends to
shrink during times of recession and grow dur-
ing economic expansions. If the trade deficit
mlly-oneoio\zmoommoupmm;pcob-
lems, the surest and swiftest way to tackle it
would be to engincer & deep recession.

cy from its cbeessive focw on the cument

account balance. The trade deficit is oot 2

function of trade policy, and therefore trade

mmbelwdf«ndwngdnmdz
it

Enduring Myths about the
deeylt)b:ﬁut

Misunderstanding of the US. aade deficit
has spewned a number of myths about intema-
tonal tnde and America’s place in the global
economy. Those myths have allowed trade
deficits to be used to further 8 number of anti-
trade and anti-market positions, including
Gons aguinst “unfiir” trading partners. The fol-
lowing are among the most common and
harmful myths susrounding the trade deficit

:<U.S. Face Unfair Trade
Myth: “U.S. Exporters

Many Americans are convinced that & bilac-
eral trade deficit proves that the foreign coun-
uy's mukzti:nhxivdydocedtou.s.uqaom

That is cactly what happened to Mexico in
1995. lndn:fm:hockofd\cpeoouuu.
Mmu:mx“lGDPnhﬂnkml995by6.2pe:h
cent. B of d, flee-

pared with the “open” US. marker
Anwnlhrgebdlm:ldeﬁutmdsjapmu
ly seen 23 2 problem by US.

kers who thare that view, with blame

ing capital, and & plunging peso, Mexico's over-
sd} trade balance flipped from & deficit in 1994
o & surplus in 1995, Mexico's bilateral balance
with the United States did the same, going
from a deficit t a surplus. That supposed
“trade debacle” for the United States had noth-
ing to do with NAFTA or any other change in
mdepohcyltwnmadbymummgunem

fofdudeﬁuuphoedlquuelyon “unfair® for-
eign trade barriers.
AauwyofAmcnalma)otmdmgp-n
that

wubwhu.hr.heUmmdSumnmshrgv
deficits are not charscteristically more protec-
tonist toward U.S. exports than are those with
which we run a surplus. Canads and Mexico,

on the part of Mexdco'
mdd\echnefkumofdmmmnmgemm!
were Mexican workers, Peshaps NAFTA crit-
ics who believe our bilsteral trade deficit with
Mexico is such a terrible t would
mmmuusm,mm

two ies that are very open to U.S. expors
thanks in part to NAFTA, are both among the
five countries with which the United States has
the largest bilateral trade deficits. On the other
side, America’s third largest bilateral trade sur-
pl\uuwnd\Bnnl.lommn'ywhooebammm

62p in one remain y high. Americans face
yu:.Ofcoune.Amzrmwwhmmldhave noommonmemdunﬂ‘wimmungm
suffered, but it would have done wonders for bers of the European Urion, yet some EU
our bilateral trade balance. members (the Netherlands and Belgium) are

*  An understanding of the all-important role
of investment Sows should liberave trade poli-

umong the top surplus trade partners, and och-
ers (Germany and laly) are among the top
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deficit parmers. Trade policy cannot explain
those differences (Table 1).

Blaming bilatera! deficits exclusively on dif-
ferences in trade policy once again misses the
zuhty of investment flows. In Japan, high

ings rates pi ide a pool of capital
that far ds d i opportu-
nities. Japan “exporns” upmlao the United
Sates, which allows Americans to import
more goods from Japan than we export. The
main reason that America’s bilatersl trade
deficit with Japan exploded in the 1980w is that
the Japanese government lifted many of i
capital controls with the pastage of the Foreign
and Foreign Trade Control Law in
December 1980. That allowed & saowemi of
Japanese ssvings to flow across the Pacific to
the United Scates, where it could draw 2 moce
favorable rate of retum.

Despite the common perception, Japan was
actually more open to U.S. exports in the 1980e
than in the 1960s and 1970s, when American
bilateral trade deficits with Japan were much
smaller. As Robert T. Purry, president and chief
executive officer of the Federal Reserve Bank
of San Francisco, explained:
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Of all the US. tading partnens, Japan
cummwbeungledauruhm;
the most unfair trading practices. But
it's doubdful that such policies have been
2 major cause of U.S, trade deficits. First
of all, the Japinese market has b

somewhat more open—not more
closed—over the past decade. Second,
Japan's share of changes in the total US.
non-oil merchandise trade deficit has
been proportional to its U.S. trade share.
For example, in 1981, about 9 percent of
our exports went to Japan, and about 20
percent of our imports came from Japan.
That left us with a bilateral deficit of $16
billion. If the same shares prevailed in
1992, we would have had a bilateral
deficit of $57 billion—which is in fact 2
lirtle larger than the actual deficit of $51
billion. So 1 think there's not much evi~
dence to ssy that restrictive trade prac-
changes in the ULS. trade deficit.®

The same cannot be said for our bilateral
deficit with China. Despite substantial
progress in the last 10 years, its barriers to
imports remain relatively high. Those barrien

explain the bilateral susplus China runs
with the United States, but the primary expla-
nation is more benign: We like to consume the
pmd!mChmlsdh In 1995 the Coundil of
X luded, “China’s persis-
nentmphuwadadseUmcedSuumpm
reflects its specialt mass-
market consumer goods. Ciumnmxhdymm
bilareral surpluses with Japan and Europe for
this reason.™

If China were to further open its market,
Americas bilateral deficit with Chins would
peobably shrink, but our overall trade deficit—
determined by aggregate savings and invest-
ment—would remain largely unaffected. A ris-
ing dollas caused by increased demand for U.S.
exports to China would lead to larger bilateral
deficits (or smaller surpluses) with other U.S.
trading parters. If the United States were to
impose higher uriffs simed at imports from
Chins (sty, by revoking its Most Favored

Japan was actually
more open to U.S.
exports in the
1980s than in the
1960s and 1970s,
when American
bilateral trade
deficits with Japan
were much smaller.

%
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Figure 2

‘The Trade Balance and Industrial Production
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Source: Councll of Economic Advisers, Economic Report of the
President 1997 (Weshington: Govemment Printing
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Office,

Nation status), that 200 might reduce the bilat-
eral deficit, but not the overall US. trade

lems. Bmwofhmnu\dmﬂysdedm
ing comp mdwr P

deficit. Higher tariffs against Chinesc i
mnldmady:hxﬁmofdnbchﬂaﬂmde
deficit to other countrics while nising prices
for American consumers.

Myth: *America Is Losing Its

global
byd-efedallbudgctdeﬁuumdneuivlm
precipitated a huge ﬁwofunpom. the com-
mrnonconduded in m report, which simply
l tndedeﬁob.

'!.'h.ecompeunwne- myrhhugonemw

In 1992 the Cuomo Commission on
Competitiveness labeled the trade deficit one
of America's 10 most urgent economic prob-

in recent yesss. Since the Cuomo
Commistion report, the United States has
enjoyed seven consecutive years of healdy,

10
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Republi idential in 1996,

Between 1980 and 1987, when the U.S. cur
mtmmc&twmgm:p«kof36

o&'uedhumbuk-ofd)eﬂw:bpemm
of jobe lost becsuse of the trade gap: “Our mer-
chandise trade deficit was $175 billion (in

- 1995). Fotevuyilbillmn,nguZOMpb‘.
wockers who

That's 3.5 million American
would have had good manufacturing jobe if we
nmpiylud:ndeb‘lnwe." Bod:eunune-
are based on 2 fund:
ofdwrehuomhtpbemmdemdagngm
employment in the United States.

The toeal number of)obc in the Umted

pply
Mu\dmooenrypohcy'rndemthodm
doumnedundacnunﬂ:erofpbc.bul

percent of GDP, US. i P

it does quicken the pace at which production

rose by 17 p and cotal f

outputbyl’ipmt_"mmmqhu
repeated itself in the 1990s. Between 1992 and
1997 the annual US. trade deficit almost
tripled, from $39 bilion to $114 billion.®
Meanwhile, since 1992 total industrial produc-
tion in the United Scates has surged by 24 per-
cent and manufacturing production by 27 per-
L’lnjlptnchmngdiempetwd,u\dm
trial

trade deficias with both countries.
America is the world’s ber-one

shifts from one sector to anothez. Trade, like
new technology, lowers demand for some jobs
while ruising demand foe othens. Trade allows
the United Seates to produce more Boeing jet-
Iinul,yhamnnumk,lofhnmmdﬁmnu:l
services for export, but trade also means we
produce fewer shoes, T-shirts, Happy Meal
toys, and computer memory chips. Meanwhile,
total output and total employment keep grow-

mgln reality, larger trade deficits correlate pos-
itvely with falﬁag unemployment. Figure 3
illustrates how closely the umnploymem rate

ds with ch in the US. trade

nation in both i and exporus. B

1992 and 1997, US. of goods and ser-
vices surged from $617 billion to $932 billion.
The resson the trade deficit has grown is that
imports have increased even faster, from $657
billion to $1,046 billion.” Bymydeﬁmuon.
the ability of American industry to in

deficit. When the trade deficit expands, as it
did in the 1980s, unemployment falls. When
thedr.ﬁnnhnnks,nnd;ddunngdnl”o-‘?l
ploy rate rises, As the

trade daSmlmoqunded in the 1990, the
unemployment rate has fallen . The
ploy cate fel in all but 2 of the most

duwwldhunonuﬂ'uedbeumedlnnng
trade deficit. The experience of the 1980s and
1990s points in quite the opposite direction.

Myth: “Trade Deficits Mean Lost Jobs”

A study by the Institute for Policy Studies
in January 1998 predicts that the larger trade
deficit caused by the East Asian financial melt-
down will cost the U.S. economy move than 1
million jobs. Columnist Patrick Buch
when running unsuccessfully for

the

14

recent 14 years in which the trade deficit grew
larger than it had been the ious year
(1976~78, 1982-87, 1992-94, 1996-97)." As
an expanding economy creates jobs, it also cre-
ates demand for imports and for capital frora
sbroad. -

There is no reason to believe that eliminat-
ing the trade deficit would create any gain in

manufacturing jobs, never mind 3.5 million.
With the U.S. economy already operating at 2
low level of unemployment, it is not clear

Meanwhile, Japan
and Germany, the
two export-driven
juggernauts that
were supposed to
eclipse the United
States as economic
powers in the
1990s, have strug-
gled with slow
growth and rising
unemployment.



When the trade
deficit expands, as it
did in the 1980s,

unemployment

falls. When the
deficit shrinks, as it
did during the
1990-91 recession,
the unemployment
rate rises.

85-87789-3
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Figure 3

‘The Trade Balange

and Unemployment

<978 1980

ecureo Council of Economic Advisers, Econoric Report of
the President 1997 (Weshington: Govemment Printing Office,
1897), Tabie B-40, p. 348, Table B-101, p. 414.

1985

where 3.5 million new manufacturing workers
would come from. And as we have already
seen, & protective tariff to close the trade deficit
wouldonlymcceedmzedtnngapomuwaﬂ
as imports, thus
jobs in the export sector. lfBudmmnlalcu~
Iamxuhadmymung.mdmldeq»ctw
sec a fall in during
pmod-ofnnngmdedzﬁan.Rmtmm-
ic trends tell a different story. Since 1993 the
U.S. merchandise trade deficit has grown from
$132 billion to $198 billion.* In dutnme
period the ber of Ameri d in
mmuﬁcmnghu;anﬁomwwsmto

18,678,000—an increase of more than
600,000."

If anything, rising trade deficits signal more
jobs, not fewer.

Myth: “The Trade Deficit Is a Drag on
Economic Growth”

The Asian financial crisis is expected ro
shave 3 few tenths of 2 percentage point off the
rate of growth of U.S. GDP in 1998, but to
blame slower U.S. growth on an expanded
trade deficit is to confuse cause and effect.

The real drag on U.S. economic growth is
falling demand in East Asia for U.S. exports.

12



At the same time, falling currency values in
East Ana make the region’s exports to the
United States more attractive, leading o 2 larg~
er US. rade deficit. A growing trade deficit is
not the cause_of slower U.S. growth; instead,
slower growth and s bigger trade deficit are
bodnfmofEutAnnemmmml!owdown.

In his study, Morici claims chat "persistent
trade deficits reduce term
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wwldqeedwme.nduangmmmrmd

Inlbeenl ufetyvdvc for the expanding U.S.
economy. “Imports of goods have kept inflacon
bw.whdeunpomofapmlhavehptmmt
rates low, helping to sustin rapid income

mlndiemov@yapmdmgﬁm-empby-
that the United States now

growth by shifting labor and capical from high-
R&D to low-R&D sctivities."® That claim is
based party on the fact that rescarch and
development expenditures, and wages, tend to
be higher in trade-related (that is, exporting
and import-competing) sectors than in non-
trade-related sectors of the economy. The
propes lesson to be drawn is not that trade
deficits are bad for economic growth but that
trade is good for growth. In other words, the
true measure of the effect of trade on the econ-

en,oyl.:td\o\ddbemfofAmamtosec
that trade deficits do not necessarily reduce

output and employment.™
The United States ran trade deficits
duougboutmuchofdul%oenmydumg
period of dynsmic growth and expansion.
From independence until the 1880s, America
was 2 net importer of capital from the rest of
the world, in particular Great Britain. Foreign
investors provided the capital to build the nil-
roads and canals America needed for 2 conti-
i y. “In the 19th century, espe-

omy is not exports minaz i but exp

phu impors,
Far from being a drag, & trade deficit can be
agoodngnfofmeoommywltnnmﬂem
g d for imposts. When an econo-
mycxpmds,connummtbhaonﬁ'ordmon
goods, both domestic and imported. Returns
on investment also increase, attracting foreign
capital. The combination of inflowing capital
and increased demand for imports tends to
widen the trade deficit. That explains why
mrymw\tUS.economacupommhubem

ied by an exp g trade deficit.

Smlmmd\emyuamwhchthe
cumntmoumdeﬁmhnshmnkﬁomd’w
p yearasap tage of GDP, the aver-
grwﬂ:nmoftbeUSewnomyhubem
20puccnt.lnd\enyunmwluchtlncu:-
rent account has grown larger as a percentage
of GDP (i.c., "worsened"), the average growth
rate of GDP has been 3.1 percent.* Those who
maintain that the trade deficit is a drag on

1 4

mllylfeerd\eoomonboomof&z 1830w, it was
the current account that went into the red in
order to balance the heavy inflow of funds to
finance American enterprise. The United
States had more profitable investment oppor-
tunities than it had domestic savings to finance
them. The British, Germans, Dutch, and
French in and made themselves (and
our American forebears) richer.™

Today Ameticans run trade deficits with the
rest of the world for much the same reason:
Americas relatively free and unregulated econ-
omy offers i oppor
Artempts to reduce the trade deficit through
govemment intervention would reduce our
economic efficiency slowing investment and
growth.

Exports Are Good,

Imports Are Better
Underlying each of those myths, and much

growth need to explain why our
gmmSOpexmrfmxrmyemmwlmhd\e
deficit expands,
Wichouumdedeﬁut,Anmammld

of the misunderstanding about trade deficits, is
the assumption that exports are good and
imports are bad. To anyone who accepts that

need to fi d ve-

a trade deficit will by definition be a

ly from d ings. To bring i

11

inl.inewithuving!.dmmticinwmm

i} Pat Buchanan, during 2 1996 campaign

13

Those who main-
tain that the trade
deficitis adrag on
growth need to
explain why our
economy grows 50
percent faster in
years in which the
deficit expands.



It is imports, not
exports, that allow
Americans to enjoy

lb:ghersundudof i

without imports are
Like a job without a
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stop in Maryland, stated the case with charac-
teristic bluntness: “This harbor in Baltimore is
one of the biggest and busiest in the nation.
There needs to be more American goods going
out. We've got to start exporting more goods
and stop exporting our factories and exporting
our jobe."* Even many sdvocates of free trade
implicitly sgree with Buchanan. In his state of
the union address in January, President Clinton
urged Congress to pass fast-track trade legisla-
ton to “open more new markets” for US.
exports and to “create more new jobs.” Imports,
in contrast, were painted a4 a threat. The pres-
ident wamed that, without US. aid through
the International Monetary Fund, falling cur-
rencies in the Far East woukd mean “the price
of their goods will drop, flooding our market
and others with much cheaper goods, which
makes it a lot tougher for our people to com-
e

By focusing exchusively on the danger of
“chesper goods® and not the benefits, the pres-
ident chose to champion the cause of a small
group of producers while ignoring the welfare
of the large majority of consumers who will
benefit from more affordable imports.

I bless Ameri ina bes of
mbmnualm?munpommnlowu
ptmmdw:derdmforAmuunoon
uumen.By ing d on
prices, imports rise the real wages of

d 3 poly or oligop-
o}y might otherwise exist. They also spur
domaucprodzmnooonudcommdmse

ers a3 well a5 consumers.

Thud. impora of apml ;oods make
tivity means s higher standard of living.
Without imports, Americans would be
deprived of the technology and know-how
embodied in new, imported machinery.

Exports are not the reason we trade; they
are the means by which we acquire imports. It
is imporu, not exports, that allew Americans to
enjoy & higher standard of living. Expocts with-
out imports are like a job without a paycheck.

Conclusion

Misunderstanding of the trade deficit
th to undermine the freedomn to trade by
encouraging faulty and damaging “solutions” to
a problem that does not exist. Any attempt o
fix the trade deficit through protectionism.
export subsidies, or curency manipulation is
bound to fail because none of those tools of
intervention addresses the underlying causes of
the trade deficit. The trade deficit will respond
only to changes in a nation’s net Sow of foreign
investment, which in tum is determined by 1
underlying rates of savings and investment.

America’s $114 billion trade deficit in 1997,
and the prospect of a larger deficit in 1998, are
not 2 cause for worry. There is no “emergency”
to justify spending $2 million for 2 special
commission on the trade deficit. Our trade
deficit reflects the benign fact that America
remains an attractive haven for international
investors. The trade deficit allows Americans

q\uhrymmyomemfomgn p
Second, imports of mmrmedury inputs
benefit A final

[ in a level of i in our future
productivity that would be impossible if we
were required to rely solely on our current level

prmdown.Oumd\eUS.oomputu
industry is so succesaful and competitive is that
it is able to import component parts, such as
disk drives and D-RAM chips, at world-mar-
ket prices. The largest categories of goods
imported to the United States are not con-
sumer goods but capital goods and industrial
supplies and materials. Together they com-
pﬁndmd:mhnlfofd\elmbxmonm
goods Americans imported in 1996.%
Restri hurts unp d produc-

s BUP

14

of domestic savings.

None of the common concerns about the
trade deficit holds up to empirical scrutiny.
Trade deficits cannot be blamed for unemploy-
ment or slower growth, nor are they a sign of -
unfair tade practices abroad or declining
industrial cumpetitiveness at home. Trade
deficits may even sxgmfy growing consumer
d d and exp opportun-
ties.

What matters to a nation’s economic health

-3



is not the difference between exports and
imports but the degree to which its citizens are
ﬁ'ee to trade md invest across meermnoml

ders. When ¢ are allowed to buy and
od!goodo mvneu,mdmvuunmtmcuﬁeely

pro-
dxmmwmumnmndwﬂowwthebat
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8.1 M. Destler, American Thade Politic
Washi Institute foe I s nal
Ecotmnn.l995),p1;9l9$

9.Tbid., p. 269...

lO Steve Beckman, International Umon. Ummd

and highest use, raising the 's ovenall
standard of living.

In the final analysis, nations do not trade
with each other; people do. Every intemation-
al transaction that Americans engage in will, by
definition, leave both parties to the transaction
believing they are better off than before—oth-
erwise the transaction would not occur. By this
measure, the “balance of trade” is always posi-
tive, benefiting the nation as a whole.
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{Submitted by Senator Dorgan]

EMERGENCY TRADE DEFICIT REVIEW COMMISSION

Mr. Chairman. For two decades, the twin deficits of trade
and budget have plagued this nation. Finally, we have achieved
some measure of success in bringing our unified federal budget
under control. Yet, the economic future of our nation continues
to be jeopardized by a serious trade deficit problem that has
reached record proportions. Each month, new records are being
set. While we congratulate ourselves for finally achieving a
balanced unified budget, the trade deficit has been receiving
very little attention by public policy makers.

Our nation's trade deficit is a deficit that this country
must address. As Lester Thurow has gstated, “if there is one
thing we know about international trade, it is that no country,
not even one as big as the United States, can run a trade deficit,
forever.” While we have made real progress on the budget
deficit, few recognize that the trade deficit represents an
equally serious underlying economic problem in our country.

For each of the past five years, we have reduced the unified
federal budget deficit to zero and is headed toward a surplus.
At the same time, our merchandise trade deficit has been a record
four years in a row. In 1997 the merchandise trade deficit
reached the highest level in American history at $199 billion.
During the first three months of this year, the trade deficit has
set several new records: January, February and March were a
record merchandise trade deficit for one quarter; two of the
three months were record merchandise trade deficits; the goods
and services deficit was a record for one quarter; and experts
are forecasting that the current account deficit will also be a

record for the quarter.

We need to solve these deficit problems, because together
and individually they are threatening the economic security of
Americans. Today the trade deficit is huge and growing, whether
we choose to consider the merchandise deficit, the goods and
services deficit, or the current account deficit. It is time for

action.
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I have made a number of attempts, with the assistance of
others, to address this crucial problem legislatively. The
amendment establishing an "Emergency Trade Deficit Review
Commission, " which is part of the legislative branch
appropriations bill, will establish a commission to study the
causes and consequences of our trade deficits and help us develop
a competitive trade policy for the 21st century, which will not'
only increase production and manufacturing in our country, but
also job opportunities and wages.

Just as balancing the budget has come to represent the need
to take a more disciplined approach to deciding our national
fiscal priorities, our goal in ending the trade deficit must be
to develop a more disciplined approach in deciding and carrying
out our nation's trade policies.

Our trade deficit is symptomatic of larger economic
conditions and questions that must be addressed. My purpose in
this legislition is not simply to get rid of the red figures at
the bottom of our trade ledger. Instead, it is to help develop
the national economic and trade strategies which will rebuild the
American economy and make America the unquestioned leader in the
global economy.

GROWTH OF TRADE DEFICIT

Many economists predicted that our trade deficit would
disappear as we reduced our nation's budget deficit. That is not
what is happening. Instead, as we have begun to gain control of
our fiscal deficit, our trade deficit has continued to grow.

Last year, the United States experiénced its twenty-second
consecutive annual merchandise trade deficit. During these past
two decades we have piled up a total merchandise trade deficit of

$2 trillion.

The trend line in the growth of this deficit should be of
great concern to the American people. Not only have we had four
record-breaking trade deficits in a row, the economic forecasts
indicate that the merchandise trade deficit will continue on its
present path. In fact, at our present pace, it can be expected
to double during the first decade of the new century.

2



T

THE CONSEQUENCES OF THE TRADE DEFICIT

As a result of our trade and budget deficits over the past
two decades, the United States has shifted from being the world's
largest creditor nation to the world's largest debtor nation. Our
country has gone from a net creditor position of more than $250
billion in the early 19808 to a net debtor position of over
three-quarters of a trillion dollars by the mid-1990s. The
positive net interhational asset position that we had built up
over the past 100 years was eliminated in a short six-year period
during the 1980s.

The current account deficit indicates that there is a net
outflow of dollars from the United States, dollars which must be
replaced through foreign borrowing.

The most basic economic text teaches us that our Gross
National Product is comprised of consumption, plus investment,
plus government, plus pet exports. Our negative net export .
position reduces our gross national product.

Thus, our trade deficit retards the growth of our nation's
gross national product, increases the cost of servicing a higher
net foreign debt, makes the United States more dependent on
international financial considerations, and erodes our economic

base.

IMPORTANCE OF TRADE DEFICIT

The persistence and growth of our trade deficit is not just
a concern of academics and ivory tower economists. It is a
question of fair trade and fair competition. It is an issue of
American jobs and the purchasing power of American wage earners.
It is a matter of what opportunities we will have for our future.

Today the bulk of the products that we import are not labor-
intensive goods. 1Instead our merchandise trade deficit consists
primarily of high-value manufactured items. Autos, office
equipment, electronic goods, and telecommunications equipment
make up three-fourths of those imports.

Imports of manufactured goods have increased from 11 percent

3
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of the total U.S. manufacturing gross product to mere than 50
percent. This means that rather than expanding our own
manufacturing base in this country, we are importing more of our
manufactured goods from abroad. It means that we are shipping
jobs and new plants overseas.

Neither the American consumer nor the American economy is
making any long-term gains by the continuing trade deficit.
Instead, it represents an erosion of both our sovereignty and our
economy.

CAUSES OF TRADE DEFICITS

Our merchandise trade deficit is a result of a series of
trade imbalances with a handful of countries. Six countries
comprise 92 percent of the U.S. merchandise trade deficit. These
include Japan, China, Canada, Mexico, Germany, and Taiwan. Over
one-half this trade deficit is with only two countries: Japan and
China. '

Our trade relationships are most accurately described as
unilateral free trade. As a nation we have opened our borders
wide open to almost anything and everything that can be produced
anywhere. Unfortunately we pay little attention to the
conditions under which these goods have been produced or if the
competition is fair.

While the United States has one of the most open borders and
open economies in the world, this nation faces significant
barriers in shipping American goods abroad. As a result, these
negative trade balances do not reflect the actual competitiveness
or the productivity of the American economy. Yet, there is no
question that we are one of the most competitive economies in the

world.

Instead, most of our bilateral trade deficits effectively
illustrate the barriers that continue to exist despite hundreds
of new trade agreements in recent years. To a very large measure
the trade deficit is structural in nature. As documented
annually in the reports of the Office of the U.S. Trade
Representative, reciprocal market access remains an elusive goal.



73

ENDING THE TRADE DEFICIT

As a nation we need to bring the same attention and the same
commitment to working on the trade deficit that we have given to
reducing- our budget deficit.

It has been a quarter of a century since the last
comprehensive review of national trade and investment policies
was conducted by a presidential commission. Since that time we
have witnessed massive worldwide economic and political changes.
These changes have profoundly affected world trading
relationships.

The cold war has ended. It is no longer necessary or even
prudent for U.S. trade policy to take a back seat to our foreign
policy objectives.

Regional trade relationships including the European Union
and the North American Free Trade Agreement are redefining
political, economic, and trading geography. The Uruguay Round of
negotiations under the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade has
resulted in the creation of the World Trade Organization.

Globalization is part and parcel of the increased mobility
of capital and technology that is reshaping comparative and
competitive advantages among the nations of the world. It is
part of the growth of multinational corporations. It is also
part of the trend of outsourcing production across national
boundaries.

Unilateral free trade no longer serves the interests of the
American people, if it ever did. We need fair rules and
reciprocal market accesgs if our competitive economy is to thrive
within a global system. I am not calling for trade restrictions.
Rather I am calling for expanded trade, but with rules that are

fair.

EMERGENCY COMMISSION

The United States is once again at a critical juncture in
trade policy development. The persistence and growth of the
trade deficit must be reversed. We must identify the causes and
consequences of our trade deficit.

5
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Rather than allowing our trade deficit to double during the
next decade, we need to develop a comprehensive trade policy for
the twenty-first century. That is why I introduced a bill with
Senator Byrd to establish an Emergency Commission to End the
Trade Deficit, and why we added an amendment to the Legislative
Appropriations Bill to accomplish the same goal.

The purpose of the commission is to study the causes and
consequences of the United States merchandise and current account
deficits and to make recommendation for trade policy for the
twenty-first century. B

The bill directs the Commission to develop the necessary
strategies to achieve a trade balance that fully reflects the
competitiveness and productivity of the U.S. economy while
improving the standard of living for the people of this country.

The Commission would look at five hroad areas:

1. - The manner in which the government of the United States
establishes and administers the nation's fundamental trade
policies and objectives.

2. - The causes and consequences of the persistence and
growth of the overall trade deficit, as well as our bilateral
trade deficits.

3. - The relationship of U.S. trade deficits to the
competitive and comparative advantages within the global economy.

4. - The relationship between investment flows, both into
and out of the United States, and the trade deficit.

This Commission would consist of a blue-ribbon panel of
leaders from a broad spectrum of the economic life of our nation.
The members would be appointed by the leadership of Congress.
They would be given the responsibility to study the situation,
gather necessary data, conduct at least five public hearings, and
evaluate strategies to end the trade deficit and make America
more competitive in the global marketplace.
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The Commission would be required to present its final report
not later than eighteen months following the enactment of this
bill. The final report would outline its findings and
conclusions, and provide a detailed plan for reducing our
nation's trade deficits together with recommendations on
administrative and legislative actions that may be required to
achieve that goal.

The Commission's report would be submitted to the President
and the Congress for review, consideration, and implementation.
To facilitate the Commission's report through Congress, this bill
would have the House Ways and Means Committee and the Senate
Finance Committee conduct hearings on the report within six
months after it is submitted to Congress.

TIME FOR CHANGE

Today it is apparent that we do not have a consensus about
where we should go with our national trade policies. We are not
even sure whether we have the necessary tools to effectively
achieve our trade goals.

Most important, we do not have a good set of alternatives
and strategies to place before the American people so that they
can effectively participate in making the decisions that are
shaping their future.

It is time to develop a new trade strategy for the twenty-
first century. We can get started on this path by making our
first goal to end the trade deficit. Once we have set that geal,
then we need the strategies to get there. That is why I believe
it is time for such a commission. .

The amendment establishing the Trade Deficit Review
Commission has passed the Senate once, as part of the
Supplemental Appropriations bill. The conference committee
declined to include the amendment, but stated its preference that
the amendment be included in the appropriations for fiscal 1999.
By attaching the amendment to the legislative branch
appropriations bill, we have complied with the directive of the
conference committee.

I would appreciate the support of the members of this

committee in the effort to explore the reasons for our trade
deficits and to find solutions to a critical national problem.

Thank you.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. ORRIN G. HATCH

Mr. Chairman, I welcome the distinguished panels of economists along with our
colleague, Senator Dorgan, and Secretary Rubin. Their insights on the causes and
consequences of the trade deficit is critical to the many trade-related decisions that
will face this Con%:‘ess during the balance of this session and, I suspect, even more
80 in the new 106th Congress.

I am of the school that believes the trade deficit gets a bad rap. The deficit’s
causes and effects are badli misconceived for the most part. Let me explain.

The trade balance—which is to say the existence of a surplus or deficit—is caused
more by macroeconomic rather than microeconomic problems, such as denied access
to foreign markets and related trade barriers.

The exchange rate for the dollar against other currencies is a case in point. The
rate reflects the global demand for dollars, much of which is made by those who
seek to use our dollars as instruments for trade-related purchases. The impact on
the value of the dollar should not be misunderstood in this sense; it has a vast effect
on the supply and value of the currency that we use domestically every day in our
financial activities. obviously, as demand drives up the value of the dollar, it raises
the cost of our exports, which in turn adversely affects the trade balance.

Managing this deficit, incidentally, has led to what we now increasingly refer to
as the problem of “twin deficits,” the budget and trade deficits, which are both fi-
nanced extensively through foreign sources, and which depress the national saving
rate while simultaneously increasing capital outflows in the form of interest pay-
ments. All of this contributes to trade deficits.

We acknowledge that we are a consumer economy, and more income will lead to
more consumption, including increased purchases of foreign goods and services.

In fewer words still: the current trade deficit is the aggregate outcome of the deci-
sions made by individuals, households, businesses, and even governments within
the framework of a relatively strong economy. In the current global framework, this
deficit trend is accentuated by the contrastin% deterioration of other economies in
Asia and Latin America, as well as in parts of Europe.

Now some would say that a different monetary and fiscal policy mix could reduce
the trade deficit. I would argue that this change carries many potential pitfalls. For
example, a conscious decision to obstruct consumer imports could have important
consequences for our economy. Domestic supply of substitute goods could be stressed
to the point that price inflation could occur, which in turn leads to higher interest
rates. Imagine the impact on the stock market, auto sales, home starts, and the doz-
ens of other benefits of prosperity that we are now enjoying—not to mention the
threat to ever increasing investments by retirement plans in the U.S. equity mar-

ets.
Still other adversities would occur from tinkering with the open trade doctrine
that we now employ. For example, import reductions could lead to increased employ-
ment in inefficient business sectors at the expense of high-growth or efficient busi-
ness enterprises. This “crowding-out” effect occurs when the market demands in-
creased supply of goods formerly provided in large part from imports, such as tele-
vision sets.
But we must deal with the impact of trade deficits on jobs. I would suggest the
same misconceptions apply here, too. To be sure, there are job losses as well as em-
loyment gains that derive from trade activity. Lower skilled and, contrary to some
gehefs, even higher skilled jobs do migrate overseas. The big draw is often labor
costs, but it is also lower environmental standards, proximity to foreign markets,
circumventing high tariff walls, and available foreign investment, among many
other attractions. For this reason, we have robust trade adjustment assistance pro-
grams in place to facilitate workers, transitions into other jobs.
The important point here is that job losses occur more because of market demand,
both foreign and domestic, than because of the trade deficit per se. Accordingly, few
jobs survive for ve?r long simply because foreign competition is kept out of the do-
mestic market. In fact, the opposite effect sets in: countries which have relatively
closed markets rarely progress at the same rate as open market countries. Closed
markets can shut out modern technology and innovativeness.
And if you still doubt this effect, allow me to point to the current state of the Jap-
anese economy: a country with relatively closed markets and a very understated
consumer potential. In denying Japanese consumers the benefits of competitive for-
eign goods and services, the Japanese Government created an excessively e?ort-de-
_pendent economy which artificially placed continuing upward pressure on domestic

rices. When competition with Japanese goods in foreign markets cut profits, the
ganking system’s ability to support export industries faltered. Today, the Japanese
yen is at all-time lows against the dollar. This suggests an opportunity to refuel ex-
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i)orts while neforming the domestic economy thro tax cuts, which would stimu-
ate consumption of domestic and imported goods. The effect would also rehabilitate
the Nikkei which is recordi disastrous}y low stock prices sapx:‘i'zs away the house-
hold wealth which the typical Japanese family has long commi to equity invest-
ments. Again, the Japanese economy enjoys a very substantial trade surplus, not
deficit with the United States.

Mr. Chairman, I know that other arguments will be made on both sides of the
issue by our distinguished ganelists, and I am eager to hear them. But, I believe
that the real strength of U.S. trade policy remains its openness, not some arbitrary
balance of trade. Open trade breeds growth, innovativeness, higher paying jobs, pro-
ductivity, lower unemployment, and many other domestic efficiencies that lead to
U.S. leadership in world markets. That should be the ultimate goal of our national
trade strategy.
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Testimony for Presentation to the Senate Finance Committee
Hearings on the “Causes of the US Trade Deficit and sts Implications for the

U.S. Economy.” June 12, 1998,

America’s Trade Deficit: Blessing or Curse?
by

Robert Z. Lawrence

Albert L. Williams Professor of International Trade and Investment
John F. Kennedy School of Government
Harvard University
and New Ceatury Senior Fellow
The Brookings Institution

The East Asian crisis will have a significant impact on the US trade balance. According
to projections by the OECD, for example, over the r;ext two years, the most inclusive measure of
the trade deficit, the balance on current account (which includeé trade in goods, services, net
factor incomes and unilateral transfers) will grow by about $100 billion dollars generating a trade
deficit in excess of $300 billion. These projections have been greeted with alarm because in
1997 the US current account deficit of $166 billion in 1997 was already close to record levels.
Deficits of this size will increase the difficulties faced by the Administration in obtaining Fast-
Track Authority to negotiate further trade liberalization and protectionist ;réssm in the US
could mount.

But the instinctive diagnosis that trade deficits of this magnitude must be a problem is
not necessarily correct. Efforts to suppress the deficit by erecting new barriers to the US market
could be disastrous because both the world and the US could be much better off if the deficit is
allowed to grow.

The key to this conclusion is understanding the central role which the US trade deficit
must play in stabilizing the world economy. Currently, a major challenge for the East Asian
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countries is restoring intemational creditworthiness. Whatever the reasons for their problems,
the questions raised about all these countrics’ financial systems will slow their ability to borrow
in the immediate future. In response to the crisis, trade balances in these countries have shifted
towards surplus. As their currencies have plunged, and their growth rates fallen, imports have
plummeted. Over time, the depressed real exchange rates will also stimulate their exports.
According to the OECD, by 1999 the current account of the affected countries will increase by
$70 billion.

The counterpart to this adjustment process must be larger current account deficits (or
smaller surpluses) elsewhere. If the Asians draw less on the global pool of savings, other
countries should draw more to prevent a global downward spiral in demand. An important part
of the adjustment will have to take place in the United States, in part because Asian currencies
have all declined against the dollar and in part because growth in the US remains robust. .
Without such adjustments, the world economy could slip into a recession with particularly
devastating implications for employment in the United States.

Even acknowledging these global responsibilities, many Americans complain that the US
is being called on to do more than its fair share. Why should America be the global buyer (and
borrower) of last resort? Americans point fingers particularly at Japan and to a lesser extent at
Europe, which despite their greater lending to Asia, are projected to play much smaller roles as
counterparts to the Eas!‘Asia.n shift towards surplus. Implicit in this view, however, is the idea
that trade deficits are necessarily bad, a view that is so ingrained in our language that a
movement towards larger trade deficits is commonly described as a “deterioration” while a
movement towards surplus as an “improvement.”

More specifically, trade deficits are viewed as bad for two major reasons: the first is
that they allegedly cost jobs. In 1996, each $1 billion value-added in US manufacturing was
associated with 14,000 jobs. It is quite common for people to extrapolate using such numbers,
that an additionat trade deficit of $100 billion must entail the loss of 1.4 million jobs. The
second concern is that trade deficits lead to greater intemnationa! liabilities. Since the US is
already the world’s largest net debtor country, additional borrowing is allegedly imprudent
because the obligations will either have to be serviced or repaid.



But these concerns could be wrong. To see this it is necessary to remember that there are
three equivalent definitions of the current account. The most common and obvious definition is
that the current account is equal to the difference between exports of goods, services and gifts to
foreigners and imports of goods, services and gifts from foreigners. If the US has a deficit, it will
be buying more from foreigners than they buy from it. But according to the second definition,
the current account must also be equal to the difference between national income and
expenditure. If the US has a current account deficit, its national spending (on both consumption
and investment) exceeds its income and it must either be borrowing from foreigners or selling off
foreign assets. The third definition is that the current account equals the difference between
national saving and investment. If the US has a current account deficit, its domestic investing
exceeds national saving (which is the sum of private saving and the government saving (or
deficits).

Employment. Recognizing that the current account equals the difference between
income and expenditures is useful in thinking about the links between the current account and
employment. A current account deficit will emerge as long as spending exceeds income. But the
same deficit could occur in the face of very different spending and investment levels. Those who
believe that trade deficits are necessarily associated with a drop in employment have in mind a
current account deficit in which income (and thus employment) is actually falling faster than
spending. But they ignore the possibility that spending could exceed income and yet both could
berising. In other words, the current account deficit and employment could both actually be
growing! Trade deficits need not cost jobs.

Borrowing. Recognizing that the current account equals the difference between national
investment and saving is also useful in thinking about the links between the current account
deficit and intemnational indebtedness. Is it good or bad to get into debt? The answer depends on
what you are doing with the money. A current account deficit will emerge as long as investment
exceeds saving. But the same deficit could be associated with very different levels of saving and
investment. Those who believe that increased international indebtedness reduces incomes in the
future have in mind a cwrrent account deficit in which domestic saving falls and the country is
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borrowing to consume. But they ignore the possibility that a deficit could actually raise incomes
in the future if productive domestic investment is boosted by intemational borrowing.

As Table 1 indicates, these are not simply theoretical niceties. They are illustrated well
by two recent episodes in which the US current account moved from a surplus to deficit of
around $170 billion. The first was between 1981 and 1987, and the second, between 1991 and
1997.

The first issue relates to employment growth. It'is striking that during both the episodes
of growing current account deficits employment actually expanded strongly. The unemployment
rate fell by 1.4 percentage points during this phase of the Reagan years and 1.8 percentage points
during the Clinton years. In both periods employment increased by around 12 million. In both
the 80s and the 90s, as the US economy recovered, spending increased more rapidly than
production. Basically, in both periods, the deficit reflected the strength of US spending, rather _
than a fall in US incomes. Americans were buying more, both from US producers and from
producers in other countries. During the Bush years, by contrast, when the economy fell into
recession, unemployment increased and the current account deficit shrank. This implies that US
spending fell more rapidly than income. Thus what we have seen is larger deficiis associated
with falling unemployment rates and smaller deficits associated with rising unemployment rates.

The second issue relates to the rise in US international indebtedness. Was the US
borrowing to offset less domestic saving or to finance more domestic investment? Viewed from
this perspective, the deficits of the 80s and the 90s are conspicuously different. In Table 1,1
report measures of net national saving and net domestic investment as a share of US Net National
Product (NNP). I include the numbers on the trade deficit actually net foreign investment which
is the measure of the current account as defined for national income accounts purposes.

In the 80s, the deficit in Net Foreign Investment clearly reflected a savings bust. The
familiar part of this story is the increase in the US government deficit which grew by one percent
of NNP between 1981 and 1987 - reflecting the federal government deficit which increased from
2.1t0 3.1 percent of NNP. Less familiar perhaps, but even more important quantitatively was
the plunge in the privale saving rate by a full 3 perceniage points of NNP. There clearly was no
investment boom. Net domestic investment actually fell by 0.85 percentage points. Under these
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circumstances, the foreign borrowing appears not to have been devoted to investment which will
help raise US incomes in the future but rather to consumption.

In the 90s, the spending patterns driving the deficit have been noticeably different. The
most striking differences are the dramatic increase in net national saving because of the declining
Federal government deficit (by 3.4 percent of GNP) and the increase in net domestic investment
by a similar order or magnitude. This looks more like an investment boom deficit rather than a
savings bust,which may help explain why it has not given rise to as much concern.

Our praise for this recent performance should be tempered by acknowledging that in the
90s -- perhaps in response to the dramatic rise in national wealth because of the booming stock
market -- the personal saving rate has continued to fall. We should also note that both net
national saving and net national investment remain much lower shares of income than they
averaged in the 1960s and 1970s and that we know from the size of the so-called statistical
discrepancy that the data contain sizable measurement errors -- although they seem to be of
similar sign and magnitude in both episodes. Nonetheless, these data do underscore the central
point that current account deficits are not always reasons for concem. First, as long as income
(and thus production) is growing strongly there need be no rise in the overall unemployment rate
even if spending is growing more rapidly than income. And second, as long as spending falls
heavily on productive investment there need be no concern over the rise in international
indebtedness.

Manufacturing. Briefly, I would like to address two other concemns about the trade
deficit. The first is that it has led to a shrinking of the manufacturing sector of the economy.
This is a view that needs to be qualified, particularly since currently the US economy is at, or
close to, full employment. If we simply shifted our spending away from imports towards
domestic goods, we would create an excess demand for workers in the economy as a whole.
The result could be inflation and if workers moved into manufacturing, a shortage of workers to
provide us with the services and other non-traded goods we currently buy. Given full
employment, in addition to switching spending, therefore, we would have to reduce spending,
cither by consuming less (saving more) or investing less. If we invested less, the result would be

fewer jobs in our machinery, equipment and construction sectors. Those who claim that a



smaller trade deficit would increase manufacturing employment often forget that without
increased domestic saving, a smaller trade deficit would not fully translate into more
manufacturing jobs because investment would have to be reduced. Moreover, even granting that
the entire manufacturing trade deficit could result in an increase in manufacturing output of equal
value, we would see the total share of US employment in manufacturing increase by about seven
percent i.c. from just over fourteen to just over fifteen percent. This would be a one time gain,
and thereafter, the long runs trends which are reducing manufacturing as a share of total US
employment would continue.

Unfair Trade? I have emphasized the interpretation of trade balances as indicators as
spending patterns. [ would also like to stress what aggregate trade balances are not, and that is
evidence of whether trade is fair or not. The level of a nation's trade balance tells us little
about whether its markets are open or closed. Some countries with open markets, for example,
Germany prior to unification, run large trade surpluses. Other countries with very closed
markets, for example, Mexico in the early 1980s, run large trade deficits. Indeed, Japan
actually had much smaller trade surpluses as a share of GNP when it was more closed in the
1950s and 1960s than it does today. Trade balances reflect spending patterns rather than trade
barriers. Japan has a large trade surplus today, for example, because it is spending less than its
income -- in particular, since it is in recession, its investment spending has plummeted. Suppose
Japan increased its domestic spending and eliminated its trade surplus. Would that mean that its
market was more open? The answer is no. Japan could balance its trade simiply by consuming
more of its exports at home. Moreover, even if its trade surplus was eliminated through an
increased volume of imports, this could be the result of increased Japanese spending rather than
an increased market share for foreign goods.

Consider the recent US trade balance in this light. In 1987 the US had a current account
deficit of $168 billion, in 1991, the current account was virtually in balance. Would we really
want to say that during this period of just four short years, foreign markets suddenly become
relatively more open? Since our current account has declined since 1991 with virtually all parts
of the world, would we really want to argue there has been a global conspiracy and that the
playing field has now been tilted in the opposite direction? These major shifts with many



disparate partners indicates strong aggregate factors, in particular spending patterns and
exchange rates rather than trade barriers.

This does not mean, however, that our trade policies should not be directed towards
increasing our access to foreign markets. There is considerable evidence, for example, that
despite its low tariffs and official policies of free trade and investment, foreign entry into Japan
remains extremely difficult. Indeed, Japan is distinguished by its low share of manufactured
imports, low degree of intra-industry trade, low share of sales by foreign firms based in Japan,
and the high level of markups on foreign products which serve as the functional equivalent of
high tariffs. The problems experienced by foreign firms and products relate to the “invisible
barriers” presented by private sector practices such as keiretsu, (Japanese corporate groups)
and public policies such as the weak enforcement of anti-trust policies. Any agreement with
Japan which deals only with the formal border barriers will not ensure access for foreign firms
and products.

The fundamental problem in US Japan relations then,relates to access. Simply put, the
US market is relatively easy to enter, the Japanese market is not. And this would be a problem
even if our trade was balanced. More generally, most important goal of US trade policy
should be to increase access for foreign products and investment. [t should not be to achieve a
particular level of the trade balance.

Concluding Comments. Achieving open foreign markets rather than balancing trade
should be the goal of trade policy. The level of the current account matters less than the reasons
we have it. The key to ensuring that the current account deficit which is emerging in response to
the Asian crisis is benign, is generating strong investment growth in the US. The lower long
term interest rates and strong stock market we have seen in early 1998 should help stimulate such
aresponse. As long as the economy can absorb additional resources in a non-inflationary
manner through the current account, the Federal Reserve can avoid raising interest rates.

All this does not mean that no Americans will lose jobs to Asian competition. While the
growth in US spending will stimulate demand for workers both at home and abroad, there will
also be some expenditire-switching in which foreign goods are bought and domestic goods are
not. In particular, in some manufacturing sectors of the economy, there could be painful
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adjustments. The best help we can give to these workers is the possibility of finding work in
other parts of an economy in which growth is robust. As my colleagues and I have described in
our book Globaphobia: Confronting Fears About Open Jrade recently published by the
Brookings Institution there is also a need for improved training and adjustment assistance.

But the bottom line is this: If domestic savings are insufficient to fund profitable
investment opportunities in the US, we are better off borrowing from abroad and running a
deficit than avoiding the deficit and losing the opportunity to improve our well-being. If the
prospects for investment in the US are (temporarily) better than those in Asia, a larger US current
account deficit may not only be necessary to maintain global incomes but also a desirable
allocation of global resources.

Over the long run, of course, US incomes would be even higher if we save the money
ourselves, rather than borrowing it from foreigners. The best way to reduce our current account |
is not to cut down on investment but to raise our national saving. In view of the difficulty of
designing effective policies to stimulate private saving, it might be desirable for the federal

government to run budget surpluses in the years to come.
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Mr. Chairman, members of this Committee, | think that your hearing today
on the trade deficit provides all of us a most useful opportunity to discuss many _

issues of great public importance.

To begin, | would like to place the Issue of the trade deficit in the broader
macroeconomic context. The United States has the strongest economy among
the malor industrialized countries in the world today. Unemployment is 4.3
percent and it has been under 8 percent for nearly four years. The economy has

generated 16 miilion new jobs over the last five years, inflation has remained low

and real wages are rising.

RR-2510
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At the same time, we have an expanding trade deficit. The current account
deficit - the broadest measure of the trade balance - is rising, but it is worth
noting that, relative to the overall size of the economy the present deficit is
considerably smaller than the deficits of the ml&-19803. We estimate it equaled
around 2.5 percent of GDP In the first quarter, compared to 3.5 percent of GDP In
the mid-1980s. Private forecasters estimate that it v;rill be between 2.5 and 3

percent of GDP in 1999,

The reasons behind the rising trade deficit are many, and Chairman Yellen
will discuss how the savings rate affects the deficit, but the most Iimportant is
that the U.S. economy Is considerably stronger than the economies of almost all
of our significant partners. The driving force behind the U.S. economy's current
strength has been domestic demand, while, even though exports have been
performing well, foreign demand for our exports has been notably weak. This
has been particularly true in Asia, which has accounted for one-third of our total
exports. First quarter data indicate that U.S. exparts to the countries most
affected by recent instability in Asla - Thailand, Malaysia, Indonesia, the
PHilllppines, Singapore, and Korea - are currently on pace to fall between $17
billion and $21 billion (annualized) since the crisis began, depending on how one
does the seasonal adjustment, and the decline could be larger if further

contraction occurs. if you include Japan, the figure Is between $23 and $29

blllion.
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That takes us to the industrialized nations, most of whose economies have
also been relatively weak compared to ours. Most troubling, the Japanese
economy still fails to show signs of recovery, and Japan's economic difficuities
and weak currency are having substantial adverse impact on the East Asian
countries. Obviously, the worse these conditions in Japan, the greater that
adverse impact on the region. We, the IMF, the OECD, and the G-7 -- in our case
for well over a year -- have strongly urged the Japanese government to undertake
the necessary steps to stimulate domestic demand-led growth, including fiscal
stimulus, an effective program to address the problems of the banking sector,
and deregulation and market opening. In this regard, we have in the past several .
months sald on many occasions that we share the Japanese government’s
growing concern about the weakness of the yen, bacause of its implications for
economic recovery in Asia and Japan's growing external surplus. In turn, the
weakness of the yen reflects the economic conditions in Japan, and can only be

remedied by restoring economic strength in Japan.

in short, Mr. Chairman, the recent rise in our trade deficit, and the trade
deficits of the last few years, reflect the strength, not the weakness of the U.S.
economy. Even with the rise in the trade deficit, we estimate the most likely
scenario for the U.S. economy for the period ahead Is sustained growth, low

inflation, and low unemployment.
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Let me now begin a discussion of the impact of the trade deflcit on our
econcmy. One thing that is clear is that the trade deficit has not undermined our
strong economic performance. Having said that, let me focus on two dynamics
regarding the trade deficit. On the one hand, it means we are attracting foreign
investment, which does create claims from abroad that, at some point, have to be
repaid. On the other hand, if we use that investment in areas that promote higher
productivity in the long term, it will result in higher growth, and, on balance,
increase, not drain, future income, assuming the return to the economy on the
Investment exceeds the foreign obligations. Currently, the United States is
exp;arlonclng record levels of business Iinvestment, and thus, the probability is
strong that higher productivity gains and growth will occur in the United States.
It is also important to note that increased trade deflicits and increased claims
against our country, even If the capital inflows on balance promote long term
growth, do create greater vulnerabilities to changes in global financial markets’
views toward investment in the United States and they give rise to greater

sectoral dislocations In our economy. All of this underscores the importance of

having strong economic policies at home.

Mr. Chairman, trade contributes importantly to the economic health of this
country. Milllons of Americans owe their Jobs directly or indirectly to trade, and
all of us benefit through the lower pricns and greater cholce that International

competition fosters. Our economic well-being truly is inextricably linked to the
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Moreover, trade with developing countries, which absorb 43 percent of our
exports, is increasingly important to the United Statss. Trade deficits with low
wage countries, such as most developing countries, are often seen by
Americans as aevidence that the United States cannot compete with low wage
nations. While low wage countries are able to produce a range of low-wage, low-
skill items at lower cost than U.S. firms - to the benefit of U.S. consumers - this
is not true across the board because the productivity of American workers allows
them to compete, even given their higher wages. Moreover, the developing o
countries buy American goods such as airplanes, construction equipment,
entertainment products, and hi-tech goods produced by high-wage, high-skill
American jobs. Iﬂndeed, studies have shown that over the last several years, six
out of ten of the jobs created have been high-wage jobs. As a highly productive
and competitive economy, the United States can -- and does -- export to low wage

countries, and increasing trade with these countries benefits our economy.

To put the same thing in conceptual perspective, trade Is not a zero sum
gamae. A nation does not “win” by exporting, and “lose” by importing. If a nation
produces its relatively most competitive goods and services and then exchanges
with other nations to obtain the relatively less competitive goods and services,

the nation will be better off than it would be without trade.

5
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In the natural course of trade, some industries will be buffeted by foreign
competition. That means there will be dislocations for some, although I think it I;
worth observing that technology contributes far more to dislocations than trade.
Thus, while trade benefits most, there Is a risk to some. The answer to these
problems is not to try to halt the inevitable tide of technology or globalization that
has benefited so many. Instead, the answer Is to equip all of our people to
compete In the giobal economy, very much including those outside the economic
mainstream in Inner cities and distressed rural areas, through education and
training; to help the dislocated re-enter the economic quickly and successfully
through adjustment programs such as the North American Development Bank;
and to have an appropriate soclal safety net where needed. Having said that, we
all need to continue to focus on how bhest to help those who are hurt by the
dynamic changes in our economy including trade and technology that greatly

benefits the whole.

A forward-looking international economic policy to derive the full potentiai
from trade and to best promote our exports of goods and services includes three
components: First, continuing an aggressive effort to open markets and liberalize
trade, as this Administration has done through Nafta, the WTO agreement, scores
of other trade agreements and through strong enforcement of our trade laws. We
estimate that U.S. exports have accounted for one-third of our nation’s real

growth during the recent economic expansion. The President has;nade clear he
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is committed to working with Congress to secure fast track negotiating authority
so that we can pursue a trade policy that creates jobs and promotes higher
standards of living and that, as the President said recently, will “harmonize our
goals of increasing trade and improving the em)lronment and working

conditions.”

Second, is promoting growth and reform in developing countries. By
helping them continue on the path of reform, we help to build markets that

already have been buying 40 percent of our exports.

Third, is to address financial Instability, both when it occurs, and in the
long term, by developing an architecture of the international financlal system that

is as modern as the market.

The IMF Is critical both to promoting growth in developing countries and
addressing financlal Instability. Those who are most concerned about the trade
deficit ought to be among the strongest advocates of IMF funding. As its core
mission, the IMF works to promote or reestablish financial stability and economic
growth, helping to create the conditions where other countries have the
economic strength to buy our goods, as well as solld currencies that do not
provide undue competitive pressure for our goods and services in countries

around the world. The IMF is especially critical to our economic well-being in
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countries experiencing severe financial instability and economic difficulty, both
by helping those countries and by preventing contagion to other developing
nations. Moreover, IMF programs, Includln'g the recent Asla reform programs,
have long included significant trade liberalization measures which have the effect

of opening foreign markets to U.S. goods and services.

Yet, as a result of the recent situation in Asia, the IMF's normal financial
resources are approaching a historically low level, and the IMF does not have
sufficient funds to deal with a truly major crisis, for instance if the Aslan crisis
were to worsen or If a new crisis were to develop. The probability of such events .
-occurring is low, but if they occurred, the effect on our economy would be severe
and we should not take the risk that such events could start to unfold and the IMF
not have the capacity to try to cope effectively. ‘

9

Mr. Chairman, with the help of your leadership, the Senate approved
funding for the IMF by a vote of 84 to 16. We urge the House to follow suit as

quickly as possible. The full IMF funding is needed now, to protect our economic

and national security interests.

The key to prospering in the global economy is to maximize our
productivity and competitiveness. That requires fiscal reaponsibility to keep

Interests rate down and maximize savings for investment, and investing in our
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people through education, training and other areas critical to future productivity.
If we put all of these pleces together -- fully funding the IMF to promote financial
stability, continuing to open markets to U.S. goods and services, promoting
growth and reform in developing countries, and malntaining our strategy of fiscal
discipline and investment in people -- all of which constitutes the basic economic
strategy for the past five and a half years -- we have a recipe for economic
growth, and for containing the trade deficit to a sustainable level over time.

Thank you very much.

-30-
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Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, thank you for the
opportunity to testify here this morning. Make no mistake about it, the trade
deficit is a problem. It is destroying jobs, depressing wages, hurting our
competitiveness and contributing to the stagnation of real incomes that has
plagued our economy for the past two decades. The trade deficit results from the
use of the U.S. as a “market of last resort” for exports from around the world, and
from several macroeconomic problems. Both kinds of problems can and should be
addressed with new trade and international policies.

Many attempts have been made to create economic excuses for the trade
deficit. A frequently heard claim is that trade deficits do not matter, while others
argue that “the trade balance is generally determined by macroeconomic factors.”
Both views suggest that trade deficits will be largely unresponsive to trade
policies, and may be safely ignored, as long as the nation is following sound
macroeconomic policies.

These laissez-faire views are both wrong, and dangerous to the health of our _
economy. One major source of confusion is the use of simple correlations, or
economic identities, in the place of meaningful economic analysis of the causes of
our trade problems. The most recent Economic Report of the President makes this
mistake in several places, as shown below. The Report emphasizes the accounting
relationship between savings and investment without sufficiently examining the
cause of changes in these variables. Improvements in our trade balance, through
increased exports, can increase income and hence raise national savings, thereby
reducing our reliance on imported capital while creating better jobs in the
economy at the same time. If, on the other hand, we ignore the trade deficit, our
incomes will continue to stagnate and the risks of an economic collapse will grow
in the future.

Consequences of Trade Deficits
Trade deficits have harmed the domestic economy in at least three-direct

ways. First, the steady growth in our trade deficits over the past two decades has
eliminated millions of U.S. manufacturing jobs. Between 1979 and 1994, trade

'Council of Economic Advisors. /998. Economic Report of the Presidens. Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Governmert Printing Office. February. p. 246.
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eliminated 2.4 million jobs in the U.S.? Growing trade deficits were responsible
for most of these job losses, which were concentrated in manufacturing, because
most trade involves the sale of manufactured goods. NAFTA added to the flow of
jobs out of the U.S. by encouraging firms to move production to Mexico and
Canada. Our trade deficit with both countries increased from $16 billion in 1993
to $48 billion in 1996 (in constant 1987 dollars). The U.S. lost 395,000 jobs as a
result of the NAFTA deficits.’

The Asia financial crises are expected to increase the trade deficit by $100
billion, or more over the next two years. Deficits are already growing with Korea,
and with Japan. The Japanese economy is contracting sharply as a result of the
crisis, and U.S. exports to both countries have fallen sharply. The expected
increase in the U.S. trade deficit could eliminate an additional one million jobs in
the U.S. over the next 18 months, if the Fed does not act quickly to lower interest
rates and keep unemployment here from rising.! Even if the Fed does lower
interest rates enough to keep unemployment constant, 600,000 jobs will shift from
the high-wage manufacturing to lower-paying service sector.

Second, trade deficits have also had a depressing effect on wages, in several
ways. The jobs lost through trade do not raise the unemployment rate, in the long-
run. Macroeconomic policies such as interest rates and government spending have
much greater influence on the total level of employment and output than does
trade. But trade does effect the composition of employment. Workers not
employed in manufacturing find jobs elsewhere in the long run, usually in service
industries where wages are much lower.

The growth in imports, especially from low wage countries, also puts
downward pressure on the wages of U.S. workers. If the prices of these products

2Scott, Robert E., Thea Lee and John Schmitt. 1997. *Trading Away Good Jobs: An
Examination of Employment and Wages in the U.S., 1979-94," Biiefing paper. Washington,
D.C.: Economic Policy Institute. October.

3Scott, Robert E. and Jesse Rothstein. *“NAFTA and the States: Job Destruction is
Widespread,” Issue Brief. Washington, D.C.: Economic Policy Institute. September.

“Scott, Robert E. and Jesse Rothstein. 1998. American Jobs and the Asian Crisis.
Washington, D.C. Economic Policy Institute. Issues Brief. January.
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tall, then this puts downward pressure on prices in the U.S. Domestic firms are
then forced to cut wages or otherwise reduce their own labor costs in response.’

For the past two decades, our living standards have stagnated, and the level
of income inequality in our society has increased dramatically. As a result, the real
wages of production and supervisory workers have declined steadily since 1979,
as shown in Figure 1.

Many economists who are proponents of free trade have now concluded that
trade is responsible for 20 to 25 percent of the increase in income inequality over
the past two decades.® Our own research suggests that trade is responsible for 15%
to 25% of the increase in income inequality which occurred between 1979 and
1994.7 However, existing research can only explain about half of the change in
income inequality. Therefore, trade is responsible for about 40% of the
explainable share of increased income inequality.

There are several other ways in which trade and trade deficits depress wages
that are not included in the preceding estimates. One of the most important is
through foreign direct investment. When U.S. firms move plants to low wage
countries, as they have done at an increasing rate in recent years, they clearly
eliminate good jobs and increase the trade deficit. These moves also have a
chilling affect on the labor market. The mere threat of plant closure is often
enough to extract wage cuts from workers. This tactic has also been used with
increasing frequency in the 1990s and is effective even when plants don’t move.

The third problem with trade deficits is their corrosive effect on our long-
term trade competitiveness. When the U.S. dollar and our trade deficit soared in

*Note that the Economic Report of the President (op cit, 243) mentions this problem, but
claims that the “prices of such imports actually rose.” This statement appears to reflect a flawed
1994 study that has since been repudiated. See John Schmitt and Lawrence Mishel. 1996. “Did
International Trade Lower Less-Skilled Wages During the 1980s? Standard Trade Theory and
Evidence.” Washington, D.C.: Economic Policy Institute. Technical Paper No. 213._July.

*See, for example, Tyson, Laura. 1997. “Inequality Amid Prosperity,” The Washington
Post. July 9.

"Mishel, Lawrence, Jared Bemstein and John Schmitt. 1997. The State of Working
America, 1996-97. Ammonk, NY: M.E. Sharpe. p. 20.
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the early 1980s, many domestic firms and industries in sectors such as steel and
semiconductors were decimated. Once closed, many plants in such industries
failed to re-open, even after the dollar depreciated later in the 1980s.

Dr. Peter Morici, in an important new study for the Economic Strategy
Institute, has identified another major reason why deficits have such corrosive,
permanent effects on our competitiveness. Morici found that eliminating the U.S.
trade deficit would increase U.S. spending on R&D by an estimated 3 per cent.
This would in turn increase productivity growth by about *0.5 to 0.6 percentage
points per year.”® This single shift, alone, would have a massive impact on U.S.
living standards, by allowing firms to raise wages for all workers.

To summarize, trade deficits have eliminated millions of high-wage U.S.
manufacturing jobs. They have also put downward pressure on the wages of
production workers, not only by eliminating good jobs, but also by pushing down
the prices of domestic products and by decreasing labor’s bargaining power with
multinational firms. Finally, trade deficits have reduced investment in research
and development, thereby undermining productivity growth and contributing to
the stagnation of incomes which has plagued our economy since the 1970s.

There is also another way in which trade deficits could destabilize our
domestic economy at some point in the future, causing an economic collapse even
deeper than the downturns that have resulted from the Asian financial crisis. Over
the past two decades the U.S. has accumulated over $2 trillion in trade deficits.
We have used foreign capital inflows to finance these deficits. As a result, we
have now become the world’s largest debtor nation. In a forthcoming report from
the Center for Economic Policy Analysis at the New School for Social Research,
Dr. Robert Blecker of EPI predicts that the net indebtedness of the U.S. will
exceed $2.1 trillion within four years.’

Our trade deficit and foreign debt have yet to reach critical levels.

\
Morici, Peter. 1997. “The Trade Deficit: Where Does it Come From and What Does it
Do?" Washington, D.C.: The Economic Strategy Institute. October. P. 20.

See also: Blecker, Robert A. 1998. “International Capital Mobility, Macroeconomic
Imbalances. and the Risk of Global Contraction.” Washington, D.C.: Economic Policy Institute.
Technical Paper.
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However, the U.S. current account deficit is expected to increase by $100 billion,
or more, as a result of the Asian crisis, within the next two years. If the crisis
deepens, perhaps triggered by further devaluations by China or Japan, then the
current account deficit could reach $350 billion or more.

At $350, the deficit will come perilously close to five percent of GDP, a
widely accepted trigger point for currency instability. A deficit of this size could
trigger concern among foreign investors about our ability to borrow sufficient
funds to finance this level of spending. A sharp outflow of short-term capital
would result, causing the dollar to collapse, at a minimum. Short-term interest
rates could also increase dramatically, as they have throughout Asia, pushing the
economy into a deep recession, or worse.

As long as foreigners are willing to hold an ever increasing supply of
dollars, then we can avoid this “hard landing” scenario. However, structural
changes in the not-to-distant future (such as the successful creation of the Euro)
could weaken dollar demand and lead to a crisis, if our trade problems persist and
deepen in the future. \

Persistent trade (current account) deficits are a fundamental risk factor in
this potential shock to our economy. Lester Thurow has referred to the U.S.
deficits as the key “fault line” in the international economy.'® In his view, the
Asian financial crises are only a mild precursor to the devastation that will result if
the U.S. deficits are reduced through a financial crisis. In the long-run, the only
way to avoid such a collapse is to reduce the trade deficit, to at least sustainable
levels, through some other means, such as more effective trade policies.

The Causes of Structural Trade Deficits

Many economists have emphasized the importance of fundamental
accounting identities in explaining trade flows. For example, the Economic
Report of the President notes that by definition, any excess of national investment
over national savings must be financed through an inflow of foreign capital, which
must, in turn be matched by an offsetting deficit in our current account, the

"“Thurow, Lester. 1998. “Asia: The Collapse and the Cure.” New York Review of Books.
Feb. §.

-5-



102

broadest measure of our trade balance. In this view, a low level of national
savings must necessarily result in a trade deficit.
1

However, just because trade is influenced by macroeconomic forces such as
savings rates and currency values, it does not follow that trade policy cannot
influence the level of the trade deficit. There are at least two key issues which
must be considered. First, what determines the macroeconomic flows that affect
trade, and second, how can public policies at home and abroad affect our trade
balances?

Accounting identities do not, and cannot, explain the causal relationships
between savings, investment and trade flows. Do low savings rates cause trade
deficits, or does causation run in the other direction? A trade deficit reduces the
incomes of domestic workers, pushing many into lower income brackets. Families
with lower incomes generally find it much harder to save. Therefore, increasing
trade deficits can and do reduce national savings.

The CEA report also notes that since 1980, the size of our trade deficit has
been closely correlated with movements in the exchange value of the U.S. dollar.
As the dollar appreciated in the early 1980s, the trade deficit expanded, and the
deficit shrank as the dollar fell later in the decade. The CEA emphasizes the
influence of macroeconomic factors, such as U.S. monetary policy, in determining
exchange rates. However, our exchange rates and trade deficits with several key
countries are also heavily influenced other countries economic policies.

For example, in 1994 China devalued its currency by 30% against the
dollar. Since that time it has continued to purchase dollars and by 1997 it had
accumulated total reserves of $143 bitlion.'" Since then, our bilateral deficit has
increased by 25% or more per year. China’s mercantilist policies contributed
significantly to the trade problems of other countries in South Asia, many of which
were swept into the financial crisis which began in mid-1977.

Japan has also intervened heavily in foreign exchange markets, with similar
consequences. In 1995, Secretary Rubin reached an agreement with Japanese
Vice-Minister of Finance for Intemnational Affairs Eisuke Sakakibara to devalue

"IMF Financial Statistics, May 1998.
-6-
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the Yen.'? In 1996, more than $125 billion in official capital (asset) purchases
flowed into the U.S., much of it from Japan. The Yen has lost 50% of its value
since 1995, and our bilateral trade deficit widened rapidly last year, as a result.

Exchange rate intervention is not our only trade problem, by any means.
Over the longer term, since 1982, the Yen has doubled in value, and yet our
bilateral deficit has never fallen below $19 billion since then, and the deficit has
exceeded $40 billion in every year since 1985. Japan maintains numerous
structural barriers to U.S. imports. For example, Japan condones restrictive
practices that have limited U.S. penetration of their domestic markets for film,
auto parts, flat glass and many other products.

China maintains even heavier import restrictions than Japan. These barriers
have generated our most imbalanced bilateral trade relationship: our imports from
China in 1997 were $63 billion while exports were only $13 billion, a five to one
ratio, leading to a $50 billion bilateral deficit. China also uses discriminatory
offset and technology transfer policies to capture market share and move rapidly
upscale into high-tech products such as automobiles, computer products and
aircraft. Over 148,000 jobs in aerospace and related industries, alone, could be lost
over the next two decades because of offsets policies and other types of
outsourcing." ‘

Many other countries in Europe, Asia and Africa and Latin America use
protected home markets as a base to support industries that dump excess output in
the U.S. market, especially in capital-intensive sectors such as steel and
semiconductors. Government subsidies also distort trade flows, especially in
high-tech industries.

For the past eighteen months, the dollar has also been appreciating because

"2Johnson, Chalmers. 1998. ““Asia’s Financial Meltdown: What Caused It and What Does
[t Mean?" Prepared remarks delivered at the Economic Strategy Institute. March 24.

BScott, Robert E. 1998. *The Effects of Offsets, Outsourcing and Foreign Competition
on Output and Employment in the U.S. Aerospace Industry”® in “Policy Issues in Aerospace
Offsets,” eds. Wessner, Charles W. and Alan Wm. Wolff. Washington, D.C.: National Research

Council. Forthcoming.
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of significant private capital inflows into the U.S., because of relatively high rates
of growth here, and in search of a "safe haven" from the Asian financial crises.
These private flows have also contributed to the growth of our trade deficit, while
also pushing asset prices (such as the stock market) to unsustainable levels. This
experience shows that our trade balance can be destabilized by both public and
private forces. It is also worth noting that the surge in private capital inflows was
made possible, in part, by the liberalization of capital outflows from many
developing countries, in the 1990s, often with IMF encouragement.

U.S. trade deficits have been increased by both mercantilist, macroeconomic
policies of foreign governments as well as interventions and distortions in
individual product markets. They have been exacerbated by the Asian financial
crisis and financial market deregulation. The resulting deficits have contributed to
widening income inequality and the stagnation of income and productivity growth
in the U.S.

Policy Implications

The preceding analysis suggest that, at a minimum, the following steps
should be taken:

L Devalue the dollar against key currencies such as the Yen and the Chinese
Yuan. In the long-run, devaluation is not a desirable way to improve the
trade balance because it reduces our living standards. However, we must
end the practice of allowing and encouraging these particular countries to
manipulate their currencies for mercantilist reasons. A substantial
appreciation in the Yen will also bring additional pressure to bear on Japan
to deregulate, reform and expand its domestic economy. These policies will
require coordination with other countries, probably through the G-8 or a
similar institution.

L] Coordinate macroeconomic policies with Japan and Europe, and encourage
those countries to reflate and stimulate their economies, thus building
demand for our exports. Restructure the IMF so that its policies do more to
promote growth, rather than austerity, in East Asia and other countries with
banking and financial crises. At the same time, steps are needed to
gradually deflate asset price bubbles in the U.S. while depreciating the

-8-
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dollar against all currencies. The U.S. can no longer serve as the import
market of last resort for the rest of the world.

° Attack barriers to U.S. exports and other policies and business practices that
bring dumped and subsidized products into the U.S. market. In particular,
China should not be allowed to enter the WTO until it removes all non-
conforming barriers to imports, both formal and informal. In addition, the
U.S. should substantially increase public investments in research and
development needed to improve the competitiveness of U.S. industries, in
part > offset the effects of similar policies used in other countries,
especially in Japan and Europe. Acdditional resources for the enforcement of
trade agreements and our trade remedy laws are also desperately needed.

L Promote international labor rights and environmental standards, through
aggressive agreements that are enforceable with trade sanctions, in the
WTO. These policies will raise wages and environmental quality in
developing countries, and give consumers in these countries the resources to
buy more products from the U.S. These policies will also foreclose the “low
road” in international competition that has increased income inequality in
the U.S., and in poor countries, while fueling a race to the bottom in the,
regulatory environment.

° Develop a plan for addressing the critical problems that both cause and
result from trade deficits. Senator Dorgan has proposed a Congressional
Commission to end the trade deficit, and [ support that proposal. Issues to
be addressed include mechanisms for coordinating with other nations to
reduce macroeconomic imbalances; assessment of the impact of other
countries’ trade and industrial policies on U.S. competitiveness; and the
development of new principles and approaches for addressing these
problems through reform or replacement of the WTO.

A great deal of confusion and misinformation exists about the causes and
consequences of our trade problems, and these issues are of critical national
importance. Public outrage about the negative consequences of globalization is
quite strong, both at home and abroad. In the U.S., these concerns resulted in the
failure of Congress to approve the President’s request for fast-track trade
negotiating authority last year. While the public is highly supportive of the

9.
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administration overall at the moment, because of low unemployment rates,
concerns over trade will grow quickly as the full impact of the Asian crisis is fett—
over the next 18 months, and as we move into the next downturn, whenever it
comes. '

We have a breathing space, at this moment, to develop plans and policies
that will enable us to effectively address our trade problems when the next crisis
hits. Effective planning can also nuture a consensus on desirable future directions
for our trade policy. This consensus must be achieved before we can move ahead.
A continuation of the trade policies of the past is no longer a viable option.
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- Figure 1

Real Hourly éamings of Production and
Nonsupervisory Workers, 1969-1996

$14.00
$13.00 an_ex
€ $1200 — -- e
= : ] " [

$7.00 : :
1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000

Source: EPI analysis of Bureau of Labor Statistics, "Empioyment and Eamings.” April 1997,



108

THE U.S. TRADE DEFICIT:
A MISLEADING ECONOMIC INDICATOR

by Murray Weidenbaum

Testimony before the
Senate Finance Committee

Washington, DC, June 11, 1998

The trade deficit is my favorite candidate for the most misleading indicator in our
statistical tool kit. More often than not, bad news for the economy is good news for the trade
deficit, and vice versa. In 1992 the economy was in recession and our trade deficit came down.
The next year our economy revived, and the trade deficit rose.

More recently, our trade with South Korea furnishes a similar and more dramatic example
of the relationship betweean trade and the overall economy. In 1996, the United States enjoyed a
trade surplus with Korea (approximately $330 million a month). Korea’s economy was expanding
more rapidly than ours and our exports to that nation were a third larger than our imports.

" In 1997, however, their currency and stock market crashed, and their economy declined -
sharply. Korea got rid of its trade deficit with us overnight (we now have a trade deficit with them,
over $600 million in March 1998). Our imports are approximately the same as before, but our
exports are only about one-half of their former level. All this happened without any change in
trade policy. Trying now to reduce our imports from Korea would make it more difficult for that
nation to return to normal.

1 also believe that we pay too much attention to the much larger trade deficit with Japan.
In good measure, it is a statistical artifact resulting from the fact that we have the largest
population in the industrialized world. The average Japanese spends more on U.S. products ($538
in 1996) than the average American spends on Japanese products ($432 in 1996). But because we
have a much larger population, our total exports to Japan are less than our imports from that

country.

Please do not misinterpret my position. I believe that the trade deficit is a misleading
indicator of economic success. But we should not'ignore it. When we look beyond the short-run
gyrations of the trade balance and the business cycle, there is a more fundamental and longer-run
problem that does involve the trade deficit. It is a symptom of a more basic economic imbalance.

Stripping away the economic jargon, Americans invest more than we save. How do we
finance our vast array of new and expanded factories, offices, and laboratories so essential to
economic growth? By importing foreign capital. What do we do with the foreign money? We buy
their goods and services — and the result is a substantial trade deficit.

Murray Weidenbaum is the Mallinckrodt Distinguished University T'rofessor and chairman of the
Center for the Study of American Business at Washington University in St. Louis. The views
expressed are strictly personal.
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Yes, this explanation simplifies a complex economic reality, but [ believe it is correct in its
fundamentals. Moteover, this explanation points us in the right direction in terms of public policy:
we can reduce the trade deficit in a constructive and sustainable manner — not by erecting barriers
to imports or subsidizing exports — but by encouraging Americans to save more. That will
provide at home more of the funds needed to finance economic growth.

Balancing the federal budget is an important step because it eliminates a major source of
dissaving. The Treasury is no longer a net borrower, so more private saving is now available to
finance private investment. More can be done.

Congress has already embarked on an effort to increase saving through tax reform. The
Roth [RAs are a good case in point. Personally, I would go all the way and defer all saving from
taxation. This means deregulating the saving process so that Uncle Sam no longer tells Americans
bow much to save or the exact form in which to save.

Most economic forecasters expect imoorts to increase much moré rapidly than exports in
1998. Macroeconomic Advisers, the St. Louis-based economic forecasting group, estimates that
the trade deficit will rise from $146 billion in 1997 to $214 billion in 1998. This is a factor in the
standard expectation that the gross domestic product will grow a bit less rapidly this year than last.

However, it is useful to see international trade in the context of the overall economy.
Imports are dwarfed by the total output of goods and services (see chart). Moreover, the positive
effects of imports tend to be overlooked. It is more than a matter of benefiting American
consumers by providing greater product variety at lower prices — and these are important positive
effects. The more basic and beneficial impact of imports occurs because foreign competition spurs
American companies to enhance their competitiveness by lowering costs, improving quality and, in
other ways, enhancing productivity.

The trade deficits are also a reminder that economic progress can produce losers as well as
winners, although not in equal proportions. The challenge to policymakers is how to help those
who are hurt by progress without undermining that progress. : .

Any traveler beyond the borders of the continental United States quickly finds that our
economy is the envy of the world. By any objective criteria, the United States is the pacesetter of
our time. The citizens of other nations are trying to copy our economic system, business practices,
culture, fashions, and freedom. They don’t send their young people abroad to Tokyo University or
Beijing University or Berlin University — but off to get an American MBA.

Concern for those not sharing in the general progress requires a constructive response.
Pressures to “buy domestic” fly in the face of economic reality — given the fact that so many
“foreign” products have U.S.-made components, and vice versa. We need to make the United
States an even more attractive place to hire people and to do business. Tax reform and regulatory
reform surely have important roles to play. The basic answer to low-priced import competition is
not to “dumb-dumb” down jobs here but to raise the skill and performance level of Americans who

have difficulty in finding good jobs.

It is a silly spectacle for Americans to quiver at the sight of international competition. The
U.S. economy is the strongest in the world and our long-term prospects are impressive. In a great
many important industries, American firms are the global leaders. Our companies rank firstin
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sales volume in aerospace and airlines, beverages and brokerage, chemicals, computers and cars,
electronics and entertainment, paper products and pharmaceuticals, soap and scientific equipment.

There is a special reason for optimism. In the decades ahead, we will be benefiting from a
huge upsurge of industrial research and development during the 1980s and 1990s. A key but quiet
crossover occurred in the carly 1980s — for the first time, company-sponsored R&D was larger
than government-financed R&D. Primary reliance on private R&D has continued ever since,
making more likely an accelerated future flow of new and improved civilian products and
production processes in the United States. To envision what this might mean, we can reflect on
how the fax machine and the Intemet have altered customary work practices in little more than a

decade. - -

To sum up this statement in a nutshell: we should not be so preoccupied with the
statistical excess of imports over exports that we adopt policies that weaken the basic strength of
our high-performance economy. The trade deficit should not be the focus of economic policy; it
mainly is just a side effect.
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CHAIR, COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS
BEFORE THE
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COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

June 11, 1998

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee. Thank you for the opportunity to discuss
the trade deficit with you today.

The trade deficit is an important economic statistic, but its interpretation is subject to
substantial confusion. A country’s trade balance is often--wrongly--used as a measure of the
success of its market-opening policies or the benefits of its engagement in intemational trade.
The most important idea I would like to express to you today is that the benefits of increased .
international trade are reflected in higher real income, not in a smaller trade deficit. Indeed, the
rising U.S. trade deficit in recent years mainly reflects the strength of the American economy,
which has grown rapidly in comparison with the economies of many of our trade partners. In
part, the trade deficit reflects the fact that our fast-growing economy is pulling in a lot of imports.
But at the same time it also reflects the fact that the U.S. is attracting substantial intemational
capital flows. These have financed increases in plant and equipment investment that have
exceeded even the growth in national saving due to deficit reduction since the beginning of the
Clinton Administration.

I. The Benefits of Trade

Going back to Adam Smith, one of the most important insights of economics is that
international trade increases the real incomes of all countries that engage in it. Trade is not a
zero-sum game in which the gains of some countries come only at the expense of other countries.
To the contrary, trade is a positive-sum game in which both sides gain,

For a long time, arguments for trade were based on the principle of comparative
advantage. When countries specialize in the economic activities for which they are particularly
well-suited and rely on trade to acquire other goods, they can achieve a higher standard of living
than if they try to produce everything themselves. More recently, economists have argued that
trade can also enhance productivity through the effects of greater market size, enhanced
competition, and importation of new ideas and technologies.

These benefits from trade are not merely theoretical. A large and growing economics
literature has found that those countries that are open to trade tend to grow faster and have higher
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levels of per-capita income than countries that close themselves off from intemnational
competition and trade. One estimate is that the globalization of the U.S. economy over the last
40 years has added about $1500 to per-capita income.

Because policymakers in this country have long believed in the benefits of trade for all
parties, the United States has long been the world’s leading advocate for trade liberalization.
U.S. tariffs are among the lowest in the world. While we benefit directly from our own low
tariffs--through lower prices to consumers-- we would benefit even more if other countries were
to lower their tariffs and other trade barriers. Since U.S. trade barriers are already so low,
international trade agreements typically produce much larger reductions in the trade barriers
facing American goods in foreign markets than on foreign ;3oods in the United States.

It is often suggested that the major benefit of trade liberalization is job creation. When
our economy is operating below its potential, with slack in the job market, export growth can
produce job gains, helping the economy move toward full employment. As of January 1993, for
example, the econonty had substantial unemployment and excess capacity. One could say that
the large increase in U.S. exports between 1993 and 1997--roughly 10% per year at an annual
rate-- accounted for 38 percent of the increase in output, and a proportionate share of the almost
16 million jobs that were created over that period. In the long-term, however, increases in
exports must ultimately pull workers away from other activities. Trade still raises real income,
but the boost comes from better jobs and not from more jobs. Studies show that export jobs pay
13-18 percent more than other jobs. Indeed, export jobs are better even after adjusting for worker
skills and firm-specific and industry-specific components to wages.

II. Macroeconomics and the Trade Deficit

Perhaps the greatest source of confusion about trade relates to the interpretation and
causes of trade deficits and surpluses,

A trade deficit occurs, by definition, when a country’s total domestic spending exceeds its
total domestic production. When this occurs, the shortfall is made up by importing more goods
than are exported. When the U.S. runs a trade deficit, foreigners buy less than a dotlar’s worth of
U.S. goods for every dollar they earn from their export sales to us. The natural question is, what
motivates foreigners to supply us with more goods than we supply to them in exchange? And
what do foreigners do with the dollars that they don’t use to buy U.S. goods? In practice,
foreigners typically use the excess dollars to invest in interest-bearing U.S. assets. Indeed, it is
the desire of foreigners to purchase attractive U.S. assets--to lend us the money needed to finance
a trade deficit--that makes it possible to run such a deficit. Countries can run deficits only if
foreigners want to add to their holdings of the deficit country’s assets. In fact, one can as readily
argue that the desire of foreigners to acquire attractive U.S. assets is responsible for the U.S.
trade deficit as the reverse.

This relationship between spending, production, and the trade deficit can be expressed
2
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another way. I will not bore you with the details but it turns out that in an accounting sense a
country’s current account balance (a comprehensive measure which comprises not only the
balance of trade balance in goods and services but also net investment income and transfers) is
equal to the difference between national saving and national investment. The attached chart
illustrates this relationship. When the demand for investment in the United States exceeds the
pool of national saving, the difference is made up by borrowing from foreigners. Conversely,
when saving exceeds investment, the surplus is invested abroad. The United States first
experienced large current account deficits during the mid-1980s, when net investment fell as a
share of national income and net national saving fell even faster. The deficit shrank briefly as
investment collapsed in the 1990-91 recession, but it has reemerged in the current expansion.
The good news in this expansion is that investment has been booming. But saving does not
appear to have kept pace, despite the improvement due to federal deficit reduction. (The
interpretation of current trends in saving, investment, and the current account is complicated by
the statistical discrepancy between GDP measured as the sum of all spending on output and as
the sum of all income generated in producing that output.)

When a trade deficit is used to finance productive investment, as it is now, it can be
viewed as largely benign, because the extra investment raises the productivity of our workforce,
resulting in higher future national income. It is that return that should enable us to pay off the
foreign borrowing we have undertaken to help finance our investments. We would be worse
off as a nation, and our interest rates would have been higher if, over the last few years, we had
been forced to curtail our investment. Our ability to attract funds from abroad is a vote of
confidence in the ability of our high-performing economy to put these funds to good use.

Let me return now to the more immediate causes of our rising trade deficit. A key factor
responsible for this trend is strong growth in the United States relative to some of our major
trading partners. Our strong growth has resulted in a larger income-induced increase in
American demand for foreign goods than in foreign demand for our goods and services. The
second key factor is the dollar’s appreciation, which has been substantial over the last three
years. In a system of flexible exchange rates and high capital mobility, an appreciation in a
currency reflects a desire by foreigners to hold that currency. Appreciations very often
accompany strong economic expansions like the one the U.S. has experienced over this period,
and in that sense the appreciation of the dollar is unsurprising given that the U.S. economy has
grown much more rapidly than those of many of our trading partners over the past few years.

More recently we have seen a surge in the trade deficit that reflects the effects of the East
Asian crisis. Sharp drops such as those seen in the value of the East Asian currencies lead to an
increase in U.S. demand for the goods produced by these countries (which are now much cheaper
to us than before). At the same time, the East Asian countries have cut back sharply on imports
of goods from the U.S. both because our goods are effectively much more expensive for them,
and also because their incomes Have fallen substantially.

Our sales to these countries have fallen sharply. Data for the first three months of this
3
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year show that our exports to the five most-affected countries are down between $17 billion and
$21 billion (annuatized) since the crisis began, depending on how one does the seasonal
adjustment. Roughly two-thirds of the lost sales were to Korea. Exports to Japan are down
another $6 to $8 billion over this period. Thus the total adverse movement across ail six countries
has been $23 to $29 billion. We expect the loss in sales to worsen during the remainder of the
year, especially if Asian economies continue to contract. Furthermore, we have not yet seen the
large increase in imports from the Asian countries that their devaluations are likely to produce.

[t is often argued that the Asian crisis, by decreasing U.S. net exports, will diminish U.S.
growth over the next year or longer. There is no denying that net exports are exerting, and will
continue to,exert, a drag on U.S. economic growth. Fortunately, however, the slowdown in
exports to East Asia is affecting the U.S. economy at a time when domestic demand growth is
extremely robust and labor markets have becoming increasingly tight. The consensus among
forecasters is that the East Asian crisis could serve as the brake that subdues growth toward a
more sustainable pace, preventing overheating, and permitting continued job growth with a more
moderate path for interest rates and stronger investment spending than we would otherwise
enjoy. There is the further side-benefit that the sharp declines in Asian currencies and the
consequent decline in the dollar price of imports from that region will provide a dampening
influence on inflation.

III. Are There Reasons for Concern?

My testimony so far has been that the trade deficit largely reflects the strength of the
American economy. But I do not want to leave you with the impression that there are no reasons
to be concerned about a large trade deficit.

First, even in the absence of any negative aggregate impact on output and employment
due to a growing trade deficit, particular sectors have been adversely affected. Before 1997,
many U.S. producers enjoyed rapid growth in their exports to East Asia. That has now
disappeared. As [ have already noted, exports are down sharply to Asia in general, and to Korea,
Southeast Asia, and Japan, in particular. They can be expected to continue to fall in the
remainder of this year. In addition, we will probably see increased imports from these countries,
especially in such sectors as autos, steel, textiles and apparel, and semiconductors and other
electronics. The crisis countries have no choice but to shift their trade balances into surplus,
since they are no longer able to borrow from abroad to finance the trade deficits that most of
them ran before the crisis. It is their inability to borrow in world capital markets that is
responsible for the currency depreciations and income reductions that are in turn causing them to
buy less from us and sell more to us.

The second reason for concem about our growing trade deficit follows in part from the
first. Our rising trade deficit, particularly in such key areas of the economy as manufacturing and
agriculture, could undermine support for internationalist principles and for market-opening
policies like those outlined by Secretary Rubin in his testimony. If the widening U.S. trade

deficit were to create the false impression that the U.S. stands to lose rather than to gain from
continued engagement in international markets, then it would be a costly development indeed.
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Exhibit: Saving, Investment, and the Current Account Balance
The current account deficit grew in the mid-1980s as saving fell faster than investment.
In the 1990s, however, both investment and saving are increasing.
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